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ABSTRACT

This thesis explores the issue of stakeholder engagement in Marine Spatial Planning (MSP). 
The formal introduction of spatial planning in the marine environment, through the Marine 
and Coastal Access Act 2009 makes for an interesting and unique context for considering a 
central aspect of spatial planning, stakeholder engagement. MSP is a new arena for spatial 
planning and faces many different challenges, particularly in the context of property rights 
and ownership. Whilst gaining momentum in the fields of marine science and ecology, 
research from the social sciences on MSP is still developing, and this thesis will develop a 
better understanding of the discourses of stakeholder engagement in MSP. Based on a 
case study of the Irish Sea, the thesis develops an alternative theoretical direction for 
considering stakeholder engagement and highlights the importance of incorporating 
stakeholders' perspectives in creating a robust and realistic MSP process.

The research aims to find how best to incorporate stakeholder perspectives into the MSP 
Process. In order to achieve this aim, a review of theoretical literature around stakeholder 
engagement in Terrestrial Spatial Planning (TSP) and MSP is firstly carried out. This is 
followed by a policy critique, which is conducted by using Rhetorical Analysis to uncover 
the discourses of engagement that existed within Government's MSP policy documents. 
This tool illustrates how Government have articulated their aims and approach to 
stakeholder engagement in MSP. In order to gather key stakeholder perspectives across a 
wide spectrum of participants (within the case study area of the Irish Sea Region), Q 
Methodology is employed as a tool that identifies dominant discourses among 
stakeholders. By using the evidence built up from the literature review, the policy critique 
and the stakeholder discourses it was then possible to explore new insights and new 
perspectives that are offered from research for stakeholder engagement in MSP.

The thesis finds that Government's discourse of stakeholder engagement in MSP is 
informed by TSP's theoretical framework of Collaborative Planning. Based on five 
discourses that arise from the Q methodology, we see the complexity of stakeholders' 
views expressed in considering MSP and it is suggested that the proposed Collaborative 
model of stakeholder engagement can be improved. Using the five discourses it is put 
forward that stakeholder engagement in MSP could be much better addressed by 
incorporating those stakeholders' perspectives to better inform and develop MSP, as it is 
noted that stakeholders have alternative ambitions and agenda's in engaging in MSP, and 
these do not necessarily align with those of Government. It is suggested that the adoption 
of an agonistic perspective, will allow for a much more realistic and productive system of 
stakeholder engagement for MSP. A conceptualisation is drawn up at the end of the thesis 
highlighting how an agonistic approach to engagement may be mobilised through the 
consideration of a 'sea interest'. The 'sea interest' is developed as an objective of MSP as a 
way of creating a system of MSP that truly works for the sea and not the Government 
Administration.
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CHAPTER 1 Introduction



CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION

1.0 Synopsis: This chapter seeks to introduce the thesis by setting the unique context to 

researching stakeholder engagement in Marine Spatial Planning (MSP). The chapter begins 

by explaining how MSP has emerged as a new and exciting arena for spatial planning and 

highlights why greater research attention is needed on this emerging field. The chapter 

introduces the research questions addressed in the thesis and sets out the structure of the 

research.

1.1 Introduction

This thesis concerns stakeholder engagement in Marine Spatial Planning, it attempts to 

offer new insights on such stakeholder engagement, which until now have been almost 

entirely informed by terrestrial based planning practice. Stakeholder engagement is a core 

value of Terrestrial Spatial Planning (TSP) and will be a major element of MSP. Contributing 

to the generation of new knowledge in this under-researched area of planning, the thesis 

adopts a post-positivist methodological research design, centred on policy critique and 

analysis of stakeholder perspectives in creating a new alternative direction for stakeholder 

engagement in MSP. Consequently, it represents the first attempt to carry out academic 

research into how stakeholders' perspectives can be best incorporated into this new policy 

process.

Due to increasing use and pressures placed on the sea in meeting the needs of modern 

society, MSP has been slowly developing, taking its lead from TSP experience. The case for 

MSP is presented as an opportunity for the seas to be managed in a similar way to land in 

meeting both the needs of stakeholders and promoting sustainable development (DEFRA, 

2006). It is only in the latter part of the last decade that MSP has come into the interest of 

terrestrial spatial planners. Whilst the entire issue of MSP is at a relatively early stage of 

development, academically it is still under-researched, especially within the field of 

stakeholder engagement. The overall objective of the thesis is to develop a more 

innovative, alternative approach for stakeholder engagement in MSP that is significantly 

different to the proposed Government model, which incorporates stakeholder perspectives

2



into the process and that takes into account the complexity of dealing with stakeholder 

engagement in this unique context.

1.2 Contextualising planning in the marine environment

The Marine and Coastal Access Act1 received Royal Assent on 12th November 2009. It is 

indicative of a major, if under appreciated, milestone in environmental regulation in the UK. 

Indeed it has been hailed as one of the most important and long awaited pieces of UK 

conservation legislation in nearly 30 years (Meas, 2009). In establishing a comprehensive 

regulatory and planning system for the UK's marine environment, it integrates a number of 

fragmented sectoral approaches (covering inter alia, minerals extraction, fisheries, energy 

provision and generation, recreation) and extends to the country's territorial waters and 

offshore waters out to EEZ2.

Herein known as The Marine Act, or the MCA Act. The Marine Act has a complicated geographical and 
economic impact according to the devolved responsibilities (see DEFRA 2009).The Scottish Executive have 
prepared their own parallel, but differentiated legislation, the Marine (Scotland) Act 2010, which received Royal 
Assent on 10/03/2010. In Northern Ireland, DOE are also in the process of developing their own parallel draft 
legislation.
2 Figure 1.1 is a map illustrating the UK Marine Administrative Boundaries. Plant (2003) notes that 'Territorial 
waters' is used to denote both a coastal State's internal (or inland) waters, which lie landward of the 
baseline(mean low water mark) from which it is calculated the breadth of the territorial sea and maritime zone 
extending to a maximum of 12 nm (nautical miles) seaward of the baseline. The EEZ is an area out to 200nm that 
the UK has limited jurisdiction over in relation to certain marine activities, as established by the UN Convention 
of the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS). See also Churchill & Lowe (1999) for more detail on The Law of the Sea.
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Figure 1.1 UK Marine Boundaries

join Ten
N \ I l
( ONSFRVVnON 
( OMMITTEI

UK marine administrative boundaries

Mi Land
MB UK Territorial Seas

Iste ot Man Designated Area 
UK Continental Shelf Area 

////, British Fishery limit extent

100 200
i 1

400 Km 
j I

Acknowledgements World Vector Shoreline © US Defense Mapping Agency The exact limits of the 
UK Continental Shelf are set out in orders made under section 1(7) of the Continental Shetf Act 1964 
(© Crown Copynghl) Map copyright JNCC 2004

Map version S date 
Version 2 12/3^04

Source: JNCC (2009f
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The Marine Act is viewed as the legislative basis for implementing the ecosystem approach 

(Jones, 2009) to managing the marine environment. With the Act accepted by all political 

parties, the UK seas are now presented with an opportunity to become managed in a much 

more informed way that both meets the needs of stakeholders and promotes the 

sustainable development of the sea. The seas, which once may have been thought of as 

neglected, will now receive the type of legislative care that the land has enjoyed. MSP has 

the potential to offer a one-stop shop (Plant, 2003) in terms of more streamlined 

regulation, development and licensing regimes, as highlighted in the table below.
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Table 1.1 Key Elements in the Marine and Coastal Access Act

Key Areas in the Act Description and Status Update

Marine
Management
Organisation

The MMO is the new principal marine authority and it will help to effectively deliver many 

marine policies, it will be guided by a UK Marine Policy Statement and will deal with a range 
of functions (marine planning, licensing and enforcement) that together will provide a holistic 

approach to marine management, The MMO is planned for live operation from April 2010
and will be located in Newcastle,

Marine Planning Marine Planning will provide a strategic approach to the use of marine space and the 

interactions between its uses, encompassing all activities by facilitating, forward looking 
decision making marine plans and will guide decisions in licensing applications and provide 

users with more certainty,
Government are currently identifying boundaries to divide regions into plan areas,

Licensing Marine
Activities

Licensing will become more efficient and transparent, leading to less risk, delay and cost to 
the users. Existing legislation will be replaced with modern streamlined system, shaping 
marine licensing processes and will provide for a rationalised and more integrated approach.

Marine Nature
Conservation

New mechanisms will be made available that will supplement existing tools for conservation 

of marine ecosystems and biodiversity and includes a new approach to MPAs for important 
species and habitats. Regional projects have been established around the English Coast as 

part of the process for identifying MCZs contributing to an ecologically coherent network of
MPAs,

Inshore Fisheries
Conservation
Authorities

The Act modernises inshore fisheries (0-3nm) management activities and enables a more 

active approach to managing recreational sea angling, It will strengthen fisheries 

enforcement powers and provide for recovery of the costs of fishing licensing administration. 
Inshore fisheries will be brought 'in-house' from April 2010.

Coastal Access Coastal Access came into the Marine Bill proposals after the White Paper, Work has started 

on implementing Coastal Access Provisions, amendments will be made the Countryside and 
Rights of Way Act (2000) as it applies to coastal land under the Marine Act, Natural England is 

required to discharge its coastal access duty.

Source: Amended from DEFRA (2007 & 2009)
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A key component of the Marine Act is a system of MSP4, which will establish spatial 

planning priorities through a national and jointly agreed Marine Policy Statement (MPS). 

The MPS is provided for in the Marine Act, it sets out the devolved administration's policies 

to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development, will guide Marine Plans and 

provide clear tools for decision making. The MPS will be delivered through a set of HLMO 

(High Level Marine Objectives), which could help to achieve convergence of MSP through 

the UK (Ritchie & Ellis, 2009). The HLMOs will be elaborated through a series of regional or 

sub-regional Marine Plans, as well as a network of MCAs (Marine Conservation Areas), all 

supported by a new system of governance headed by a Marine Management Organisation 

(MMO) (DEFRA, 2006-2009). The MMO relates to England only and other separate 

arrangements are being developed for other parts of the UK.

As yet there appears to have been limited engagement with the underlying philosophies of 

terrestrial planning practice (and this will be explored further in chapters three and four), as 

a result, while there is a growing research agenda in MSP from the fields of marine science 

and resource management, there is surprisingly little debate in the mainstream planning 

journals about the significance of MSP. Geographically, the Marine Act proposes to 

establish an integrated planning system over three quarters of the UK's territory, which 

constitutes over half of the country's biodiversity, and aims to sustainably manage a range 

of environmental and economic goods and services that are vital to the UK's well-being 

(Frid, 2008).

In order to appreciate the significance of MSP, it is worth noting that marine activities are 

principal contributors to the UK and to the global economy, both in terms of culture, 

employment and quality of life (DEFRA, 2007). This has been estimated to contribute to 

some three per cent of the national GDP, approximately £67 billion per annum (DEFRA, 

2002, 2007). DEFRA identify the largest economic contributions coming from; oil and gas 

(£22.3 billion), tourism and recreation (£16 billion), naval defence (£6.5 billion), ship and 

boat building (£3 billion), ports (£1.6 billion) and fishing (£0.5 billion)5. It is evident that 

substantial amounts of money flow into the UK economy as a result of natural and human 

marine-based activities that are largely overlooked by mainstream policy (Claydon, 2006).

4 Circa 2007 DEFRA simply refer to marine spatial planning as 'marine planning', for the purposes of the thesis 
MSP and marine planning may be taken to imply the same meaning.
5 See Appendix 1 for more details on picturing the current marine activities
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Claydon (2006) and Edwards (2009) note that the UK seas are truly unique, in terms of rare 

and declining species6, and in parallel are possibly the most important seas in all of Europe 

for trade. It seems that the seas are in need of a regulatory system to bring a multitude of 

activities under control, as shown by a CIS map of the Irish Sea Region.

6 For example in Northern Ireland alone there are rare species of the Pink Fan Shell, Flarbour 
Porpoises, Maerl and Seagrass beds (Saville & Hutchinson, 2006).
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Figure 1.2 GIS Layered map for the Irish Sea Region
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Source: MSPP (2006) with kind consent for use from Dr. Stephen Hull of ABPmer

Key Activities Represented7:

Landuse - Tourism - Oil & Gas - Mariculture - Coastal Defence - Ports & Navigation - 

Military Activities - Culture - Conservation - Dredging & Disposal - Submarine Cables - 

Fishing - Renewable Energy - Marine Recreation - Mineral Extraction

7As this map shows over two hundred layers of GIS data it is impossible to include a key, instead the key sectors are noted
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This map has at least two hundred GIS layers, hence the difficulty in showing a fully detailed 

key representing the various temporal and spatial activities. However it shows the marine 

environment is subject to a multitude of activity. Whilst these may not all occur at the same 

real or seasonal time, it is still incredibly significant to realise the volume of activity on, over 

and below the sea, as a number of various dimensions relating to the marine environment. 

Government are faced with an enormous challenge in attempting to regulate these 

activities under one integrated planning system.

The Marine Act will demarcate a new mindset for how we think about and use the seas and 

this is explored rhetorically in chapter five and through stakeholders' perspectives in 

chapter six. The doctrine of Mare Librum 8 has ruled the waves for the last four hundred 

years and has stood for open access to a 'common property' resource that represented a 

"sea that belonged to no-one, free for all pioneers and explorers" (Russ & Zeller, 2003, p. 

76). This socially accepted norm has facilitated, up until now, an uncontrolled utilisation 

and exploitation of the seas. The idea of free and open seas has been a diminishing notion 

for some years; however, the new legislation may be one foot in the direction towards what 

Russ and Zeller term as a new doctrine of Mare Reservarum.

It would seem that MSP has been primarily shaped as a response to regulatory and 

ecological challenges; which has drawn from the experiences of TSP, particularly in terms of 

its ethos and practice. It is important to consider that it is a huge legislative and regulatory 

step that Government has taken in introducing State intervention into a previously 

ungoverned, but heavily regulated, marine environment. One could compare the 

significance of MSP to the establishment of the statutory Town and Country Planning 

System, which emerged just over one hundred years ago, through the 1909 Housing and 

Town Planning Act (Cullingworth, 1999; Davoudi, 2000; Cullingworth & Nadin 2006; 

Douvere, 2008). Effectively this served to nationalise development rights of land in order to 

regulate development activity. The aims of the planning system were laid out as guiding 

development that was in the 'public interest', depicted as a set of universal values applied 

evenly across the board (Kidd, 2010). Planning was thus created as a very powerful form of 

regulation, where the State intervened and controlled land use for order and simplicity of

8 Translated as "Freedom of the Seas" and originated from the "Father of International Law", Dutchman Hugo 
Grotius, circa 1608.
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the urban environment (Lloyd, 2010). It will be explored throughout the course of the thesis 

whether similar claims can be made in relation to MSP.

The thesis seeks to contribute to the ongoing debate on MSP by focusing on stakeholder 

engagement. While different models of engagement are beginning to be tested in early 

MSP initiatives, it continues to be a neglected area in terms of academic research, with 

research papers primarily focusing largely on definitional rather than analytical issues of 

stakeholder engagement (see Milkalsen & Jentoft, 2001; Buanes et al, 2004; Vierros et al, 

2006, Ehler & Douvere, 2007, Flannery & O'Cinneide, 2008). Such research seems to imply 

that researchers presume they know the issues facing stakeholders or that stakeholders can 

be cherry picked to suit the desired outcomes of a process. Yet through the literature 

review, particularly in chapter three, we learn that stakeholder engagement in planning is 

intensely complex and cannot be dealt with by objective criteria. The Marine Act outlines a 

number of broad principles relating to stakeholder engagement. These seem to be taken 

directly from the TSP, yet it would seem that there is no apparent appreciation that such 

engagement processes are based and developed on the specific context of terrestrial 

property ownership. However the nature of the social and environmental impact and 

perception of development is fundamentally different in the case of MSP and so it is 

difficult to appreciate if engagement principles from TSP can be directly transferred and 

applied to the emerging proposals of MSP.

1.3 Emergence of MSP

The progression to MSP, as Jay (2010) notes, may be perceived as a simple offshore 

extension of terrestrial planning, but he highlights that the terrestrial planning has been 

pushing at the boundaries for a number of years, through the interest in Coastal Zone 

Management (Gubbay, 1990, 2001; French, 1997; O'Riordan & Ward, 1997, Dixon-Gough, 

2001; McGlashen & Williams, 2003; Kidd et al, 2003, Kay & Alder, 2005). Prior to that, there 

had been a greater research interest from the fields of marine science, marine ecology and 

resource management (Stoker, 1993; Gubbay, 1995; Jones et al, 1997; Barrow, 1999; 

Laoffely, 2000; Laoffely ef o/, 2002; Laoffely etal, 2004; Warren, 2002).
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Specifically, within the UK, calls for MSP have grown in intensity since circa 2003 with an 

early contribution from English Nature's9 review on 'Land Use Planning's Potential Influence 

on MSP' (Tydesley & Hunt, 2003) and the RSPB's evaluation of the potential economic 

benefits of MSP (GHK Consulting, 2004). The Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC, 

2004) produced a Coastal and Marine Spatial Planning Framework for the Irish Sea (Vincent 

et al, 2004), shortly followed by the DEFRA-sponsored Marine Spatial Planning Pilot 

Consortium10 (MSPP, 2006). The consortium developed a pilot of how MSP could operate in 

the Irish Sea Region. Once the findings of the pilot had been published, this seemed to 

inform the preparation of legislation, with DEFRA issuing a consultation document 

proposing a Marine Bill for the UK (DEFRA, 2006). This was then followed by the 'Marine Bill 

White Paper: A Sea Change' (DEFRA, 2007) and finally in November 2009, the Marine Act 

was granted Royal Assent.

Yet until 2004-2005, there had been surprisingly little debate in the mainstream planning 

academia concerning the significance of MSP. More recently however, MSP has received 

considerable academic attention with an emerging body of literature that charts the 

evolution of MSP within the UK (Tydesley & Hunt, 2003; Hugget et al, 2003, Tydesley, 2004; 

Peel & Lloyd, 2004; Vincent et al, 2004; MSPP, 2006; Boyes et al, 2007; Douvere & Ehler, 

2007; Douvere et al, 2007; Flannery & O'Cinneide, 2008; Gilliland & Laffoley, 2008; Ritchie 

& Ellis, 2010) and internationally (Ardon et al, 2008; Maes, 2008, Plasman, 2008, Douvere, 

2008; Crowder & Norse, 2008; Douvere & Ehler, 2009). This literature will not be 

substantially reviewed here* 11, but it needs to be appreciated in terms of setting the tone for 

the recent Government proposals and the place for stakeholder engagement. Notably, 

there is a lack of literature which concerns itself with issues related to developing 

stakeholder engagement (Flannery & O'Cinneide, 2008; Pomeroy & Douvere, 2008; Vierros 

et al, 2008).

9 Known as Natural England since March 2006
10 The MSPP Consortium was comprised of Planning Consultants, marine researchers and scientists 
and was set up to research options for developing, implementing and managing marine spatial 
planning in UK Coastal and offshore waters (MSPP, 2006).
11 The MSPP Literature Review (2006) provides a detailed overview of the key legislative dates 
charting the progression of MSP in the UK and EU initiatives that have been relevant in developing 
MSP such as the Water Framework Directive (WED), the Habitats and Birds Directive, the Integrated 
Coastal Zone Management (ICZM) Recommendation, the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) 
Directive, and the European Marine Thematic Strategy.
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Stakeholder engagement is posed in this research as an unresolved and neglected aspect of 

the MSP proposals, and is considered to be part of a wider 'marine problem' (see Peel & 

Lloyd, 2004). It is noted that current research in the field of marine management has relied 

on emphasising expert and scientific opinion (see Grumbine, 1994, Cincin-Sain & Knight, 

1998; Gubbay,1995, 2001; O'Riordan, 2000; Side & Jowitt, 2002; Laoffely et al 2004; GHK 

Consulting,2004; Cincin-Sain & Belfiore, 2005; Worm et al 2006; Douvere et al 2007; Ehler & 

Douvere 2007; Vierros et al 2007; Douvere 2008; Pomeroy & Douvere, 2008; Maes 2008; St. 

Martin & Hall-Arber 2008; Douvere & Ehler 2009) and that such discussions have failed to 

open up the debate to more socially constructed and pluralistic perspectives.

The idea of MSP, whether at UK or European level, has evolved as a way of dealing with the 

temporal and spatial implications of ecosystem-based management, particularly the way in 

which its key principles can secure effective implementation. Thus, Douvere (2008) argues 

that MSP is critical to this policy agenda because it:

• "Addresses the heterogeneity of marine ecosystems in a practical manner;

• Focuses on influencing the behavior of humans and their activities over time;

• Provides a management framework for new and previously inaccessible 

scientific information;

• Makes conflicts and compatibilities among human uses visible; and,

• Guides single-sector management toward integrative decision-making."

(Douvere, 2008, p. 765)

While the above may be regarded as general principles for MSP, the following tracks the 

UK's specific emergence within the European context.

Discussions on the ecological integrity of the marine environment have been the focus of a 

long- standing pedigree (Worm et al 2006; Halpern et al, 2008) within individual Member 

States and at European and international levels. With growing recognition that marine 

resources, particularly fisheries, could no longer bear being regarded a common resource, a 

demand for a firmer system of stewardship emerged and was reflected at a global level in
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the joint communique at the World Sustainable Development Summit in Johannesburg in 

2002 (Russ & Zeller, 2003). In the wake of Copenhagen, (December, 200912) climate change 

has been further highlighted and witnessed as taking its toll on the marine environment, 

through sea level rises, sea temperatures increases, acidification, and limited productivity 

cycles (Stern, 2007). The sea has a critical role in climate amelioration, as it is a major 

source of carbon capture. It is clear therefore that damage to marine ecosystems could 

therefore have far reaching implications for planetary systems.

The stakes are high; the challenge is to achieve not only a healthy marine environment, but 

make marine ecosystems more resilient to climate change and tackle its negative impacts 

(CEC, 2009). This gave rise to the recognition that marine environments could only be 

effectively protected through an ecosystem-based approach to marine management 

(Arkema et al, 2008), gaining official recognition in Europe through an evolving policy 

regime of the European Commission (e.g. CEC 2006a, 2006b, 2007, 2008), namely through 

the HELCOM and OSPAR Conventions13 (1992).

The most prominent example of this European thinking comes through the Marine Strategy 

Framework Directive14, which provides a supportive visionary framework for effectively 

protecting the marine environment across Europe15 (Suarez de Vivero, 2007). It aims to 

achieve 'good environmental status' by 2021, and to protect the resource base upon which 

marine related economic and social activities depend (CEC, 2009). The objectives are in line 

with the objectives of the Water Framework Directive16 where there is a requirement on 

fresh water and ground water bodies to be 'ecologically sound' by 2015 in conjunction with 

River Basin Management Plans. Additionally, in 2007 the Commission presented its vision 

for an Integrated Maritime Policy (dubbed 'the Blue Book'17), which calls for a system of 

ecosystem based MSP for a growing Maritime Economy in Europe. Even though the UK was

12 Available at: http://unfccc.int/meetings/cop 15/items/5257.php 
Last accessed 08.02.2010

13 Commission for the Protection of the Marine Environment of the North East Atlantic. See 
http://www.ospar.org
14 Directive 2008/56/EC, adopted June 2008
15 In response to this, the Marine Strategy Directive establishes European Marine Regions (Baltic Sea, North East 
Atlantic, Mediterranean, and the Black Sea) on the basis of environmental and geographical criteria. Each 
Member State cooperating with other Member States and non EU countries covered within a marine region are 
required to develop marine strategies for their marine waters to jointly achieve 'good environmental status' of 
the marine environment (CEC, 2009)
16 Directive 2000/60/EC, adopted December 2000
17 Theresa Crossely of the Department for Transport (DfT) speaking on "European Maritime Policy" at the 
Coastal Futures Conference 2008: Review and Future Trends, SOAS, London
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'dipping its toe' (Slater, 2006) in MSP long before the emergence of European Legislation, it 

would seem that the European Legislation prompted the UK to move towards a statutory 

system of MSP. The European Commission (200918) have drawn up six strategic policy 

orientations for the future, ranging from integration of marine governance to defining 

boundaries of sustainability, to the development of the international dimension of the 

integrated maritime policy. The overall aim is to move towards managing the increasingly 

competitive economic activities whilst at the same time safeguarding biodiversity (Maes, 

2008). It seems apparent that the concept of MSP, whilst emerging and evolving in 

different forms in MSP, it is gaining global momentum with international and European 

policies and guidance being implemented nationally (Wilding et at, 2009).

The activities of the international community on Marine Planning in Canada and Australia 

are widely recognised as influencing the drive for the emergence of MSP in the UK 

(Doherty, 2003; Bruce & Eliot, 2006; Day, 2008a; Day et at, 2008b; Smith et at, 2003; 

Rutherford et at, 2005; van Schoubroek & Hereford, 2008) as well as other member states 

such as Belgium and Germany (GAUFRE, 2006; Degnbol & Wilson, 2008; St. Martin & Hall- 

Arber, 2008; Douvere & Ehler, 2007, 2009, Douvere et at, 2007, Encora, 2008, Jay et at, 

forthcoming). These examples have shown that other countries are seen to encompass 

many of the similar issues that the UK faces, aside from worldwide challenges of Climate 

Change (Stern, 2007). These examples have also provided a strong impetus to the 

emergence of MSP in the UK. There are many difficulties in decision making regarding 

entire marine ecosystems, inter and intra-agency jurisdictional challenges, complexities and 

cost effectiveness of new management structures, and the role of top-down and bottom-up 

governance approaches (Gelchic et at, 2009). All of these issues, while similar, have to take 

place in marine spaces that are entirely different in terms of their ecological, bio-physical, 

socio-economic, cultural and political settings, with a variety of resources, ecosystem 

services and marine management strategies. Therefore while there may be similarities of 

the issues, they are set within very different institutional and regulatory contexts. However, 

it is clear that internationalisation and unification of marine problems will become a 

prominent feature within the future marine governance.

The core motivational aspects of the emergence of the two planning systems appear 

differentiated. The British land use planning system was heavily focussed on social and

18 Available from: http://ec.europa.eu/maritimeaffairs/subpage mpa en.html Last accessed 08.02.10
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economic issues in the midst of the newly created post-war welfare state (Meller, 1997) 

and regulated private property rights, whilst one of the primary motivations for the 

emergence of MSP has been ecological concerns. It is therefore primarily underpinned by 

an ethic and epistemological basis that is derived from natural resource management and 

marine science. In this sense, MSP rationale may be viewed as encapsulating 'conventional 

wisdom' that public policy is aimed at securing sustainable development, which on the one 

hand should be substantively based on evidence and scientific rationality, while on the 

other, should be procedurally informed by transparency and stakeholder engagement 

(Haas, 2004). Thus, while the ecosystem-approach is science-driven and with definable 

rational goals, deliberative engagement processes are heavily embedded with power, 

subjectivity and contestation, in which the epistemic community has no monopoly on the 

framing of problems and solutions. In terms of the new policy regime for the marine 

environment, it seems that MSP may become the main arena for handling different forms 

of knowledge (Rydin, 2007), (for example, scientific understandings of the sea) and for 

mediating tensions in the values and outlooks of these two worlds. A good example of such 

tension is provided by McKenna and Cooper (2006), who show how the marine science 

community can find the stakeholder engagement processes frustrating, viewing it as an 

obstacle to achieving rationally derived policy goals. Indeed, the role of MSP in mediating 

the huge range of perceptions of how the marine problem should be framed, let alone 

resolving the realpolitik of the sectoral interests, is a daunting one, yet seemingly 

unappreciated in the existing policy and academic literature.

1.4 Planning in the Marine Environment

The marine environment is highly unique due to its fragility and bio-physical characteristics 

(Linely-Adams, 2003). The marine environment has an incredibly complex, yet distinctive 

make-up. It is three-dimensional and facilitates multiple simultaneous, seasonal and 

temporal uses (Tydesley & Hunt, 2003), which, as will be explored in the course of the 

thesis, will make planning a difficult task, one that is highly complex, yet one that is 

seemingly unappreciated. Geographically, land is generally defined in two dimensional 

characteristics, whereas the sea is defined in three, potentially four, ecologically diverse 

dimensions, subsea-bed, seabed, water column and surface (Tydesley, 2004).
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The issues over rights in the marine environment is different to land and is, to an extent, 

unclear. The fact that land and sea are wholly separate in terms of physicalities, ownership 

and property rights makes this area of research more fascinating in comparative terms, and 

this will be explored in the next section.

Rights of use, exploitation, regulation and ownership in the marine environment have 

largely been retained in the Crown Estate. Acting as a landlord, it marshalls extensive 

marine assets. Whilst 45% of the foreshore is privately owned, it holds 55% ownership of 

the foreshore and the entire seabed out to 12 nm (gathering their rent through granting 

leases and licenses). It is clear that while there are rights at sea, they are different to those 

on land. The marine environment may be underpinned by an, essentially, complex mix of 

public property rights, granted within the jurisdiction of Crown Estate. For example, at sea 

development is rarely locked to a single location, as it would be on land. There are rights to 

lay cables, rights to dredge, rights for construction development (harbours and renewable 

energy technology), and rights to discharge water, waste and other materials, rights to 

explore for oil and gas, rights to extract aggregates. All of these may be associated with 

statutory public rights, or permissions granted through the Crown Estate, usually by license 

and for a temporary period with conditions. There are also customary rights that are 

associated with fishing grounds, spawning grounds, dive sites and shipping lanes, these may 

be in keeping with the doctrine of Mare Librum, which seems to be slowly diminishing with 

more regulation and institutionalisation of the seas. However, it is clear that there is a 

different type of property rights at sea; they are unlike those associated on the land as 

private individual rights. Peel and Lloyd (2004) note that property rights in the marine 

environment represent economic and societal challenges that have clear spatial and 

institutional implications. In appreciating that there is a difference, it could be more useful 

to consider them as a collective public right. Yet, with this, sensitivity and an appreciation is 

needed for formulating an appropriate stakeholder engagement process that respects the 

implications of this difference.

Booth (2002) points out that property rights on land have their roots in medieval property 

law; dominated by rights over occupational use, development and exchange (Needham, 

2006). It was the formulation of the British planning system in 194719 that was most 

distinctive in the way in which property rights were explicitly nationalised for future

19 Town and Country Planning Act (1947)
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development. However, this was only in relation to development rights, not rights over 

ownership of property. Lloyd (2010) highlighted that planning on land served to nationalise 

property rights and both the physical (operational) development and the use of land 

became subject to regulatory planning control. On land, there are public and private 

interests, and as Booth (2002) writes, public control of land use change was legitimated by 

the idea that there are times when a greater public good must override private interests. 

For centuries land has been developed through a system of controlling private property 

rights (Booth, 2002). It becomes clear that different property rights exist in the marine 

environment though they do not exist as strong individual property rights. As Jay (2010) 

notes, land ownership is comprehensive and parcelling of land is visibly marked, often with 

physical boundaries. However, the marine environment is unique in this respect and clearly 

resists these conditions, and this is one of the reasons why there is a need for research of 

this type as the significance of this for stakeholder engagement is critical.

As McAuslan (1980) points out, the existence and urge to protect private property rights is 

one of the key reasons why stakeholders engage in planning. It is of central concern within 

this thesis to consider whether what is proposed in the Marine Act is entirely suitable in 

terms of stakeholders engaging in an environment, and how best their perspectives and 

interests can be incorporated into the process. The terrestrial planning system revolves 

around property rights and a consideration for what is in the 'public interest'. Needham 

(2006) noted that there were procedures in place to protect the individual interests that 

might be damaged by unfavourable planning decisions where the public interest takes 

precedence. It is clear therefore that planning decisions on land are made in what is 

believed to be in the 'public interest', but quite often stakeholders interpret this as 

restricting private property rights in favour of the public interest. On the whole, historically, 

the concept of the public interest is believed to provide a sound justification (Needham, 

2006) for planning decisions. However, the concept of the public interest is problematic, as 

how it is interpreted varies greatly. Needham (2006) points out that often it can be 

associated with the interest of the local or national government, and in that case the public 

interest becomes placed beside commercial pressures to deliver economic goals, but on the 

other hand it can be a way in which administrations and institutions can achieve social 

goals. Klosterman (1980) is amongst many academics who have tried to define the public
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interest, noting it as a vague criterion20. In terms of its relevance to MSP, it is important to 

address whether the public interest is compatible with planning in the marine environment 

and as a rationale for engaging with planning in the marine environment. It is important to 

learn why stakeholders want to engage in planning in the marine environment, if there are 

not the same types of private property rights as on land. Is it connected with protecting the 

right to fish, is it to enhance ecosystem protection or ecological goods and services, is it to 

exploit marine resources with more confidence, or are there other ideas around a collective 

public interest for the sea, does it exist? It may be appropriate to see the doctrine of More 

Librum as compatible with the public interest. The empirical research sets out to explore 

these issues in much more detail (in chapter six) through an intensive discourse analysis.

This thesis aims to contribute to primary academic research in this field in providing an 

understanding of the complexities that stakeholder engagement brings. Consequently, time 

must be dedicated to discussing these greater issues around the complexity of what it 

means to have stakeholder engagement in the marine environment and this will be 

examined in the course of the thesis and particularly in the discussion of the empirical 

research.

1.5 Research Aims

Based on the above context that is set for stakeholder engagement in MSP, the overall aim 

of the thesis is:

To explore stakeholders' perspectives of Marine Spatial Planning in the UK and understand 

how these can best be incorporated into this emerging area of environmental governance.

In seeking to address the aim of the thesis, it will be supported by the following research 

objectives:

1. To examine how stakeholder engagement in MSP has reflected the discourses of 

engagement in TSP

20 Klosterman (1980) notes that the public interest may be considered as a vacuous phrase lacking any clearly 
defined substantive content, whose application cannot be rationally defended or empirically verified. He says 
that the fundamental issue is simply whether the concept of the public interest can be shown to be a useful 
criterion for evaluating particular policies under particular circumstances.
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2. To investigate how Government have articulated their aims and approach to 

stakeholder engagement in MSP

3. To gather and analyse key stakeholders' perspectives on MSP

4. To offer new insights and new perspectives from this planning research for 

stakeholder engagement in MSP

In addressing the research aim and objectives, the thesis provides space and a suitable 

arena to critically analyse, discuss and challenge the proposed model of stakeholder 

engagement in MSP, to provide new insights and a conceptualisation for creating more 

productive stakeholder engagement in MSP for policy makers and stakeholders involved.

This chapter has established that there is a need for academic research of this kind in 

appreciating the complexity of stakeholder perspectives and in understanding the necessary 

direction needed for productive stakeholder engagement. Without this MSP may not be 

able to effectively mediate between different stakeholders.

The research aim and objectives set an agenda that offers many contemporary challenges 

that have not yet been dealt with in mainstream academic planning. Chapter two indicates 

the rationale for carrying out an in-depth empirical study into the emerging literature on 

MSP and associated theory stakeholder engagement in terrestrial planning, assists with 

exploring how stakeholders' and Government's perspectives vary when analysing attitudes 

to stakeholder engagement in government policy documents. Chapter three of the thesis 

provides an opportunity to explore alternative practices of stakeholder engagement from 

TSP. A key aim chapters three and four is to integrate the academic debates over MSP, 

which until now have been dominated by ecological, regulatory and institutional concerns, 

with the rich understanding of stakeholder engagement developed for terrestrial planning.

The literature review in chapter three contributes to unravelling the rationale behind the 

Government MSP documents in highlighting why such a model of stakeholder engagement 

has been proposed around Collaborative Planning; and this is set within the investigative
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backdrop, in chapter four, of considering New Labour ideologies, believed to be guiding the 

Government's MSP agenda.

In chapter two, the theoretical significance of carrying out in-depth research into finding 

stakeholder perspectives and making sense of them is noted, by indicating the direction of 

the empirical research in terms of how they (stakeholders) perceive the stakeholder 

engagement as necessary to facilitating a robust process of MSP. An intensive research 

methodology is used to gather key stakeholder discourses from the Irish Sea Region, which 

shows how stakeholders socially construct the role of engagement in shaping the MSP 

policy process. This opens up the debate to hearing new voices and highlights the need for a 

more empathetic way of using stakeholder perspectives to effectively inform the policy 

process.

To complement the desk based research, empirically, the thesis takes a case study of the 

Irish Sea, as the most prominent body of offshore, coastal and territorial waters in the UK 

representing four different administrative boundaries, a full range of marine sectors, 

industries and their stakeholders, amongst many other competing interests. Importantly 

the Irish Sea region offers the scale that regional marine plans are believed to cover. Within 

the embedded single unit case study a series of research methodologies are applied.

The interpretation of the empirical research carried out for the Rhetorical Analysis (RA) is 

documented in chapter five and chapter six contains the analysis of the Q-methodology (Q). 

Both of these intensive methodologies were chosen to generate primary and secondary 

data that can lead to new insights, and these are discussed further in chapter two within 

the context of the overall research design. Firstly RA is used as a device for undertaking an 

in-depth study into policy audit and critique, producing deep understandings into how 

policy is constructed and justified by Government, thereby giving a clear indication of 

Government perspectives in matters. As noted, the findings of the Rhetorical Analysis will 

be discussed further in chapter five, which analyses attitudes to stakeholder engagement in 

government policy documents. Secondly, Q offers a substantive technique into gathering 

stakeholders' perspectives from the widest range of viewpoints to explore and offer insights 

to complex problems and again as noted, the findings will be explored in chapter six. Both 

of these methodologies are believed to offer a much deeper information base than 

traditional social science research and are viewed as an opportunity to engage beyond
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normative stakeholder study. By carrying out an in-depth investigation into both 

stakeholders' and Government discourses, each of the claims of the various positions is 

articulated and analysed.

The various discourses generated from the empirical research highlight how stakeholder 

engagement in MSP has been framed by Government and points to the various 

stakeholders' discourses on the MSP process. In chapter seven the thesis concludes by 

drawing out insights for an innovative conceptualisation of an agonistic framework that 

regulates stakeholder perspectives in shaping and informing the future policy direction of 

stakeholder engagement in MSP. One of the main outputs of the thesis is to suggest a 

conceptualisation of stakeholder engagement in MSP, which may be framed as offering an 

alternative direction for a stakeholder engagement that is more suited to the marine 

context, and this will be fully explored in the final chapter.

The following chapter sets the context for the overall research design and the 

methodological approaches adopted in terms of the scope and rationale relating to the 

primary and secondary research undertaken for the thesis.
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CHAPTER 2 Researching Perspectives 

of MSP in the Irish Sea
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CHAPTER 2 - RESEARCHING PERSPECTIVES OF MSP IN THE IRISH SEA

2.0 Synopsis This chapter builds on the introductory chapter by explaining the research 

design of the thesis. It justifies the adopted research design and shows how it is a suitable 

approach in answering the research aim and objectives. The methodological tools of the 

study are described in terms of their operation. Firstly, the embedded single unit case study 

of the Irish Sea is used to provide an overarching framework for the other two elements of 

the empirical research, the Rhetorical Analysis (RA) and Q-methodology (Q). Rhetorical 

Analysis is used as a policy audit to interrogate and understand the Government's approach 

to stakeholder engagement and the Q-methodology is used in relation to finding out 

stakeholders' perspectives. Both of these methodological approaches are noted as 

complementary of one and other and were valued for their interpretative qualities and 

ability to generate new insights into stakeholder engagement.

2.1 Introduction

It was proposed in the introduction of the thesis that stakeholder engagement in MSP 

needs close examination as until now, it has gone relatively unexamined. It was asserted 

that stakeholders' engagement in MSP need to be understood in a more sophisticated way 

that is responsive to how stakeholders frame the policy issues facing the marine 

environment and how they see the role of engagement processes shaping the policy 

response. This highlights the need for an empathetic way of understanding and 

incorporating stakeholders' perspectives in order to facilitate a more robust process of 

stakeholder engagement. The overall objective of the research strategy is posed as finding a 

strong direction and way of thinking about how to incorporate stakeholder perspectives 

into MSP.

Informing the construction of the research questions is a fundamental starting point of 

carrying out an in-depth research study (Watson, 1987; Flowerdew & Martin, 2005). The 

research design was formulated around the research questions, and each part of the 

methodology corresponds with a research question. The first objective is designed around 

investigating different discourses of stakeholder engagement in TSP that has been reflected 

in the development of MSP. This objective is indicative of desk based research reviewing 

literature and policy using secondary sources. This involves a critical, deep recognition and
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understanding of how stakeholder engagement in environmental policy and planning has 

evolved and to what extent it is reflective on the proposed model. The second objective 

seeks to produce an understanding around Government's (as a key stakeholder) articulation 

of their rationale and approach to stakeholder engagement. RA was found entirely suitable 

for this purpose as it allowed for an in-depth policy critique and generated many new 

insights to Government policy that were linked with the ideology of New Labour and the 

various discourses around sustainability. The third objective was constructed around 

gathering key stakeholders perspectives of MSP process and Q Methodology is valued for its 

interpretative qualities and for its ability to show a diversity of perspectives. The final 

objective sought to mediate and make sense of all the evidence that has arisen throughout 

the course of the thesis and initiates a way forward around a conceptualisation for 

incorporating stakeholders' perspectives into MSP. In order to fully address these research 

objectives a specific methodological approach was adopted.

2.2 Overall Research Design

This chapter describes how the strategic research design was chosen specifically to 

generate and deliver the evidence required to address the research objectives. The entire 

methodological approach is based on rigorous analysis and validity, and consequently is 

centred on an involved and interactive methodology. In terms of the strategic research 

design, the thesis seeks to identify and understand the discourses of stakeholder 

engagement in MSP from a stakeholder perspective. The thesis aims to identify dominant 

discourses and new insights into MSP from the stakeholders' perspectives, policy and 

associated literature. In terms of establishing a rationale for the use of discourse, it 

requires a different approach from others that are available for other forms of institutional 

design, for example questionnaires. Exploring stakeholder discourses delivers many benefits 

as it is the key to understanding how issues are socially constructed, and it involves looking 

at language and values to express thought and actions (Rydin, 2003).

The investigation into stakeholder perspectives is achieved in the first instance by using two 

forms of post-positivist discourse analysis, namely RA for critiquing and auditing 

Government policy (the Government perspective), and secondly in applying Q methodology 

to draw out stakeholders' subjective perspectives of MSP. Both of these interpretative 

analysis tools are embedded within a single case study approach of the Irish Sea Region.
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2.2.1 Strategic Research Design

The overall research design may be summarised in the following table which highlights each 

chapter of the thesis, the research objective of each chapter and the chapter's strategic 

contribution to the research design. Table 2.1 and Figure 2.1 highlight the research design 

specifically for the empirical research.
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Figure 2.1 Summary of the Research Design

CHAPTER RESEARCH OBJECTIVE STRATEGIC CONTRIBUTION TO RESEARCH DESIGN
1 .Introduction to stakeholder engagement and 
Marine Spatial Planning

To justify the topic, establish context and describe
the structure of the thesis

Establish overarching research question and 
supplementary research objectives, and outline 
overall approach to research

2.Methodo!ogical approaches to researching 
stakeholder engagement in MSP

To describe the scope and rationale of the primary
research undertaken for the thesis and to consider
the methodological approach of using an in-depth 
and interactive methodology within a case study.

To justify the use and benefits of the adopted 
research design, to describe the methodological 
tools used within the study and to provide an 
explanation into how this will be addressed in the
thesis.

S.Drawing on theoretical perspectives of 
Collaborative Planning thought and stakeholder 
engagement in terrestrial spatial planning

To evaluate and critically review the discourse of 
stakeholder engagement in environmental planning 
and policy.
Addressing Research Statement!

To establish the theoretical outlook for the study 
and to direct the research study to look broadly at 
the context of stakeholder engagement in 
environmental planning and policy

4.0bservationsfor proposed stakeholder 
engagement in MSP using discourses of 
planning from current experiences in marine 
and terrestrial planning

Using other recent examples of planning to review 
the current stakeholder engagement model for
MSP and to establish the rationale for this model
Addressing Research Statement!

To narrow the research study and analytical 
framework to specifically looking at stakeholder 
engagement in MSP

S.Understanding current Government 
rationale to stakeholder engagement in MSP 
through Rhetorical Analysis

To deconstruct Government's policy documents by 
way of policy audit to understand that rationale 
behind the proposed model of stakeholder 
engagement
Addressing Research Statement!

To mark the beginning of the empirical research 
phase by critically analysing government policy
documents

S.Reportingstakeholderperspectives from the
Irish Sea case study

To present and interpret the findings of the Q study 
within five recognisable discourses
Addressing Research Statement 3

To establish qualitative and quantitative data 
analysis from the case study of stakeholders 
perspectives.

T.Taking a different theoretical perspective: 
Conclusions, recommendations and 
opportunities for future research

To deliberate and synthesise the findings of the 
empirical research into a conceptualisation and to 
integrate the overall findings of the research and to 
explore new research opportunities
Addressing Research Statement 4

To interpret all of the evidence gathered 
throughout the study and to consider that the 
overarching research objectives and supplementary 
objectives have been answered light of the
evidence collected
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Figure 2. 2 Strategic Empirical Research Design

Embedded Case Study: 
Irish Sea Region

Policy Critique 
using Rhetorical 

Analysis

Stakeholder's 
Perspectives using 

O Methodology

The three main components of the thesis' methodological design were found to be the 

most appropriate tools that generated the required empirical data needed to address the 

research aim and objectives. The individual components of the methodological design will 

be briefly described in this section, but will be discussed and justified in more detail during 

this chapter.

All of the empirical research was set within an embedded case study of the Irish Sea Region. 

It seemed fitting and entirely appropriate to further the progression of the previous work 

from the Irish Sea Pilot Study carried out by the MSPP Consortium (2006). It was realised 

and accepted early on in the research design that the thesis could not address all of the UK 

coastal, territorial and offshore waters as covered by the Marine and Coastal Access Act 

(2009). The Irish Sea Region consequently is the most prominent piece of water within the 

UK in terms of the scale, the diversity of sectors, the competing interests and the level of 

activities. This is coupled with being, potentially, one of the busiest bodies of water spaces 

within in the UK, where there is a degree of urgency for MSP to be implemented. 

Additionally the Irish Sea Region offers the scale that regional marine plans are believed to 

cover.
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RA was subsequently selected as an appropriate tool for carrying out the policy critique 

because it provided an open and transparent methodology for examining policy and 

Government's policy intentions regarding engagement and the implementation and 

construction of sustainable development. Additionally it served to illustrate and illuminate 

the mechanics of policy discourse analysis. More strategically, it helps to place 

Government's proposals for stakeholder engagement in MSP and the extent to which they 

were suitable in meeting MSP objectives within a conceptual framework; it operationalises 

the emphasis on the discursive meanings in the policy.

Q Methodology was chosen as the primary research tool for gathering stakeholder 

perspectives which allows us to identify dominant discourses of MSP. It was believed to 

provide a suitable methodology for gathering stakeholder perspectives across a wide 

spectrum of participants, as it helped to define the content, scope and nature of MSP as 

perceived by stakeholders. Additionally it is a methodology which allowed for a complex 

problem to be explored from the subjects' point of view. In reviewing the dearth of existing 

literature surrounding stakeholder engagement in MSP, it was indicated by the authors that 

stakeholders will react accordingly to pre-given 'objective' rules (Vierros et al, 2006; 

Pomeroy & Douvere, 2008), denying the role of subjectivity, a vital flaw given the wealth of 

post-positivist social science evidence. Q therefore offered the opportunity to uncover 

underlying and discrete issues and tensions, which are often found to be overlooked in the 

surrounding research and literature as using Q offers an entirely unique and deep 

information base.

As indicated above the research aim and objectives are answered by using a mixed methods 

approach. In order to add depth and rigor to the strategic research design, there were 

several steps in carrying out the methodology. It is clear from the overview of the 

methodology that what is on offer is a clear, logically thought out and entirely rigorous 

approach to the researching stakeholder engagement in MSP, in drawing out stakeholders 

perspectives and in uncovering the discursive meanings in the policy.
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2.3 Framing the Research Context

This section will explain the theoretical rationale behind the various components of the 

research design. The following section will explain in more detail the research design in 

terms of the use of the embedded case study, the RA and the use of Q methodology. By 

way of introduction to the theoretical aspect to the empirical research, it is noted here that 

the primary empirical work involved an embedded single unit case study, Rhetorical 

Analysis of key policy documents, and an interactive Q study, which allowed stakeholders to 

articulate their perspectives on MSP directly. The research therefore sought to 

demonstrate that stakeholders' perspectives can be incorporated and contribute to the 

formation of an effective and informed MSP policy process. Booth (1993) highlights the 

effects of stakeholders' perspectives on planning and it is proposed in this research that the 

case will be the same for MSP in terms of allocation of sea space and marine development:

"For planners, observing attitudes, reactions and behaviours is not just some kind 

of anthropological game, because the attitudes, reactions and behaviours have a 

direct bearing on matters of land use allocation and built form".

(Booth, 1993, p. 227)

The methodological approach to the thesis is framed around recognition that it is essential 

to begin from a position where the views of stakeholders are central and represented in the 

engagement process and that none are either neglected or presumed. This implies that the 

subjectivity that stakeholders bring to the process needs to be valued for its enrichment of 

debate, despite the fact that it may give rise to frustrations and awkward questions for 

those driving the policy process. This also means that stakeholder engagement should be 

recognised as a complex process, through which different motivations, power differentials 

and other social attributes are played out (Ellis et al 2007), rather than just the way to 

implement the substantive goals identified by Government.

As noted in chapter one, engagement with stakeholders in the policy field associated with 

MSP will be a difficult process, but absolutely necessary for creating a robust and 

productive policy outcome. This research therefore capitalises on the gap in the ongoing
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academic discussions and policy formation of MSP, and illustrates that stakeholders' 

perspectives can be gathered, analyzed and actually incorporated in order to create, a 

practical and realistic perspective, much needed for the progression and advancement of an 

effective MSP engagement process.

Through a review of engagement in environmental planning and policy, it will be shown 

that creating a more effective and robust environmental policy process should be based on 

stakeholders actively engaging and deliberating with each other. It is necessary to recall 

that it is desirable that stakeholder engagement should be an open-ended process, the end 

results of which cannot be determined in advance. It has generally been accepted that 

stakeholder consultation is one valid method for producing good environmental planning 

policy. The Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution (RCEP, 2002) states that 

environmental planning policies should be informed by a deliberative procedure which 

deepens understanding, uncovers inconsistencies, and that articulates stakeholder 

perspectives' at a much earlier stage in the process. This implies that stakeholder 

engagement processes cannot just be 'done' by drafting statutory and mandatory 

Statement of Community Involvement (CSI) or by holding a few public meetings with 

stakeholders just before a draft plan or strategy is announced.

The current format of planning governance is framed as Government typically seeking 

endorsement for their consensus view of an already negotiated policy (Wilsdon & Willis, 

2004). This research seeks to go much further than simply collecting what eventually, as in 

the current policy proposals, becomes a watered down view (Brand & Gaffikin, 2007). The 

research agenda therefore seeks to gather not only what a stakeholder considers to be a 

particular marine issue, but examining how stakeholders' perceive and understand issues 

associated with MSP and then considers how these can be incorporated into the process.

Devine-Wright (2005) points out that the literature on public and stakeholder perspectives 

(and the associated empirical research), often only expresses stakeholder perspectives and 

in doing so has failed to provide an explanation of them. Devine-Wright (2005) and Kalof 

(1995) emphasise why methods that merely gather perspectives without providing an 

explanation of such findings are inappropriate:
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"(...) this body of research has largely been conducted without reference to any 

specific conceptual foundation, leading to a situation where the extant literature is 

rather incoherent and devoid of a sense of cumulative progress."

(Devine-Wright, 2005, p.126)

In the search for this 'conceptual foundation', the rationale for the research is largely 

stimulated by the recognition of a socially constructed nature of stakeholder perspectives 

(Berger & Luckmann 1967; Devine-Wright 2005). Peel and Lloyd (2004) note that taking a 

social constructionist perspective (Hannigan, 1995) of the marine environment may be 

taken as a process of critical learning, understanding and effective reflection. The focus is 

therefore on the more symbolic, qualitative and socially constructed aspects of a proposal 

or process, rather than the technical or scientific viewpoints. Kalof (1995) states this 

requires inductive methods that explore the nature of attitudes. In order to find a 

'conceptual foundation', a theoretically and practically robust research design and 

methodology is presented here in order to achieve a rich understanding of stakeholder 

perspectives in MSP.

This research assumes that stakeholder engagement may be conceived as a socially 

constructed phenomenon. Peel and Lloyd (2004) however suggest that there is an 

immature sense of social construction within MSP and that marine issues have not yet 

captured wider public attention. From this standpoint it is critical in the empirism to define 

what the outcomes are of such a form of active policy intervention. As Plows (2007) 

observes, this means paying attention to how people engage with a specific issue or 

proposal, and thereby construct meanings (Habermas, 1984). Plows (2007) goes on to state 

stakeholder engagement (especially in relation to a scientifically orientated domain) is an 

arena where many have done significant work to open up legitimacy, space and resources 

to civil society, for stakeholders to take part in the agenda setting processes on their own 

terms.

This approach therefore marks the beginning of a shift from a positivist and truth seeking 

mission to a post-positivist paradigm. Previte et at (2007) note that the 'straightjacket of
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positivism', and the 'fetishism' that has dominated numerical data has somewhat been 

eased. There is a methodological shift away from statistical scholarship towards more 

ethnographical interpretative studies and participatory action methods, which are 

becoming more prevalent and more accepted as customary in the social and natural 

sciences (Previte et al, 2007). This shift is reflected in this research, where emphasis is 

placed on defining a subjectivist epistemology where a myriad of qualitative perspectives 

can be understood (Ellis et al, 2007), as opposed to the previous expectation of objectivity.

Current contemporary planning research presumes that in social science there is no such 

thing as 'objectivity' (Fisher, 2003). Therefore all social constructions of 'reality' must be 

accepted as being important and valuable to the MSP process, since such realities are not 

portrayed as being purely objective. Durning (1999) helps to elaborate this argument; he 

proposes that there is a gap between the trends in the theory and practice of positivism (as 

incorporating traditional quantitative research methods) and post-positivism (using more 

participatory and innovative research methods). He states that positivist methodologies are 

stuck in a metaphorical 'intellectual low-ground' and are ineffectual and outdated as 

empirical tools to social sciences. Social scientists are therefore embracing more post

positivist methods. Durning (1999) apprehensively suggests that though they (post

positivist tools21) may not spark a new revolution in the short term future practice, because 

of their relative novelty, they do however offer a new epistemology in the hope of 

contributing to a definitive and analytic paradigm shift. This may eventually lead to a long 

term change in practice. It is expected that this research will add to the growing and 

evolving list of such practices.

2.4 Justifying the Methodological Components

It has been noted by Devine-Wright (2005) that research that seeks to find out stakeholder 

perspectives is mostly empirical in nature and, mostly, uses quantitative survey tools, which 

have somewhat become representative of operationalised public perceptions. Additionally, 

he noted that two forms of methodology are as most commonly used for gathering 

perspectives. The opinion poll and questionnaires are used for researching perspectives on 

a general level, while the case-study is used for researching perspectives on a local or

21 For more details of these types of post-positivist type of tools, for example: focus groups, citizen 
juries, consensus conferences etc see, Wilsdon and Willis (2004, pp.41-43), Cass (2006, pp.16-17) and 
Bryson (2004, pp. 27-46)
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specific area or proposal. Both are classified as methods that do not answer how attitudes 

about the environment are socially constructed. Kalof (1995) states that a more inductive 

method of inquiry is necessary to meet this requirement. Before it is shown how an 

inductive and methodologically sound process of inquiry for gathering stakeholder 

perspectives is used in the current research, it is firstly important to justify encompassing 

the generation of the empirical data within an embedded single case study approach.

2.4.1 Embedded Single Unit Case Study

In terms of the research questions, it is clear that the embedded case-study is suitably 

employed in the current research because the entire thesis is focused around stakeholders 

and how they frame and perceive MSP. It was found entirely appropriate therefore to focus 

the attention of the thesis within the Irish Sea region.
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Figure 2. 2 The Irish Sea Region22
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August 2005

Source: MSPP Consortium(2006)

12 The region is based on the same area as used for the Marine Spatial Pilot Plan study area, carried 
out by the MSPP Consortium (2006). The 'donut' shape in the middle of the Irish Sea is due to the Isle 
of Man Government not taking part in the overall UK framework of MSP
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The Irish Sea is therefore used as a 'critical case-study' (Yin, 1990; Flyberg, 1996). As the UK 

seas are of significant proportions (stretching out to 200nm in parts of the UK FEZ ), it was 

decided early in the empirical research phase that to cover all UK waters would be time 

consuming, onerous and generally not feasible. The Irish Sea Region, however, while still a 

significantly large body of water in itself in terms of its geographical scale and size was 

considered a much more manageable and appropriate size for a single case-study approach, 

instead of either a multiple case study approach or an exceptionally large study area for the 

main focus of the research. It also has the benefit of four administrative jurisdictions 

(England, Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland) which adds significant depth to the 

undertaking this particular case study.

Devine-Wright (2005, p. 136) notes that there is a need for future research in this area to 

evolve into a more coherent body of theory of using the case-study in searching for socially 

constructed perspectives. He states that so as to provide results which are less fragmentary 

and more grounded in establishing conceptual and methodological approaches for social 

science. It is argued that this research can be differentiated from Devine-Wright's critique, 

in that it can achieve sound and robust socially constructed attitudes. The use of the single 

case-study in this research is used as context setting to provide a geographical feel and 

boundary to the research in which to gather stakeholders' perspectives. As illustrated in the 

map of the study region, this body of water is highly populated with activity and therefore 

potentially provides more key stakeholders than any other parts of the sea within the UK, 

and possibly within Europe.

Yin (1990) highlights two justifiable reasons for the use of the single case-study approach. 

The first is for testing a well formulated theory and the second is where the case represents 

a unique case. Even if Yin's two rationales' for using case-studies are strictly adhered to, 

the current case-study is justifiable within both of them. Using the Irish Sea Region as a 

basis for a single case-study can provide evidence that using stakeholders' perspectives 

from this region will show that stakeholders can sufficiently contribute to the formation of 

an effective engagement process for MSP, thus linking it to a general hypothetical- 

deductive model of explanation (Flyvberg, 2006). Additionally the region also represents a 

truly unique case in that it is the meeting point of five different jurisdictions, four belonging 

to the UK (England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland) and one being of a different EU
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Member state (the Republic of Ireland). It could also be said to have a revelatory purpose in 

identifying it as a 'critical case'.

2.4.1.1 Critique of the Case-study Approach

Flyvberg (2006) notes that whilst case-studies may not always be the most relevant or 

appropriate research method, wide justification is provided through a 'conventional 

wisdom' for using case-studies in social science research. Perhaps the most critical point to 

make is that while large random samples can provide breadth, they cannot provide depth. 

The situation for the case-study is reversed. He advances that case-studies are necessary for 

a sound development of social science (Flyvberg, 2006). Furthermore he states that good 

social science is problem driven, and that more often than not a combination of qualitative 

and quantitative methods will do the best task.

This research does not use the embedded case-study approach in isolation, but promotes 

the use of a combination of methods in order to achieve the best task, and so it is worth 

highlighting that this research proposes the use of a mixed methods approach (Sporton, 

1999). The current research makes use of two other methodological tools, Rhetorical 

Analysis and Q Methodology, both of which fit neatly within the single case study approach, 

triangulating the methodology. Though briefly mentioned earlier it is worth mentioning that 

the RA is used as a tool for carrying out a policy audit on the key policy documents of the 

Marine Act and it maps out the policy to show the model of MSP that Government is 

delivering. Q is used for drawing out the stakeholders' perspectives on MSP, and is a tool 

that helps to reveal issues that are considered to be unresolved within MSP, such as 

stakeholder engagement.

Using the mixed methods, or the triangulated approach presented here, the methodology 

should be viewed as providing an entirely interactive, robust and rigorous analysis for 

empirical research. It maximises understanding of the research questions and adds to the 

overall thesis aim and objectives (Valentine, 2005). It uses complementary research 

methods, and allows for cross referencing evidence to determine the best possible and 

fullest answer (Kresby et al, 2005).
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2.4.2 Rhetorical Analysis

The RA is a form of secondary research that makes an important contribution to the overall 

research design because it marks the beginning of the critical analysis and examination of 

how MSP policy has been constructed early on in the thesis, by examining the exercise of 

discourse in detail. It helps to understand how Government policy is formulated and it 

provides a method for such policy discourse analysis (Rydin, 2003).

RA is an effective device for undertaking in-depth studies into policy critique, as it allows for 

a deeper understanding of positions in learning how policy is constructed, legitimised and 

justified. The methodology is applied to a selection of texts23 which are closely analysed in 

order to establish prominent discourses as implicit or explicit arguments. In the 

methodology the Rhetorical Analyst looks for devices that makes these arguments more or 

less effective (Rydin, 2003). Set within a post-positivist methodology, Barry et al (2008) note 

that RA allows for the examination of narratives and discourses, but in a much finer grained 

and more exploratory nature than interpreting quantitative survey results or through 

Computer Assisted Analysis24. Furthermore, they state that RA sits comfortably within "the 

linguistic turn of social science research" (Barry et al 2008, p.69) and the emphasis is on 

argumentation and contestation. They stress that this is because proposals and 

interventions rarely enjoy consensus but usually reflect or reproduce underlying social 

dissensus. Such interventions and innovations are described as often creating winners and 

losers; they raise difficult questions around values, political debate and conflict. Rydin 

(2003) emphasises that the benefit of this post empiricist methodological approach is 

couched within the power and awareness of language in the construction of dominant 

discourses, where different interests are either advanced or withdrawn, and where people 

are persuaded to a different belief or position. As Hood notes:

"Rhetoric is central to the way each world view is sustained, defined and developed 

as part of a process of challenging other world views"

(Hood, 1998, p.189)

23 The texts can range from newspaper articles, book chapters, policy documents, press releases, 
book reviews, a document that is trying to get a message across.
24 Such as NVivo
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The analysis of the key policy documents was placed first to set the scene, since it dealt 

with trying to understand Government's rationale behind how it formulated certain aspects 

of MSP policy. The analysis is presented through a series of key quotations from the sample 

texts followed by a brief selection of the Rhetorical Tropes, followed by a discussion on 

what the texts are implying and overall what this means for the extent to which the 

stakeholder engagement process is suitable for meeting MSP objectives.

2.4.2.1 Critiques of Rhetorical Analysis

Audiences based in purely positive and scientific quantitative methodologies may not be 

persuaded by the benefits of policy audits or the value of discourse analysis in general, or 

more specifically in Rhetorical Analysis and its close association with the power of 

persuasion through language. More and more disciplines are considering environmental 

discourse analysis as part of their remit. As Lash et al note (1996), 'there has been an 

unprecedented outbreak of environmental discourse', this method is complementary and 

reflective of accepting of the broader 'discursive turn' (Rydin, 2003, p. 16) within the social 

sciences.

It has proven difficult to source critiques that directly deal with Rhetorical Analysis; it is 

possible however to begin by drawing more generally on critiques of discourse analysis, 

given the close association of RA. Some of the critiques of discourse analysis are from 

Bucholtz (2001), Slembrouck (2001) and Verschueren (2001). One of the key critiques of 

such a methodological approach is the perceived researcher bias. Bucholtz (2001) notes 

that discourse analysis is engaged in a politics that privileges the analyst's point of view. 

This explains why discourse analysis has not reached its promise as a politically engaged 

methodology, as many consider that it yields findings that can be predicted in advanced. 

Reassuringly Verschueren (2001) notes that whilst discourse analysis can be vulnerable to 

the predictability critique she qualifies this by noting that what is one's point of view is not 

necessarily the same as someone else's. It is also cautioned that personal political 

commitments should not drive our analysis, as we may be prone to missing out certain 

important issues, but as Slembrouck (2001) notes we should not side on political conflict 

but rather deconstruct it. Subjectivity of researchers, it is noted, does not invalidate the 

results. It is further noted by Bucholtz (2001) that having a certain political commitment will
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not dictate a specific research outcome, but it may prevent researchers from considering 

how their politics shape the research process itself.

Another critique is noted in deciding what should be the basis for the formal analysis is 

what is admissible and what is not, it is wholly possible that everything is potentially 

available for analysis, and so when does the critique stop. As Bucholtz (2001) notes that if 

we are committed to an approach to discourse that is both reflexive and critical then the 

critique never stops. Verschueren points out that discourse analysis cannot exhaust 

interpretation. This shows the approach as a diverse, and this diversity should be viewed as 

strength rather than a criticism.

It should be remembered that Rhetorical Analysis is just one method of approach in the 

wider field of discourse analysis that is useful in this context to analyse the role of discourse 

in environmental policy. Yet critics may consider Rhetorical Analysis as merely a typological 

task or a language exercise. However as Rydin (2003, p. 183) notes, it is a method that 

covers both the collection of relevant observations with the consistency of interrogating the 

data collected. Dryzek (1997) argues that the main facet of the methodological inquiry rests 

on the contention that language matters, and so does the way that we construct, interpret 

and analyse discourse. Such an approach is therefore invaluable since policy discourse does 

not exist or present within well-defined boxes.

Critics may advocate other approaches to policy audits in analysing the role of discourse in 

environmental policy, such as Computer Assisted Analysis by NVivo. However, Rydin notes 

that close reading is the best approach for discerning trends and patterns. She suggests that 

data input, coding and computer assisted analysis is time consuming and could actually limit 

the amount of analysis. She argues that close, detailed reading of a complete text keeps the 

human and subjective element, and can plough much deeper into finding more than a "few 

isolated grammatical and linguistic features" (Rydin, 2003, p.183) than a computer package 

may select. She stresses that:

40



"The human sciences have long known that close reading of the whole text is a 

better way of understanding the text; only if one is interested in a particular aspect, 

say the grammatical forms, will (computer) coding reveal more than individual 

readings."

(Rydin, 2003, p. 183)

In further support of those who may question the value of close reading, she suggests that 

the analyst uses the linguistic capabilities of the brain, which is a research skill in itself, 

where the reader becomes more aware than usual of how language is constructed, used 

and interpreted. More reflective and deeper reading is required. This adds to the human 

scientific method of understanding the social context for creating and understanding these 

discourses. Concluding their research on the issues of opposition and support for off-shore 

wind energy in the United Kingdom, Barry et at (2008) note that because of the post

positivist approach of RA, it shifts the research terrain away from survey results towards 

examining narratives, language and discourse, a key theme within this thesis and 

contemporary social science (Previte et al, 2007). They suggest that a realpolitik strategic 

use of RA results in a deeper reading and an understanding of the positions of the main 

protagonists. Additionally, they state that the texts need to be understood and engaged 

within their value-based discursive contexts.

Rydin provides detailed guidelines as to how this is to be achieved. Importantly she stresses 

that within RA:

"(...) the emphasis is neither solely on the intentions of the originator of the text, 

speech etc, nor the way in which the audience interprets it, but on the exchange 

between the two"

(Rydin 2003 p. 184)

Rhetorical analysis is well suited as a complementary secondary methodology and the 

following section discusses how Q methodology is operationalised as the primary form of 

research within the thesis.
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One of the methodological features of RA is concerned with 'modes of persuasion'. Rhetoric 

is not a new concept, since the ancient Greeks wrote about the use of rhetoric. Aristotle 

said:

"It is clear then, that rhetorical study, in a strict sense, is concerned with the 

modes of persuasion. Persuasion is clear a sort of demonstration, since we are 

most fully persuaded when we consider a thing to have been demonstrated."

(Aristotle, 2004, p. 1355)

Aristotle defined three types of persuasion, ethos, pathos and logos: the first kind (ethos) 

depends on the personal character of the speaker; the second (pathos) is putting the 

audience in the frame of mind and then third (logos) is on the proof provided by the words 

themselves. These are the key tools needed for analysing texts, known as Rhetorical 

Devices, also known as 'Rhetorical Tropes' (Rydin, 2003). These devices persuade the 

listener as to the argument of the text.

Table 2. 1 Rhetorical Tropes

Rhetorical
Tools

Description

Ethos The personification or credibility of the speaker

Pathos The creation of "mood music"

Logos The path of argumentation using sub rhetorical tropes:

Metaphors - Describing one thing in terms of another 
Synecdoche- Taking a part for the whole
Metonymy - One thing standing for another
Irony - Saying one thing and meaning the opposite 

Closure — form of closure in the text

Source: Adapted from Rydin (2003) and Barry et a I (2008)

It is worth noting that Rydin (2003) suggests that where appropriate, the RA should be 

judged by maintaining the balance between understanding the minutiae of the discourse 

and understanding the overall role that the discourse is playing within the environmental 

policy process.
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2.4.3 Q Methodology

The primary empirical research used to gather stakeholder perspectives uses the 

substantive research technique Q methodology25. This methodology is believed to be ideally 

placed to deal with exploring and offering solutions to problems (as stakeholder 

engagement is presented in MSP) from a wide range of subjects' perspectives. It allows the 

researcher to explore a complex issue from subjects' point of view (Donner, 2001). Using Q 

as an interactive study ensured a wide spectrum of new insights into the very nature of 

what lies at the heart of the issues of stakeholder engagement in MSP. This resulted in the 

construction of a much deeper information base than most traditional social science 

research methods could provide, such as questionnaires or opinion polls. The research 

should therefore be viewed as an opportunity to engage beyond the normative stakeholder 

study. This methodology offered the chance to uncover many underlying discrete and 

subtle unresolved issues existing around MSP, as viewed and explained by stakeholders, 

many of which had not yet been realised by current research and literature in the field.

2.4.3.1 Background to Q

Developed in 1953 by William Stevenson, a psychologist and physicist, Q is concerned with 

subjective research and can be differentiated from the standard R methodology (Stevenson, 

1953). Addams (1999) states that Q is simply used as a letter to distinguish it from R 

methodologies and that Q was given its name by Sir Godfrey Thomson in 1953 to 

differentiate it from trait correlations. As Focht notes (2002, p.1346), R methodologies 

(such as opinion polls and questionnaires) are used as techniques that examine traits across 

people, whereas Q examines correlations among people. R methodologies are referred to as 

'objective research design', where traits are found to be identified within subjects, as 

opposed to across variables such as gender and age (Addams, 1999; Ellis et al, 2007; 

Donner, 2001). Q has often been described by Dryzek and Berejikian (1993) as a 

measurement of subjective orientation where patterns are uncovered within and across 

individuals, showing 'clusters' of related opinion, viewpoints and perspectives26. Therefore 

Q may be differentiated from a group design, which looks at means and attitudes across 

subjects, which may say something about the group average, but nothing about the

25 Q-Methodology will be herein referred to as 'Q' or the 'Q Study'
26 Messages posted to an on-line Q Methodology forum, 'Q-List Serve'(Q-List): Stephen Gourlay, 
posted on the Q List 15/12/08
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individuals being averaged. Q looks at information about individual behaviour27 and is a 

method for eliciting and analyzing stakeholder perspectives in a structured and unbiased 

way (Raagever et al, 2008). Ellis et al (2007) describe Q in the context of environmental 

planning as a study of human subjectivity that attempts to combine the qualitative study of 

attitudes (Pnina, 2009) with the statistical rigour of quantitative research techniques 

(McKeown and Thomas, 1988). Addams (1999) succinctly characterises Q as a methodology 

that:

"(...) explores social discourses; that is, the patterns of subjective viewpoints and 

attitudes held by a certain group of people. It uses the statistical technique of 

factor analysis to systematically examine the range of discourses held by that 

group."

(Addams, 1999, p.14)

It becomes clear that Q may be differentiated from using normative stakeholder opinion 

surveys as it relies so much on individual subjectivity. Researcher bias is eliminated in the 

process since it is solely focused on the individual participants' construction of reality 

(Dryzek & Berejikian, 1993, 2000). Thus, as troubles many research techniques based on 

finding stakeholder opinion, it cannot be said to be researcher led. As Zimmerman (2008) 

highlights, the only way to learn about individuals is to study individuals28.

2.4.4 Value and Application of Q Methodology

Supporters claim that Q is not just another research technique, but that it represents a 

different philosophical and methodological approach to social science (Brown, 1980; Dryzek 

& Berejikian, 1993; Kalof, 1995; Addams, 1999; Durning, 1999; Maxwell & Brown, 1999; 

Webler et al 2001; van Eeten, 2001; Focht, 2002; Ellis et al, 2007; Previte, 2007). Although 

once described as having a 'somewhat fugitive status' within the social science community 

(McKeown & Thomas, 1988, p.ll), Q has more recently been described as filling 'the gap in 

the practitioner's toolkit' (Donner, 2001, p. 25). Consequently Q has enjoyed an extensive 

history in receiving academic interest in the paradigm of the 'post-positivist turn', and is 

now characterised as bridging the gap between the positivist and post-positivist's schools of

:7 Gerardo Primero, posted on the Q-List 26/11/08 
28 Donald Zimmerman, posted on the Q-List 26/11/08
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thought (Ellis et al, 2007; Dyzek & Berejikian 1993; Durning 1999; Dryzek, 2000; Stenner et 

al 2007). It is suggested that the post-positivist approach:

"(...) is unified in suggesting that it is not possible to interpret the world from a 

single objective point of view, but emphasises a world of complexity, with no single 

truth to be discovered, but a myriad of perspectives to be understood"

(Ellis et al, 2007, p.523)

It is suggested by Allmendinger (2002) that the over-emphasis on scientific rationality has 

dominated and submerged the fragmented, pluralistic and subjective voices in current 

planning debates. It is put forward here that not only is Q said to be an effective research 

tool, with over fifty five years of practical application, but more recently it has been 

described as being a good participatory exercise (Donner, 1998; Webler et al 2001) since it 

requires in-depth participant activity. Thus Q was seen as being fitting to the current 

research, as it could be viewed as a collective effort that stakeholders can contribute to 

(Donner, 2001, p.24) in the development of an effective MSP process.

Q was chosen for a range of reasons as indicated above. Additionally however Durning 

(1991, pp.405-406) suggests a number of applications of Q; to obtain insights in the context 

of policy issues in understanding different stakeholders with an interest in a policy issue in 

order to define their interests. Secondly, to identify different problem definitions so that 

the views of different people can be more fully articulated with their differences and 

similarities noted, and thirdly to identify preferences of different groups towards, for 

example, a policy proposal. All these applications were entirely related and appropriate in 

consideration of the current research objectives.

Q has enjoyed successful application in an increasing number of environmental research 

areas; environmental politics (Barry & Proops, 2000), environmental policy areas (Addams 

& Proops, 2000, Barry et al, 2008), planning (Ellis, 2004), geography (Eden et al, 2005), and 

also in the comparative study of institutional capacity for wind power development 

(Wolsink & Breukers, 2007). Also active in the social science field, the use of Q have been 

widened to include: healthcare (Akhtar-Danesh et al 2008; Tielen et al 2008; Gregg et al
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2009), psychology (Stenner et al, 2007; De Mol & Busse, 2008), politics (Dryzek & Niemeyer, 

2008), education (Deignan, 2009), childcare research (McSherry et al, 2009) media 

(Robinson, et al 2008), and many other very recent environmental and natural resource 

based applications (Ockwell, 2008; Raadgever et al, 2008; Kroesena & Broerb 2009; Webler 

et al, 2009; Venables et al, in press).

2.4.4.1 Sample Size

As noted Q is usually based on a small purposeful sample; it does not create an 'image' in a 

kind of representativeness of the population that would be achieved, or claim to be, 

through standard R methodologies. Schmolk (2009) states that Q's aim is for 

'comprehensiveness and maximal diversity'29 since, Q does not infer counts, proportion or 

means scores from samples of population. Therefore the soundness of its conclusions are 

not based on a sample representativeness30 but the actual participants that take part in the 

methodology.

The goal of Q is to provide the best chances for finding all subjective viewpoints on a given 

issue, even the rarest type of view31. In order to obtain how all participants view the issue, 

large numbers are not needed, as usually Q is performed on a relatively small purposeful 

sample of participants. Brown (2010)32 claims demographics are rarely of intrinsic interest, 

but are used as a device for gaining as much diversity as possible, so as to 'cast a net of 

sufficient breadth so as to be reasonably certain that whatever viewpoint (Q factors) might 

exist would have a good opportunity to reveal themselves. The interest is on the viewpoint, 

not the demographics of those who provide the Q sorts. It is stated that as few as twelve 

participants can produce robust results (Donner, 2001). While it is theoretically possible to 

carry out Q on one participant, it is more usual to have a p-set33 of around 30-50 

participants, a relatively small sample when considering that R related quantitative 

methodologies can often demand hundreds of participants. Romney et al (1986) state that:

Peter Schmolck posted on the Q-List 15/12/09
30 ibid
31 Bedriye Koleman posted on the Q-List 20/02/09
32 Steven Brown posted on the Q-List 23/09/10
33 The participant selection and number for the Q sort is often called the "P-Set"
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"(...)small samples can be quite sufficient in providing complete and accurate 

information within a particular cultural context, as long as the participants possess 

a certain degree of expertise about the domain of inquiry."

(Romney, Batchelder &Weller, 1986, p. 326)

Romney et al's comment is quite pertinent as it suggests that good results can be obtained 

from small sample of participants. Potentially this could be indicative of having wider 

implications for why we have widespread stakeholder engagement. In the interests of 

democracy though it will be essential to continue with widespread stakeholder 

engagement, yet it may be the form of how the engagement is carried out that is 

reorganized rather than the numbers of stakeholders participating.

Although Donner (2001) and many other observers of Q would say that it is rare to 

administer Q to more than 100 people, because of theoretical saturation (Guest et ai, 

2006), current research has shown that larger numbers of participation are beginning to get 

recognition34. Q is more widely known as an intensive methodology rather than an 

extensive methodology (Ellis et al, 2007). Brown35 notes one of the reasons that Q 

methodology requires fewer participants than a standard R methodology is because the aim 

of the approach is to examine the number of different viewpoints of different views in 

circulation (the Q factors) and this consequentially only requires enough individuals to 

reveal each factor (for example four to six factors is adequate). R methodologies require 

much large numbers of participants since the persons are cases in the sample. In Q, the 

sample is comprised of statements.

Whilst the overall empirical approach to the Q research is set within an embedded single 

case-study approach, it made use of a combination of three rounds of qualitative in-depth 

interviews and an interactive Q sort, which in the application and analysis had elements of 

both qualitative and quantitative research (Shinebourne, 2009). No element of the research 

design is set in isolation and the methods complement each other in approaching the 

overall research question and the supplementary research questions. Whilst each element 

in the overall strategic approach may be considered to have its own strengths and

’'Simon Niemeyer posted on the Q-List 16/03/09 - stating that he was beginning a new Q study with 
150 participants
35 Stephen Brown posted on the Q-List 13/09/10
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weaknesses, the mixed method approach provides robustness by allowing for cross 

referencing of one piece of evidence with another to better determine the actual position 

(Kesby et al, 2005; Valentine, 2005).

2.5 Justification of Q

As Q involves elements of both quantitative and qualitative research it is clear that there 

are benefits and pitfalls of each and this section will illustrate the point. Valentine (2005) 

states that qualitative research is explicitly informed by experiences, aims and 

interpretations within particular social contexts, whereas, quantitatively, standardised 

questionnaires and opinions are best suited to capture a representative population, as they 

are not tailored to an individual's responses. However, they usually force participants into 

an answer; Parfitt (2005) calls this 'attitude forcing' since they can be based on ill-conceived 

questions (see Moser & Kalton, 1985; Oppeneim, 1992). While quantitative methods are 

usually laudable for their non-bias objectiveness36 and statistical rigour that qualitative 

methods may be said to lack, Addams (1999) states that qualitative driven approaches such 

as interviews, case-studies and focus groups are more accepted ways of seeking and 

understanding attitudes and perspectives. Given that such methods are now more widely 

acknowledged within the post-positivist paradigm, it seemed appropriate to support the 

empirical research with a series of interviews rather than a normative questionnaire or 

opinion poll.

In researching stakeholder perspectives, it would be possible to conduct the entire 

methodology as an ethnographical study based on interviews alone. Interviews did have a 

substantial role to play in the overall methodology as an integral part of the Q process37, but 

additionally the interviews provide a supporting, corroborating role to the results of the Q 

study. They helped to provide evidence and insights of key stakeholders involved in MSP. 

These could have solely been used to determine perspectives in the Irish Sea Region, since 

it is often stated that qualitative tools can capture detail, rich and contextual information in 

terms of understanding attitudes, much more than a quantitative opinion poll or

36 To rebut the inevitable positivists claims, a post-structuralist argument is offered in Valentine 
(2005), in iterating that there is no such thing as objectivity in social science, and as O'Connell, 
Davidson and Layder (1994, p. 125) articulate: "Interviewers are losing their objectivity, becoming 
partial or imposing a particular world view on the respondent, rather they are using the interview as 
an opportunity to explore the subjective values, beliefs and thoughts of the individual respondent". 
j7 Interviews provided contributory material to the collection of Q statements, since they gathered 
what stakeholders were saying about MSP
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questionnaire would allow (Valentine, 2005). However, attitudes and perspectives are 

considered to be one of the most difficult categories of social science data to collect (Parfitt, 

2005). The use of interviews, generally minimise and overcome any of the error that is 

usually more associated with questionnaires38. It was found that interviews are an excellent 

and in-depth source of providing stakeholders' perspectives and their views on MSP. It was 

felt that Q offered something more in terms of understanding the various patterns of how 

participants' viewed MSP. The interviews may therefore be viewed as supplementing and 

enriching the overall Q process.

Q can generate more information beyond what emerges from interviews alone (Weimer, 

1999). In surveying the literature around MSP, it seemed to assume that all parties would 

(potentially) be involved in an engagement process and would share similar principles and 

values as highlighted by Pomeroy and Douvere (2008) and Vierros et al (2006). However, it 

appears that from actually speaking to stakeholders, there does not appear to be one or 

two principle 'worldviews' on MSP, but a multitude of views emerge. Webler et al (2001) 

note that a detailed and intriguing picture of the complex and different ways that people 

think about, in their research on stakeholder engagement in forestry planning and 

management, can easily be built up through the use of interviews. Interviews can reveal 

many discourses and opinions, but understanding them and categorising them all can 

become a difficult and time-consuming challenge. The key is to find out using subjectivity 

how stakeholders understand a problem. Q was therefore employed to take the research a 

step further in attempting to make sense of all the different discourses that emerged from 

stakeholders' perspectives found by Q methodology, and to characterise them and to 

attempt to use them in a practical way in order to signpost future policy direction for MSP 

with regards specifically to the stakeholder engagement process.

It was highlighted in the opening chapter of the thesis that there was a dearth of empirical 

research in the field of stakeholder engagement in MSP and specifically any research that 

attempted to capture stakeholder perspectives. An example of a survey based method that 

has previously been used in the field of stakeholder engagement in MSP was explored in 

depth in terms of its suitability for the current research before settling on employing Q. It 

was felt that Flannery and O'Cinneide's (2008) stakeholder questionnaire, whilst innovative 

in the field, methodologically it was not a balanced approach because it was not made clear

38 See Parfitt (2005) pp. 84-85, common errors in survey research are listed as sampling errors,
(non) response errors and expectation error
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to the reader how much understanding, knowledge or briefing respondents had before 

answering the questions. Participants for Q were recruited on their merit for having a 

strong knowledge on MSP or being involved in the policy process. Additionally it was noted 

that questionnaires attracted other problems around interviewer bias. The method of 

stakeholder mapping as applied by Vierros et al (2006) and Pomeroy and Douvere (2008) 

was also discounted since this method seemed to be concerned with first and fore mostly 

identifying stakeholders, before eliciting stakeholders' perspectives. However, it was 

perceived as more of a geographical mapping exercise. Whitmarsh and Palmieri (2008) used 

an Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP) as a multi-criteria technique, where numerical scores 

were derived from respondents' making judgements between the importance of 

maximising the socio-economic benefits and minimising environmental damage. AHP too 

was discounted as it seemed rather restrictive focusing only on what researchers had 

chosen as the socio, economic and environmental choices, whereas Q is based on 

stakeholders' generated data with minimal researcher input. This appears therefore to 

assume that they are the only views that stakeholders may have and so this survey method 

had no regard for the more epistemological perspectives such as historical, spiritual and 

other such worldly views. It was believed that Q was the only method that could effectively 

research stakeholders' subjective perspectives that had objective yet holistic approach, and 

that did not require stakeholders to be 'socially prepared' or to narrow their views to focus 

only on one type of subject manner.

2.6 The Q Methodology Process

There are many academic sources that provide a detailed step-by-step guide on how to 

carry out a Q methodology (see in particular, Dryzek & Berejikian, 1993; Addams, 1999; 

Donner, 2001; van Eeten, 2001; Previte et al, 2007; Ellis et al, 2007). Only a brief summary 

of how to carry out Q is provided here39. This will provide details on how Q was designed 

and administered for the current research in gathering stakeholders' perspectives on MSP. 

The next section of the chapter will guide the reader through the main steps and 

procedures undertaken in this part of the methodology.

’9 A more detailed technical description of the process (and the statistical analysis) is contained in 
Appendix 1; the purpose of the above section is to provide an overview of how the evidence is 
generated.
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The central spine of Figure 2.3 is used as an illustration in explaining the administration of Q 

and the six steps needed to effectively carry out Q.

Figure 2.3 Key Components of Q

Communication
Concourse

Quasi Naturalistic concourse

Naturalistic concourse

Representative sampling Statement Delivery
Statements

ti- Media Statements

Theoretical sampling
DeductiveInductive

Conditions of Instruction Intensive Person sampling

Mode ot'Delivety

PQMethod

+ ResultsPortrayal of factor types

Source: Ellis and Robinson (2008)
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2.6.1 A simplified overview of the Q process

The following section contains a simplified overview of the Q methodology process40. Some 

parts of this process need more explanation than others, and therefore more detail on the 

statement selection, the format and the delivery of the study and the analysis process are 

contained in the Appendices to this chapter.

A communication concourse is understood as the spectrum of views held on a selected 

topic of the study. In this case, the communication concourse was around the views and 

perspectives of stakeholders from the Irish Sea Region held regarding MSP, not relating to 

what MSP is, (as that is already well documented in journals and policy documents) but 

what stakeholders are saying about MSP. Short statements, sentences or phrases are then 

generated from a wide range of sources, illustrating positive, negative and indifferent 

views. These sources were gathered from interview transcipts carried out by the research 

with a range of stakeholders involved in MSP. Additionally statements were collated from 

newspaper articles, conference proceedings, academic journal articles and professional 

articles. Dryzek and Berejikian (1993, p.50) note that the communication concourse is 

operationalized as the "population of statements about some topic". Primarily these 

statements may be gathered by accessing interview transcripts41, quotations and 

conference proceedings, in order to engage and represent the breadth of views on that 

particular topic. Gathering statements in this manner is known as a naturalistic concourse, 

since the phrases are derived from contributors own words. This reduces the risk of 

misinterpreting respondents' meanings or confusing them with external frames of 

reference (Ellis & Robinson, 2008).

Arguably, some critics may suggest that there could be researcher bias in choosing the Q 

statements; however, those who take a post-structuralist approach would argue that all 

research work is explicitly or implicitly informed by the experiences of the researcher who 

designed the questionnaire or the interview schedule (England, 1994). Webler et al (2009, 

pg. 8) note that one of the benefits of Q methodology is that the researcher influence in 

designing the stimuli is minimised to the act of selecting the statements. The Q statements 

were subjected to rigorous rounds of selection by coding and weighting the statements (as

40 The key mechanisms relating to the spine of Figure 2.4 are highlighted in bold
41 From the three round of interviews.
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detailed in appendix two), it is believed that researcher bias is minimised through this 

process.

Diversity, in type and number, of participants, known as the P-set42 are then required to 

rank or sort by prioritizing a number of short statements, usually fifty43, on a normal 

distribution curve44. The P-set for the research was based on a broad representative 

sample, and used some of the participants who had contributed to the rounds of interviews 

previous to the Q study, some were identified by snowballing and some were contacted by 

'cold calling'.

Table 2.3 Breakdown of the P-set

Jurisdiction No. participants
contacted

No. completed
Q Sorts

Format of Q

Nl 33 28 28 Paper

England 39 10 10 Electronic

Wales 13 1 1 Electronic

Scotland 19 9 8 Electronic 1 Paper

ROI 10 4 4 Electronic

Total 114 52 29 Paper 23 Electronic

t
Sector No. of

Participants
Public 29

Private 7

Voluntary 12

Other 4

Total 52

42 The P-set for this research was 52no. participants. It is important to reiterate Q does not need 
large numbers of participants, and 52no. was a considerable, but manageable amount.
43 Much more detail is provided in the appendices on how the statements were chosen using a 
heuristic inductive sampling method.
44 In layman's terms this looked like an upside down pyramid shaped grid. See Appendix for Blank 
sorting sheet
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The main task is for participants to (physically45 or electronically46) sort out the fifty 

statements in order of their relative agreement or disagreement with the statements. An 

instruction can be used, for example, sort these statements from most agree to least agree. 

The instruction provides the conditions for the sort to take place47. This process is known as 

a Q sort. It effectively models each individual's point of view. It forces participants to make 

a choice of where to place statements on the grid and is known as forced distribution 

(Addams, 1999, p. 16).

Statistical factor analysis was carried out on of each of the participants' completed Q sorts 

of their statement rankings (their modelled point of view). A software programme called PQ 

Method was used for the analysis once the 52 sorts had been collected48. Essentially the 

result of the data analysis is a summary of the statements that were sorted in a similar way 

and are based on patterns of “consensus statements", (Donner, 2001, p.26), these were 

statements that participants agreed with, or "contention statements" which were 

statements that were highly disagreeable to participants49. The depth of the analysis is 

created where the P-Set is defined into subgroups, within which small clusters of 

participants are defined based on their sharing of a similar pattern of sorting the 

statements, and can therefore be said to share a similar perspective or 'voice' on the topic. 

The main function of the software is to draw out 'idealised patterns' of the Q sorts 

(Addams, 1999, p.23) so as to represent those groups sharing the same patterns. These 

patterns are known as 'summary profiles'50.

The results of the summary profiles essentially involve a process of the identification of a 

series of distinctive factors across all the participants. These factors reflect clusters of 

participants that share broadly similar views or an understanding of the problem (Ellis et al,

Participants were presented with an Al sorting sheet and fifty sticky labels, each with one 
statement printed on them, in order to complete the Q sort. More detail on this is provided in the 
appendices
46 An electronic version of the Q sort was also designed for participants outside of Northern Ireland. 
More detail on this is provided in the Appendices.
47 For the study, participants were instructed to sort the statements in order of 'most reflective of 
your view' to 'least reflective of your view', and the condition was 'Please rank these 50 statements 
in the grid below according to how well they reflect your views on the Marine Spatial Planning 
Process'.
48 The method for the data analysis is particularly well dealt with in Donner (2001), Addams (1999) 
and Focht (2002), more detail relating to the data analysis undertaken for this research is dealt with 
in the appendices
49 These are listed in the Appendices
50 Ibid
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2007). In this research there were five factors that were imaginatively named as Neptune's 

Democratic Guardians, Leviathan's Rationalists, Cynical Sirens, Corporate Corsairs, and the 

Technocratic Environmentalists51.

In the words of Q methodology's founder William Stephenson, he said that these factors, 

while they are not represented by any particular individual, represent an 'ideal type' or 

'pure' version of a way of seeing the topic under study. This means that the five factors 

from this Q study represent five distinctive views of stakeholders' perspectives of MSP 

(Stephenson, 1962). These views (directly stimulated from stakeholders) are used in this 

research to contribute to finding how best to incorporate stakeholder perspectives in MSP.

2.6.1.2 Stakeholder interviews

As highlighted earlier, to supplement the Q study process, three rounds of interviews were 

carried out between June 2007 and June 2008. These provided a detailed understanding of 

what stakeholders consider to be the development perspectives on the sea and how the 

MSP process should be developed in its social context. A topic sheet was used as an 

interview schedule to guide the semi-structured interviews around six questions, covering 

topics such how participant's frame policy problems facing the marine environment, their 

interpretation of marine problems, the drivers and the type of delivery needed for MSP, the 

appropriate methods for stakeholder engagement, how they see the role of stakeholder 

engagement shaping the policy response, and the visionary forward looking aspects of MSP. 

The interview transcripts provided invaluable primary material of stakeholders' views 

(which are used to support the analysis in the sixth chapter), but they were also used to 

provide material for the Q statements, as they took place before the collection of the Q 

statements.

A non-probabilistic purposive sampling approach (Parfitt, 2005) was used for the selection 

of stakeholders to be interviewed within the Irish Sea Region. Interviewees were drawn up 

through a process of stakeholder mapping across the UK ensuring a variety of roles, 

including statutory bodies, those who are overseeing marine planning projects, leading 

conservation organisations, NGOs, civil servants and local Government, marine policy 

officers, project managers of marine renewables and academics. Participants were then

51 A full explanation of these factors is contained in chapter six
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selected on the likelihood of having a detailed understanding of the issues facing the marine 

environment and a view on the future direction of policy development and process of 

MSP52. Having met and identified stakeholders from snowballing many of the potential 

interviewees from attending previous events and conferences allowed for a subtle rapport 

and a connection with interviewees, since there was a common frame of reference and this 

allowed for a rich, detailed conversation based on empathy, mutual respect and 

understanding (Valentine, 2005, p. 113). In selecting participants, there was an emphasis on 

identifying those operating at a strategic regional scale, to replicate the likely level of 

stakeholder engagement in the MSP process. Interviewees were distributed across the Irish 

Sea and the breakdown by sector is shown in Table 2.4.

Table 2.4 Breakdown of Interviewees

SECTOR No.

Public 8
(Including central and local governmentand statutory agents)

Private
(Including consultants and those involved in the fishing and 
energy industries)

5

Voluntary
(Primarily from Environmental NGOs)

10

Other 3
(Academic)
Total 26

There was a lot of enthusiasm for talking about MSP since it is a new and continually 

evolving topic of planning that affects many different marine sectors. It was difficult to 

judge how many interviews were enough to produce meaningful qualitative research. This 

has always been a difficult and often contentious issue in social science research. In the 

literature there appears to be few references and guidelines to sample size (Bertaux, 1981; 

Morse, 1994; Bernard, 1995; Creswell, 1998; MacCallum et at, 1999). For quantitative

52 Full details of how participants were contacted are provided in Appendix 2
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samples the literature provides more guidance; Haire et al (2006) state that generally a 

sample of fewer than fifty observers is unacceptable and preferably the sample size would 

be one hundred or larger (Tabachnik & Fidell, 2007). It is a case of reasonable judgement 

on quantity having little impact on quality, where carrying out an unwieldy numbers of 

surveys needs to be balanced against carrying out fewer in number in order to achieve 

qualitative rich interview data (Walcott, 1990). The only suggestion of a milestone for 

qualitative research appears to be until 'theoretical saturation is reached' (Guest et al, 

2006). This is described as occurring when:

"(...) all of the main variations of the phenomenon have been identified and 

incorporated into the emerging theory."

(Guest et al, 2006, p.65)

They have termed theoretical saturation as the 'gold standard' for which to reach in 

purposeful sample sizes. Guest et al ask, that in this quantitative problem of qualitative 

research, how much is theoretical saturation, and when is it reached to still provide socially 

desirable answers? in their research study sixty in-depth interviews were carried out with 

participants who were considered to be at high risk for acquisition of HIV in order to assess 

who would be appropriate candidates for HIV prevention programmes in Nigeria and 

Ghana. Methodologically the study aimed to find out how many interviews were needed to 

get a reliable sense of thematic exhaustion and variability within the data set. Through a 

complex coding methodology of theme identification and progression, designed to reach 

theoretical data saturation, they posed that after twelve interviews, new themes 'emerged 

infrequently' and that the 'rate of increase was small and diminished over time' (Guest et 

al, 2006, p.74). This was justifiable because in the use of a non-probabilistic purposive 

sample, participants are chosen according to common criteria in the research domain. 

Therefore it is satisfactory to deduce that for the current research that twenty six 

interviews in-depth semi-structured should be considered more than adequate for 

'theoretical saturation'. It was found that this was revealed during the course of carrying 

out the interviews, even though the interviewees came from a range of different disciplines.
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2.7 Critique of Q Methodology

Typically the main critiques of Q that exist are based on the perceived small sample size of 

participants involved and the associated demographics, researcher bias, and the time 

intensiveness in conducting Q.

The first of these two issues were recently raised on the "Q -list serve"53. ("The Q-list serve" 

is the official email and discussion network of other scholars using Q methodology. It is a 

moderated forum for the exchange of information related to Q methodology). From recent 

postings on the Q list, it is possible to address these critiques as follows. The 'sample size' 

Q, in terms of R methodologies actually refers to the set of statements, i.e. the voluminous 

interactions among which (in the course of Q sorting) constitute the events to be examined. 

The emphasis and significance of Q is based on the factor scores^4, and these will appear in 

essentially the same form no matter what number of participants take part in the Q sorts 

and so the demand for a larger P set is diminished. Q resembles more of an intensive 

qualitative study, where numbers of participants, particularly over 30 is actually considered 

a large sample size55. It important to stress that the purpose of Q is not to, as we are often 

used to, generalise about populations and demographics of people, it is based on a 

purposively selected P-set.

It is noted (Brown, 201056) that demographics are rarely of intrinsic interest for Q, they are 

simply used as a device for gaining as much diversity as possible among the Q sorts. 

Categories set up within specific demographics may be useful only as a way to cast a net of 

sufficient breadth so as to be reasonably certain that whatever viewpoint (the Q factors) 

have a good opportunity to reveal themselves. Brown (2010) emphasises that the interest is 

on the viewpoints not in the demographics of those who provide the Q sorts.

As Q is based on the analysis of factors scores, it is possible to state that in a general way, 

this is how persons of this type think. This is why the addition of more Q sorts typically has

53 Steven Brown posted on the Q list on 15/06/10
54 See Appendix 2, section 2.6.1 and figures A2.6-A2.ll
55 Amanda Wolf posted on the Q list on 20/08/08
56 Steven Brown posted on the Q list on 23/10/10
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little impact on the factor scores obtained from very few Q sorts. In the instance of Q 

therefore it is possible to say that quantity has no impact on quality57.

In addressing the third point, Barbosa et al (2008) note that Q methodology is free from 

researcher bias since the robustness of Q stems from the freedom each respondent has in 

arranging the statements and in their input into the statements and that the resultant Q 

sort pattern represents the sorters own feelings about the topic. This differs from other 

subjective inquiry such as surveys or questionnaires where there is limited choice about 

the statements written by the researchers who may not see the problem the same as the 

respondent.

The final critique to highlight is the time intensiveness of Q Methodology for the researcher. 

As Barry and Proops (1999) document, considerable time is spent on the initial stages of Q 

in terms of the structured interviews to elicit the statements that could be considered for 

inclusion. Additionally, the process of extracting statements is time consuming and the Q 

sorts also take time as participants need detailed advice on strategies for sorting the 

statements. A much more detailed breakdown of the lessons learnt and evaluation of Q is 

provided in section 2.7 of Appendix 2.

Taking account of these critiques, deciding to undertake Q Methodology as the critical basis 

of the research design was not a hard decision, it was the right approach for this research 

because Q has an important role to play in how the 'public' view environmental issues and 

policies, in this case in relation to MSP, that have not been explored (Barry and Proops, 

1999). In using Q, researchers can seek to explore stakeholders' attitudes towards 

environmental issues, in a way that is responsive to attitudes held by respondents rather 

than the researchers, whilst still having rigorous statistical basis for the extraction of the 

discourses within the given population of the Q. Barry and Proops (1999) note that it is 

because of this rigorous approach to the subjective perceptions of humans that make the 

results extremely useful in informing environmental policy making.

Steven Brown posted on the Q list on 15/12/08
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2.8 Research Ethics

As required by all universities and research institutions, it was imperative that Ethical 

Approval was sought for the current research under the School Research Ethics Committee 

(SREC) of QUB58, to ensure that the research was designed and conducted in such a way 

that it met ethical principles and was subject to proper and institutional oversight in terms 

of research governance (Campbell & Marshall, 1996; Hay, 1998; Smith, 1999; Griffith, 2008). 

This is required by the Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) in its guidelines for 

adhering to Ethical Principles found in their Research Ethics Framework (REF) (2006). The 

REF sets out what is termed good practice for social science research and cites that the 

dignity, rights and welfare of participants are its core criteria in sustaining and encouraging 

good ethical practice in UK social science. Importantly the REF defines 'Research Ethics' as 

the moral principles guiding research from its inception through to completion and 

publication of results and beyond. It is clear therefore that social science research taking 

place within HEIs must give stringent consideration to ethical implications and make 

appropriate arrangements to have these in place before research begins. The reader can 

therefore be assured that all precautions were taken to meet QUB and ESRC research 

standards and that all contact with participants had informed consent59.

2.9. Confidentiality

Confidentiality is described as the single most encountered consideration in research 

(Griffiths, 2008, p. 247) and so the participants' privacy, anonymity and confidentiality were 

ensured at all times during the course of the research. The data from the interviews60 and

58 All aspects of the research involving participant activity had a Participant Information Sheet and a 
Participant Consent Form; examples of these are contained in the Appendix 2. These were 
individually designed by the researcher (using Griffith's (2008, p.248) specimen consent form for 
inspiration) and provided participants with full detail on the research, the purpose of the study, why 
he/she were being asked to take part, the consenting process, what they would be expected to do, 
the possible benefits and disadvantages of participating. It was important in these forms to stress 
how confidentiality of the research would be ensured, what would happen to the results of the 
study, who was organising and funding the research, who reviewed the study and who to contact if 
there was a problem.
59 See Locke et al (2000, p.31-32) for an outline protocol for informed consent
60 All interviews were digitally recorded and verbatim responses to each question were transcribed 
by an external transcription firm, using a standardised transcription protocol (Guest et al, 2006, p. 
64). The coding system was used to anonymise the participants before the material was sent to be 
transcribed. Transcripts were reviewed by the researcher for accuracy and revised as necessary.
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the Q study were safeguarded against using a precautionary means of substituting 

participants' names for codes, oniy known to the researcher61.

2.10 Conclusion

At the end of the previous chapter it had been established that because there is a dearth of 

literature and empirical research into stakeholder engagement in MSP, there was 

apprehension that stakeholder interests may be presumed and consequently neglected in 

this new area of planning. In the introduction to this chapter, stakeholder engagement was 

highlighted as being perceived as an objective and technical exercise (Vierros et al 2006, 

and Pomeroy & Douvere, 2008). Yet this thesis aims to prove that stakeholders' subjectivity 

and complexity must be valued as crucial and enriching the MSP debate. It is clear that 

stakeholder engagement should play a central role to the process in stimulating debate, 

whether that debate is agonistic or conflictual. It is a way of adding value, depth and 

richness to the process, which currently has the potential to progress as familiar, stifled and 

stale through consultation and other statutory mechanisms, such as SCI, where their 

success has been questioned.

The strategic research design called for a methodology that interrogated stakeholders' 

subjective perspectives and viewpoints associated with the marine space and that could 

produce results that would provide more understanding of how stakeholders view the 

marine environment, but also that pointed towards a more effective engagement process 

for MSP. This research recognises the gap in ongoing MSP discussions and policy formation 

and assesses that the current consultative role that stakeholders hold represents a bare 

minimum role that stakeholders have to play in the policy making process. It may be viewed 

by some as preventing them from fully getting involved in decision making.

The chapter made use of a stakeholder centred approach; using an intensive triangulated 

methodology to widely gather and make sense of stakeholder perspectives of MSP through 

an embedded case study of the Irish Sea Region. RA was used as a complementary

61 All data was stored on a personal computer which was only accessible by password. Backups were 
created on a personal USB flash pen and external hard-drive, all of which were also password 
protected. Statements and quotes used in the publication of this research were made not directly 
attributable to the participant and would only be named by the sector they worked in and their 
jurisdiction, e.g. 'Private sector representative, Wales', or 'Voluntary sector representative, England'. 
Participants were all made aware of this protocol.
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methodology in the research strategy that provided an alternative way of understanding 

Government's articulation of the principles and engagement mechanisms for MSP. The 

approach was chosen for its ability to illustrate particular discourses which may point 

towards particular tensions that Government's proposals may raise for stakeholders. It was 

noted from current literature that stakeholder subjectivity was not recognised as enriching 

current MSP debates. Q methodology was therefore chosen to widely gather stakeholder 

perspectives to build the argument that stakeholders hold many different insightful views 

of MSP, which it is asserted that such complex views could not be achieved through 

consultation alone. The outcome of the methodology is a set of five discourses, or factors, 

which reflect and align with clusters of stakeholder perspectives, which have been 

characterised on particular idiosyncrasies. Each factor is constructed upon certain views on 

MSP and may have innovative contributions to make to guide the direction of the 

stakehoider engagement process for MSP. Yet, as will be demonstrated in the analysis of 

the discourses in the sixth chapter, these factors may not complement each other and may 

be diametrically opposed to each other. The problem is not just back to giving stakeholders 

more of a voice or more opportunity to engage in the process, it is about moving towards a 

more productive way of engaging and finding a more realistic and sophisticated role for 

stakeholders to play in the process, one that gets stakeholders openly debating, talking to 

each other, and discussing their views on the marine problem, and providing evidence as to 

the richness of such dialogues that stakeholders can add to the debates. In this sense the 

philosophy underpinning the thesis is really to question and explore the effectiveness of the 

collaborative consensus building paradigm.

The methodology chapter has shown how stakeholders' perspectives of MSP can be 

gathered in an empathetic and complete way, which not only captures the complexity and 

multifaceted nature of the issues that are presented from stakeholders engaging in MSP, 

but which also make sense of how a more deliberative and effective process of MSP could 

be formed from the research findings. It is believed that the methodological approach has 

met a research objective of gathering stakeholders' perspectives in a truly unique, yet 

robust way.

This research has taken a much more in-depth and interactive approach to researching and 

understanding stakeholders perspectives in order to use the findings to explore and offer 

insights for the proposed stakeholder engagement process in MSP. While it would appear
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that research in the field has been adequate in presenting stakeholder concerns (Flannery & 

O'Cinneide, 2008) this thesis seeks to make its mark in the academic progression of MSP to 

set up a methodological differentiation. The process hears all stakeholder perspectives, 

with no perspectives being neglected or presumed. This methodology was therefore wholly 

responsive to the subjectivity that stakeholders bring to a process; it embraces the values 

and rich debate that is created when several different stakeholders express their attitudes. 

It is appreciated that the entire exercise is based on socially constructing and understanding 

the stakeholders' perceptions of the marine environment and MSP.

What the methodology also achieved was to frame the overall approach of the thesis within 

a contemporary post-positivist framework. This was because one of the main objectives is 

to appreciate all the different subjective voices within the debate, rather than leading with 

a purely objective positivist outlook, reflective of the current mode of governance. On 

balance, this goes some way to highlight that for some stakeholders MSP may signify a 

regulatory system, yet for other stakeholders, MSP may mean something entirely different, 

and for some it may represent a forward looking and visionary planning system for the sea.

The next chapter will begin to review the various sources of literature and other academic 

sources around stakeholder engagement and environmental policy making in order to 

understand how the theoretical perspectives on stakeholder engagement in TSP are 

reflective in MSP, in order to assess which discourses and principles drive the rationale for 

stakeholder engagement in MSP.
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CHAPTER 3 Theoretical Perspectives 

of Stakeholder Engagement
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CHAPTER 3: THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES ON STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT

3.0 Synopsis: This chapter critically reviews the discourses of stakeholder engagement in 

planning and environmental policy making. This chapter contributes to the overall research 

aim by setting the context of considering the discourses of stakeholder engagement in MSP, 

using experiences of TSP. This chapter begins to map out rationales, motivations and 

benefits of stakeholders engaging in planning. This chapter marks the beginning of the 

analytical framework for the rest of the thesis.

3.1 Introduction

In this chapter the first research objective is addressed by exploring and critically analysing 

the discourses of stakeholder engagement in planning and environmental policy making to 

discover how this is being reflected in the development of MSP. The chapter reviews the 

merits and the academic critiques of Collaborative Planning, as the normative theoretical 

model that has come to influence the practice of TSP, and now reflected in the emergence 

of MSP. By the end of the chapter, the principle discourses of engagement in MSP are 

noted, and further developed into issues of agonism, which could provide an alternative 

theoretical perspective for understanding stakeholder engagement.

It is noted from Blowers et al (2009) that over the last decade engagement appears to have 

shifted from an emphasis on dialogue and involvement, the basis of Collaborative Planning, 

to dependence on a more formalised, reactive, and routine consultation. In this chapter, 

experiences are drawn from environmental policy making and planning to suggest that 

while consultation has its place in policy making, there may be more effective engagement 

strategies (see Kitchen & Whitney, 2004). These may be based on deliberative practice and 

modes of communicative planning that can be used to influence the engagement process in 

MSP, rather than following the current discourse of TSP and pursuing consultation as is the 

prescribed response to engagement. It is suggested that collaborative practices allow for a 

deeper examination, realisation and appreciation of the complexity of stakeholders' claims, 

views and values. Moreover, the importance of using these stakeholder values as early as 

possible in the process has been highlighted, such as allowing stakeholders to subjectively 

and creatively discuss and exchange views. Essentially this may be viewed as contributing to
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more productive outcomes of engagement and what the RCEP (1998) call more 'socially 

intelligent' policies.

The purpose of this chapter is therefore to critically analyse stakeholder engagement in a 

more strategic environmental policy and planning context aligned with its application in 

MSP. This chapter uncovers the theory of Collaborative Planning that is reflected on in the 

proposed engagement process for MSP. The empirical research in the forthcoming chapters 

corroborates that this is the case, and the final part of the thesis stimulates an alternative 

direction for the consideration of stakeholder engagement in MSP. The benefits and 

principles of stakeholder engagement in TSP will be teased out in this chapter based on 

experiences from environmental policy and planning. The next chapter builds on the 

findings of this chapter and will provide detail on how MSP is adopting a similar 

engagement process that has been specifically constructed for TSP, which is based on the 

discourse of Collaborative Planning.

3.2 Views on Stakeholder Engagement

This section will put forward the core benefits, arguments and rationale of why and how 

Governments carry out stakeholder engagement, and how power relations between 

stakeholders are dealt with in the process. It is important to provide a definition of the term 

for the context of the thesis. A wide definition of stakeholder engagement has been 

chosen, which may be defined as, 'a process where individuals, groups and organisations 

take an active role in making decisions that affect them' (see Wandersman, 1981; Carroll, 

1993; Wilcox, 2003; Rowe et al, 2004). The emphasis here is on stakeholder engagement62 

rather than the broader approach of public participation. Consequently, a stakeholder is 

defined using Freeman's (1984) definition, of those individuals (or groups) that can be 

affected by or can affect a decision. Rowe and Frewe (2004, p. 514), like many others, 

admit that engagement is not only a complex concept to grasp, but its scope and definition 

are often 'open to debate'. This is why a flexible, broader meaning of the term is adopted in 

this thesis to illustrate stakeholder engagement as a process involving a range of people 

exploring and discussing ideas, values and experiences (Studd, 2002).

62 The term stakeholder engagement, public participation, public engagement are often used interchangeably, 
however, the focus for the thesis is on what might be termed as marine stakeholders, and so the term 
stakeholder engagement is used throughout the research.

66



Stakeholder engagement has been widely sought and embedded into decision making and 

problem solving in planning for decades. The term stakeholder engagement has been part 

of the planning vocabulary in the UK from the 1960s, since the 'Skeffington Report from the 

Committee on Public Participation in Planning' (1969). The report advocated proposals for 

increased engagement in planning processes, as a way of indicating how the public might 

share and assist in the plan preparation from an early stage (Darner & Hague, 1971). As 

Thornley (1977) recognised, the rationale for engagement provided reasoned justification 

for why such a course was pursued. It was viewed as a way of securing wider support for 

plans in a time when responses to plans were notoriously low (Thomas, 1996).

Revisiting Arnstein's ladder (Arnstein, 1969) is an appropriate place to begin to 

contextualise the issue. The metaphor of the hierarchical ladder allowed for detailed 

classification of different types of engagement and the meanings that were attached to 

the rungs (Thomas, 1996). Several alternative and diverse terms have been suggested for 

the rungs of the ladder (see, Pretty et al, 1995; Goetz & Gaventa, 2001; Reed, 2008). 

Notably Reed (2008) suggests that the nature of the ladder implies that higher rungs 

should be preferred over lower rungs; this is also noted by Johnston et al (2004). Other 

commentators (Baker et al, 2010) have noted that the ladder meant that the sole measure 

of engagement was the 'power' to make decisions and the aim was to gain control. While 

it was a popular metaphor, it was criticised for assuming that strategies placed on higher 

rungs were superior to those beneath them. The ladder allowed for dissecting the 

ambiguity of the terminology of engagement, but also implied that planners should aspire 

to the higher rungs for more active engagement, towards partnership, delegated power 

and citizen control. Similarly Campbell and Marshall (2000a) noted that the metaphor 

brought with it the implication of failure unless the uppermost rungs were achieved. The 

ladder has been redesigned in an attempt to reflect the complexities and reality of multi

stakeholder engagement within planning (Wilcox, 1994). An alternative metaphor of a 

wheel has been developed more recently by Davidson (1998). The wheel draws on the 

ladder and distinguishes objectives related to information, consultation, participation and 

empowerment.
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Figure 3.1 Davidson's Wheel of Participation

Source: Davidson (1998) Planning, Issue 1262, pp. 14-15

Stakeholder engagement in environmental decision making is regarded as a democratic 

right, as enshrined by the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe's (1998) Aarhus 

Convention. However, quite often engagement may be viewed simply as a way of 

legitimising potentially controversial decisions, by ostensibly incorporating likely dissidents 

into the decision making, and thus engagement becomes a manipulative intention, rather 

than a democratic right. As Thomas (1996, p. 169) notes, the vagueness and 

interchangability of the language of engagement exists in considering influential power 

relations and the minutiae of current legislation relating to development planning. 

Furthermore, he stresses that the term engagement is ambiguous, and can lead to a range 

of interpretations, often based on different political and philosophical bases, such as, 

democratic elitism, Neopluralist, the New Right model, amongst other typologies. It is 

apparent from this short discussion that the concept is loaded with ideological, social, 

political and methodological meanings. This gives rise to a wide range of interpretations and 

typologies of stakeholder engagement. This is incredibly important given that it was noted 

in the introductory chapter that current research has is not perceived as opening up MSP
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debates to a wider epistemic community of stakeholders, where it becomes clear that 

current theory suggests that this is exactly what we should be doing. Consequently, one of 

the key aims of the empirical research of the thesis is to open the debate to a much wider 

audience, seeking a range of competing views within the field and in finding a more 

sophisticated way of dealing with the varied power imbalances existing between 

stakeholders.

The thesis therefore considers the process of engagement as a particular kind of 

relationship between state and society, following Rydin (2003). In this relationship there is 

a certain distribution of power and influence, which often results in political struggle and 

resistance. Thomas (1996) succinctly notes that engagement can be considered as giving 

stakeholders greater say over planning decisions (or alternatively reducing power of 

whoever has greater say). It is felt therefore that we must take care to ensure that 

engagement in MSP does not exist solely for the purpose of legitimisation or manipulation 

of process.

Studd (2002) suggests that while engagement is specific to time, site and issue, she notes 

that at all times there needs to be sensitivity to particular circumstances, locations and 

contexts. Consequently there cannot be a 'recipe book' (Thomas, 1996) or a 'toolbox' 

(Reed, 2008) for successful engagement practices, such practices are described by her as 

dangerous. Yet Gibson (1993, p. 34) offers three basic guidelines as trust, confidence, and 

clarity. Similarly Reed (2008, p. 11) suggests the engagement process needs to be 

underpinned by an appropriate philosophy in considering relevant stakeholders at an 

appropriate time, and in a more realistic manner that will enable them to effectively shape 

environmental planning decisions.

Webler et al (2001) suggest that because stakeholders hold different ideas of how 

engagement processes may be defined and operated, emergent MSP literature assumes a 

discourse that all parties involved in the process will share similar principles (inter alia 

Pomeroy & Douvere, 2008).
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3.3 Motivations, Rationales and Benefits of Engagement

Historically, in the literature there appears to be different discussions on how stakeholder 

engagement has progressed, and these are covered in detail in Wilsdon and Willis (2004), 

Cass (2006) and Reed (2008). In summary, it appears that the first exchange of views started 

with 'awareness raising' in the 1960s, 'incorporating local perspectives' in data collection in 

the 1970s, 'recognising local knowledge' in the 1980s and increasingly engagement became 

the norm in pursuing the sustainable development agenda in the 1990s. Baker et al (2010) 

recognise that the 1980's and 1990's saw attempts to develop more inclusive and multiparty 

engagement within an emergent 'stakeholder society'. This led to a movement towards 

ideas of Collaborative Planning. Subsequently, critiques of this form of engagement and its 

weaknesses have been noted increasingly since the 1990s and we will explore some of them 

in this chapter.

By way of complementing the above, Burgess et al, 1998; Blake, 1999; Owens, 2000 and 

Wilsdon and Willis, 2004 make reference to two key models of engagement, which may be 

aligned with the above discourses. In summary, Owens (2000) points to the 'information 

deficit model' and the 'civic model'. She explains that the first is based on the assumption 

that lay people are ignorant of environmental science and are irrational in their response to 

risk, and therefore should be educated to a better informed view (Owens, 2000, p.1141). 

The civic model suggests a two way information flow that admits a wider range of 

understandings and knowledge into the category of expertise. Owens stresses that:

"Public perspectives might help not only to identify or implement solutions but 

may reframe what the problems are"

(Owens, 2000, pg. 1144)

She says that 'democratic engagement' should be the goal in the formulation and 

articulation of values and in policy formulation and implementation, moving beyond 

prescribed responses.
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Owens' two models of engagement may be paralleled with the three other models of 

engagement that Wilsdon and Willis (2004) articulated as, 'Public Understanding of Science' 

(PUS) which was promoted as a mission to inform. The next model they viewed was moving 

PUS from 'deficit to dialogue', where PUS was seen as clogging up genuine engagement and 

so there was a move towards dialogue. Wilsdon and Willis (2004, p.17) then suggest a third 

model, and introduce a new term to the lexicon of engagement, where engagement was 

viewed as 'moving upstream'. They stress that the previous engagement was restricted to 

particular questions, posed at particular stages in the cycle of research, development and 

exploitation (Wilsdon & Willis, 2004, p. 18). Metaphorically by moving engagement 

'upstream', they indicated a need for a 'constructive and proactive debate'. In other words 

moving beyond traditional approaches. They note that:

"The task of upstream engagement is to remove some of the structures that divide 

back stage from the front stage. It seeks to make visible the invisible, to expose to 

public scrutiny the values, visions and assumptions that usually lie hidden."

(Wilsdon & Willis, 2004, p. 24)

In addition to the models of engagement, there are rules for engagement. Wilsdon and 

Willis (2004) stress various reasons for engaging with stakeholders, such as, informing them 

why they are engaging, usually for gathering information about public opinion on a 

particular issue or to determine a policy decision. In disentangling the different reasons for 

engagement, Fiorino (1990) explains them in terms of normative, instrumental and 

substantive rationales or motivations63. Fiorino notes (1990) that normatively, engagement 

processes take place as they are the right thing to do in a democracy; dialogue is an 

important ingredient of a healthy democracy. This motivation seems directed more towards 

equality rather than quality of voice. Secondly, the instrumental view states that 

engagement processes should be carried out because they serve particular interests. For 

example, Government may want to engage with stakeholders in order to build trust and 

manage their own (Government) reputation. Bickerstaff and Walker (2001) note that most 

planning authorities' motivations for engagement are grounded in instrumentalism. This 

satisfies Government's requirements for greater consultation, increasing support, rather

See also Cass (2006) p. 17
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than wider normative arguments about public competences, fairness and democratic rights. 

Thirdly, from a substantive perspective, engagement aims to improve the quality of decision 

making, in creating more socially robust solutions. The goal is to improve social outcomes in 

a deeper sense than just reputation, where citizens actively shape decisions. It is within a 

substantive framework that the thesis develops stakeholder engagement for MSP.

Engagement processes may, in some instances, be viewed as instrumental, if Government 

wants to be seen to be doing the right thing, to move towards a greater acceptance of an 

issue or a policy, or in the context of this research, acceptance of a new planning system for 

the sea. Wilsdon and Willis (2004) suggest that it is unlikely that Government engagement 

processes have substantive motivations, as they (generally) are not aimed at making better 

policy or more informed decisions, yet they recognise the validity of lay judgements 

(Bickerstaff & Walker, 2001). However, Stirling64 says that there is still a role for normative 

and instrumental approaches, but it is clear that engagement must be substantive, it must 

not inform decisions; it must shape them. He further goes on to say:

"A more substantive model of engagement would hand over authorship of the recipe 

to a more plural and diverse set of publics, rather than reducing them to just another 

ingredient in the pot. This substantive model of engagement would (...) uncover 

framing assumptions and make citizens the subjects rather than the objects of the 

process; engagement would be overarching, rather than a bolt on"

(Stirling, 200465)

While discourses of engagement may have different motivations the benefits have 

remained clear throughout (Parkins & Mitchell, 2005). As Reed (2008) explains, there are 

many benefits of engagement for democratic society, citizenship and equity. Martin and 

Sherington (1997) put forward that citizenship is promoted and as such there are much 

wider benefits to society, in that engagement can raise public trust, it can empower 

stakeholders to generate knowledge and can increase their capacity to use their knowledge 

(see Greenwood et al, 1993, Beierle & Konisky, 2000, Berkes et al, 2000; Beierle & Cayford, 

2002; Pound et al, 2003; Attwood, 2009). It is claimed by Richards et al (2004) that decisions 

on environmental problems that are perceived as holistic, fair and accounting for diversity

64 Quoted in Wilsdon and Willis (2004) pp. 39 & 41, footnote 22.
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of values, need to recognise the complexity of human and environmental interactions, and 

there needs to be an appreciation of the legitimacy of each other's views (Forester, 1999 

and Stringer et al, 2006).

Rowe and Frewer (2004) state that engagement has been associated with the movements 

of pluralism and direct democracy, and is mostly attributable to a declining public 

confidence in policy decisions. There is a reduced trust in those with decision making 

powers to whom the processes have traditionally been conferred, through election and 

recognition of expertise in environmental policy making. As today's UK society has become 

more socially fragmented, pluralistic, competitive and complex (Brand & Gaffikin, 2007, 

Yiftachel, 1995), it has become undoubtedly more sceptical. Scientific knowledge lost some 

of its once, taken-for-granted political clout and unquestioned authority. Lay people now 

question scientists more and trust them even less (Wilsdon & Willis, 2004) and the recent 

'ClimateGate' debacle has not helped (Hulme & Ravetz, 2009). Science is becoming peer 

reviewed by the public, in an almost Post-Normal Scientific, proactive debate, (Functowicz 

& Ravetz, 1990; Stagl, 2006) where it is common for lay persons to sit on extended peer 

communities. This is known as the 'Democratisation of Science' (Hulme & Ravetz, 2009). 

This shows that the discourse of engagement is moving towards generating a 'knowledge 

society'. A knowledge society relies on a highly educated, highly skilled and innovative 

society to drive economic growth. Science is more likely to become an increasingly 

contested site of public debate (Wilsdon & Willis, 2004; Rydin 2007, Finlayson 2009). Hulme 

and Ravetz (2009) stress that a concerted effort is needed to explain and engage the public 

in understanding the processes and practices of science and scientists. They stress that the 

evolving practice of science in the contemporary world must be different from the class 

view of many disinterested humans establishing objective claims to universal truth.

On a more pragmatic level stakeholder engagement may make policy more robust by 

providing higher quality information inputs (Hansen, 1994; Innes & Booher, 1999, Frame et 

al, 2004; Oels, 2006; Reed et al, 2006). It is also argued that engagement should lead to 

higher quality decisions as based on complete information (Beierl, 2002; Dougill et al, 

2006). The literature suggests that a philosophy of engagement should emphasise and 

iterate two-way learning between stakeholders (Chase et al, 2004; Johnson et al, 2004; 

Treby & Clark, 2004; Lynam et al, 2007). Rowe and Frewer (2000) alternatively focus more 

on the nature, rather than the degree of engagement, identifying different discourses of
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engagement by the direction that communication flows between parties. In this sense two- 

way communication is viewed as some sort of dialogue or negotiation.

In support of describing the benefits of stakeholder engagement, it is also important to 

note the mechanisms of engagement, from being passive recipients of receiving 

information, opinion polling, questionnaires or focus groups or through more active 

channels of engagement of public representatives on a committee (Cass, 200666). 

Consultation, in the form of passive information receiving, does little to aid an 

understanding of the social, political and environmental dimensions of engagement 

strategies:

"Presentations are often given by experts who assume an existing level of expertise 

in the audience, and such a top down approach does not achieve the desired 

opportunities for negotiation and commitment for the stakeholders."

(Treby and Clarke, 2004, p. 358)

Furthermore, the RCEP (1998) stress that consultation, however well organised, can never 

guarantee rational outcomes and although it has an important role to play in ensuring that 

proposals get publicised, they advise that:

"(...) Government should use more direct methods to ensure that people's values, 

along with lay knowledge and understanding, are articulated and taken into 

account alongside technical and scientific considerations"

(RCEP, 1998, p.55)

It is proposed in this research that consultation is not an adequate method of stakeholder 

engagement as it rarely generates or provokes understanding of stakeholders' values that 

can contribute to a productive stakeholder engagement process. Consultation in the form of

See Cass (2006) pp.11-12 "Mechanisms and typologies of Participative-Deliberative Public 
Engagement" and Wilsdon and Willis (2004) pp.41-45 "How to engage" for summaries and 
descriptions of techniques of engagement, for example citizens juries, citizen panels, deliberative 
polling, visioning exercises, planning cells and discussion groups.
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a reactive one-way flow of information rarely improves decision making. Such tokenistic 

processes are slotted into existing ways of doing things, and do not result in any real change 

(Wilson & Willis, 2004). Additionally Innes and Booher (2004) note that continual 

consultation can leave stakeholders feeling frustrated or antagonised and tends to foster 

antipathy amongst planners and other policy makers67. Reed (2008) is as radical to point out 

that if a decision has already been made or cannot really be influenced by stakeholders, 

then consultation is not an appropriate form of engagement.

Rowe and Frewer (2004) comment that the mechanisms enacting engagement are diverse, 

and have, in most cases, changed from traditional methods, such as public meetings and 

information provision to more novel and contemporary methods such as roundtables, 

consensus conferences (Zurita, 2006) and, from those acting alone in surveys and to those 

interacting in group discussions. Reed (2008) suggests that it is important to select the most 

appropriate method of engagement that is most appropriate to the purpose of work in a 

given context. Therefore as Thomas (1996) notes, traditional formats of passively receiving 

and responding to information that in this form, engagement can often be viewed as a way 

of legitimising potentially controversial decisions. A key objective in the research therefore 

is to test whether this type of traditional engagement is appropriate for incorporating 

stakeholder perspectives into what should be a contemporary system of MSP.

There is a shift away from the traditional methods of engagement to a 'new rhetoric of 

engagement'. This is envisaged as a broader spectrum of views, visions and values in 

decision making, which are not only heard reactively, but which also exert some authority 

and influence over decisions (Davies, 2001a, p.80). In this sense the RCEP (2002) state that 

environmental problems can be tackled earlier and more effectively by allowing 

stakeholders to directly and actively contribute to the formulation of policy through 

engagement practices helps deepen understanding, uncover policy inconsistencies and 

enhance social learning (Webler et al, 1995; Lynam et at, 2007; Tippett et al, 2007; Bull et al

Wilsdon and Willis (2004, p. 45) provide an example of when stakeholders can feel frustration at the use of 
consultation. They explain that Government often ask to hold a consultation on a specific issue, for example the 
'GM Nation Debate'. It was noted at the time of this consultation, that the impression created was of 
consultation, but questions were raised about whether the Government genuinely had an open mind on listening 
to what stakeholders had to say. It was later reported that the Government never made it clear how the findings 
of the consultation would be used in future decisions, it simply, in an instrumental rationale, appeared more 
important for Government to be seen to be doing something. This is one example that illustrates how 
consultation can be shown to serve as a legitimising function, whilst stakeholders may be involved, it may be on 
a rather tokenistic level as there is no evidence that shows how their input is to be used to shape the process.
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2008). This shift is clearly from indirect and passive to proactive and direct methods. It is 

suggested in the thesis that while the stakeholder engagement in MSP is rooted in the 

traditional format of engagement (as will be suggested in chapter four); it is pursued in a 

Government perspective which purports to be proactive and direct.

3.4 Using Stakeholder Values and Views in Environmental Policy and Planning

The awareness of engaging stakeholders' values and skills in planning is not a recent 

phenomenon. In their twenty-first report, the RCEP (1998) stated that "we believe that 

much greater use of less traditional approaches is needed" (p. 68) and that "decisions must 

be informed by an understanding of people's values" (p.55) and "we suggest that 

Governments should use more direct methods to elicit people's values and take them into 

account in policy formation" (p.54). Stagl (2006) emphasised that pluralist societies are 

characterised by different value systems, worldviews, social and political trends, and such 

complex social systems cannot be captured using a single objective perspective.

Therefore, it can be summarised that experiences from environmental policy making 

suggest that consultation may have a place in engagement, for more productive 

engagement strategies, the literature asserts that there needs to be a deeper examination 

of stakeholders' views and values. This should take place as early as possible in the process 

to establish a discourse that allows stakeholders to creatively discuss and exchange views 

on, in this instance MSP, and essentially to produce more "socially intelligent" policies 

(RCEP, 1998 p. 56). It is well established that such elements are important if engagement 

processes are to lead to high quality and durable decisions (Mazmanian & Nienaber, 1979; 

Stewart et al, 1984; Gariepy, 1991; Beltsen, 1995; Chess & Purcell, 1999; Reed et at, 2006; 

Reed, 2008).

Owens (2000, p. 1145) highlights that "genuine engagement of, and with, the public remains 

a challenge" and Alterman et al (1984) raise the question the extent to which engagement 

of the public has influence on planning. Yet Bedford et al (2002, p.329) highlight that there 

seems to be a trend in TSP of 'more consultation on less'. Such proposition serves to 

distance local people from the very issues they feel to be of most concern. They may feel 

disempowered by a process that does not permit them to gain equal purchase on decision 

processes, and note that the consultation process can be useful in involving and informing
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them, but it does not have any impact on planning decisions. Stakeholders often feel that 

no, or insufficient, weight is given to their opinions. Davies (2001a) suggests that the 

opportunity for engagement arises only after a draft plan is established, which means that it 

is difficult for public consultation to have an influence on the overall policy direction. 

Wilsdon and Willis (2004) explain that, as New Labour discovered, talk of engagement can 

backfire unless it has a demonstrable impact. They highlight that those whose engagement 

is being sought need to know that their efforts will genuinely affect policies and processes. 

Assurance is needed that trajectories of change and innovation through engagement will 

take meaningful and authentic account of their views.

3.5 Illustrating the Discourse of Engagement in Regional Spatial Planning

Some general principles of stakeholder engagement have been defined and explored within 

the context of planning and environmental policy making. The discussion now turns to an 

example of contemporary spatial planning that illustrates how more deliberative principles 

are emerging. While many of these principles have been developed in the context of local 

neighbourhood planning, individuals are more easily motivated by relatively tangible effects 

of development in the local area. It is important to set the context to this discussion. The 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004) was the result of a long comprehensive 

reform of planning and emphasis was placed on enhancing stakeholder engagement in the 

plan making process in all aspects of TSP, from Local Development Frameworks (LDFs) to 

Regional Spatial Strategies (RSSs).

It is the regional planning process that represents perhaps the nearest surrogate to 

engagement in MSP for a number of reasons. First, is the geographic scale, which is more 

comparable to the marine plans, proposed in the current Marine Act, rather than those 

generally covered in local spatial plans68. Secondly, the types of issues proposed to be 

addressed in Marine Plans are likely to be indicative and strategic in nature, rather than the 

type of detailed zoning found in local plans. Regional Planning sets out broad strategies for 

a region over ten to fifteen years. Baker et at (2010) note some of the issues to be covered 

may be outlined as the provision of infrastructure, transport, mineral exploitation, waste 

disposal and economic development. Therefore, the strategic nature of forthcoming Marine 

Plans, coupled with the significantly different pattern of property rights in marine areas, will

68 Work is currently on-going in determining and defining marine boundaries for Marine Plans 
(DEFRA, 2009)
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mean that engagement for Marine Plans is less likely to be subject to the instrumental mass 

involvement of serving individuals wishing to protect or enhance their own property rights 

as is noted, as a key defining feature of the terrestrial system (McAuslan, 1980; Campbell & 

Marshall, 2000b; Needham, 2006). Rothstein (2006) notes many individuals cannot see 

beyond their own immediate interests (i.e. to protect or exploit their property rights). The 

concept of Regional Planning can therefore be difficult for some stakeholders to engage 

with, quite often some stakeholders fail to appreciate the relevance of the RSS to the 

development of their wider area, as it operates on a much larger scale and quite often the 

tangible impacts are difficult to visualise. In some cases stakeholders are less interested in 

engaging with the process because they are less able to relate to the policies or plans (Baker 

et at, 2003, 2010). In summary, at the Regional Planning level engagement tends not to 

involve a huge variety of individuals, but generally involves fewer stakeholders who may be 

representing a range of certain social, economic or environmental interests.

In many respects Regional Planning still seems to be a top down process as many LPAs 

continue to use tried and tested consultation methods, even if it is inappropriate in the 

context and has failed to deliver in the past. It would seem that the culture of consultation 

as opposed to engagement has become embedded in practice, which has led to a lack of 

innovation and overwhelming evidence that much more action is needed in realising the 

true ambitions of stakeholder engagement in spatial planning.

A key message in Regional Planning is that "wider and more meaningful involvement can 

bring benefits to stakeholders, to the plan, to communities and to the region as a whole" 

(Baker, 2003, p. 36). This message is supported by many others (see Cortner & Moote, 

1998; Wondolleck & Yafee, 2000; Innes & Booher, 2004; Mason, 2007). Indeed, as policy 

outputs from an inclusive process tend to better reflect stakeholders' interests, Baker et al 

(2003, p.46) suggest that it can also add legitimacy, induce an increased sense of ownership 

and as a result can increase the chances of effective implementation. The key message from 

their research is that necessary steps must be taken to ensure all those who want to have a 

say are given that opportunity. In its response to the perceived difficulties in stakeholders 

engaging in Regional Planning, a push towards community involvement of the wider 

community was promoted to contribute to the formulation of RSSs through Statements of
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Community Involvement (SCIs)69. These were a key part of planning reform that tried to 

encourage a more stakeholder driven plan making processes with enhanced and earlier 

opportunities for engagement (Baker et at, 2010), since the overall intention of the RSS 

system was to engage the public in the definition of key issues before plans are formulated.

Apart from the extensive work of Baker et al (2003, 2010), there is fairly limited literature 

on the specific discourse or experience in English regional planning to provide exact policy 

insights or provide an indication of the transferability for the MSP process.

However, there are strong indications that MSP will follow the experience of the more 

deliberative Examination in Public (EiP) used for RSS and RPG, rather than the more 

adversarial Public Enquiry70. The EiP tests the soundness of proposed plans or policies. The 

EiP is characterised as inquisitorial and while all submitted representations will be 

considered, only a number are selected for examination. There is no right of appearance: it 

is by invitation only (Phelps, 1995 Crow, 2000; Pomeroy & Douvere, 2008). There have 

been criticisms that this context is not considered an adequate way of engaging with 

stakeholders, however, in a review of engagement in the production of RPG that followed 

this model; Pattison (2001) noted how most stakeholders involved in the process do feel 

that they are given a fair hearing. However, deeper analysis suggests it is beset with a 

number of exclusionary processes that reinforce existing power structures; there is a 

tendency for a narrow set of interests to be represented at the expense of an excluded 

majority (Pattison, 2001).

The EiP itself is overseen by an independent panel who aim to guide the discussion for a 

search for consensus and then make recommendations to the sponsoring authority. 

Although this process still has the potential to intimidate and sideline some marginalised 

voices, such as residents groups (Neil & Gordon, 2001; Baker et al, 2003), it has been 

suggested that it does provide opportunities for effective deliberation, as stakeholders are 

able to engage with each other's rationale and objectives through informed but informal 

discussion. Some have suggested that it has the potential to be a highly inclusive process

69 They will be investigated more in the following chapter and so at this stage it is suffice to note that these 
documents explain how community involvement is developed and published as part of the development plan 
preparation process. They identify the groups to be involved and the techniques required to involve them 
effectively, they demonstrate how stakeholders are consulted, how processes are resourced and managed and 
how the results are used in the process (Baker et al, 2010).
10 As it noted that independent scrutiny of marine plans will be carried out by an independent investigator to 
consider responses received to the consultation of the plan (DEFRA, 2009).
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attracting a high level of confidence from stakeholders (Murray & Greer, 2002; McEldowney 

& Sterrett, 2001). Thus such processes should be seen as having value beyond the specific 

policy being debated but also add to the broader framework of environmental governance 

by contributing to positive and progressive policy learning (Cowell and Owens, 2006).

Other commentators, namely Giddens et al (2010), note that this process still seems to 

imply a technical rationalist approach as underpinning the EiP process. It is noted that this 

approach is diminishing in its appropriateness. They note that stakeholders are expected to 

become 'more involved' in planning processes through a process of social interaction 

between actors. It is increasingly difficult to make rational choices based on straightforward 

logic; processes are now dominated by opinions, values, motives and stakeholder 

preferences. While processes such as the EiPs and SCI were an attempt to move away from 

'modernist approaches', with its faith in technology and science and belief in absolute truth 

(Giddens et al, 2010), towards models that explore social processes and encourage plurality, 

differences of opinion, and many different perceptions of truth.

This review of the experience of stakeholder engagement in planning, particularly at the 

regional scale, highlights the importance of having engagement that adds to the quality and 

the outcome of the process; however it is suggested that something more is needed to 

meet the concerns of stakeholders. Having observed the partial success of a deliberative 

approach to Regional Planning, it is important to understand why current engagement 

processes appear to be reverting back to the traditional linear continuum approaches of 

public consultation (Blowers et al, 2009).

3.6 Current Engagement in Planning and Environmental Policy Making

Over the years, stakeholder engagement in planning has continued to evolve in the political 

arena, marked by huge power inequalities (Kenney, 2000). Stakeholders have to 'fight it 

out' in order to get what they want, whether it is, for example, a granted approval, and a 

designation on an Area plan, or to win an Appeal (Morrison, 2009). The thesis seeks to 

explore the direction of the current engagement process in the emergence of a new 

planning system for the sea. Government appear to be broadly drawing on the current 

paradigm of engagement practices as experienced by the TSP system for MSP. The current 

engagement models used in TSP have faced much criticism. It is frequently cited that they
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do not bring many positive experiences for those stakeholders who have to resort to 

fighting issues in an adversarial environment.

As the thesis progresses, it illustrates that a more nuanced model of engagement is needed 

for MSP, that incorporates and appreciates the complexity of stakeholders' perspectives 

and values and enables them to be expressed and deliberated in an understanding of what 

marine stakeholders are saying and what they want from engagement in MSP.

It is clear that approaches to engagement have metamorphosed in the literature, and now 

there appears to be yet another significant paradigm shift. It is noted from Blowers et al 

(2009) that the current stakeholder engagement has shifted from an emphasis on dialogue 

and involvement, to dependence on more formalised, reactive, and routine consultation. 

Yet with ideas of moving engagement upstream (Wilsdon and Willis, 2006) there is 

optimism in opening up constructive and proactive debate, pursuing dialogue and 

reflection, and allowing stakeholders to decide the questions and the way in which a 

particular issue will be approached (Wilsdon and Willis, 2004, Blowers et al, 2009). 

However, Blowers et al, (2009) illustrate a potential 'fourth' phase of engagement. In their 

argument, they note that environmental politics has become, not only an issue of national 

security and control, but also become more centralised, where the shift from optimism to 

pessimism and from co-operation to control is now clear. They note that one explanation of 

this can be put down to the politics of security, as a dominant global discourse, particularly 

around energy security. Initially, governance was centred on decentralisation and now it 

has shifted to recentralisation. It is noted that while the co-operative approach to policy 

making persists and is a clear commitment to public consultation; it stands for the main 

form of engagement. Consequently, the spirit of the discourse has now changed. The 

democratic institutions are viewed as the key stakeholders in decision making:

"The 'deliberative' turn may have reached its apogee in the early years of this 

century. The true purpose of public participation has again become legitimisation 

rather than involvement in decision-making."

(Blowers et al, 2009, p. 312)

81



On land, the effects of the UK planning reform are being seen. Whilst the reform enables 

more stakeholder engagement there is a reversion to the authorities and technocratic style 

of policy making, where the "Decide - Announce - Defend" strategy is revived. Blowers et 

al (2009, p.312) recognise that local interests are sacrificed to national imperatives. An 

example provided is of the engagement of the public that took place on nuclear power 

stations and radioactive waste sites that took the form of traditional public meetings (run 

by the industry) and technical government consultations. It relied on the ability and 

willingness of stakeholders to respond and it left the initiative largely in the hands of 

government and the industry. This is becoming more widespread in new decision making 

mechanisms such as the Infrastructure Planning Commission (IPC). The IPC was set up under 

the planning reforms, through the Planning Act (2008), to assist and accelerate decisions on 

planning applications for major infrastructure proposals that are of national significance 

(Blowers, et al, 2009). The IPC became fuliy operational in March 201071. However, with the 

new coalition of Conservatives and Liberal Democrats, there are plans to abolish the IPC, 

after only one year in operation. Some commentators, such as Blowers et al (2009) note 

that projects such as waste disposal, airports and harbours may be large scale big 

technology projects, but still need Government backing and capital. Yet at the same time, it 

was expressed that because of their strategic nature they can command a reversion to less 

open strategies, where local interests are sacrificed for national interest and so can be 

implemented more quickly72. The IPC has been praised by the then Government saying that:

"The Infrastructure Planning Commission will have a vital role to play in creating a 

faster and fairer process for taking the big decisions that affect our national 

infrastructure and the economy as a whole".

(Margaret Beckett, 200973)

However, the IPC has not attracted good press from all observers; already gaining criticism 

for a resurgence in nuclear power, where it was suggested that the disposing of nuclear 

waste does not need to be considered when deciding on nuclear power stations. The

71 Whilst still in the early operational stages, it has already gained planning applications in the system 
for three offshore wind farms, five onshore wind farms and a range of new nuclear power stations, 
national grid connections, gas fired power stations, overhead lines, and biomass power plants. 
Available at: http://infrastructure.independent.gov.uk/7page id=362 accessed on 02/02/2010
72 It was reported that two London Borough Councils attacked IPC plans for a local 'super-sewer' for 
bypassing local authorities in seeking planning permission
73 Available at: http://www.communities.gov.uk/news/corporate/1171531 accessed on 02/02/2010
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Chairman, Sir Michael Pitt, is determined to leave the 'bad old days' of infrastructure 

planning behind74. However it would appear that the IPC removes stakeholder engagement 

far away from planning in this sense. It is stressed that the IPC Commissioners, or panels, 

will hold a meeting to agree the examining and decision making process, to which all those 

who have expressed their interest are entitled to attend75. Baker et al (2010) authenticate 

this by stating that the IPC appears to remove existing rights to engagement in project level 

planning decisions, which could exacerbate feelings of alienation and exclusion from the 

statutory planning process.

Finlayson (2009) describes this selective approach to consultation within a paradigm shift, 

as a structure and process of Government by-passing the phase of contestation in an 

attempt to seek for depoliticization. Less stakeholder engagement with the policy process 

seems to be emerging; thus creating more opportunity for conflict and a realisation of 

inequality. Yet Baker et al (2010) note that a failure to achieve the heightened expectation 

of stakeholder engagement threatens to undermine spatial planning reform processes.

From this short synopsis of current governance in environmental policy-making and the 

changes introduced by processes, such as the EiP and the IPC, it is clear that in stakeholder 

engagement there have been significant shifts in the discourse in recent years. It is these 

shifts, models and phases of engagement that help us to understand the context in which 

MSP has emerged.

3.7 The Emergence of Collaborative Planning

It is essential to turn our attention to the theoretical perspectives of how stakeholder 

engagement in TSP has emerged today. It is important to understand the broader 

theoretical perspectives before attempting to understand how the difficulties arise in 

incorporating the ideas of Collaborative Planning76 into practice (Harris, 2002) and then how 

this transfers to MSP. Collaborative Planning has informed how we carry out planning 

practice today; it has informed the discourse of TSP. It is a complex theory made up of

Referring to Heathrow Terminal 5, the combined heat and waste plant at Bexley and the 
Thameslink Project, each of which had high costs and spent excessive amounts of time in the 
planning system
75Available at: http://infrastructure.independent.Rov.uk/7page id=362 accessed on 02/02/2010 
7b In the literature relating to Collaborative Planning thought, Collaborative Planning and 
Communicative Planning are often used interchangeably
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various components for engagement and it is important for this section to see how 

Collaborative Planning has influenced practice and how it can be improved.

The discussion begins with the emergence of the normative model of Collaborative Planning 

which was noted by Harris (2002) as marking the emergence of planning theory's 'new 

paradigm'. In terms of addressing the research question, this section draws on tracing the 

discourse of stakeholder engagement and showing how Collaborative Planning is related to 

the State, its powers, resources and regulations (Huxely, 2000).

Healey is the main champion of Collaboration Planning in the UK and Forester in the US is 

the champion of Communicative Planning (also recognised as Deliberative Planning). 

Healey's (1997) work adopts an institutionalist framework in understanding spatial planning 

as a social process, rather than a technical structuralist exercise, where ways of thinking, 

ways of valuing and ways of acting are actively constructed by stakeholders. Similarly, 

Huxely (2000) notes that the institutionalist outlook places emphasis on the individual in 

making a difference in the process, and where their constructions of reality should be 

understood and not ignored. This places emphasis on the role of different actors involved in 

plan-making, who actively construct spatial strategies, according to their knowledge, 

interest, values and ideas (Jay, 2010).

The term Collaborative Planning is more suitably understood as:

"(...) an element in a longer term programme of research and theoretical 

development focused upon a concern for democratic management and control of 

urban and regional environments and the design of less oppressive planning 

mechanisms".

(Harris, 2002, p. 22)

Collaborative Planning draws on multiple sources of philosophical and theoretical 

inspiration, and it is introduced as a theory originating from Habermas' theory of 

Communicative Action (1975, 1984, 1987). Habermas emphasised the need for an inter- 

subjective communication as a prerequisite for understanding and for transforming society 

(Huxely, 2000, p. 369). Much of the Collaborative Planning literature (inter alia, Forester,
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1993; Habermas, 1984, Fischler, 1995; Healey, 1992a, 1992b, 1996,1997,1999,2002; 

Flyvberg, 1998; Tewdwr-Jones & Allmendinger, 1998, Alexander, 2001 & 2008) rejects 

planning as technical and apolitical, where objectivity and neutrality are viewed as 

incapable of achieving planning's reformative goals.

The literature stresses that planners need to be responsive to difference and change 

(Murtagh, 2004, Murtagh et al, 2008), to genuinely engage and minimize inequalities of 

power. It is in this sense therefore that Collaborative Planning extends to common themes 

of Habermas' theory of Communicative Action. As Rundeli (1991) explains, Habermas' work 

was fuelled by simple ideas, around the public and nonviolent strength of the better 

argument. Politics was viewed as minimal and anthropological, and speech was seen as 

acting as the form of social intercourse. Habermas formulated this as a rationally motivated 

and discursively redeemable consensus formation. In this sense, consensus is said to be 

produced by creating ideal speech situations, in which self-reflexive communicatively 

competent individuals can achieve consensus on matters that affect their lifeworlds 

(Huxely, 2000, p. 370). This may therefore be linked to the assumption that in Collaborative 

Planning, stakeholder engagement can act as the forum for discursive democracy in 

creating consensus. Huxely (2000, p. 376) highlights that the communicative 

conceptualisation of planning glosses over the theoretical and practical difficulties of setting 

up free speech situations, and conceptualising a planning practice that fosters democratic 

deliberations in the public sphere. Such an approach is blind to the realities of real world 

scenarios where politics, power and status dominate.

Though Habermas did not specifically deal with planning, his theory on Communicative 

Action attempted to redress the power inequalities between decision makers, the public 

and actors that had emerged as present in the technocratic rational comprehensive style of 

planning. Habermas wanted to motivate actors towards understanding each other, in 

creating reasoned discussions between decision makers and the public, in achieving the 

twin goals of both widening democratic practice and pursuing the public good in the 

creation of deliberative processes (Cass 2006, p.8). Van den Hove (2006, p.12) provides a 

detailed analysis of what precisely Habermas meant by deliberative processes. In brief, he 

attached conditions to attaining deliberation, succinctly noted as, having a free speech 

situation, consistency, transparency, trust, mutual respect and common interests. If all of 

these conditions are met, deliberation can have said to have taken place.
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In developing the link between Communication Action and Collaborative Planning, Healey 

explains that an "intellectual wave" (Healey, 1997, p. 30), or a new paradigm of planning 

discourse (Innes, 1995) emerged in the 1970s and recognised a reflection on identity, ways 

of being (ontology), and on the basis of knowledge, ways of knowing (epistemology). 

Emerging from the principles of Communicative Action, the cornerstones of Collaborative 

Planning may be illustrated as follows:

- "Interactive and interpretative process,

- Undertaken among diverse and fluid communities,

- Requires interpersonal and intercultural discussion,

- Focus on arenas of struggle, discussion of problems, values identified and conflicts are

mediated,

- Multiple claims for different forms and types of policy development,

- Reflective capacity enables participants to evaluate and re-evaluate,

- Discourses opened up to all interested parties- generates new discourses,

- Participants gain knowledge of other participants,

- Participants collaborate to change existing conditions; and

- Participants are encouraged to find ways of practically achieving planning desire."

(Abridged from Healey, 1992, pp.154-155)77

77 These may be paralleled with the components or normative rules of Collaboration Planning thought that were 
developed by Healey later in 1997,(abridged p.30):

• A recognition that all forms of knowledge are socially constructed,
• A recognition that the development and communication of knowledge and reasoning may take many forms,
• Individuals do not arrive at their preferences independently but learn about their views in social contexts and

through interaction,
• A recognition that in contemporary life people have diverse interests and expectations,
• A realisation that public policies are concerned with managing co-existence in shared spaces seek to be efficient,

effective and accountable to all those with a stake,
• A realisation that this leads away from competitive interest bargaining towards collaborative consensus building,

an

• A realisation that planning work is both embedded in the context of social relations through its day to day
practices and has the capacity to challenge and change these relations through the approach to these practices
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Collaborative Planning's key features are highlighted above, but Brand and Gaffikin note 

why it came to fruition in the 1990s:

"Collaborative planning is an inclusive dialogical approach to shaping social space 

and appears to accord with certain features of contemporary society. These include: 

the postmodernist perspectives (...) of a complex world, the putative shift to new 

modes of governance that acknowledges the need to involve multiple stakeholders, 

the cross fertilisation among stakeholders, supportive of a creative milieu for the 

changing economy (...) to accommodate new synergistic partnerships"

(Brand & Gaffikin, 2007, p.283)

Yet Harris (2002) warns that in precisely attempting to define Collaborative Planning, 

confusion is created by its widespread use. Popular and ill-defined usage can distort the 

understanding of the central aspects of the original formulation. Harris (2002) comments 

that Collaborative Planning is intended, by its proponents, to serve as both a framework for 

understanding planning and as a framework for practical action. Collaborative Planning 

therefore has, like Habermas' theory of Communicative Action, an ambitious scope and 

integrates a series of topics related to contemporary planning, such as notions of 

community, relations of power, global economic restructuring, regional impact, 

environmentalism, technocratic control, the nature of expertise, and spatial planning 

(Harris, 2002, p. 22).

It is frequently stressed in the literature that Collaborative Planning is a form of planning, 

rather than a planning theory per se, and that is it based on certain theoretical foundations 

and assumptions (Healey, 1997, p. 7). This may be illustrated by Allmendinger (1999, p. 8) 

who contends that Collaborative Planning "is not simply a theory but a world view" and 

Tewdwr-Jones and Allmendinger (1998, p.1987) note that "Collaborative Planning is a 

theory of practice". Healey herself notes that Collaborative Planning is the product of the 

complex interweaving of two distinct bodies of theory, Communicative Planning and the 

resurgence of economic valuation in regional economic geography, but where 

Communicative Planning prevails (Healey, 1997, p.xii).
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Collaborative Planning is often referred to as being situated within the "communicative 

turn" of planning. This phrase captured a change of direction and emphasis within planning 

theory, it was considered as a reorientation towards problems with technical rationality 

(Harris, 2002; Allmendinger & Tewdwr-Jones, 2002). It advocated redesigning institutions to 

foster collaborative social learning processes; and argued for the replacement of existing 

power structures with more inclusionary argumentative governance. As a response to the 

'crisis in planning', (related to the decline of the classical rational planning model, see Harris 

(2002) p. 24), Healey (1992a) noted the value and the importance of democratising 

governance arenas, mediating competing claims, policy routines and the way in which 

discourse was deployed in policy formation and delivery. Healey (1997) suggested that 

these components of Collaboration Planning would eliminate power bases by working 

towards an end goal of consensus, which would allow all sections of the community to be 

included equally in planning discussions, giving rise to a more open and discursive style of 

governance. This was illustrated in Healey's own definition of Collaborative Planning as:

"(...) helping to transform Government cultures, for opening out a public 

conversation in which all affected parties can have a voice and be listened to, where 

the power of the better argument might prevail in the process of mutual learning 

and where power relations are not set in stone"

(Healey, 1999, p. 1130)

As it can be seen, Healey's terminology of Collaborative Planning indicates restructuring of 

planning to take place and that planners need a more interactive role, as Chomsky (1987) 

puts it in 'speaking truth to power', where platforms were created for a non-hostile and 

interactive discourse, and where the argument of greater force was replaced by the better 

argument. Brand and Gaffikin (2007) highlight that Collaborative Planning, promoted as a 

rational discourse among equals, and allows all stakeholders to openly debate and 

interrogate others in a process that facilitated impartiality. This was based on what 

Calhourn (1991) promotes as Habermas' universal principles of justice and democracy.

Munton (2003) explains that Collaborative Planning is therefore directed towards 

deliberative approaches in reaching agreement through consensus, rather than arguing 

competitively between opposing positions, epitomising the deliberative turn (Healey, 1997;
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Forester, 1999). As Bickerstaff and Walker note (2001) this was based on greater citizen 

deliberation, where deliberation is implied as in-depth debate and a sharing of all different 

kinds of knowledge and views (Bloomfield et al, 1998; Healey, 1997).

The practice of Collaborative Planning is more than mediation of stakeholders, as well as 

being transformative, pluralistic and encouraging deliberation. The dominant feature of the 

system is how the discourse shifted from the competitive bargaining of fixed interests 

(market state, rationalist planning) to a mode of negotiative problem definition and 

consensus building. This was in reference to the conflict and contestation resulting from 

power imbalances and individual and institutional agenda setting (Flyvberg, 1998; Brand & 

Gaffikin, 2007; Baker eto/, 2010).

It is clear that Collaborative Planning has certain strengths and aspirations and had most 

certainly influenced the planning system as we know it. It has been influential in informing 

the practice of stakeholder engagement, for promoting deliberation and genuine learning, 

increasing the quality and acceptance of information. It has been said to generate trust, 

jointly develop objectives, innovative approaches, and reciprocal relationships, and for 

eliciting the views of a wide range of actors and competent observers, and for making it 

clear that planning problems will not be solely solved by technical expertise (Forester, 1989; 

Innes & Booher, 1999; Giddens et al, 2010). These are important characteristics of 

Collaborative Planning that shaped the planning process. Equally too however, it has 

received intellectual criticism. Many academic writers have implied it as an inherently 

flawed concept, because of its utopian and practicably unrealistic search for aiming to reach 

consensus. Harris (2002) notes that the approach was unable to translate seamlessly into 

practice and shape policy, since it attempted to retain the utopian Habermasian principles, 

whilst at the same time gaining credibility in the planning practice that it was capable of 

being carried out and socially worthwhile to do so. The critiques of Collaborative Planning 

are well versed, but it may be useful to highlight the key criticisms in relation to the 

consensus driven approach (Fraser, 1995; Tewdwr-Jones & Allmendinger 1998; Yiftachel, 

1998; Coggins, 1998; McCloskey, 1998; Coglianese, 1999; Mouffe, 1999, 2000; Huxley, 2000; 

Flyvbjerg, 1998; Alexander, 2001; Neill & Gordon, 2001; Harris, 2002; Bulkeley & Mol, 2003; 

Brand & Gaffikin, 2007, Stephenson, 2009).
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3.8 The Problem with Collaborative Planning's aim for Consensus

There are many components in establishing Collaborative Planning, as discussed above, but 

one of the main features and goal of Collaborative Planning has clearly been established for 

bringing stakeholders together with the aim of working towards consensus and the 

emphasis on co-operation. While some stronger economic stakeholders may be appeased 

by the thought of consensus as producing acceptable outcomes, Gunder (2003) stresses 

that for many stakeholders, consensus means losing out. Most recently Barry and Ellis 

(2010) note, inter alia, that the most common feature of a consensus process is its naivety 

in the way which power is exerted within deliberative processes. Furthermore O'Neill 

(2002) stresses that the powerful can emasculate co-opt and control the less powerful, but 

with the veneer of democratic inclusivity.

Sandercock (2000) highlighted that consensus did not offer the best egalitarian way forward 

in planning. It has been criticised by Mouffe (1999) for its 'liberal undertones', rather than 

seeing power and contestation as underpinning discursive discourses. Advocates of 

Collaborative Planning conceptualise conflicts as 'creative tensions' that bring different 

perspectives into wider policy folds (Baker et al, 2010). Yet it seems impossible that a range 

of multifaceted, pluralistic, both powerful and weak stakeholders would ever come to a 

rationalised consensus. This is due to many of the arguments in relation to consensus 

stating that it produces a watered down lowest common denominator effect (Beierle & 

Cayford, 2002; Peterson et at, 2005) between different individuals of different opinions, 

values and knowledge.

Tewdwr-Jones and Allmendinger (1998) argue that the idea of consensus only tackles the 

institutional aspect of power structures and denies democratic existence of power that is 

inherent within the individual. Moreover they question whether consensus is possible or 

desirable in a world of increasing pluralism and difference, as it fails to deal with 

incorporating the political and professional nuances existing in contemporary planning 

practice. It appears therefore that dealing with the issues of power within a Collaborative 

Planning paradigm that actively encourages consensus is problematic as it assumes that 

everyone is equal. The power structures that exist between individual stakeholders must be 

taken into account, and it becomes idealised therefore that Collaborative Planning's 

objective of consensus is expected to bring about social changes within these heavily laden
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power driven environments. Tewdwr-Jones and Allmendinger (1998) assert that this is not 

possible.

Similarly, Fraser (1995) suggests that there must be explicit strategies for dealing with such 

power inequalities, which involves recognising the presence of multiple and conflicting 

stakeholders occur when planning discussions take place within the state (with its own 

power, resources and regulations). In addition, Huxley (2000) highlighted that procedures 

should be in place which accept planning as responsive to difference, and that opportunities 

should be made for genuine engagement which creates a context that minimises the 

inequalities of power and knowledge. However, even if efforts were made to minimise 

power this still seems an impossible task.

Brand and Gaffikin (2007) state that consensus style planning may be characterized as a 

sublime idea of how the world ought to be, where an inclusive approach is sought within a 

complex world involving multiple stakeholders, marking a sharp turn away from the 

traditionalist rationalist notion of value free objective planning. Mouffe (1999) emphasises 

and reinforces the message that other commentators have stressed that consensus is a 

conceptual impossibility. A clear example of this may be illustrated by Tewdwr-Jones and 

Allmendinger (1998) who put forward that many individuals come to the table with differing 

opinions; they engage in the discourse arena with only a slight chance that their views will 

find the majority. All stakeholders have different reasons to come to the table, they have 

different opinions to discuss, debate and argue, and so critically they ask:

"Why should consensus among all those attending be regarded as a positive 

attribute when clearly they have different agendas and different objectives from 

the very essence of the planning augmentation process"

(Tewdwr-Jones & Allmendinger, 1998, p. 1980)

Therefore in the search for consensus, Tewdwr-Jones and Allmendinger (1998) suggest the 

individuality of society has been rejected by the State and so a consensus approach is 

selected. Sarkissian (2005) states that while the democratic grassroots of stakeholder 

engagement in planning (from the Skeffington days) was to give a 'voice to the voiceless', an 

idea that Davies (2001b) fully supports in her writing, Tewdwr-Jones and Allmendinger
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(1998) state that some planning processes are so concerned with bringing everyone to the 

table to have their say in the search for consensus, and in accommodating everyone, that 

the planning processes actually lose their original aim and purpose of turning discourse into 

policy. Furthermore, they highlight that if the sole benefit of the process is merely to 

institutionally legitimise engagement and establish an arena for discourse and debate 

among competing multiple stakeholders, the process will be castigated into a talking shop. 

While consensus driven approaches can be successful in gathering all stakeholders together 

around the table, it invariably means that it cannot turn those discourses into political 

realities, as it relies on finding an 'ideal' consensus; which is unattainable in reality or 

practice.

It is noted that Tewdwr-Jones and Allmendinger (1998) make reference to John Forrester's 

seminal phrase that the aim of stakeholder engagement is 'making sense while living 

differently' (1999). This concretises that stakeholders are different; they possess different 

perceptions of process, and are often driven by their difference perspectives. In summary, 

the main theme therefore that seems to be drawn from the discussion on consensus is that 

planning is made in power laden political arenas, and a search for consensus must assume 

that all stakeholders are equal, which in reality is untrue. As Mouffe (1999) highlights, 

power differentials cannot be dissolved through logical argumentation, and that free and 

unconstrained public deliberation of all on matters of common concern is a conceptual 

impossibility.

Stevenson (2009) explores a Foucauldian understanding of power and discourse. She 

suggests that consensus should not be the aim of engagement and policy making, and that 

such engagement processes should not be relied on to deliver rational planning policies 

leading to sustainable development. She emphasises that a Foucauldian understanding of 

policy discourse emerges from the recognition of conflict and power within policy making 

and from the multiple and competing discourses, and so she stresses that the Collaborative 

consensus driven approach to planning ignores the underlying power structures within 

groups and the way that certain discourses can be manipulated. This will be taken forward 

in the thesis by attempting to find a way that deals with and accepts the power structures 

associated with stakeholder engagement.
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3.9 Contest as a Challenge to the Search for Consensus

Contest, as well as power, is rife in all aspects of planning. It is noted in the thesis that while 

it is evidenced on land, it is similarly so in the marine environment. There are claims, 

objectives, discourses, perspectives and values that are apparent in planning, and all of 

these have to be mediated by some sort of stakeholder engagement exercise. It is simply 

not clear how this is possible when there are so many complex struggles that are evident.

There are examples of conflict and contestation from every angle in the management of 

marine resources. These appear to be mainly centred on conservation interests versus 

traditional and new marine industries, issues of ownership, property rights and the land 

coastal and marine interface. It is clear to see that hypothetically there are many potential 

contests between traditional marine sectors, such as fishing, shipping, oil and gas, 

conservation with more contemporary marine technological uses such as wind turbines 

(Side & Jowitt, 2002), aquaculture and marine recreation and tourism. The argument could 

be made straightforward by stating that contest arises due to the incompatibility of certain 

uses of the sea with other uses. A few such examples may include shipping lanes and marine 

tourism or fishing and wind turbines. Shipping lanes and off shore wind farms are 

incompatible due to the need for large safety zones for the wind turbines and turning areas 

of ships, as has recently been documented in the work of Jay et al (forthcoming) looking at 

MSP in the German EEZ.

The argument is made much more complex in dealing with contest arising over space. It 

would seem generally that some sectors have more power than others. The commercial 

giants of the marine industry involved in oil and gas, cables, shipping, wind farm developers, 

fishermen would all have considerably more power, economically, in some cases, but 

especially in political power, than the tourism, conservation and marine recreation. Quite 

often some arguments could be made simply as a case of economic development versus 

environmental, or who gets the last say is the one with the most corporate support or 

financial backing. Other arguments could be made more traditional over historic rights such 

as, customary fishing grounds, spawning grounds or shipping routes that have been used for 

hundreds of years and are met with proposals for wind farms. It would seem that some of 

these hypothetical scenarios could be played out in reality. However, there are some 

potential alternatives that can be co-founded. There have been potential ideas around more
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projects where redundant fishermen can diversify into marine tourism taking tourists on 

boat-trips to see local marine wildlife or facilitate research trips. Other more innovative 

ideas have been emerging in Denmark and Germany around using off-shore wind turbine 

bases for the development of aquaculture.

It is clear, though, that contest is a common feature in the marine environment. The 

argument is not just about more marine based activities needing more space. It is more 

complex than that as it is rooted in power and traditional values and taking decisions that 

affect livelihoods, such issues are impossible to overcome by putting a few lines on a map. 

This calls for a more empathetic approach to dealing with stakeholder engagement.

The following table (3.1) highlights the difficult decisions that have to be made when 

considering the wider consequences of MSP. This table was developed from an investigation 

into relatively well known cases of contest around the UK. An initial media search was used 

to explore a wide range of scenarios of contest associated with the marine environment. 

The table suggests that if issues such as conservation, amenity and seascape may have to be 

forfeited, even sacrificed against legal and economic decisions made for example, 

developing an off shore renewables energy market, in the wider picture of combating the 

effects of climate change. Ultimately, these scenarios highlight the problematic nature of 

MSP, and how, with such issues it would seem almost impossible to proceed with 

Government's traditional model of consultation. These are the sort of real life issues that 

highlight Government's appreciation of the issue of contestation as prevalent within the 

marine environment. Additionally this emphasises the need to realise that MSP will not be a 

wholly technical and scientific planning exercise but one that is socially constructed by 

stakeholders.
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Table 3.1 Examples of Marine Contestation

Site of Marine Contestation Main Sectors/issues of 
dispute

Description of dispute Key Issue

Offshore wind farm for 85
turbines, Tunes Plateau, 
Portrush, Co.Londonderry 
(Ellis ef ol, 2001; RSPB, 
2008)

Dispute over seabed
ownership and,
Amenity groups v,
developers

Proposals received considerable opposition from individuals in Nl and 
ROI. The local authority, Coleraine Borough Council, bached and 
financed high profile opposition campaign against the potential 
destruction of the highly valued seascape. The Project was abandoned 
after discussions with the Irish and UK governments over whether the 

Crown Estate had jurisdiction to lease out part of the seabed, or if the 
seabed was jointly owned by the Irish Government.

Legal /customary knowledge of the seabed 
and historical marine legislation around
boundaries

Stakeholders supporting and working with 

local government to prevent development
of wind farm

Offshore wind farm for 90
turbines, Cleveleys,
Lancashire
(RSPB, 2007)

Conservation v. renewable
marine energy

The developer's survey showed an unknown population (estimated 
50,000no.) of common scooter (a small sea diving duck prone to 
disturbance) feeding on the submerged sandbanks. Due to this find, 
the scale of the proposal was consequently reduced by 90%

Knowledge missing initially until developers' 
survey revealed extent

Process of EIA curbed development of 
large scale wind farm

MV Greenpeace in Protest
over nuclear materials
leaving the UK 
(Greenpeace, 2008)

Conservation v. nuclear
energy/political

The UK government issued an injunction banning Greenpeace 
campaigners from UK waters after they held a demonstration blocking 
a shipment of nuclear material (MOX -Mixed Oxide Fuel) leaving from 
Cumbria to Japan. Greenpeace initially delayed the departure of the 
MV Pacific Teal when activists towed a large white elephant across the
entrance to Barrow harbour.

Power of UK state over conservation
interests

Knowledge and research of activists

Severn Estuary Tidal Barrage 
(Tenons, 2009)

Conservation v. renewable
marine energy

Proposals for a lOmile tidal barrage between Weston-super-Mare and 
Cardiff were rejected after an inquiry said that such a large barrage 
would do serious and significant environmental damage to the estuary, 
wiping out 80% of the highly sensitive inter-tidal habitat. Leading 
conservationists were concerned that less damaging alternatives were 
not considered in place of the barrage. Smaller barrages and offshore 
tidal lagoons have since been recommended.

Knowledge developed for the inquiry of 
potential damage to conservation

Trust placed in conservationists for the need 
to consider alternatives

Corrib Gas Pipeline, 
Belmullet, County Mayo 
(Shell, 2009)

Energy v. land based 
amenity and safety
concerns

Locals raised objections against the construction of a Shell gas refinery 
terminal 9km inland, to process gas from a pipe 83km offshore, 
promising to provide 60% of Ireland's gas requirements, sparked an 
anarchic dispute among locals as they claimed the construction of the 
plant was running through their land, and destroying their 
environment. Questions were raised over the safety of the pipe. This 
dispute is still ongoing between powerless locals, Shell and the County
Council.

Power dispute between Government and 

local stakeholders. Stakeholders did not
trust Government to be acting in their best
interests

Strategic outcomes considered over process
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This table shows that there are many forms of contest in practice, and while we should be 

careful not to generalise such contestation to most actors and most sections of the marine 

environment, it seems that contestation arises between conservation and between state 

and local stakeholders. These examples seem to suggest deadlock and a breakdown of 

communication, where stakeholders feel powerless that they have to resort to forms of 

protest to be heard in the process. What can be seen in the furthermost right hand column 

is the extra level of depth to the argument that shows these scenarios are more than just 

managing resources and space. There are strong issues of power overruling certain sectors, 

relationships between stakeholders, trust in Government in making the right decisions, 

knowledge and all the different types and forms that comes in. These may be considered a 

few of the primary issues that arise for MSP. It becomes clear that the issues are much 

more complex than mediating space. These issues give an extra dimension and diversity 

that is involved in framing the contested issues in the marine environment.

3.10 Understanding Contest and Antagonism

The above table suggests that there are passionate stakeholders everywhere who care 

about marine issues and planning, but who perhaps feel left outside of the planning process 

and illustrate this by resorting to protest. This type of behaviour can be aligned with the 

term 'antagonism', which may be explained by hostility or a feeling of detachment from the 

mainstream process and left to the periphery. Flyvberg (2001) calls for those 'lost' or 

'disqualified' from the planning processes to become important strategies of resistance to 

power and state rationality. He argues:

"(...) the goal is to problematize planning by exposing dubious social, political and 

administrative practices. The goal is to bring it about that planners and politicians 

no longer know what to do, so that the practices and discourses that up until then 

have seemed to go without saying become problematic, difficult and even 

dangerous to those involved"

(Flyvberg, 2001, p.291)

This may seem to over-complicate something that is already incredibly problematic and 

complex, but Flyvberg makes the point that Habermassian theory lacks an ethic of respect
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for the human 'Other' who are prominent in discourses of antagonism. He was critical of 

'detached' structures that gave the illusion of engagement and called for:

"(...) devices that acknowledge and account for the working of power and for 

passionate engagement of stakeholders who care deeply about the issues at 

hand"

(Flyvberg, 2002, pg.364)

It seems that there are often so many 'others' to be involved in planning processes who may 

be considered detached, lost or disqualified, or potentially dispossessed (fishermen and the 

stakeholders in the Corrib case). It is their voices, their values, their perspectives that often 

remain undiscovered in processes. It is the voices of these others that Flyvberg say ought to 

be brought into the process to allow for more productive engagement, rather than the 

illusion of engagement, and that may ultimately lead to less antagonistic contests. These 

may be small fishing fleets or recreational fishermen who have known and worked the seas 

for generations, divers who intimately know the seabed, local marine wildlife enthusiasts, or 

anyone who has lived near the sea, anybody not affiliated with a recognised group or club, 

but who can contribute knowledge, but often appear to be detached from the process. It 

will be important to ensure that these stakeholders will be clearly represented in 

forthcoming models of engagement.

One example of this arose in Northern Ireland when EHS (now NIEA) designated lands near 

Strangford Lough as an ASSI. The process was conducted which resulted in residents 

receiving letters telling them that their lands were included in the designation. This caused 

much alienation and antipathy within the conservation community, as although the process 

was about conservation and land management, it raised opposition as residents felt 

helplessness as to how the planning process was managed, and there was very much a 

sentiment of 'us' and 'them' (Orr, 2007), and this has much resonance with the work of 

Hillier (2002, p.121).

The thesis argument is not just about giving a voice to the voiceless, as it is certain that such 

voices will have an opportunity to be heard in the MSP process, but it is often in the latter 

stages of the policy process, when many of the 'big decisions' have already been taken and
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decided upon by key Government advisors and scientists that such voices are called upon. 

For example, the SCI for the MRS has recently (DEFRA, March 2010) been released. It claims 

to give all stakeholders an opportunity to shape the planning processes right from the very 

beginning. Indeed there has been a very extensive public consultation on the MRS. This 

began, after the release of the FIMLOs in April 2009, with a series of scoping workshops for 

stakeholders in October 2009. This was followed by stakeholder events on the draft MRS in 

December 2009, and pre-consultation meetings with stakeholders in May 2010. The public 

consultation then ran for 12 weeks and closed in October 2010. This was then followed by 

Parliamentary scrutiny and then the UK government and the devolved administrations 

publishing the MRS on 18th March 2011.

Flowever, Wilsdon and Willis (2004, p. 14) suggest that "debates rage and arguments are 

resolved in private, long before the public is presented with a consensus view". Additionally 

Alterman et al (1984) state, that at the latter stages of the process the decision makers' 

preconceptions are so crystallised, that they are difficult to change. This seems paradoxical 

as Government iterate that in practice stakeholders are to be involved in the early stages of 

planning process, but yet it is a process of consultation, that usually require written 

responses and so stakeholders are not brought face to face with one and other for 

discussion and debate. The literature suggests, from practices, that most matters are 

already decided before the process reaches the stakeholders (Davies, 2001b, Wilsdon & 

Willis, 2004).

Flyvberg (2004) recognises that there are 'other' stakeholders, beyond the statutory 

stakeholders and they, can contribute such vital knowledge to planners and politicians. 

Significantly, however, there is another side to this, as they could potentially frustrate any 

plans, because they, unintentionally or not, can withhold vital information to the process, 

and may be known in the process as troublesome stakeholders (Chrislip & Larson, 1994; 

Innes & Booher, 2004). Since the MSP process has primarily been undertaken by 

consultation, stakeholders seem to lack, in the engagement process for MSP, the 

opportunity to challenge or question Government proposals. Government may be wary that 

stakeholders will be critical of their suggested policies. Foucault (1970), as Fiillier and 

Gunder (2003, p.241) cite, that these others occupy "a privileged provision in our 

knowledge", and they have "an undoubted and inexhaustible treasure-hoard of experiences 

and concepts". Furthermore, Flyvberg (2004, p.300) states that a successful process should

98



have a "desired polyphony of voices", but without the shouting match of a cacophony of 

voices. It is suggested here that the polyphony of voices is what will be needed and this can 

be achieved even within smaller more representative groups and this will be explored in the 

final chapter. Meaningful dialogue and engagement from the very beginning is the key. It is 

suggested that:

"The goal is less planning theory and more debate about development of the craft 

of situated, contextualised research than about planning practices and the power 

relations that define such practices"

(Flyvberg, 2004, p.302)

The discussion around notion of the other usefully conceptualises the nature of debate and 

conflict that is often overlooked in mainstream planning theory literature, and is often 

referred to as the "dark side of planning" (Yiftachel & Huxely, 2000, p. 910 and Harris, 2002, 

p.30). This has been built around the idea of the 'other' and the various scenarios which 

help visualise a sense of strife78 in the planning arena. Consequently, Pl0ger's (2001, 2004) 

work on strife provides a useful parallel in the context of a contested sea. There are several 

connotations attached within the meaning of strife.

In terms of practical application the examples in the table 3.1 have established strife, or 

antagonism, as some sort of force over differing views. Pl0ger observes that contests, 

framed as irreconcilable views and interests are witnessed every day by planners, who 

believe that they can only be solved with legal or political decisions, for example in Public 

Inquiries or through democratically elected representatives. Pl0ger says that this should not 

be the case, and if thought was given to these contests in a different light, namely as 

"agonistic strife's" (Plpger, 2004, p. 72), and as Mouffe (2000) states "disagreements

78 Understood in this context more generically as antagonism (resentment and aggression) but 
defined by Plpger as "the expressive form of agonism, and essential to disputes about words said and 
written and therefore to meaning, schemes of significance, interpretations and discourses in play" 
(Plpger, 2004, p. 75). A further definition of antagonism may be provided as follows: Barry and Ellis 
(2010, pg.12) elicit and portray a succinct definition of antagonism: "an antagonistic encounter is one 
(usually) that can be characterised by terms such as 'hostility', heightened dislike, active disrespect - 
in large part founded on a simplistic and radical 'self-other' relation, that is a relation which stresses 
or focuses on the differences rather than the commonalities between agents. It is for this reason that 
antagonistic relations can easily shade over into violence or at least high levels of distrust and 
defamation".
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between adversaries and not enemies", planners and policy makers would have to treat 

conflicts in another less adversarial manner.

Plpger (2004) notes that if conflicts and contest were purely viewed as antagonism, 

antagonistic disputes would be viewed as unsolvable and that would have to be dealt by 

power. Based on this, it is possible to state that some of the examples above, namely 

Greenpeace, the Corrib residents and fishermen were tied up in antagonistic disputes that 

were dealt with by power and force, arrests and resistance. It is suggested here that if those 

same disputes were dealt with in an alternative 'agonistic manner', they could have been 

viewed in a more positive light, where the ethos of a democracy respecting the legitimacy of 

difference and interests through engagement, (Plpger, 2004, pp.72) would prevail as what is 

to be expected of planning in a world of agonistic pluralism.

As suggested by Plpger (2004) strife and contest are inherent, even crucial, to planning. 

Murtagh et al (2008, p.54) additionally stress that attention is drawn to "realist 

understandings of the nature of difference and strife as constituted in land and resource 

competition". This can be paralleled and understood within the marine environment, as 

primarily a constant struggle for existing (and future) resources within a share of marine 

space. Furthermore it is suggested by Murtagh et al (2008, p. 51) that the planning response 

of engagement based on Collaborative Planning is "fanciful and even dangerous". The 

marine environment is therefore highlighted here as facing paralleled issues of contest as 

found on highly territorial and segregated areas on land. It is suggested that in 

understanding contestation through the values of strife, there is a need to understand 

power relations within planning processes and a need to understand the emotional drivers 

of contest.

3.11 Understanding Agonism as an Alternative Direction for Stakeholder Engagement in 

MSP

Sandercock (2000) asks if planning could stretch to qualities such as embracing diversity in 

listening to various, multiple voices and languages and emotions involved in planning. She 

says that consensus and rational discourse will not address the relationships between 

stakeholders that cause contest. Following Healey's notional "managing our co-existence in 

shared space" (Healey, 1997, p.3) as her inspiration, Sandercock states that:
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"(...) we do share space on the planet with others who in many ways are not like us, 

and we need to find ways of co-existing in these spaces, from the next-door 

neighbour to the street, neighbourhood, city and region (...) the particular 

dilemmas of co-existing in cities of difference, and what it might mean to manage 

difference in ways that could be transformative rather than repressive"

(Sandercock, 2000, p.13)

She concludes that the work of planners in managing difference is the work of negotiating 

fears and anxieties, mediating memories and hopes, and facilitating change and 

transformation (Sandercock, 2000, p.29). It is clear therefore that planning has developed 

beyond its original functions that it was intended for acting in the public interest (Campbell 

& Marshall, 2002). Murtagh et al (2008) provide evidence as to the changing role of 

planning, in relation to discussing segregation in Northern Ireland. They discuss the need to 

recognise the emotion of difference and the power of storytelling and interpretation, rather 

than purely objective knowledge, and to develop a more ethical and ethnically sensitive 

planning regime. It is suggested that this may be more effectively captured by deliberative 

processes that allows for a process of dialogue, exploration and encourages respect for 

different views and reflection on one's own views (Holmes & Scooner, 2000; Stagl, 2006).

Having therefore firmly established Collaborative Planning as flawed and (at times) a naive 

basis for stakeholder engagement, it is now important to consider why this is not an 

appropriate discourse given the contested nature of marine space. The discourse of contest 

and resistance is considered in the next section within the marine setting, which is 

stimulated by Murtagh et al's (2008) recognition of:

"(...) competing claims and objectives, discourses and values constantly at play in a 

struggle for and against the issue, plan or proposal on offer. Democratic struggles 

are inter-subjective, multi-linguistic, continuous, complex, unreplicable and 

tactical"

(Murtagh etal, 2008, p.53)
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Closely connected to the ideas of contest and antagonism, and with recent experience from 

TSP, it is suggested that an agonistic approach to engagement (see Hillier, 2003; Murtagh, 

2008; Barry and Ellis, 2010) may provide an alternative direction for dealing with the 

complexity and pluralism associated with stakeholder engagement.

Barry and Ellis (2010) highlight that it is believed that engagement strategies that lead to 

consensus are not just idealistic and naive, but positively counterproductive in trying to 

reach a negotiated agreement on projects. Using Laclau and Mouffe's (2002) terminology, 

they describe the goal of consensus as an 'empty signifier'. Hiller (2003, pg. 38) notes that 

many planning strategies are hopeful of the potential for a consensus-building process, but 

in reality many development strategies do not end in 'harmonious consensus' and often 

have a tendency to break down. As Gunder (2003) notes, this is because in reality:

"(..factors may see little benefit in behaving 'communicatively rationally' when 

strategic, instrumental power-plays and manipulation of information could result 

in more favourable outcomes for themselves'

(Gunder, 2003)

In corroborating with Gunder's point above, Hillier (2003, pg. 43) notes that in seeking to 

achieve a rational consensus powerful interests maintain influence and a capacity to get 

what they want while seemingly acting in a deliberative manner. Barry and Ellis (2003) 

suggest that adopting a more agonistic framing can provide a more fruitful way of securing 

a more acceptable settlement and governance arrangement.

Advocates of deliberative collaborative processes often presume that open discussion can 

reduce differences in position and outcomes will be reached that are more fruitful (Miller, 

2002). O'Neill (2000) states that more deliberative processes encourage respect for 

alternative views and at a minimum can enhance understanding for the consequences of 

different interests, even if agreement cannot be reached. It would appear that Collaboration 

is built on notions of deliberation, but is differentiated by always involving a process of 

weighing up of different points of view between co-present people (Cass, 2006). It is in this 

approach, framed as agonism emerging from TSP theory, that there may be a much more 

suitable and productive approach for stakeholders engaging in MSP.
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We turn to look at some of the main features of agonism, the interpretations and variations 

that surround it, the critiques of it as a theory and how it may be made operational. Making 

agonism realistic can be achieved by actually valuing contest as a tool that can be used 

effectively to deal with planning disputes and come to more productive outcomes to 

stakeholder engagement. It would appear that an agonistic approach offers a more tactical 

and refined solution, where stakeholders may agree to disagree; and set their differences 

aside, even if it is temporarily. Agonism is therefore proposed in the final chapter of the 

thesis as providing a potential solution and understanding on how stakeholder perspectives 

can be best incorporated into MSP.

As we have seen the various conceptions of conflict and contest in the previous sections, the 

normal approach would be to interpret such scenarios in a negative context. However, 

Hillier (2003) suggests that through an agonistic approach:

"Conflicting differences between different groups' conceptions of the 'good' are not 

negatives to be eliminated but rather diverse values to be recognized in decision- 

processes"

(Hillier, 2003)

Agonism should therefore be understood as a concept that sits somewhere in the middle of 

consensus and antagonism, it is mindful of the indeterminacy and contingency that 

characterize political discourse and practice (Hillier, 2003, pg.41). It was noted that the 

rationale from this comes from Mouffe (1996, 1999) who stated that the deliberative and 

collaborative forms of engagement may not be the most appropriate as it means working 

towards a consensus that is unachievable, and potentially antagonistic. It is suggested that 

an agonistic approach may be a more realistic and achievable way forward than directing 

engagement towards consensus based practice (Hillier 2002, Plpger 2001, 2004). Hillier 

(2004) summarises the value of agonism thus:

"Since we cannot eliminate antagonism, we need to domesticate it to a condition 

of agonism in which passion is mobilised constructively, (rather than
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destructively) towards the promotion of democratic decisions which are partly 

consensual, but which also respectfully accept unresolvable disagreements"

(Hillier, 2004, p. 122)

An agonistic framework would provide, as Hillier (2004) notes, 'channels of expression', in 

which conflicts can be expressed, whilst limiting antagonistic behaviour. Such channels 

enable participants to move beyond entrenched discourses and positions, to uncover each 

side's interests, and consider what outcomes and aspects are critical to them. These 

channels offer more than might otherwise be achieved by pursuing disputes in a courtroom 

or in other meditative arenas. Hillier (2004) points out that the roots of agonism lie in 

engagement and negotiation, not consensus and resolution. In reference to the realistic 

operationalisation of agonism she cautiously notes (2003, p.42) that while this does not 

imply that planners should not try to seek agreement between participants, it should be 

recognized that some views will almost inevitably be suppressed and could resurface in 

conflict at a later date. This shows that the concept of channels of expression may be used 

in practical deliberative planning fora.

In attempting to bring together what the protagonists of agonism say, we can see that there 

are interesting interpretations of the theory. Hillier's (2002) work on Direct Action offers a 

different angle to Collaborative Planning as the automated response to considering issues 

around stakeholder engagement. She explicitly uses agonism within planning and provides a 

useful direction for applying agonism in planning situations, but is mindful to suggest that 

there can be no 'model' of agonism, as its operationalisation is contingent on circumstances, 

time, place and stakeholders. Having deconstructed the problems associated with a 

consensus driven approach by asking how to respect the priority of the 'socially just over the 

socially and economically powerful', Hillier (2002, p. 118) offers agonism as a new challenge 

to Collaborative Planning. She states that new strategies are needed (in the form of 

agonism) which are contextually appropriate, rather than centralised. She furthermore 

notes that discursive spaces need to be opened up to the intersects of society to facilitate 

the new approach of agonism.
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Mouffe (2002, pg. 98) additionally notes that agonism may offer a 'fruitful alternative to 

rationalist liberalism' since she highlights the historical and contingent character of the 

discourses that construe our identities and that constitutes the language of our politics, is 

constantly entangled in power. For Mouffe (1997), operationalising agonism means to 

promote democratic decisions that are partly consensual, but which also respectfully accept 

unresolvable disagreements. Additionally Foucault (1994, pg.238) notes that agonism may 

be described as a 'gymnastic relation characterised by a play of interpretations and 

anticipations'. He contemplates that it may be operationalised by not dominating opposing 

actors but to anticipate and exploit its interventions and to make one's own counter

strategies.

Even though Foucault may perceive agonism to be played like rules of a game, Hillier (2003) 

notes that agonism may offer a positive outcome, an actual end result, that leads to 

settlement of the argument. In agonism, it is recognised it may be viewed as a 'struggle 

against', or it may be construed as a 'struggle for'. Even though there may be 

disagreement, agonism may be based on deliberation where quality engagement is key. 

She notes that the principles of agonism are based on the:

"(...) just treatment of stakeholders which serve to domesticate the 

destructiveness of antagonism to the potential constructiveness of agonism in 

which disagreement need not be constructed as disrespect"

(Hillier, 2003, pg.39)

While Plpger (2004, p. 72) states that agonistic disputes may be more time consuming, as 

they tend to evoke a more communicative process than either contest and antagonism 

(where there is often deadlock or stalemate) or consensus (where there can be frustration 

and pressure to give into the lowest common denominator). Relating the examples of 

Greenpeace and the Corrib residents again to the work of Plpger, it can be initiated that if 

those same disputes were dealt with in an agonistic manner, they could have been viewed 

in a more positive light where "the ethos of a democracy respecting the legitimacy of 

difference and interests would prevail" (Pl0ger, 2004, p. 72).
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In exploring other potential agonistic perspectives, Mouffe refers to space as 'agonistic 

space', rather than necessarily consensual, where stakeholders compete for recognition, 

precedence, and acclaim (Mouffe, 2001, pg.ll, Benhabib, 1992, pg. 78). Hillier (2004) refers 

to Benhabib's (1996) distinction in defining associative space. Associative space is viewed as 

a space in which people work together in concert and agonistic space is viewed as 

competitive space. Agonistic space is noted (by Hillier, 2003, pg. 42) as a political space, 

embracing legitimate and public contestation over access to resources (Wolin, 1996). 

Furthermore as Mouffe notes (1996) its (agonism) pluralism is axiological. Agonistic space 

does not, as Hillier (2003) notes; eliminate power by subordinating it to rationality in a 

search for consensual agreement. There is, and always will be, contestations, conflict, 

alterity, axiomatic values differences and assertions of competition. In other words, there 

are always power-plays enacted in planning.

As noted above Hillier (2002, p. 122) suggests that we need to provide 'channels of 

expression' in which conflicts can be expressed, while limiting the case of abusively 

confrontational behaviour. These channels enable participants to move beyond potentially 

entrenched rights based positions to constantly uncovering each sides' interests and 

expectations of outcomes and what aspects are critical to them in the engagement process. 

Channels which offer more in various ways than stakeholders might otherwise obtain by 

pursuing the interests in legal, political or other arenas.

Mouffe (1999) states therefore that, in theory and in practice, the challenge for planning is 

to transform antagonism into agonism between potential adversaries, rather than as 

enemies which solutions should ultimately impact upon the quality of life of the other. 

Hillier also notes that the goal should be to dislodge an endorsement of the centrality of 

rational consensus, replacing it with a consideration of agonistic pluralism (2003, pg. 39).

In considering the operationalisation of agonism in planning practice, it is noted in Hillier 

(2003, pg.51) that Lacanians79 would suggest that conflict should be legitimized and that we 

should not act as if we believe in perfect information or consensus. Furthermore, Mouffe

?9An understanding of the 'Lacanians' is provided in Hillier (2003, pg. 38). She notes that Jacques 
Lacan was a post-Freudian who was fascinated by the aspects of language, decisions and different 
conceptions of 'good'. His key theoretical notion was based on the Real, its impossibility and the 
ineradicable constitutive gap between the utopian Real and its representation in reality. She goes on 
to note that Lacanian analysis suggests that Real information, Real meaning, and Real consensus are 
but unrecoverable presences, fantasies of our desire. Key Lacanians are noted as Mouffe and Zizek.
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(1996, pg. 8) suggests that institutions should be encouraged to establish a specific dynamic 

between consensus and dissent, rather than the (unrealistic and utopian) desire for free 

unconstrained and perfectly informed communication. Zizek (1997) suggests that in 

practice, the aim should be to establish some form of agreement within an environment of 

conflict and diversity, to create a doubtful society, which may in turn create an ethos of 

practice that mobilizes passion and sentiments. Mouffe (1996) complements this by noting 

that we should accept the impossibility of reaching the rational consensus real and strive to 

accommodate conflicting desires as reality. In this sense the real value of agonism as a 

planning theory is clear. It essentially debunks the Habermassian ideal of consensus 

formation. Agonism highlights that the notions for reaching consensus can never be 

completely fulfilled, as Laclau and Mouffe (2002) note; this is because the relations of 

power cannot disappear as they are constitutive of the social. Hillier (2003, pg.54) contends 

that even though this concept may not be fulfilled it does not mean that planners should 

not search for robust forms of agreements in planning decisions. She practically suggests 

that thinking about 'agreement' in a different way would be useful, by incorporating 

collaboration and competition and accepting differences of value and areas of 

disagreement. She additionally notes that planning strategies should aim for 'settlement' of 

a debate, which Sager (1994) promotes as easier and faster to achieve than resolution of a 

debate (Rubin, 1998). In further emphasising how we can approach planning decisions 

from an alternative direction from the norm, Hillier (2003, pg. 54) stresses that we should 

begin by examining what consensus or the public good may not manage to be, and so issues 

such as antagonism and undecidability may be recognised and action commenced for its 

reduction, whilst remaining mindful of the impossibility of its total elimination.

In concluding this section on agonism, it becomes clear that agonism is key to finding a 

potential solution to the problem of rectifying the flaws of the unrealistic, and rarely 

achieved, consensus driven approach, where as Hillier notes (2003, pg.38), planning 

decisions often do not end in a harmonious consensus. It has been shown in this section 

that the emerging theory of agonism may provide an alternative way of conceptualising 

stakeholder engagement in MSP. Whilst it is accepted that adopting an agonistic approach 

will not solve every problem with stakeholder engagement, it defies some of the traits of 

consensus driven approaches. It openly identifies power among stakeholders as an issue to 

contend with and accept, as it recognises the permanence of conflict, non-reciprocity and 

domination (Hillier, 2003, pg. 37). It may be viewed as a theory that critiques the ideas
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behind collaborative planning theory; whilst still respecting that planning is a socially 

constructed process,

3.12 Conclusion

This chapter has firstly set up the context for exploring the current stakeholder engagement 

process for MSP using experience built up from TSP. Some authors (Wilsdon & Willis, 2004, 

Blowers et al, 2009) have claimed that current engagement processes in TSP seem to be 

based on a traditional consultation process, which is viewed as serving the purpose of 

legitimisation, and normatively, stakeholder engagement (in whatever form), is the right 

thing to do in a democracy.

The chapter went on to firstly discuss the principles of engagement, initially looking at how 

engagement has emerged within the vocabulary of planning, from its origins of the 

Skeffington Report (1969), and how its associated rationale developed from declining public 

confidence in planning.

Various discourses of engagement were discussed throughout the chapter in relation to 

understanding how engagement is often constituted in the form of consultation, which led 

to questioning whether this is the right direction for engagement in MSP. Other discourses 

of stakeholders engaging in MSP were investigated. It seems that a brief conclusion can be 

drawn to suggest that there is an absence of understanding how different stakeholder 

interests will react to the proposed stakeholder engagement for MSP, as the complexity 

surrounding stakeholder engagement does not seem to have been realised by the 

Government perspective.

A clear rationale is established for using consultation to stand for the engagement process 

in MSP, duplicated from the current trends emerging from environmental policy and 

planning policy making, where there is a return to centralised governance (Blowers et al, 

2009). Having established why this is the case, the discussion effectively ascertains the 

discourse of TSP as clearly influenced by Collaborative Planning.
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The chapter dealt with how this principle has been evoked throughout some key discourses 

of engagement, for example in the regional planning experience (Baker et at, 2003, 2010; 

Pattison, 2001).

Collaborative Planning was central to this chapter in terms of how it emerged as informing 

TSP practice. In light of the critiques of the theory mainly in relation to its emphasis on 

consensus and for its expectation of social change within heavily laden power driven 

environments, Collaborative Planning was deemed to be utopian and its suitability for 

dealing with the complexity of stakeholder claims arising in the planning processes can be 

questioned. It was believed by many to be unattainable in terms of being concerned with 

bringing everyone to the table, it lost its original aim of turning discourses into policy 

(Twedwr-Jones and Allmendinger, 1998), and failed to consider everyone and all associated 

powers at the table. Consensus seemed to become more and more unattainable because 

there were so many competing claims (Murtagh et at, 2008) which potentially could lead to 

some sort of contest.

In considering the issue of contest practical examples were highlighted in relation to the 

marine environment where contest and antagonism were noted. The discussion then 

moved on to consider how contest could be dealt with in planning in using agonism as a 

more tactical solution when faced with conflicting stakeholders.

Pl0ger's (2004) work on strife makes some very significant points that could be applied in 

the context of thinking about contest in the marine environment. Whilst gaining some 

recognition current planning practices have not made the full benefits of agonistic practice, 

it is slowly gathering pace in TSP. It would seem practicable that planning needs to find ways 

of working with agonism without returning to voting representatively, which may miss the 

important concept of Pldger's (2004) other, and without introducing faked or forced 

consensus or compromises.

In sum, from this chapter it is possible to note some key benefits and principles of a 

sophisticated engagement process, as a strong normative belief that more productive 

stakeholder engagement will have a range of benefits to the policy process.
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The review of the literature reveals a number of key principles in relation to engagement 

that should be taken into account, namely that decision-makers should find out what the 

stakeholders' preferences are so that they can be incorporated into their decisions at a very 

early stage in the process (Innes & Booher, 2004; Young et at, 2007). It seems to be 

forgotten but it is important to remember that consensus means losing out for some 

stakeholders and produces a common denominator or watered down effect (Gunder, 

2003).

It is essential that opportunities are provided for an effective, deliberative discourse to 

enable stakeholders to engage with each other's rationale and objectives through informed 

but informal discussion (Murray & Greer, 2002) and similarly this may contribute to 

motivate stakeholders towards understanding each other's positions (Habermas, 1984) and 

encourage respect for alternative views (O'Neill, 2000). It is considered important that 

opportunities must be provided for instigating authentic dialogue, rather than one-way 

unrepresentative, reactive consultation (Wilsdon & Willis, 2004). It is also asserted that we 

should use the changing role of planning to embrace the diversity in listening to various, 

multiple voices and languages and emotional involvement in planning (Sandercock, 2000). 

Finally, disagreements between adversaries should be embraced and learnt from and this 

should become a more central function of creating 'a new planning ethos' (Pl0ger, 2004).

Academics in this field may construct best practice lists (notably Reed, 2008), and while the 

above could be seen as a basis for some sort of criteria for productive stakeholder 

engagement, it is important that these may be considered as common features designated 

at the beginning of the engagement process rather than a recipe book for stakeholder 

engagement (Thomas, 1996). Reed (2008) notes that there should be an appropriate 

philosophy in considering how to engage with the relevant stakeholders at the most 

appropriate time and in a way that will enable them to fairly and effectively enable them to 

shape environmental decisions, "moving engagement upstream" (Wilsdon & Willis, 2004).

This chapter has reviewed the theoretical perspectives on stakeholders and has indicated 

the context for understanding engagement in MSP in providing reflections on theoretical 

positions particularly around Collaborative Planning; this in turn forms the analytical 

framework for the rest of the thesis. In particular it flags up a certain discourse around the
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need to explore the nature of stakeholder perspectives in engaging in a subjective reality 

that can be seen in a new epistemological standpoint.

The next chapter will address stakeholder engagement in MSP and will look at 

understanding why stakeholder engagement in MSP has emerged as it has, and will then 

look at other models of engagement used in a UK, European and international examples of 

MSP.

Ill



CHAPTER 4 Proposed Stakeholder 

Engagement in MSP

112



CHAPTER 4 - PROPOSED STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT IN MSP

4.0 Synopsis: This chapter builds on the previous chapter's findings and examines the role of 

stakeholder engagement in MSP as articulated by Government. This is demonstrated by 

using both terrestrial and marine experiences. This chapter critically reviews the proposed 

stakeholder engagement process for MSP as highlighted in the policy documents. The 

chapter takes a multifaceted approach to understanding the forces behind MSP. The chapter 

explores terrestrial practice of planning through New Labour discourses and issues of 

sustainable development and ecological modernization. By way of comparison it reviews 

other examples of marine planning from Scotland, Australia, and Belgium and looks at the 

types of process arising from them. Highlighting the various discourses used is essential to 

understanding how the stakeholder engagement process in MSP has been rationalised. The 

chapter contributes to the overall research design by further developing the analytical 

framework in preparation for the empirical research findings of the next chapters.

4.1 Introduction

The previous chapter looked at the theoretical perspectives of stakeholder engagement in 

environmental policy and planning. This chapter addresses the second research objective 

and establishes a more specific focus on the proposal of the opportunities for stakeholder 

engagement in MSP. The chapter examines the forces behind MSP and how stakeholder 

engagement may be legitimised and influenced with regards to these various discourses 

arising from sustainable development, New Labour and it explores a range of different 

discourses that underlie other examples of MSP in various international contexts.

This chapter allows for a much deeper penetration into considering how shaping a 

productive stakeholder engagement process for MSP is crucial in implementing the 

objectives of the new system of marine management. This chapter begins to point towards 

the potential tensions that the Government's proposed stakeholder engagement may raise 

for stakeholders, who may hold potentially incompatible views of how the marine 

environment should be planned. It seems as though Government has rationally-derived 

policy goals that are based on discourses for dealing with TSP. It is asserted that these may
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have major consequences for the development of MSP, and this will be clarified in the 

analysis of the empirical research.

The comprehensive reform of planning, kick started by the green paper, 'Planning: 

Delivering a Fundamental Change' (DTLR, 2001), led to paradigm shift towards TSP, and 

together with the legislation from 200480, meant that planning's overall objective 

developed to promote sustainable development. The overall objective of MSP is to 

therefore contribute to sustainable development (DEFRA, 2002); it is depicted within this 

chapter that while the term 'sustainable development' is the objective of MSP, there are 

diverse connotations associated with the term sustainable development and it would seem 

that another guiding force behind MSP is a New Labour discourse.

While the core form and structure of the land use planning system in the UK has remained 

virtually unchanged since its first planning legislation, the 1909 Housing and Town Planning 

Act (Cullingworth, 1999, Davoudi, 2000, Cullingworth & Nadin, 2006;), Allmendinger and 

Tewdwr-Jones (2009) note while there are continuing features of the system; the system 

has accommodated many different political agendas, as well as major shifts in economy 

since the post-war period (Hall, 1992). Immediately a contrast may be drawn between the 

core motivational aspects of setting up the two systems. Clearly the British land use 

planning system was heavily focused on social and economic issues in the midst of the newly 

created welfare state (Meller, 1997). While it is clear that LUP may have emerged from a 

concern for health, urbanisation, social and spatial reform, the primary motivation for MSP 

has been ecological concerns, and 'better regulation', and is therefore primarily 

underpinned by an ethic and epistemological basis that is derived from natural resource 

management, marine science and procedural efficiency (Ritchie & Ellis, 2010).

It is clear that MSP has emerged from a distinctively different background from Land Use 

Planning. As well as the predominance of scientific evidence informing the system, and 

procedural efficiency, strongly linked to this is the economic need for delivering a marine 

renewables development market. Whilst planning can be market supportive in certain 

circumstances, it would seem in this sense that market orientation is strongly aligned with 

economic rationalities and it is therefore questionable why a planning response was called 

for by Government, as on the surface Government seem to be branding MSP as a form of

80 The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004)
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spatial reform and governance for the marine environment. It must be investigated why 

spatial planning has emerged as the modus operand! for MSP and what this potentially 

means for stakeholders engaging in the process.

It is put forward in this chapter that Government's perception of sustainable development 

for MSP is informed by a discourse of ecological modernization, that MSP is being 

legitimised and manipulated to drive forward an economic agenda, but which has 

undertones and the appearance of being good for the marine environment, as it is carried 

out under the umbrella of spatial planning.

It is put forward that as will be seen in the empirical research findings in chapter six, 

stakeholders may not agree with Government's 'version' of MSP. Imperative to this, 

because the stakeholder engagement model is driven by Government, it is shown that 

Government have very specifically chosen a model of engagement so that whilst there may 

be more opportunities for stakeholder engagement, it is not carried out in a way that is 

meaningful to stakeholders, or that appreciates their diversity, their complexity or their 

perspectives or values. Government do not want their version to be met with contestation 

or resistance, which is what could happen if the stakeholder engagement process was more 

deliberative and more challenging. In this chapter we begin to explore why MSP has been 

rolled out in a certain way, which appears to have been informed by various forces and 

aligned with certain discourses.

It is proposed that the version of sustainable development that Government have 

articulated is, like with the process of stakeholder engagement, indicating more of a 

legitimising role. It is unclear by what is meant by sustainable development for MSP or in 

what context it should be read in. It is highlighted in this chapter, and developed further in 

the next, that MSP has emerged as steeped within a discourse of New Labour which has 

produced weak notions of sustainable development. Furthermore, it is asserted that this 

has profound consequences for the stakeholder engagement process. Even though planning 

reform and New Labour seemed to enforce transformations of traditional government into 

governance and the 'Third Way', (Coaffee & Healey, 2003), more importantly it was about 

enhancing opportunities for stakeholder engagement.
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The reforms were aimed at overcoming the tardiness and unpredictability of the planning 

system, and therefore set to speed up the planning system and ensure predictability; which 

may be read as more engagement on less. The overall purpose though was geared around 

facilitating economic development, and creating consensus around planning decisions 

through avoidance of conflict, i.e. all features of classic ecological modernisation. It will 

become clear that MSP may be characterised as a tool for resource management, and for 

providing marine governance in a previously ungoverned but heavily regulated area. It is 

indicated in this chapter, and confirmed in the next, that Government's traditional 

prescriptive model of engagement may not be entirely suitable for stakeholders to 

effectively engage and discursively discuss MSP in terms of what they want MSP for, and 

how they view sustainable development. Within this, it can be pursued that there is little 

instrumental rationale existing for why stakeholders should engage in MSP, if Government 

already has set the agenda for MSP. This chapter will explore this issue.

4.2 Engagement in MSP

The thesis seeks to generate a better understanding of the issue of stakeholder engagement 

in MSP. The approach here is a substantive one, looking at both stakeholder engagement 

and the structures and the processes of governance. It is within this wider context that 

greater attention is paid to the social, economic, community and ecological structures that 

exist in planning policy making.

The role of stakeholder engagement in mediating the range of perspectives of how MSP 

should be framed, let alone resolving the realpolitik of the sectoral interests, is a daunting 

one, yet seemingly unappreciated in the existing policy and academic literature. It is 

suggested, that the ability to implement the objectives of the new system of marine 

management will be heavily influenced by the effectiveness and efficiency of the model of 

engagement. In particular, it is suggested that the distinction between more traditional 

forms of consultation and truly deliberative discursive practices (Innes & Booher, 2004, as 

discussed in the previous chapter) need to be more deeply embedded into the MSP process. 

Thus the idea that the effectiveness of the policy process can be improved and 

implementation better secured through dialogue between relevant stakeholders has 

become the dominant paradigm in terrestrial planning, particularly post Skeffington, and 

needs to be passed on to MSP.
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The previous chapter demonstrated that even though the benefits of adopting agonistic 

processes for TSP are largely based on theory, the same benefits have not yet been realised 

for MSP. The literature surrounding stakeholder engagement in MSP seems to be 

concentrated on stakeholder analysis (Ramirez, 1999) and stakeholder identification 

techniques for MSP (Mikalsen & Jentoft, 2001; Vierros, 2006; Pomeroy & Douvere, 2008, 

Pomeroy & Rivera-Guieb, 2006). It was noted in that literature that identification 

techniques, such as stakeholder mapping, did little more than to assert that the 

researchers, or those involved with policy making, have perfect knowledge of all the issues 

facing all marine sectors and their environment. Additionally, it suggests that the policy 

makers can confidently predict how stakeholders would react to any given policy scenario, 

critically suggesting that stakeholders can be 'cherry-picked' upon meeting prescribed 

'objective' conditions. That research assumes that stakeholders will act according to pre

given rules and denies the role of subjectivity, or an alternative view, given the wealth of 

post-positivist social science evidence, through the multiple ways in which reality is framed 

and given meaning (Allmendinger, 2002). Consequently, the proposed model of traditional 

consultation for MSP, if aligned with the stakeholder identification techniques, is 

evidentially a method that can only seek out highly limited stakeholder views. It is not 

possible to gather subjective stakeholder viewpoints or perspectives whilst using such a 

method, and therefore it is difficult to assert how much merit or value there is in 

consultation, since those methods do not have capacity to realise the values of contest, 

antagonism or agonism as alternatives to the consensus driven approach to engagement.

Similarly, Pomeroy and Douvere's (2008) illustration of stakeholder analysis for MSP, notes 

that stakeholders should be given a voice in the engagement process, but conditionally only 

on the invitation of those controlling the policy formulation. As such the 'entitlement' to 

engage in the MSP process becomes a privileged process. This may seem elitist but there 

may be value in opting for a more self-selective range of stakeholders to contribute to the 

process. In Pomeroy and Douvere's (2008) model, value is placed on the voices of 

stakeholders by weighing and categorising them, with 'the experts' (i.e. the policy 

developers, the Scientists, advisors to Government) leading the process. This implies a very 

technocratic and even corporatist (Simmie, 1985) view of the planning process that seems 

to fly in the face of good practice in engagement developed in the field of TSP, particularly 

around developing EiPs, and other more deliberative collective stakeholder engagement
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fora. Furthermore, Pomeroy and Douvere's (2008) model implies that the views of 

stakeholders cannot necessarily be trusted, and that their involvement in the process 

should be preconditioned by a process of 'social preparation':

"The ultimate goal of social preparation is to achieve behaviour and attitude 

changes so that the MSP process can be sustainable"

(Pomeroy and Douvere, 2008, p. 821)

This is not very promising, and implies that stakeholders will be sidelined from the 

engagement process unless they undergo orchestrated 'social preparation' and education 

to align their views with that of those controlling the process, presumably marginalising 

potentially subversive or 'deviant' views. There is no avenue for alternative stakeholders' 

perspectives. This is reminiscent of the debate, highlighted in the previous chapter, on the 

Public Understanding of Science (PUS) which informed public engagement in environmental 

policy from the 1970s (Wilsdon & Willis, 2004) and was based on the 'deficit model' 

(Owens, 2000; Burgess et al, 1998). The model suggested the public were not worthy of 

being fully engaged in policy decisions and deliberative dialogue was suppressed. It is 

suggested that such models resulted in poor policy, and also represented a manipulation of 

power in the policy process and squeezed out opportunities for the wider unintended 

effects of engagement highlighted by inter alia Margerum (2002) and Cowell and Owens 

(2006).

Contrary to this view, this thesis argues that in the absence of any sound understanding of 

how different interests may react to the MSP process, it is essential to begin from a position 

where the widest range of stakeholders views are represented and central to the 

engagement process and that none are neglected nor presumed. This implies that the 

subjectivity that stakeholders bring to the process needs to be valued for its enrichment of 

debate and process, despite the fact that it may give rise to frustrations and awkward 

questions for those driving the policy process, and may be potentially contested or viewed 

as antagonistic. This also means that stakeholder engagement should be recognised as 

being a complex process, through which different motivations, power differentials and 

other social attributes are played out (Ellis et al, 2007), rather than just as a way to 

implement the substantive goals of a policy.
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4.3 Mechanisms for Stakeholder Engagement in MSP as proposed by Government

DEFRA (2008) have recognised that engagement is an important element of MSP and have 

stated that it will be dedicated to an inclusive approach, where "marine users will have an 

opportunity to get involved in the planning process" (DEFRA 2008 p.26) and that there will 

be opportunities for "stakeholder involvement and consultation" (DEFRA 2008, p.31). Such 

mechanisms appear to be derived from Regional Spatial Planning including, the creation of 

statements of Community Involvement (SCI) and a Statement of Public Participation (SPP) 

for the Marine Planning Statement81 (MPS) (DEFRA 2008 p. 22), and a Statement of Public 

Involvement (SPI) for the lower tier Marine Plans (DEFRA 2008, p.26). In addition, a 

Stakeholder Advisory Committee will be established for the MMO (DEFRA 2009).

These documents direct how the community is to be involved in preparation of a Local 

Development Framework (LDF) or in Regional Plans, such as a Regional Spatial Strategy 

(RSS) (ODPM, 2003). There are examples of SCI that MSP can draw on, although the 

consequences of the very different context for MSP (i.e. in terms of scale, definition of 

community, motivation for engagement) does not seem to be appreciated by Government, 

and it is therefore difficult to understand to what effect the SCI can be applied to MSP. The 

proposals give little insight into the detailed methods used for engagement, or indeed, how 

much influence these are likely to have over ultimate policy and development decisions.

The textboxes and the following diagram below help to express engagement opportunities 

as envisaged by Government. The text boxes use quotes from DEFRA's Marine and Coastal 

Access Bill Policy Document (2009) to help frame the notions around Government's 

proposals for engagement in MSP. Even though the simplified diagram shows each of the 

components of the engagement strategy to be equally linked, there has been no indication 

as yet just how much weight is to be given to the SPP and the SPI of the Marine Plans and 

Marine Policies.

81 Defining the Marine Policy Statement - in the Marine and Coastal Access Bill, Chapter 1, section 42,pp.21: A 
Marine Policy Statement is "a document in which the policy authorities that prepare and adopt it and state 
general policies of theirs (however expressed) for contributing to the achievement of sustainable development in 
the UK Marine Area."
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Figure 4. 1: Engagement Mechanisms in the MSP process

Marine Management Organisation:

” (...) we expect the MMO to establish a Stakeholder Advisory Committee so that the (MMO) Board can benefit from the advice and experience of 
representatives of a range of marine industries, sectors and interests" (Part 1 .section 12)

"The MMO will need to work closely with a wide range of existing bodies...and will also need to engagement communities with an interest" (Summary of MMO 
Activities)

Marine Policy Statement

"Wealso want to take the time to engage fully with as many of our stakeholders as wecan over the development of the MRS" (Parts, section 3)

"We want the process by which any MPS is prepared to be fair, transparent and open to engagement by stakeholders and the general public. The Bill therefore 
sets out certain requirements for consultation and community engagement that must be followed during the preparation of any MPS, including a Statement of 
Public Participation (SPP) at the start of the process" (Part3, section 11)

"Anyonewill be entitled to make representations on a draft MPS" (Part3, section 12)

"We have already begun stakeholder engagement with a wide range of representatives from different sectors with an interest in the Marine Policy Statement" 
(Part3, section 13)

Marine Plans

"It will create a framework for consistent and evidence-based decision making, and through extensive public involvement will afford anyone with an interest in 
our seas the chance to shape how their marine environment is managed” (Part3, section 1)

"All marine users will have an opportunity to get involved in the planning process and the final plans should represent as much consensus and agreement as 
possible" (Part3, section 20)

"Offering people a chance to be involved in the planning process will give them a greater sense of ownership of the final plan and a sense of stewardship for the 
area" (Part 3, section 21) "The statement will also invite people to put forward their views on what should be included in the plan, This is intended todraw out 
vital local knowledge" (Part3, section 22)

“The Bill enables the plan authorities to seek advice from individuals or organisations with a particular interest or expertise, to help them develop plans 

effectively." (Part3, section 24)

•“The Bill importantly requires a full public consultation of every draft plan" (Part 3, section 25)

Source: Marine and Coastal Access Bill Policy Document (DEFRA, 2009)
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These textboxes may be simplified by the following diagram:

Figure 4.2 Simplified Statutory Engagement Process for MSP

MMO - (Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee)

Marine Policy Statement 
(Statement of Public 

Participation)

Marine Plans (Statement of 
Public Involvement)

The above figure and the textboxes are encouraging as they illustrate that Government are 

moving MSP in the same direction as spatial planning through the use of the same language 

and terminology frequently cited in TSP, and the principles of engagement do appear to be 

established and will be monitored.

While they certainly look impressive, such proposals however could be viewed as 

potentially a light touch since they appear to be lacking in detailed consideration of how 

and why, and how much weight such engagement mechanisms are suitable for meeting the 

objectives of MSP. They seem to be sparing on the detail of how they should be 

implemented and to what effect or weight they add to the overall development of the 

policy process. If anything these proposals imply an approach where outcomes appear to be 

determined through consensus and agreement. This is openly stated in the proposals "the 

final plans should represent as much consensus and agreement as possible" (DEFRA, 2009, 

Part 3, section 20). Such objectives are increasingly seen as being naive and open to abuse.
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The textboxes therefore show how Government seem to have engaged in a discourse that 

appears to express (rhetorically at least) the core values of Collaborative Planning forms of 

governance in terms of openness and indusivity for engagement in MSP.

They also illustrate that the Government's approach seems to be based on a 

straightforward transfer of the language of engagement and the established modes for 

engagement that have been developed specifically for TSP and seamlessly moulding that to 

the marine context. It is suggested that such an approach may not be entirely successful 

when there are such apparent physical differences between land and sea, as noted above 

and in chapter one. This may be inappropriate because the LUP system was specifically 

designed around guiding development that was in the public interest, and ultimately it 

came down to the public asserting their property rights, and we have seen that there is not 

the same context of property rights at sea. Such an approach does not lend itself well to 

mediating the ideological differences between terrestrial and marine planning. It is 

questioned if Government are right to use the same engagement process for MSP than 

what has been established for the TSP system. The thesis seeks to consider and evaluate 

whether this is the best way to incorporate stakeholders' perspectives to MSP and to enact 

planning and the engagement processes for MSP, and seek the alternatives.

The principles of engagement for MSP seem to have been established in line with current 

statutory terrestrial measures such as the SPP for Planning Policy Statements and SCI for 

Local Development Frameworks and Regional Spatial Strategies. These mechanisms set out 

how communities will be engaged in the preparation of regional and local plans and 

planning applications (DEFRA, 2008; DEFRA 2010; ODPM, 2004). While such engagement 

initiatives are highly commendable on their progressive nature that indicate going further 

than solely having Public Consultation, what is not clear is how Government intend to 

implement these in MSP. It is suggested that the ability to implement the objectives of 

MSP, stated as sustainable development will be heavily influenced by the effectiveness and 

efficiently of the engagement practice. While primitive guidance has been given on the SPP, 

little is known about the SCI and how it will be implemented in MSP. The following 

textboxes explain how these mechanisms have been applied to terrestrial planning practice.
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Figure 4.3 Drawing up a Statement of Public Participation for a Regional Spatial Strategy

16. The Regional Planning Body (RPB) has a statutory duty to prepare and publish a 
statement of public participation setting out how it is going to involve all those with 
an interest throughout the RSS process. The RPB should, in consultation with the 
Government Office and with reference to other bodies with recent experience of 
major exercises in community involvement, draw up a statement of public 
participation.

17. The statement of public participation should explain how and when the RPB 
intends to involve the public and should also identify who the RPB's main partners 
will be and how it intends to work with them in undertaking the RSS revision. The 
statement should be treated as an integral part of the project plan and be project- 
managed in the same way as the rest of the RSS process. This will include revising 
the statement where circumstances have changed and the original proposals are no 
longer appropriate. The RPB may wish to set out in the statement the anticipated 
resource cost in terms of staff time and money of implementing the programme of 
community involvement and partnership working set out in the statement and 
identify responsibilities for managing the process. The RPB may also wish to consider 
whether there is any scope for it or other stakeholders to provide financial support 
to community and voluntary groups to assist their ability to participate in the 
process.

Source: Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 11, Regional Spatial Strategies ODPM, 2004, pp. 90- 
91, Annex D - Partnership working and community involvement in the Regional Spatial 
Strategy Process
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Figure 4.4 Statement of Community Involvement in a Local Development Framework

The SCI should set out a policy for community involvement which meets the statutory requirements for consultation 
while at the same time being tailored to the local authority's circumstances. The SCI cannot change the legal 
framework or impose direct conditions on others. An effective SCI would

-Should that the Local Planning Authority (LPA) is meeting legal requirements,

-Set out that the LPA's overall vision and strategy for community involvement, and how this links with other 
community involvement initiatives, e.g. The local Authority's Community Strategy,

-Identify clearly the range of local community groups who need to be involved,

-Show that the LPA understands how best these communities can be involved in a timely and accessible way, and 
has identified suitable techniques to use,

-Be clear about the different stages of involvement - information, participation, consultation, feedback etc - and 
shows that these will be done in ways that work for the different stages and for the particular communities,

-Show that the LPA can resource and manage the process effectively. This should include a clear understanding of 
the roles of members and officers in the process,

-Show how the results are to be fed into the preparation of Development Plan Documents and Supplementary 
Planning Documents,

-Set out how the LPA will learn from the experience and improve the arrangements where necessary, and 

-Set out the LPA's policy for consultation on planning applications.

Source: Community Involvement in Planning, (ODPM, 2004 ,p. 14)

There are many examples of SCI and other innovations in community engagement (e.g. 

ODPM, 2003) that MSP can draw on, although the consequences of these will have a very 

different context (at this stage there does not seem to be an appreciation of how this 

should be approached for MSP in terms of scale, definition of community, motivation for 

engagement).
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The recently revised SPP for the UK Marine Policy Statement (DEFRA, 2010) is noted as the 

first stage in the marine planning systems as introduced by a range of primary legislation82 

which gives a legal effect on decision making by public authorities. The MPS and the marine 

plans will guide and direct decisions in the marine environment. Additionally, even though, 

it is not entirely clear how the SCI is to be rolled out in practice for MSP, taken collectively it 

seems that when looking at the rationale behind SPP and SCI, such initiatives are 

progressive as they aim to give more ownership to the community (Buchanan, 2008). The 

idea behind the SCI was for the LPAs to move beyond traditional approaches of 

consultation, and to develop more innovative inclusive techniques for involvement (Baker, 

2010). What is known is that currently in the timetable for the preparation of the MPS it is 

noted that a formal public consultation was held in July 2010, followed by representations 

and parliamentary scrutiny, with adoption in Spring 2011 (DEFRA 2010). The SPP consists of 

a series of workshops to discuss the priorities for the content of the MPS and a formalised 

public consultation. Little more is given away as to the detail and to what stakeholders can 

really contribute to the process. It would seem that traditional public consultation seems to 

represent what is presented as a progressive and committed approach to engagement, but 

in reality it seems to do little more than to tick statutory boxes. It seems here that the 

standards of engagement have not been set before the process of plan-making (Friends of 

the Earth, 2004).

There is a dearth of literature in the area of reviewing such community planning 

mechanisms (Bishop, 2001; Hibbard & Lurie, 2000, Lucas & Fuller, 2005); however Friends 

of the Earth (2004) and Buchanan (2008) noted some key principles of SCIs, after their 

introduction in planning reforms. In a report for the Town and Country Planning 

Association, Buchanan (2008) notes that SCIs can explain to stakeholders how they can 

influence the production of LDFs in their area, they can increase engagement since there 

are increased opportunities for stakeholders to be involved and they produce routes for 

getting involved in the planning process. More recently in Baker et al's (2010) review of 

such mechanisms they noted that SCIs were broad and generic, and used complicated 

terminology, and were too long to effectively communicate the LPAs approach to 

stakeholder engagement in the process. They noted furthermore, that they were not 

relevant to the public and there was no indication of how to reach hard-to-reach groups. 

They were sceptical of the benefits of the SCI and stated that no evidence had been made

82 The Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009, the Marine (Scotland) Act 2010, and the proposed 
Northern Ireland Marine Bill
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available as to how the views of the stakeholders, with regards to the planning issues, were 

being altered by the SCI.

The same problems are noted as persisting after they were first mentioned six years ago. 

Friends of the Earth noted that effectively they introduced a complex system of planning 

which would be difficult to communicate to local people, since:

"There will be more planning documents each of differing legal status and each 

with much shorter review and replacement periods"

(Friends of the Earth, 2004, p. 2)

While Buchanan's comments above are positive in showing the benefits of the initiative, 

Baker et al (2010) notes that while there may be some examples of innovative thinking 

within SCIs in methods for involving stakeholders, they are more the exception than the 

rule. Whilst the use of SCI can build on innovative methods, there is little real evidence to 

suggest that the methods of stakeholder involvement have been modified to the particular 

plan.

In these reviews it is noted that there are also many challenges for the success of SCIs, 

usually in terms of funding and resources, but quite often the biggest challenge is 

consultation fatigue; the challenge of constant consultation can undermine the ability to 

deliver (Buchanan, 2008). Baker et al (2010) also stresses the same point, by noting that all 

planning activities are inhibited by such a volume of required consultation. They have noted 

it as a real barrier. Additionally Friends of the Earth (2004, p. 3) note that while people 

recognise the need for an effective planning system, they are suspicious of the system, and 

note some common barriers to engagement as lack of time to comment, incomprehensible, 

complex and technical 'planner speak', complex procedures and negative attitudes to all 

objectors. The SCIs are tested by an Inspector, but Friends of the Earth (2004) and Baker et 

al (2010) have criticised the Inspector as making the process too formal and time- 

consuming. They note that this aspect should either be removed in attempts to streamline, 

or that all the LDF documents should be reviewed and replaced in one EiP, thus reducing 

confusion and consultation fatigue.
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In all of these reports, it was noted that an effective framework of rights and opportunities 

to engage in planning can be created by these progressive measures. However, especially 

stressed by Friends of the Earth, changing the culture in which planning decisions are made 

is equally important. They note how this means challenging how stakeholders are perceived 

as a problem if they engage, and moving towards a system where engagement is not 

viewed as a peripheral activity in planning that can effectively be done by consultation. It is 

noted that changing culture is a long term project that needs training and clear leadership 

(Friends of the Earth, 2004, p. 6). Baker et al (2010) summarise by stating there is minimal 

evidence of culture change in consultation practices, it shows that the SCI is not successful 

in terms of developing innovative processes (see also Brewer and Alexander, 2007). It is also 

noted that the LPAs are merely paying lip service to involvement by ticking boxes in terms 

of preparation requirements, but not fully embracing the 2004 Reforms in terms of 

'enhancing' stakeholder engagement. Furthermore, Brownhill and Carpenter (2007) note 

that SCIs are potentially an important tool for communicating with stakeholders and for 

operationalising commitment to stakeholder engagement, but in the present form, SCIs are 

inadequate as they evade the question of sufficient resources or how and when 

consultation will take place.

In relation to MSP, it must be asked, how much influence these community driven 

initiatives are likely to have over policy and development decisions to take place in the 

marine environment. The following diagram is taken from a recent policy document 

(DEFRA, 2009) and illustrates the Marine Plan Process in terms of the engagement 

opportunities. It places the stakeholder engagement central to each stage of the planning 

process, with two formal opportunities for stakeholders to get involved, through the SPP 

and on the Public Consultation on the Draft Plan. This diagram is indicative of direct 

parallels with the terrestrial system's development planning process, but is schematic as to 

how such stakeholder engagement exercises are to be carried out, and how much influence 

of this will be reflected in plans and policy.

Parallels with the terrestrial planning process are well defined, particularly on the 

rudimentary steps in satisfying statutory requirements. The similar steps in Regional 

Planning are invoked in scoping, plans options, public consultation on draft plan, 

independent investigation, adoption and implementation, monitor and review. In the
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planning process for MSP it would appear that no nuance has been made for the spatiality 

and specialty and novelty of planning in the marine environment.

Figure 4,5 Illustrating Engagement Opportunities in the formulation of MSP
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Source: DEFRA (2009) The different stages of the Marine Plan Process

Taking this forward from the evidence presented from the TSP experiences, it is argued that 

the way in which the stakeholder engagement processes are proposed to work in a marine 

context remain untested and indeed, have attracted very little speculation in the literature. 

Furthermore, it is suggested that, as yet, there has not been adequate reflection on the role 

of how productive stakeholder engagement processes can contribute to meeting MSP 

objectives.
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4.4 MSP as part of a broader New Labour Project

It is important to consider the inception of MSP from a theoretical planning perspective 

with regards to promoting sustainable development of the marine environment. In the 

early literature surrounding MSP there appeared to be an inherent lack of steer specifically 

towards thinking primarily about planning in the marine context. Rather it seems that MSP 

can be understood as being influenced by a range of different forces and we begin by 

exploring New Labour and its close links to various interpretations of Sustainable 

Development. Baxter (2000) notes that it is 'ecologism' that lies behind many research 

agendas, which promote broad and diverse political ideas (Peel and Lloyd, 2004), and it is 

clear that with MSP the focus was on the ecological integrity of the sea. It almost seemed 

as if the best way of developing MSP was to focus on promoting the terrestrial planning 

system and fitting it around the marine environment, and trying to promote it within an 

ecosystem-based approach to marine management (Arkema et al, 2008). In this sense, MSP 

was understood as an extension of LUP (Tydesley & Hunt, 2003; Hugget et al, 2003). It is put 

forward that there was, and potentially still is, a lack of understanding of placing MSP within 

its own specific theoretical planning context, as it becomes clear in this section that the 

development of MSP seems to have been around Government policy objectives.

The next section of this chapter will therefore attempt to place stakeholder engagement in 

MSP within a particular theoretical understanding in the context of the New Labour 

discourse. The discussion begins by highlighting how the development of MSP has been 

directly influenced by New Labour thinking around planning, as both an object and a tool to 

bring about modernization (Giddens, 2000; Buckler & Dolowitz, 2000; Hay, 2004; Finlayson, 

2009; Kunzman, 2009; Marshall, 2009; Allmendinger & Tewdwr-Jones 2009; Lloyd & Peel 

2009). The discussion then moves on to looking at traditional planning ideologies and 

discourses of planning, so as to understand more clearly the goal of MSP as planning for 

sustainable development and how stakeholder engagement is crucial to the achievement of 

the goal. These sections set the initial foundations for the beginning of empirical Rhetorical 

Analysis in the next chapter. This enables some of the assumptions from this chapter and 

the previous chapter around stakeholder engagement in MSP to be further unpacked, 

deconstructed and questioned as concepts related to contemporary environmental 

planning, consequently tested in the next chapter.
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There are many different facets to understanding the New Labour ideology. Primarily, as 

Baker et al (2010) note, the UK Government's modernisation agenda (led by New Labour) 

was underpinned by the twin aims of enhanced engagement and increased efficiency of 

service delivery. The renewed attention to stakeholder engagement reflected that the 

involvement of local residents and community was seen as a way of ensuring that services 

meet the needs of individuals and organisations and that policy is effective. Currently, 

though the Government ethos seems to have changed to be underpinned by factors such as 

competition, market advantage, reducing climate change, and increasingly so energy 

securitisation (Allmendinger, 2003; Blowers et al, 2009; Barry & Ellis, 2010). In 

demonstrating this mixed ideology Finlayson (2003, 2009) has commented at length on how 

New Labour can be interpreted in a number of ways:

"It is not reducible to either social democracy or neo-liberalism but, although New 

Labour draws on elements of both these, it is also not creating anything that is 

straightforwardly a third-way. New Labour has not forged a hybrid out of social 

democracy and neo-liberalism, and nor has it split the difference between them"

(Finlayson, 2009, p. 17)

It is argued that the discourse of New Labour and its way of developing and executing policy 

has filtrated through to MSP. Evidence of this will be explored in the Rhetorical Analysis 

undertaken in the next chapter. In some respects however, what Finlayson has to say 

echoes Gidden's (2000) work on 'The Third Way'. Giddens (2000) explains the concept not 

as an ephemeral set of ideas, but at the core of political dialogues, it is something distinct in 

social democracy83. At the heart of the New Labour discourse, Finlayson characterizes it as:

Giddens (2000, pp. 2) explains the emergence of 'The Third Way' as the introduction of a new 
framework in the advent of new global markets, the knowledge economy marked by the end of the 
Cold War, which effected the capability of national Governments to manage economic life and 
provide ever expanding social benefits. This resulted in public policy having to shift from 
concentrating on the redistribution of wealth to promoting wealth creation. Rather than offering 
subsidies to business, Government should foster conditions that lead firms to innovate and workers 
to become more efficient in the global economy.
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"(...) a way in which problems are identified and solutions formulated out of 

elements culled from a variety of intellectual and technocratic traditions."

(Finlayson, 2009, p.17)

New Labour may primarily be read as "modernizing the state, the economy and people, all 

of which must be enabled to act in ways imagined to be appropriate for the new knowledge 

economy" (Finlayson, 2009, p.ll). The specific policy domain of planning is where New 

Labour has really made an impression in several reforms, with the aim of "re-engineering of 

planning" and "modernizing planners" in governing what their visions of planning must be 

for the new economy (Finlayson, 2009, p.ll). It may be characterised as institutional 

agenda setting (Baker et al, 2010).

Within the context of planning reform Buchanan (2008) notes that the aims of enhancing 

engagement and increased efficiency of service delivery through a joined up approach lie at 

the heart of the then New Labour modernization agenda. The current focus on community 

engagement within the planning system is part of a much wider public sector reform cutting 

across all policy sectors. Yet, conversely to what has been noted, Barry and Ellis (2010) 

highlight a different position is emerging, as facilitated by the outcomes of The Planning Act 

(2008) in England and Wales and also in a number of other European jurisdictions84, that 

there has actually been a reduction in engagement opportunities for stakeholders, with the 

aim of streamlining planning to further promote investment and enhance investor 

confidence by speeding up the regulatory process and by reducing the impact of dissent.

There seems to be an emerging contradiction within understanding the discourse of New 

Labour. As noted by Cowell and Owens (2002, 2006) a consequence of planning reform has 

not only been to rescale political arenas, pushing decisions up the administrative hierarchy, 

so that they are more remote from individual communities, but critically, reform has played 

a strong influence on which conceptions of sustainable development became dominant 

planning decisions. A further consequence of planning reform is to "close down the crucial 

institutional spaces for challenges to the status quo" (Cowell and Owens, 2006, p. 405). 

These spaces have played a vital contribution to shaping a more sustainable development 

trajectory (Barry & Ellis, 2010). New Labour seems almost to circumvent the use of

84 Such as the Republic of Ireland, facilitated by The Planning and Development (Strategic 
Infrastructure) Act 2006 and in the Netherlands, the 2004 Planning Bill (Cowell & Owens, 2006)
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adversarial processes where possible. It is emphasised by Finlayson (2009) that effectively 

New Labour has 'sought to depoliticise' planning. This may be illustrated in the terrestrial 

planning framework, by the use of the EiP in Regional Spatial Planning rather than 

adversarial hearings of the Public Inquiry. The EiP, as seen in the last chapter, may be 

characterised by an inquisitorial rather than an adversarial process.

This idea of depoliticising planning is set to become more widespread with the IPC85 (as 

discussed in the previous chapter). The IPC therefore seems to be removing stakeholder 

engagement from planning in this sense as it is stressed that the IPC Commissioners, or 

panels, will hold a meeting to agree the examining and decision making process, to which all 

those who have expressed their interest are entitled to attend86.

It has been suggested by Finlayson (2009, p. 20) that the staging of disputes, the public 

presentation of arguments for and against a course of action is the most fundamental part 

of democratic society and an effective way of reaching decisions, and while it can be 

tedious and at times inefficient, it is considered a way to reach better decisions that take 

into account rival perspectives and interests. It is believed that the adversarial 

consideration of disputes and challenges is slowly disappearing from planning, putting 

depoliticisation into practice, from the examples of the EiP and IPC. Adversarial contests will 

have a small, if any, role to play in stakeholder engagement in MSP because they 

(Government) have been eradicated from the start by the form of engagement that is being 

rolled out. This is the Government's way of showing its confidence in its model of 

stakeholder engagement, that they will have got it right first time, there will be no need for 

such adversarial conflicts. Flowever, when realistically they seem to be doing everything 

possible to actually avoid the situation where stakeholders would ever come eye to eye. 

Stakeholder engagement takes place at arm's length, almost via an 'e-public consultation', 

send us your views by email, that way stakeholders never have to actually be in the same 

room. The opportunities for any potential antagonism are so severally reduced they do not 

even exist. It is still a form of engagement that is based on the principles of Collaborative 

Planning as it is gathering all stakeholders' perspectives through the medium of dialogue 

with the overall aim of reaching a consensus.

Barry and Paterson (2004) noted that the strategic removal of major energy projects from a 
democratic authorization process is perfectly consistent with avoiding any delay in the development, 
responding to climate change and minimising competitive disadvantage.
^Available at: http://infrastructure.independent.gov.uk/7page id=362 accessed on 02/02/2010
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Two different viewpoints are highlighted to denote the changing environment of planning. 

Allmendinger (2003) referred to an antipathy around planning being viewed as burden, 

prior to New Labour, and Blowers et al (2009), highlighted that it was the ideas of 

sustainable development that once imbued environmental politics and policy making with 

optimism. This is significant as Davoudi (2001) stresses that one of the most poignant 

characteristics of sustainable development is an optimistic marketing approach, producing 

what Barry and Ellis (2010) term as a "politically attractive win-win-win scenario for New 

Labour".

Tony Blair's Government manifesto of 2005 was underlined by the New Labour optimistic 

speak of 'Britain forward, not back'. It was noted that this manifesto emphasised a strong 

economy, increased public investment and public service reforms. The intentions for a 

Marine Bill were implicitly implied in the manifesto, with the aim to achieving best 

economic value from different uses of valuable marine resources, and developing marine 

technology. The year previous, 2004, DEFRA's Five Year Strategy was announced with aims 

to create a Marine Bill that would simplify regulation so that all uses of the sea can develop 

in a sustainable and harmonious way. It can be deduced from these two points that the 

New Labour discourse pervaded and influenced the policy direction from the outset of MSP. 

It achieved this through creating State Intervention which set about reforming how the 

marine environment and its resources are regulated, with the view to obtaining best value 

for money, simplifying regulation and placing emphasis on achieving sustainable 

development and harmony, with a desire of reducing any potential for conflict and contest 

in relation to stakeholder engagement.

Blowers et al (2009) highlight that this optimism was initially supported by the tendency to 

open up environmental politics seeking to broaden engagement by involving stakeholders 

and citizens in environmental decision making, again something that has been shown on 

the surface for MSP, at least, to promote inclusive stakeholder engagement approaches. 

Taking Blowers et al's (2009) argument further in relation to engagement, there are many 

similarities that can be shared in relation to MSP that are of concern for this chapter. In 

terms of governance, while the co-operative approach to policy making may persist (even if 

it is slightly illusionary) and while there is a clear commitment to stakeholder engagement, 

the spirit of it has now changed. It would seem that engagement has shifted from an
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emphasis on creating dialogue and involvement to a dependence on more formalised, 

reactive and routine public consultation. Clearly this is envisaged within the current 

Government proposals for MSP, where the focus is on the experts and democratic 

institutions as the key stakeholders in the decision making. This is evidenced in the 

formation of the High Level Marine Objectives (HMLOs), where it is devolved 

administrations who are the primary stakeholders.

A similar story is currently unfolding in MSP. MSP has the potential to be developed as the 

exemplar and at the forefront of modern contemporary spatial planning, yet it seems as if it 

is being channelled to deal with the pressures of climate change, ensuring energy security 

for the island States through the exploitation of natural marine resources and technological 

innovations. It is put forward that this may lead to a creation of a very different type of 

planning system, rather than being able to develop as a truly holistic and visionary planning 

system that focuses on protecting the sea, whilst accommodating all uses, as promoted by 

Government. Blowers et al (2009, p.312) state that it is as if local interests are sacrificed to 

national imperatives clearly those in power would disagree with this statement.

In conclusion to this section, the key features of the New Labour approach may be 

summarised as:

Modernisation as a goal itself.

Performance and market responsiveness (through better and simpler licensing),

New institutional relationships between communities, stakeholders, Governments (formation 

of I PC and MMO),

Prioritisation of supply side economics (pushing for marine renewable technology), and

Imposition of key assumptions and by-passing contested issues through modes of governance 

(IPC, EiP, MPS).

(Adapted from Finlayson, 2009)

It is clear therefore that from examining the New Labour ideology that it may be 

understood as a driving force behind the delivery of MSP. In the next chapter we see how 

this is played out in reality through a close examination of policy documentation which 

allows us to clearly see New Labour as a force behind MSP.
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4.5 Twin Faces of Planning

Following on from understanding the New Labour ideology as one force behind MSP we 

now turn to look at the twin faces of planning (as linked to Sustainable Development) as 

providing another way of how MSP has been legitimised in its current form. The thesis 

seeks to critically analyse the proposed model of stakeholder engagement for MSP, and in 

doing so, it adopts a social constructionist perspective (Hannigan, 1995) in order to 

understand how stakeholders perceive MSP, and to suggest a new perspective for moving 

towards a more productive discourse of engagement in the marine context. The above 

section has shown what Buttel (1987) notes, as a broader concern for the political sociology 

of the natural environment, and where Hannigan (1995) argued that there is a need to 

provide a clear and coherent body of thinking which explains why environmental issues 

come to the fore in given societal agendas. The thesis follows similar lines along trying to 

understand how stakeholders calibrate MSP, how they understand it and how they 

respond. This section tries to understand the coherent body of thinking around 

Government's agenda for MSP.

One of the key issues to address is why 'planning' has been identified as a way to manage 

the seas, and why it has not, for example, taken the outright form of resource management 

by extending the current licensing system. By looking to the origins and the strands of 

various planning discourses, it is clear that planning means a variety of things to a variety of 

people. It was noted earlier that terrestrial land use planning came from a particular social 

response at a particular time. Davoudi (2000) usefully illustrates that terrestrial planning 

discourse emerged as:

"(...) a series of radical, reformist ideas about changing and improving the city. Its 

impetus came out of concerns about the late nineteenth century industrialization 

and rapid urbanization"

(Davoudi, 2000, p.124)

However, not everyone may have agreed with this interpretation, and for some it may have 

meant it was an inappropriate intervention into their private property rights, others may 

have welcomed it as a much needed solution to health problems, and others may have
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viewed it as an economic kick start to rebuilding after World War II. It is asserted here that 

MSP is no different. Consequently, a number of strands of planning discourse and 

associated ideologies have been identified throughout terrestrial planning history. 

McAuslan (1980) envisaged planning law as consisting of three different ideologies in the 

form of how planning exists, not from just one philosophy, but from three distinct and 

competing ideologies:

• The law exists and should be used to protect private property rights and its 

institutions, the traditional common law approach to the role of law,

• The law exists and should be used to advance the public interest, the public 

administration and planning approach to the role of law; and

• The law exists and should be used to advance the cause of public participation, the 

radical or populist approach to the role of law.

(Adapted from McAuslan, 1980, pg. 2)

These three ideologies therefore may be read as follows: stakeholder engagement was 

advanced as a radical movement, the public interest of planning was visionary, and 

property rights were a safeguarded area within planning. McAuslan (1980) said that each of 

the three ideologies were competing, and though today they may be blurred and not seem 

so clear cut in practice, there are nuances in McAuslan's ideologies. There is another layer 

of complexity to McAuslan's planning ideologies, especially with regards to engagement, 

viewing it as either a procedural or a substantive activity (as discussed in chapter three). 

When viewed procedurally, stakeholder engagement means creating more opportunities 

for lay persons to get involved in decision making around LUP. However, when stakeholder 

engagement is viewed as a substantive issue, this takes in the 'alternative society' 

(McAuslan, 1980, p. 6). Engagement is therefore not just about creating more opportunities 

for lay involvement in policy processes, but it is about creating new structures and 

processes of Government which deliberately and significantly alter the balance between the 

stakeholders and the Government. It is in consideration of the discourse of this planning 

ideology and the substantive view of engagement that stakeholder engagement in MSP 

should be understood. It seems clear that Government have adopted a procedural 

discourse to stakeholder engagement in MSP. The commitment is there to procedurally get
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stakeholders involved, but substantively the drive and concern for stakeholders really 

having a chance to alter the balance of the amount of control that Government have over 

the process is not present. Though it is not disputed that Government should not be the 

lead in MSP, it is clear that stakeholders do not currently have a substantive role to play in 

the process.

A much more contemporary discourse of planning ideologies by Davoudi (2000, p.126) 

reveals two more alternative ways of viewing planning, characterized as "the twin faces of 

planning". Her analysis is chosen here, amongst others, for in-depth discussion because of 

its links to sustainable development.

Some of the key implications of the changing paradigm of planning may be highlighted as 

follows. Davoudi (2000) noted that the regulatory face of planning has become most 

dominant and Hague (1996) considers planners to have become 'information deficit'. 

Consequently, planners have been described as having lost their ability to influence the 

process of urban change, one of the original purposes of planning (as noted by Healey, 

1997). Paralleled to MSP, Government and market forces have been the main influence 

driving MSP; the overall strategy has not been led by planners, as there appears to be 

minimal visionary or planning activity associated with MSP (perhaps the only influence from 

planners may have been in preparation of the Marine Spatial Planning Pilot in the Irish Sea, 

MSPP 2006). It is Government who are leading the way forward; planners are playing catch 

up and trying to figure out what it all means. Planners do not seem to be influencing MSP in 

any significant or meaningful way. It becomes clear that this discussion alludes to the 

multiple discourses around the meaning of planning.

It has been made clear that there are potentially several different ways of decoding the 

discourse around MSP. The point is that a 'planning' discourse has been adopted to portray 

reform and vision, in aligning with the ideas of the early emergence of planning as a "series 

of radical and reformist ideas" (Davoudi, 2000, p.124). These same ideas, whilst they may 

be pursued to be present in MSP, are not visible. Government have consciously made the 

decision to adopt a planning discourse that portrays all of the reformatory aspects of 

planning, even if it is not present in reality.
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Therefore in looking at the different interpretations of planning, it is possible that 

Government policy for stakeholder engagement in MSP can, be decoded within a discourse 

of either the ideological or the regulatory face of planning. The following table shows the 

key characteristics of the 'twin faces' of the planning system, which may be helpful for 

understanding MSP.

Table 4.1 The Twin Faces of the British Planning System

Ideological face Regulatory face

• Rooted in social purposes and reformist 
ideas of the early twentieth century

• Outcome of the process of

institutionalization and professionalization

• Independent and radical thought • Technical and bureaucratic

• Visionary • Short-termist

• Promotes spatial strategies • Assesses development impact

• Integrated • Sectoral

• Concerned with strategic place-making • Engaged in conflict mediation

• Dominated planning until the mid-1960s • Dominated planning since the 1970s

Source: Davoudi (2000, p. 126)

From the evidence generated in the last section regarding the Government proposals for 

MSP emerging within the discourse of New Labour ideology, and from the literature 

considering MSP, it appears that MSP emerges as aligning with the ideological face of 

planning, in the sense of Government projecting a 'vision' of an independent planning 

system for the sustainable development of the sea. There is continuous inculcation that 

MSP is promoted as something that will be integrated both in planning policies and spatial 

plans, that has a clear spatial planning vision for the marine environment of "clean, healthy, 

safe, productive, biologically diverse oceans and seas" (DEFRA, 2002, 2006, 2007, 2008a, 

2008c, 2009d), and that promotes a spatial strategy of creating a suite of marine plans 

covering all UK waters (DEFRA, 2006). These words may be interpreted as more of a mantra 

than a strategic spatial planning vision for MSP. The words sound promising and full of
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assurance, but unfortunately when considered beyond face value there is no impression of 

spatiality, forward looking, integration or planning direction, other than to the condition 

that the seas should reach.

In reality, it seems, referring to the above classification, that MSP is actually more 

accurately framed within the regulatory face of planning. MSP proposals, especially noted 

with the consultation documents, have emerged from a technocratic and scientific system 

of Government experts, who will act as the protagonists of stakeholder engagement. As 

Lloyd and Peel (2009) note, there is an intricate threading of technocratic and democratic 

ambitions reflected in New Labour. MSP has emerged as showing all the signs of the 

regulatory face of planning, since it seems to be the norm that an initiative is announced, 

then there is a period of consultation in the form of information provision, explaining what 

MSP is, and then there is a period of stakeholders putting their views across, but not in the 

form of two way exchange. It is difficult to firmly say that the process is truely deliberative, 

it is made to look like it is on paper, but it is different in practice. This seems to be a far cry 

from the emergence of terrestrial planning, once described as being rooted in social 

purpose and that echoed the idea that planning was a reformist movement representing 

radical and independent thought. Arguably the ideological face still drives many of the 

theoretical arguments concerning what planning should be about.

While the early literature may have described MSP as innovative and visionary (Tydesley & 

Hunt, 2003; Hugget et al 2003; Peel & Lloyd, 2004; Claydon 2006; MSPP, 2006), the more 

that MSP becomes reality it unfortunately becomes more regulatory, technical, scientific 

and, ultimately less visionary. It emerges as being steeped in deep professionalization and 

institutionalisation. Already forthcoming plans and policies will be subject to rigorous 

technical assessments such as Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA), Environmental Impact 

Assessments (EIA), Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Sustainability Appraisal 

(SA) to name but a few. Whilst it is not disputed that such assessments are crucial, they are 

technical and objective exercises, and so whilst the system is still relatively embryonic, such 

processes could especially, potentially stifle any creativity for developing a holistic and 

visionary approach to MSP, and specifically to stakeholder engagement.
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4.6 Consideration of Sustainable Development

The general objective of MSP has been stated as contributing to the achievement of 

sustainable development, and while it creates a mechanism for the Secretary of State to 

elaborate on this, it is recognised that sustainability tends to foster deficits between well 

intentioned strategic principles and day-to-day implementation decisions (Cowell & Owens, 

2002; Gunder 2006). Additionally it is recognised that it is notoriously open to a variety of 

confusing and vague interpretations (O'Riordan & Voisey, 1998; Cowell & Owens, 2002). 

Alexander (2008) notes that, 'some question (sustainable development) as a concept'. 

Others, McDonald, 1996; Marcuse, 1998; Briassoulis, 1999; Haugton, 1999; Davoudi, 2000, 

see it as 'objectionable'. Gunder (2006) notes that:

"(...) the definition of sustainability can be and often has been deployed selectively 

by planners or politicians as a materialization of dominant institutional ideologies 

supportive of growth and capital accumulation that maintains the existing status 

quo of class inequalities, with limited regards to the environment"

Additionally,

(Gunder, 2006, p.209)

"(...) it is often deployed simply to further the interests of the entrepreneurial 

supportive state rather than the environment"

(Gunder, 2006, p. 11)

Others view sustainability as part of a much wider analysis, such as Basiago (1995, pp. 4), 

who notes that the sustainability concept is spoken of in reverence, as if it were a new 

emancipating philosophy. Similarly Lovelock (1992), a Gaian theorist, regarded self

regeneration to be at the heart of sustainability, since he considered the earth to be a self

regulating organism with capacity to adjust its life-support process.

More pragmatically O'Riordan and Vaisey (1998, p.3), inter alia, note that there is no clearly 

established definition of sustainable development. The most widely accepted definition
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appears to be the Bruntland Commission's definition87. Interestingly Pezzoli (1997, p.555) 

attempted to define sustainability in terms of the "domains of sustainability"88 in an 

attempt to provide a more concrete definition. O'Riordan and Voisey (1998) note that 

sustainability is like democracy and justice, a moral idea, a universally acknowledged goal to 

strive for, but yet because of the difficulty and vagueness attached to it no one is prepared 

to fundamentally challenge its precepts.

The ambiguity over the definition presents bigger challenges for MSP and stakeholder 

engagement. Namely, whilst sustainable development is said to be the guiding principle for 

MSP, in that it seems to have been conveniently tagged on to give MSP a purpose that no 

one can disagree with or interrogate. As noted, there are distinct ways in which sustainable 

development is conceptualised. Depending on how sustainable development is to be 

interpreted or decoded will have repercussions on the effectiveness and efficiency on MSP 

and consequently the model of stakeholder engagement that is promoted to most 

effectively contribute to achieving sustainable development. Since it is unclear how 

sustainability can be defined, and because it has not been explicitly defined in any MSP 

policy, it is a term that is left wide open to interpretation, as we will see played out in the 

empirical research in the next chapter, and therefore in relation to sustainable 

development acting as a guiding principle or a vision for MSP, it seems to stand for the goal 

to which stakeholders can come to a consensus on in MSP. This is entirely unrealistic as 

there is no indication on what is meant by sustainable development in MSP and therefore it 

does not act as a suitable vision for MSP.

In attempting to pin down more of a definitive discourse in relation to sustainable 

development and its relation to stakeholder engagement in MSP, O'Riordan and Voisey 

(1998, pp.9-24) note five possible discourses of sustainability, the Ecological Perspective, 

the Economic Perspective, the Political Science Perspective, the Ethical Discourse and the

87 The Bruntland Commission definition of sustainable development is cited as "development that 
meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their 
own needs", World Commission on Environment and Development (1987) Our Common Future, 
Oxford University Press, Oxford (p. 8)
88 Pezzoli's (1997) "domains of sustainability" consists of three arms, the legal and institutional 
domain (consisting of managerialism, strategic planning, integrated policy structures, imaginative 
regulation), cultural and civil society domain (consisting of intrinsic rights, civil rights, empowerment 
and direct action, and the technology and economy domain (consisting of ecoefficiency and clean 
technology, decoupled growth and consumption green accounting and tax reform)
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Planning Perspective. Without duplicating all of the text it is satisfactory to summarise 

them as follows:
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Table 4.2 The Five Discourses of Sustainability

Discourse of Sustainability Defining Characteristics

The Ecological Perspective The "natural" resilience of an ecosystem is unknown and unpredictable.There may or may not be 
resilience. If there is it could be enhanced by the caring hand of human kind. We can not be sure. 
Adaptive and responsive management pursued

The Economic Perspective A sustainable economy - sound money, low inflation, manageable borrowing, contributes to 
wealth creation and job formation. Purely economic sector, not environment.

The Political Science Perspective Democratic paradox, an assumption that any shift away from non-sustainability will become losers 
unless compensated. Needs to be reconstructed democracy where powerful give up their influence 
for the greater good - illustrated by the four stages of sustainability

The Ethical Discourse 2 principles stewardship - application of management to ensure health, resilience and capacity to 
regenerate and precaution where most damaging outcome is avoided by proactive mitigation

The Planning Perspective Planners adopt spatial futurity in their structure and strategic plans, but do not use them in a 
stewardship or precautionary manner, failure of their training, but an institutional failure. Planners 
lack a political punch.

Source: O'Riordan and Voisey (1998, pp. 9-24)
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It is clear from the table that sustainability has a wide range of interpretations which also 

highlights the differential power and growing chasms in the rates of growth and wealth 

accumulation. Voisey and O'Riordan (1998) remind that these various interpretations are 

symbolised in intellectual discourses, in science and in coalitions of new governance, and in 

various other guises. The main point to make from the table above is that MSP has been 

identified as a way of managing the seas for the purposes of sustainable development. 

Within these discourses the economic perspective may be aligned with the emerging 

system, the planning discourse is interpreted in a negative way, where it is noted that 

planners lack political punch, and this has already been noted. It seems that the Ethical 

Discourse may be the direction that we should perhaps be moving in, if sustainable 

development is to be read within the course of Risk Society. There is a variety of things that 

sustainable development can mean, and there has been very little guidance from 

Government on how we should interpret sustainable development.

Perhaps more commonly in the literature related to other planning discourses (such as 

Rydin's (2003) discourses around communicative, economic or scientific rationalities), 

sustainability is highlighted as being categorized into two distinctive groups 'Risk Society' 

and 'Ecological Modernisation' (Davoudi, 2000; Ross, 2009). Careful consideration should 

be paid as to how the MSP objectives could potentially be aligned within these different 

interpretations of sustainability. Blowers authentically captures these two terms succinctly:

"One discourse draws on the ideology of ecological modernisation; the other is 

based on risk society theory. They reflect the underlying conflicts between those 

who believe that society can achieve sustainability without seriously impeding 

economic growth, and those who argue that society cannot achieve sustainability 

unless alternative modes of production compatible with their social forms are 

pursued."

(Blowers, 1997)
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Davoudi (2000) provides a detailed insight and history into the origins of ecological 

modernisation and risk society without the need for duplication here89, except to say that 

risk society theory suggests that there is irreconcilable conflict between economic growth 

and environmental limits90. It is a more radical and moral approach to sustainable 

development, with the environmental protection of ecosystems taking priority. Risk society 

emphasizes the need for greater democracy and a fundamental social transformation 

(Davoudi, 2000; Harrison & Burgess, 1994). Davoudi (2000) notes that risk society calls for a 

new social relationship between the individual and the state and between state and society, 

and this is poignant for the subject matter of stakeholder engagement in MSP.

Ecological modernisation suggests that the state has an enabling role facilitating market 

operation, aligned with the work of Blowers et al, (2009), it accepts the status quo, and 

provides a technocratic regulatory framework within which environmental standards and 

criteria can be set up to mitigate developmental impacts (Davoudi, 2000, p. 129). This 

approach sees no conflict between economy and environment; it relies on science and 

technology for addressing environmental limits. It highlights that the state can be traded off 

against other goods in ecological modernization, and the state facilitates market forces 

within a regulatory framework. Barry and Paterson (2004) see state -supported 

technological innovation as essential to attracting foreign investment to drive economic 

growth, whereas Beck (1992, 1998) views the development of modern technologies as the 

cause of risk to ecosystems. Spaargaren and Mol (1990) and Hajer (1995) write that 

ecological modernization may be characterized as the consideration of environmental 

problems and solutions in which economic growth and resolution of environmental 

problems can be reconciled. Hence as Stevenson (2009) points out in her research, 

renewable energy is a planning issue to be tackled in balancing economies and environment 

through the traditional planning paradigm of development versus environment, and again 

this resonates with this research.

It is clear when reading the literature and from the evidence above, and to follow, that MSP 

may be considered to be theoretically, at least, emerging within the ecological 

modernization approach to sustainable development.

See Davoudi (2000) the twin discourses of sustainability, pp. 128-130 
90 Beck (1998, p. 26) an advocate of risk society notes that "environmental risks are produced 
industrially externalised economically, individualised judicially, legitimised scientifically and 
minimised politically".
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While Blowers (1997) may argue that risk society may be a utopian and idealistic approach 

highlighting the social consequences of technological changes, and that it offers little 

solution beyond the quest of a new enlightenment, he stresses that ecological 

modernization is a pragmatic and seemingly rational and realistic approach which offers a 

fairly clear direction. Nevertheless Beck (1998) argues that if global environmental changes 

are to be believed, ecological modernization will fail to provide a solution beyond its 

mitigating attempts in "indulgence in cosmetic ecology on a grand scale" (Beck, 1998, p. 

26).

Risk society sustainability imposes a duty on everyone to protect and restore the integrity 

of the earth's ecological systems. Wackneragnel and Rees (1996) stress that alternative 

solutions are not so far away, and with ecological sustainability as its normative core, 

sustainable development has the capacity to provide the necessary boundaries for the 

difficult decisions facing the world today. Ross (2009) suggests that within interpretations of 

sustainable development a 'new ethic' is needed to support the ecological carrying capacity 

of the earth, and that one way of obtaining sustainability is a legal principle. It may well be 

possible to propose something similar like a new legal or a new cultural ethic for the sea.

In viewing how MSP may be characterised in typical sustainability discourses, Ross (2009) 

notes that as well as having various approaches to viewing sustainability, and the many 

different interpretations, there are also weak and strong notions of sustainability. By 

viewing sustainability as either weak or strong helps us to further understand and 

determine the way in which stakeholder engagement is framed within MSP. Ross (2009) 

notes the history of sustainability within the UK as having links to marketization and 

competitiveness and producing weak interpretations of sustainability. To illustrate this, 

Jordan and O'Riordan's (1993) produced four different interpretations of sustainability, 

highlighting very weak sustainability, weak sustainability, strong sustainability and very 

strong sustainability, which were then characterised around the discourses of: 

Environmental and Economic Policies, Public Awareness and Public Discourse. The latter 

two are most revealing around notions of stakeholder engagement.
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Table 4.3 The Four Stages of Sustainability

Environmental Policy Economic Policy Public Awareness Public Discourse

Stage 1: very weak 
sustainability

Lip service to policy 
integration

Minor tinkering with
economic instruments on
a case-by-case basis,
some reinvestment of 
income toward the goal 
of sustainability

Dim awareness and little
media coverage

Corporist discussion 
groups and consultation
exercises

Stage 2: weak 
sustainability

Formal policy integration 
and specific targets, 
backed by new
institutional structures

Substantial restructuring 
of economic incentives, 
large scale reinvestment
of income towards the
goal of sustainability

Wider public education 
involving 'perforated'
classroom walls

Roundtable stakeholder 
group participation and 
legislative surveillance

Stage 3: strong 
sustainability

Binding policy integration 
and strong international 
agreements coupled to 
performance targets and 
indicators

Full valuations of the cost 
of living, green 
accounting, and creation
of 'civic income' for social
use

Curriculum integration
with local educational
initiatives geared to 
communitygrowth

Community involvement 
pairing of initiatives in the 
developed and
developing worlds

Stage 4: very strong 
sustainability

Strong international 
conventions , national 
duties of care, and 
statutory cultural
support

Formal shift to
sustainability accounting, 
locally, nationally, and 
internationally

Comprehensive cultural 
shift coupled with 
technological and
innovation and new
community structures

Community led initiatives
become the norm

Source: Jordan and O'Riordan, (1993, p.186)
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From the evidence already gathered in the course of the thesis, it can further be elaborated 

that the UK approach to MSP appears to be based around weak notions of sustainability, 

which in this instance can be directly read in terms of stakeholder engagement. Whilst it is 

acknowledged that it cannot be automatically assumed that weak sustainability means poor 

engagement, it is plausible that there may be scenarios where there may be weak 

sustainability and good engagement or strong sustainability and poor engagement. 

However referring to the Table 4.5, it is clear that even in weak forms of sustainability, 

there may be roundtable stakeholder groups (perhaps by the Stakeholder Advisory 

Committee as proposed in the Marine Bill, DEFRA, 2009) but this mostly likely will be made 

up of experts, and there is to a small degree of legislative surveillance, as an awareness of 

the public discourse. Presently however, while there are proposals for the SPP for the MPS, 

the UK proposals do not, yet, seem to be initiating many ideas around local level community 

led initiatives that would be most associated with a very strong sense of sustainability.

Whilst there are other examples of community practices that are part of MSP and do aim to 

move into much stronger realms of sustainability, it is possible that more engagement can 

weaken sustainability outcomes, and it is along these lines that it is felt that the UK 

proposals could lead to such a scenario. However, an exception to that is the 'Finding 

Sanctuary' project. One of the four Regional Marine Conservation Zone projects91 it is a four 

year partnership project (which commenced in 2005) and which aims to secure a healthy 

and productive future for the coasts and seas of South West England, by working with 

stakeholders to design MCZs as part of the network of MPAs92 (Finding Sanctuary, 2009). All 

of the projects are working closely with stakeholders on a local level, in which they have 

managed to engage with over 10,000 stakeholders (MCZ project newsletter, 201193). 

Natural England and JNCC are DEFRA's delivery Partners for MCZs, who deliver 

recommendations on the potential MCZ sites. Whilst these projects are not producing 

official guidelines for MCZs; as DEFRA will designate the MCZs, they are contributing to the

91 As well as Net Gain (North Sea), Balanced Seas (inshore and offshore UK waters of the Eastern 
Channel), Irish Sea Conservation Zones
92 The release of the network for MCZs is expected to be announced by DEFRA in late 2012.
93 MCZ Project Newsletter (2011) available at http://incc.defra.gov.uk/page-5726 last accessed on 
01/04/2011
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process by contributing to a new national interactive MCZ map94. These four regional 

projects will deliver their final MCZ reports and recommendations to the Science Advisory 

Panel, Joint Nature Conservation Committee, and Natural England on 31st August 2011. It is 

thus very encouraging to see that stakeholder engagement is starting to take place for MSP 

on a regional scale.

In terms of public awareness, in very weak sustainability there is said to be 'a dim 

awareness and little media coverage' (Jordan & O'Riordan, 1993, pp. 186). While this may 

have been true at the very beginning of MSP, as the Bill progressed through Parliament, 

there was more media coverage. Nevertheless there is still not as much has been received 

on matters around climate change or more recently the economic recession, where a lay 

person would be much more aware of these issues as opposed to MSP or the Marine Act. 

However, again there have been positive movements around trying to change this 

perception and push the public awareness towards stronger notions of sustainability, and 

one example is the WWF 'Across the Waters' Project95. This short project was aimed at 

raising issues and concerns from local stakeholders and to highlight recommendations for 

managing the UK marine environment in cross-border areas. There were three UK cross- 

border areas chosen for the study, the North Channel (Ritchie & Ellis, 2009), the Severn 

Estuary and Bristol Channel (Green & Smith, 2009) and the Solway Firth (Taylor, 2009). The 

project may have been more about raising awareness than creating community led 

initiatives in the public discourse, but it is clear that these reports were produced in 

anticipation of reaching out to audiences beyond academia.

By way of comparison to emerging MSP in UK (excluding Scotland), it is useful to consider 

the discourses emerging from other examples of MSP and stakeholder engagement. The 

next section will look at the 'Scottish model', together with the experiences from the 

'Belgian model' and the 'Australian model' of emerging discourses of stakeholder 

engagement.

94 Available at: http://www.mczmapping.org/ last accessed on 01/04/2011
95 Full title: "Across the Waters. Implementation of the UK Marine and Coastal Act and devolved 
marine legislation: cross border case studies".
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4.7 The Scottish Experience of MSP

Under the Scottish Executive, the Scottish Sustainable Marine Environment Initiative 

(SSMEI) was set up in 2002 to design, produce and run four MSP pilots, to inform the future 

development of a statutory marine planning system in Scotland (SSMEI, 2005, 2007, 2009; 

Donnelly et at, 2009, Feilen; 2006). Each of the pilots, (Firth of Clyde, Sound of Mull, the 

Shetlands and the Berwickshire coast) all had different aims and objectives in what they 

were testing, different scales, locations and different stakeholders.

The Berkwickshire pilot, whilst still in the earliest stages of development, is the only pilot to 

focus directly on community stakeholder engagement. The pilot is being conducted in the 

form of local level community engagement. Unfortunately, the remit of that pilot is to 

study stakeholder engagement in marine management of the coast. It is not concerned with 

MSP perse. Elowever, most positively it aims to promote a model of management in the 

marine environment through enhanced community engagement, by assisting communities 

in adapting to the changing environment. It was envisaged that community stewardship 

would be encouraged through targeted initiatives related to sustainable marine resources 

use including fisheries, harbour management and tourism. The other three pilots look more 

specifically at MSP, and define it as a mechanism to assist the delivery of sustainable 

development and management of resources in the marine environment, much in a similar 

way as the emerging UK objectives. The Firth of Clyde in drawing up their draft plan 

(Donnelly et al, March 2009) did note the use of a consultation workshop which enabled a 

large number of stakeholders to input into the very early stages of setting the strategic 

objectives of the plan, which would feed into the final plan. Interestingly one of the key 

points to arise out of the Shetland Pilot was the generation and use of stakeholder 

generated data which was used to feed into their main objective, the production of a 

'planning atlas' (as a sea-user handbook). It has been reported that this has since been used 

by both developers and the LPA. However, with the pilots come the caveats that they are 

developed and used on a voluntary basis; and there is no statutory obligation to comply 

with the planning outputs.

It is clear to see from the emerging Scottish proposals and model that stakeholder 

engagement seems to be based on Collaborative Planning, where there is an assumption 

that all stakeholders will come together for discussion on how MSP and engagement should

150



proceed. Although Scotland has more early experience of piloting MSP, as yet, there is no 

indication of the role that stakeholders will have in the process of engagement, and indeed 

how much weight is accounted to their perspectives. It is unclear whether it will remain in a 

tokenistic consultative role, or if a much more involved and deliberative role is envisaged. 

However it seems that the Scottish Executive are more advanced and more aggressive than 

their counterparts in terms of piloting MSP using various community initiatives at different 

scales, to see what works well and what does not work so well. However, it is very 

encouraging to see the planning body (SSMEI) working very closely with stakeholders in 

developing a range of options and moving towards marine plans on different scales. It 

would therefore seem that current engagement sits closely within the MSP process based 

on the experience of the 'Scottish Model'.

4.7.1 The Belgian Experience

In illustrating other countries approaches to MSP, the Belgians came up with a particularly 

innovative approach to what they called 'sea orientated planning' (GAUFRE96, 2006) for the 

BPNS (Belgian Part of the North Sea). Even the title shows that the sea, the marine 

environs, is the central concern in this type of planning. The Belgian's recognised the need 

for a spatial vision based on the sea's specific characteristics. It was stated that:

"The BPNS cannot just be seen as an extension of the land. The sea has a unique and 

typical structure and dynamics. It is not a "waste" space for activities that can no 

longer take place on land."

(GUAFRE, 2006, p. 120)

In the development of creating sea orientated planning, the Belgian's implemented a four 

step program, based around developing a spatial vision. The first step was to identify and 

determine key values of the North Sea, upon which each activity and intervention would be 

correlated and tested towards. These key values were identified as value of social well

being, ecology and landscape value and economic value. Secondly, various scenarios of the

96 The GAUFRE project combined four partners in order to collect scientific knowledge about the use 
of the North Sea and their possible effects. The partners were a combination of three research teams 
from the University of Gent (the Maritime Institute, the Renard Centre for Marine Geology and the 
Marine Biology Section) and Ecolas, an environmental consulting group.
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sea were developed for the BPNS. Thirdly, was the formulation of a single vision based on 

merging the different scenarios into one spatial structure plan, where the vision formed the 

foundation for the future management of the BPNS. The fourth step is where the structural 

plan for the BPNS is used to set an example within the international policy context. It was 

stressed that the GAUFRE programme concentrated on the first two steps, but that the last 

two steps required a social balance between the different future visions, due to the fact 

that different users will give more weight to the different key values. They stated that 

balancing the desires of the users was seen as a task for the Government (GAUFRE, 2006).

Figure 4.6 Key Values of the BPNS

VALUE OF 
WELLBEING

Source: Adapted from GAUFRE (2006, p. 127)

Six scenarios were developed and were schematically mapped onto this hexagon model 

(Figure 4.7). Three of the scenarios focused on one of the key values (the Relaxed Sea, the 

Natural Sea, and the Rich Sea) and the remaining three were based on crossovers (the 

Playful Sea, the Mobile Sea, and the Sailing Sea) between two of the key values and may be 

represented as follows:
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Figure 4.7 The Six Scenarios of the BPNS
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Source: Adapted from GAUFRE (2006, p. 129)

The following table details the six scenarios developed for the BPNS. GAUFRE (2006) stated 

that the six scenarios were respectively presented on the six angles of a hexagon. It is noted 

that each scenario has been elaborated to produce relatively extreme and conflicting 

results; the scenarios provide an opportunity to consider the larger and less obvious picture 

that reveal new possibilities and are designed to encourage the development of a policy 

that not only reflects present trends, but also anticipates future movements within the 

North Sea environment.
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Table 4.4 Key Characteristics of the Six Scenarios of the BPNS

Name of Description

Scenario

The Relaxed Envisaged where the coastal zone will be used intensively by coastal

Sea consumers for recreational and tourism purposes but also for marine

induced land development, such as for biopharmaceutical or food and

beverage industries using land based aquaculture.

The Playful Envisaged where the coastline gets a special profile through the

Sea construction of coastal islands, where each island would have a specific

purpose and function. Additionally wind farms can be used to reveal the

underlying sandbank structure and can thus contribute to the seascape.

The Natural Envisaged where the North Sea and coastal zone recover to their natural

Sea character (for example creation of additional tidal gullies) and the

conservation and strengthening of the natural fauna and flora and

ecosystems in the sea, and in the coastal zone will get priority above

economic development possibilities of the BPNS.

The Mobile Envisaged where rotation systems regulate the exploitation of the BPNS.

Sea Fisheries and sand and gravel extraction follow the dynamics of the North

Sea and the exploitation primarily takes place on the upper region of the

sandbanks (where recovery is quickest after perturbation). For generation

of energy this scenario mostly sought after alternative mobile

construction.

The Rich Sea Envisaged where wind farms, fisheries and sand and gravel extraction

take place in exclusive concession zones, where concessionaries bear a

huge responsibility over their "stretch of the sea". Windmill farms are in

this scenario huge parks with distribution of windmills optimizing the

economic rentability.

The Sailing Envisaged where a combined airport-harbour island forms a "hub" in the

Sea transport network of the North Sea. Large cargo ships would not need to

continue further towards the harbours of Zeebrugge, Vlissingen, Gent and

Antwerp. The goods will be transferred to smaller faster coastal transport

ships. The island could also be significant for some other harbours in the

southern bight of the North Sea.

Source: Adapted from GAUFRE (2006, pp. 129-196)
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On reflection of the Belgian model, the six scenarios produced extreme and conflicting 

results, which helped to reveal opportunities to consider the larger picture of sea use 

planning. Just as important, it also looked at new possibilities. The overall aim of modelling 

the scenarios was to encourage the development of a policy that reflects present trends, 

but that also anticipates future activities in the BPNS. The GAUFRE project essentially 

carried out a visioning exercise, which highlighted that MSP (or sea use planning) must have 

an integrated vision of all users, uses and all possible scenarios within the BPNS. They 

stressed that it is not possible to plan with one user in mind. Their approach, modelled on 

the hexagon design stated that the approach for the BPNS should be placed in the middle of 

the hexagon so as to create a complete spatial structural plan, which would then be 

translated into international policy.

The Belgian approach certainly provides an innovate and imaginative visual approach to 

beginning to think about key values and the types of discussions that are needed in order to 

drive more of a sea driven approach and culture to MSP, that importantly in terms of the 

discourse projected, has a spatial planning vision at its centre. The experiences of the 

Belgian approach will be further developed and revived in the conclusion.

4.7.2 The Australian Experience of MSP

Another innovative insight into the planning experiences of Regional Marine Planning came 

from the approach of the Victoria Region of Australia. In 2003 the Australian Conservation 

Foundation produced a policy document called 'Ocean's Eleven' (Smith et al, 2003), which 

outlined various actions and measures needed to make Regional Marine Planning a success. 

One of the recommendations was an eleven step process for ecosystem based regional 

planning. At the centre of the eleven step process, and the genesis of Ocean's Eleven, was 

stakeholder engagement and community education, based around ‘Managing People, Not 

Ecosystems'. The policy pursues a discourse that is heavily marked by community 

engagement and education and reflecting on Australia's diverse population and using them 

for active protection of the sea, rather than political regulation.

Additionally, the Australian approach places emphasis on the involvement of the Indigenous 

Aboriginal people, who view land and sea as inseparable elements of one environment 

(Smith et al, 2003, p. 44). They have a much stronger sense of ownership and stewardship
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with the marine regions, viewing it as 'Sea Country' (National Oceans Office, 2002, p. 3). It is 

highlighted that existing management systems have not accommodated the unique and 

powerful knowledge and connection to the sea that the indigenous communities hold. The 

Indigenous communities face many other major social issues, such as disempowerment and 

inadequate legal rights; however, producing mechanisms for incorporating indigenous 

knowledge, perspectives and engagement in marine planning are an important outcome for 

Australians. It is stressed that they should be able to share their understanding of sea 

country and management approaches with other sectors and communities and 

stakeholders. It is suggested that they become central to community education around the 

values, diversity and sensitivity of marine environments. In Ocean's Eleven, marine planning 

is viewed as seeing the future and acting upon it and should be based on the values of 

natural ecosystems, not sectoral or political influences. Underlying their policy it was stated:

"l/Ve can stop our big blue oceans from going the way of our damaged brown 

land. We can turn our ignorance of the ocean into knowledge and understanding, 

and become stewards of the marine environment, ambassadors for its protection.

But to do so we must move from rhetoric to action."

(Smith et al, 2003, p. 5)

Smith et al (2003) manage to create powerful imagery and a clear message creating a 

central role for stakeholders becoming 'ambassadors' and 'stewards' for the protection of 

the marine environment, along with the Aboriginal historical and powerful intimate 

knowledge of the sea country, helping this process. It is seems clear the Australian 

approach is very much based upon realising the core value of its marine environment is 

around protection, and fitting the process of planning around this.

Whilst there are some interesting results of the SSMEI's work in Scotland in developing a 

'Planning Atlas' for the Shetland Isles to accompany their Marine Plan, there are clearly two 

innovative ideas that can be taken from these two examples from Belgium and Australia in 

moving towards potentially creating a spatial planning vision for UK MSP that is based on 

incorporating stakeholder perspectives into the planning process. Whilst the two 

approaches may conflict in their view of the relationship of land to sea, as the Belgians
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seeing land and sea as separate entities and the Australians viewing land and sea as 

inseparable, there are still valuable lessons.

Firstly, the Belgians promoted the idea of a spatial planning visioning exercise, in 

determining what key values are needed for informing the entire planning process, 

envisaging different scenarios of the sea and subsequently influencing a spatial plan. 

Secondly, the core values seem to emerge from the Australians integration of a cultural 

dimension to the planning process, and encouraging stakeholders to become more like 

stewards for protection is also helpful in creating a vision. It is envisaged that both of these 

ideas would be informed by a much stronger and more robust strategy of stakeholder 

engagement than is currently realised by the UK process. These ideas will be taken forward 

and developed in the course of the thesis.

These examples were used to highlight that other countries' experiences of MSP may be 

underlined by different discourses. It is clear from the insights the different models 

highlight that stakeholder engagement can be carried out in alternative forms, and that 

generally MSP can be much more innovative than the introduction of a regulatory system, 

characteristic of what is coming through from the UK. These examples set a particular 

discourse around stakeholder engagement that seems to reflect the practice of what Baker 

et al (^OlO) call 'Planning through Dialogue' which is described as emerging within the post

modernist principles of spatial planning, that capitalises on the sharing of knowledge and 

community engagement. Looking broader to the UK, it is possible to see how this has been 

played out in the public policy arena, as concepts of traditional governance evolves into 

Third Way politics, which have been embraced by New Labour since 1997 (Coaffee & 

Healey, 2003). It becomes clear that new policies emerging, such as MSP, are tinged with a 

flavour of New Labour, and this contributes to showing that MSP is not as innovative as 

initially was noted, and this is reflected in the model of stakeholder engagement that is 

pursued.

4.8 Conclusion

This chapter set out to make observations on the proposed stakeholder engagement in MSP 

by using a broad range of experiences of Marine and Terrestrial Planning. In addressing the 

second research objective of finding the specific discourses of stakeholder engagement in
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MSP as articulated by Government. A multifaceted approach was taken by firstly noting that 

since the Planning and Compensation Act 2004, as part of the planning reforms, stakeholder 

engagement was enhanced in planning processes. Looking at the proposals for stakeholder 

engagement in MSP policy, it was clear that this was the case and that the Government had 

built in procedures for community engagement in the formation of MSP plans and policies, 

through the requirement for SPP and SCIs. These were critically evaluated as encouraging to 

the engagement process, and it appeared that they were included as part of a statutory 

discourse. Then further evaluating these processes through looking at experiences of them 

in practice in TSP, it was found that whilst they may seem innovative and genuinely seeking 

inclusive stakeholder engagement in the process. However, they were criticised for not 

achieving what they had set out to do, they still had complex language, were poorly 

resourced and were considered bureaucratic as they were tested by an Inspector. It was 

suggested that perhaps something different would be needed for MSP, as on the Regional 

Level engagement is least understood.

The chapter focused on using the terrestrial experiences to map how MSP was emerging in 

the UK as being informed by a New Labour discourse and it was surmised that MSP has 

emerged from an entirely different context from the emergence of LUP, but it was 

promoted as emerging the same way. Then traditional planning discourses were 

investigated beginning with McAuslan's planning ideologies, followed by Davoudi's 

regulatory and ideological faces of planning. Sustainable development played a major part 

in the chapter as it was noted that like the enhanced stakeholder engagement, the reform 

of planning has stated that the purpose of planning is to contribute sustainable 

development. Discourses of sustainability were then investigated in terms of Risk Society 

and Ecological Modernization. MSP was found to be projected as Risk Society, but in reality 

it was more closely aligned with Ecological Modernization. Finally it was pursued that 

sustainability can be read within discourses of strong and weak notions, and again the MSP 

proposals were investigated in relation to these discourses.

Then international examples of planning were investigated in terms of their various 

discourses in addressing how they have modelled their systems of MSP. Examples of the 

Scottish MSP pilots were highlighted for their proposals for engagement, and while it was 

noted that they do seem to be acknowledging the need for stakeholder engagement in 

terms of what it can achieve (for example an innovative 'sea planning atlas' was the
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outcome of stakeholder engagement in the Shetlands), the overall approach to engagement 

still relied on Collaborative Planning. The Belgian model was praised for its innovative 

spatial visioning based around core values of the BPNS. It was also explored in terms of 

their recognition for a spatial vision for 'sea orientated planning', showing that their entire 

outlook on MSP is innovative and imaginative, and conceptualising different scenarios for 

the sea. Additionally the Australian example raised another innovative insight into a 

planning vision from Ocean's Eleven. The Australian model was praised for its genuine 

culture change to stakeholder engagement with their ideas around managing people not 

ecosystems and visualising a central role for stakeholders in regional marine planning as 

'sea ambassadors' for the protection of the sea.

This chapter dealt with why planning has been identified as the way of managing the sea, 

and investigated several planning discourses in uncovering how MSP emerges. Government 

could have chosen a system of resource management by extending the licensing system, 

but instead it has opted for a planning system. Within the discussion of the discourses of 

planning, illustrated by the twin faces of planning, the ideological and regulatory, and 

within the consideration of the interpretations of sustainable development in ecological 

modernisation and risk society, it is made very clear that the terms planning and the goal 

sustainable development are ambiguous. Yet, for Government this is convenient as there 

are a variety of interpretations and meanings that this can mean, and can ultimately affect 

how stakeholder engagement is rolled out in terms of the contribution to sustainable 

development.

It was found that while planning may be applied, the form of planning that is associated 

with MSP is dominated by market orientation and other such themes arising from the New 

Labour discourse, and the discourses associated with weak notions of sustainability, which 

is reflective of planning, generally, in the UK today. Planning in this sense is not interpreted 

in its original form that was most associated with the emergence of land use planning, of a 

visionary and reformist social concept. It seems accessible and appropriate for Government 

to introduce a planning system to the sea, which on the surface looks as if it is evoked and 

decoded as a truly reformist vision system, but because of the range of interpretations that 

planning can mean, the market orientation aspect is seemly downplayed, which is fitting for 

Government's interpretation of planning.
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Taking all the evidence together in this chapter, the literature seems to suggest that in 

understanding the discourse of stakeholder engagement in MSP, it is pursued as entirely 

fitting and appropriate on the surface. This is because there are many laudable features of 

the SPP and SCI. However, in unpeeling the layers using a mixture of terrestrial and marine 

planning discourses, it was unclear to what an extent these mechanisms would truly be 

used in allowing stakeholders to substantively shape MSP policy. Again it came through 

clearly that because of the critique of the terrestrial mechanisms being applied to MSP; 

stakeholder engagement did seem to be for legitimisation. When looking at the themes of 

New Labour, Blower's (2009) work was crucial in informing the shift back to a more 

centralised form of engagement. It was noted how this trend is being played out in regional 

planning with the example of the EiP, with only selected representations being examined, 

and with the more recent example of the IPC. Both show the removal of adversarial 

disputes, which may be read as a New Labour discourse in avoiding the need for contest 

and confrontation, and ultimately reducing the need for stakeholder deliberation, since 

public consultation seems to be interpreted by Government as suffice for inclusive 

stakeholder engagement, as stakeholders do not need to come into contact, and as many 

stakeholders as possible can be invited to submit a representation. That is the context of 

stakeholder engagement in the UK today and hence it has set the tone for engagement in 

MSP, which has been reflected in the proposals. While the stakeholder engagement may 

be fully inclusive and progressive in terms of mechanisms, using the planning discourses 

allows us to see how and why stakeholder engagement, and MSP, more generally, has 

emerged as it has.

To sum up, reflecting on the stakeholder engagement proposals for MSP, it would seem 

currently that they have a weak role to play in meeting the MSP objective of sustainable 

development, as it has been set up in a rather naive way, almost in over anticipating what 

can be achieved by stakeholder engagement. There appears to be no explanation of why 

the mechanisms of SCI and SPP have been brought into the policy process for MSP, what 

they will achieve, how they are to be somehow tested, and if there are other alternatives. 

The process of stakeholder engagement in MSP therefore seems to be built around using an 

'off-the-shelf standard simplistic approach that has evolved for terrestrial engagement, and 

that is being made to fit to a new planning arena, the sea, which is backed up and further 

legitimised with some vague objectives of sustainable development, but which is noted as 

being applied in a weak notion. This chapter suggests that the emerging model of
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stakeholder engagement does not seem suitable for meeting MSP's objective of sustainable 

development. The underpinning of terrestrial discourses clearly show that no nuance has 

been made to address the fact that this is an entirely different subject matter for planning, 

and no ultimate goal or purpose has been established for MSP, in terms of what is exactly 

meant by sustainable development for the sea. The role of stakeholder engagement within 

MSP appears to be underplayed in the development of the policy process.

To move forward, this chapter has evolved around a practical discussion that shows there is 

scope and need for a more empathetic way of understanding stakeholders in MSP beyond 

statutory engagement boundaries. The discussion has until now been very much based on 

what has emerged from the literature. In moving to the next chapter, instead of focusing 

purely on the literature as a stand-alone argument for a supposed weak system of 

stakeholder engagement, it is suggested that a way of looking at the issue of engagement is 

through an in-depth policy critique using Rhetorical Analysis to provide an understanding of 

Government's articulation of the discourse of stakeholder engagement in MSP.
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CHAPTER 5 Rhetorical Analysis of 

Government MSP Policy Documents
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CHAPTER 5 - RHETORICAL ANALYSIS OF GOVERNMENT MSP POLICY DOCUMENTS

5.0 Synopsis: This chapter builds on and uses the theoretical findings from the last two 

chapters and continues to examine the discourse of stakeholder engagement in MSP as 

articulated by Government. This chapter marks the beginning of the empirical research 

phase by critically analysing a series of Government Policy documents for MSP by using the 

analytical tool of Rhetorical Analysis. This tool gives an insight by way of in-depth policy 

critique to highlight the particular discourses and ideologies behind Government's proposals 

to stakeholder engagement in MSP.

5. 1 Introduction

This chapter makes use of the interpretative tool of Rhetorical Analysis which allows us to 

provide an understanding of Government's articulation of the discourse of stakeholder 

engagement in MSP. This approach illustrates a particular discourse which can be used to 

point towards tensions that Government's proposals may raise for stakeholders. As it will 

be shown in this chapter, the Government's discourse is depicted as being underlined by 

New Labour rationality and it is highlighted that this may have consequences for the model 

of stakeholder engagement that is consequently rolled out. Government's position on 

stakeholder engagement in MSP is highlighted quite clearly throughout the Rhetorical 

Analysis as entirely unproblematic.

5. 1. 1 Policy Critique through Rhetorical Analysis

Rhetorical Analysis is pursued in this chapter as a tool that allows us to get to the true MSP 

policy intentions from a Government perspective. The policy critique also helps to underline 

how New Labour thinking can be traced throughout key Government policy documents on 

MSP. Further evidence is generated through the Rhetorical Analysis that demonstrates that 

Government is naively promising a stakeholder engagement strategy that is suitable for 

MSP. Coincidentally, the agenda is aligned with Government's policy making agenda of 

market driven environmental sustainability. In terms of the achievement of the research 

goals for this chapter and the overall thesis, the policy critique offers a further
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understanding, beyond what the literature alone offers, regarding the rationale of MSP and 

secondly, it contributes to how the discourse of stakeholder engagement has been 

articulated by Government in addressing the second research statement.

In using rhetorical analysis, Rydin (2003) says that rationality and discourse claims can be 

seen as a way of disguising the lack of legitimate claims of planning and can locate problems 

in the lack of transparency and openness of State planning processes. It has been claimed, 

based on the literature, that the proposed stakeholder engagement process is framed as a 

discourse of legitimitization. The Rhetorical Analysis provides the evidence to this claim. 

Examining discourse is therefore useful and in keeping with the ethos of the thesis as it can 

help to highlight conflicts and consensus. Rydin emphasizes the importance of this point:

"Discourse does not just mediate between interests (...) the existence of conflicts, 

and the potential for consensus are also socially constructed which means that 

discourse is implicated in creating such conflict and consensus."

(Rydin, 2003, p.6)

It is suggested that Government have produced a discourse of an unrefined, rather 

primitive, planning response for MSP, which is based on stakeholders achieving an 

impossible consensus. There is a sense that the bottom line to the engagement proposals is 

that 'early and wide consultation' stands for effective stakeholder engagement, which will 

naturally and effortlessly lead to agreement and consensus. From the evidence so far, there 

appears to be limited opportunities for meaningful and genuine discussion or debate, 

conflict or contest beyond what Government are proposing in line with the terrestrial 

model of engagement, and what can be achieved through public consultation. The gap is 

exposed therefore, that while Government may be using the same language and 

expressions that are used for engagement in TSP, missing from the discussions and 

implementation around engagement, are some of the defining characteristics (noted in the 

third chapter) of a reformatory and visionary leading planning system that is based on social 

transformation and incorporates stakeholder perspectives. Such characteristics would give 

engagement in MSP a deeper, more meaningful and legitimate purpose, than just carrying 

out stakeholder engagement for the sake of stakeholder engagement, and would eventually 

lead to a much more forceful push towards stronger notions of sustainable development.
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5.1.2 Understanding Rhetorical Analysis

The Rhetorical Analysis makes an important contribution to the overall research design 

because it marks the beginning of the critical analysis phase and examination of how the 

principles of engaging in MSP have been constructed in terms of meeting a set of 

Government objectives. Rhetorical Analysis is an effective device when undertaking in- 

depth policy critiques. Championed by Rydin (2003), Barry et al (2008), Hauser (2002), 

Rhetorical Analysis allows for a much deeper understanding of positions in learning how 

policy is constructed, legitimised and justified97. Rydin (2003) notes the strength of the 

analysis is not just in the understanding of the deeper arguments being articulated, but also 

in understanding the institutional context that the arguments are used in. This method was 

selected as it was suitable for in-depth exploratory examination into a new policy regime.

Having justified and explained the methodology in full in chapter two, a brief overview of its 

operation is provided here. A selection of key policy texts have been sampled and closely 

analysed in order to establish prominent discourses as implicit or explicit arguments (Billig, 

1987), and where rhetorical devices are found in the text makes these arguments more or 

less effective (Rydin, 2003). The key tools needed for analysing the text are called rhetorical 

devices, also known as 'tropes' (incorporating logos, ethos and pathos98). These devices 

persuade the listener to accept the argument presented. The rhetoric is related to 

persuasion and in this case it is in justifying the engagement process, which may be 

underlined by Collaborative Planning and linked to the rationality of New Labour.

5.1.3 Documents subject to rhetorical analysis

Three official MSP policy documents have been selected for interrogation by rhetorical 

analysis. These texts have been analysed in order to establish key discourses of 

Government's model of stakeholder engagement in their formulation of MSP policy. The 

process of subjecting the texts to the analysis forms the basis of an argument that 

Government's proposals for MSP are suggestive of an entirely unproblematic system of

97 Barry et al (2008) explain that Rhetorical Analysis is related to discourse analysis and that the 
terms can be used interchangeably. Fischer (2000) and Hajer (1995) provide examples of 
environmental policy related examples of discourse analysis.
98Not all the rhetorical devices (as depicted on page 39) may appear within the rhetorical line or 
within the analysis
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stakeholder engagement which will, on the surface, meet the MSP objectives of sustainable 

development. In a much broader sense, the analysis of the texts contributes to constructing 

some of the larger themes underlying MSP located within understanding views of marine 

governance, and this is closely linked to New Labour. These texts were selected as they 

represent seminal moments in the progress of MSP. It is clear to see that each of the texts 

may be located within specific points of the development of the Marine and Coastal Access 

Act", firstly the White Paper, a Policy Statement and then a policy update, each providing 

slightly more detail leading to the progression of the Act receiving Royal Assent in 

November 2009.

The first text chosen for Rhetorical Analysis is 'A Sea Change. A Marine Bill White Paper' 

(DEFRA, March 2008); it is presented as one of the most comprehensive documents of the 

policy proposals and explains, inter alia, why new marine legislation is needed. The target 

audience for the White Paper would have been interested stakeholders and statutory 

consultees. The White Paper claims to help achieve a legal and management framework for 

seas, fit for the twenty-first century by setting out the Government's intention for the scope 

and content of the Marine Bill.

The second text was ‘Our Seas - A Shared Resource High Level Marine Objectives' (HMLOs) 

(DEFRA, March 2009). Developed jointly between the four devolved administrations of the 

UK, it underpins the development of the Marine Policy Statement (MPS), which sets out 

Government priorities to contribute to achievement of sustainable development in the UK 

marine area. The proposed target audience would have been high level members of the 

devolved administrations and key marine sectors.

The final text was the ‘Marine and Coastal Access Bill Policy Document (DEFRA, July 2009), 

the most recent policy update before the Bill received Royal Assent. This set out the 

rationale behind the Bill, the progress made and provided detail on each of the eleven parts 

of the Bill. Within this document the audience would have been more focused on specific 

MPs and their local constituents.

Rhetorical Analysis is also useful as a tool because it is can be used to map out the story-line 

of the development of MSP, how the policy has progressed, from what political direction

See appendices relating to the progression of the Marine Bill to Royal Assent
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and where it is going. All of these issues may be addressed by setting the Rhetorical Analysis 

within a context of understanding a certain form of marine governance that is influenced 

and motivated by the ideology of the New Labour Government, as highlighted in the 

previous chapter. Since all three documents are discussing MSP primarily in terms of how 

the policy process is to be conducted, it is recognised that the substantive planning goals 

and aspirations are clearly under-emphasised. In commonality, all three texts are 

underlined by a discourse of a weak notion of sustainable development. It is proposed here 

that rather than analysing the texts as explicitly (and only) as underlined by a scientific, 

economic, or communicative rationality, as often cited in the literature around Rhetorical 

Analysis (Rydin, 2003), it makes more sense in this instance to trace MSP as emerging from 

the 'rationality of New Labour'. This will help to set up the understanding of the macro 

approach to MSP as part of 'modernizing the state' agenda, which is linked to an ecological 

modernization approach to sustainability. Finlayson (2003) noted that it is through rhetoric 

that New Labour is presented as a political position that will be good for people; achieved 

through association with positive ends and characteristics. When it comes to the analysis 

this message certainly seems to be emphasised in all three of the documents.

5.1.4 Presentation of the Rhetorical Analysis

Each of the texts shall be presented using a 'rhetorical line'100, the standard format for 

illustrating rhetorical analysis, followed by a short table illustrating the rhetorical tropes101 

particular to that text, used as evidence to support the argument. A commentary follows 

discussing selected quotes from the rhetorical line in providing an overall sense of how the 

argument develops and what this means for addressing the second research objective. 

After all three texts have been discussed, some conclusionary comments will be made in 

terms of what this means for the wider debates on stakeholder engagement in MSP.

100 This is also known as a line of argumentation
101 As presented on Table 2.1 of Chapter two. It is important to note that every Rhetorical Line may 
not produce each type, or the full suite of Rhetorical Tropes
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Fig ure 5.1 Rhetorical Line and Tropes 1: A Sea Change A Marine Bill White Paper, (DEFRA, March 

2007)

In comtextualising this document, distance is highlighted between land and sea, by stating it as a specialised subject, "Much of what goes on in our seas is not easily observed, and the sea

has not enjoyed as much attention as the land"

I

“Our seas contain up to half of the UK's biodiversity, they are one of the most biologically productive marine areas in the world"

I
Yet, it is nothing to be worried about as government have got a handle on it: “We are confident this White Paper will help us to achieve (...) our seas fit for the 21st Century (...)

The devolved administrations are working together to manage the marine area around the UK in a coherent way”

I

It is (estimated that the economic contribution of marine activities is in the order of £67 billion annually in the UK, other costs are mentioned, but we need the necessary tools to achieve

more

I

Complimenting this, there is an emphasis on licensing decisions being delivered more quickly but at much less cost

I

"‘Sustainable development is at the heart of our proposals in this White Paper". Sustainability is noted as part of an innovative and productive economy that delivers high leveisof

employment

I
While it may be all about sustainability, it has to be done with haste:“We want to implement each of our proposals swiftly 

Sustainability is at the heart of our proposals'

I
"We have the opportunity to lead the way in Europe, particularly on marine planning". The intention is for a better environment for business of driving forward economic return in

Europe

I
The entire process appears to be about

maximising benefits whilst minimising burdens, reducing costs, “Better regulation promotes efficiency, productivity and value for money".

I
“Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA) focuses on the costs and benefits of the specific proposals that we have.chosen to pursue"

I
'The United Kingdom is surrounded by seas of vital environmental, cultural and economic importance and competing marine industries”

I
We have anticipated future changes such as the growth of marine industries 

I

"We want the planning body to seek the views of stakeholders on the matters that should be included in the plan". Stakeholders should feel privileged as they

have the chance to get involved in deciding on the broad scope of the plan as well as in the later preparation stages

I
"The planning body (the MMO) would seek advice during the planning process from bodes and organisations with specific expertise"

I
"It may be that some elements of this process could be similar to the Examination in Public that takes place on land"

I
This is an approach that is already very familiaron land" There is no need for consideration of a planning system tailored tothe marine environment. It is atried and tested formula
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Rhetorical Tropes 1

Metaphors The fight against climate change is like a war

Synecdoche Half of the UK's biodiversity

Metonymy Expert discourse

Logos Our seas. Our oceans, shared approach

Ethos Controlling, expert, professional- leadership, future focussed

Form of Closure Rolling out of the process is simple, it is already practised on land

5.2 Discussion of A Sea Change A Marine Bill White Paper

The general picture that comes from this particular rhetorical line is, bearing in mind that it 

is a White Paper, and at a relatively early stage of the policy process, this document 

primarily establishes the early general principles of MSP and provides some of the early 

evolving detail around stakeholder engagement. As a key stakeholder leading the process, 

the Government's confidence in the forthcoming process is notable in this document. In this 

format, it is portrayed that because of such Government confidence, it removes the need 

for debate and challenge to the process very early on in the discussions. The issues have 

already been predetermined and set in place by Government. Dually this could mean 

Government either downplaying the existence of contest amongst stakeholders and 

competing marine interests and industries, or playing up and encouraging the potential, 

and appropriateness, of the need to arrive at consensus in the policy process (Rydin 2003, 

P-8).

Capturing the relatively early stage of the policy, the pathos, the mood music used in the 

text, is geared towards a certain type of stakeholder audience. In this text it is considered 

that the stakeholders engaging will be top Government, but also those engaged 

environmental and economic interests, since it relates to the experts in the marine field. 

The type of evidence brought forward in the logos is written with that in mind. 

Consequently, the sea is viewed as entirely separated from the land, it is portrayed as a
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specialised area of expertise, in driving forward EU policy objectives, yet some principles 

and policies are so closely connected to TSP. Focus is therefore placed on using expert tools, 

such as Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA) and Regression Analysis (RA) in anticipating 

future growth, and they are envisaged as tools that only experts can grasp.

More distance is created between land and sea, as it is suggested that what goes on in the 

sea may only be observed by scientists, with their scientific equipment, techniques and 

expertise, marked here by the metonymy of, 'not easily observed'. Planning attention has, 

until now, been directed solely on the land, and so there seems to be emphasis on how 

much is still not known about the sea, as there is known about the land. It is phrased as if it 

is out of the realm of the ordinary lay person to understand planning in the sea, as it is only 

within the realm of experts and Government officials. Expert and elite, may be considered 

as terms of reference closely linked to ecological modernisation. This has an interesting link 

to the idea of stakeholder engagement as an activity of legitimization, but optimising by 

asking for their views on a plan.

Rhetorical Analysis is about revealing the hidden, and in this text there are subtle 

expressions of scientific rationality noted as well as New Labour rationality. The emphasis 

on science may be linked to a broader debate on climate change where poor science, 

representing the 'deniers', is seen as a policy barrier. Government, as key stakeholders, 

driving the process, stress that they are confident that MSP will go some way to fight 

climate change. Therefore the 'fight against climate change' is a very emotive powerful 

metaphor and is evocative of war talk. Consequently, the pathos used creates urgency and 

crisis. Global environmental issues are big news, and so the sense of urgency is particularly 

fitting, as it reinforces the message about the need to save the planet. It additionally serves 

as a reminder that State intervention is needed on a multi-scalar level, in a political sense, in 

fulfilling international and national obligations to combat climate change. Primarily then, 

this crisis is viewed as a scientific issue, which calls for collective and unprecedented action. 

This is interpreted as portraying that those who do not agree are disloyal in some way to 

the process. Additionally, this can also be viewed as a way of reconciling conflict, through a 

call for collective action. This is evidence again of the downplaying of any evidence of 

contest among stakeholders and is indicative of the need for stakeholders to come to a 

consensus in fighting together against climate change.
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Even though there is a fight against climate change, Government stress 'we are confident', 

confident that they will beat climate change. Science is unquestionably accepted as playing 

a central role in specifying problems and Government accepts the claims of science. 

Scientific knowledge and methods are portrayed as helping Government achieve the 

desired sustainable development of seas. The confidence and optimism in the fight against 

climate change and of the White Paper is reminiscent of planning in ecological 

modernisation and New Labour reforms, in terms of modernization and rescaling, making 

everything fit for purpose and efficient, nothing is wasted. Government are confident that 

all the administrations will get (the fight) rectified, this implies that it may be 

unproblematically achieved by reaching consensus between the administrations; but it also 

implies having science that can persuade. In the text the argument is clear, the figures add 

up, they shock, they evoke action and so the power of the evidence based argument, will in 

Government's opinion lead to consensus. As Corbyn (2009) notes, it is easier to find 

examples of Government policies informed by research evidence than based on it, as there 

are some instances where Government have ignored scientific advice, and still claim that 

their policies are evidence based, 'by cloaking policies in science's clothing' (Corbyn, 2009, 

P- 25).

There is powerful logos in the language and imagery of 'our seas' and 'our oceans' is noted 

and most noticeably property rights appear not to be an issue. Importantly the language is 

suggestive of a collective asset implying ownership and dominion. This logos appears to be 

used throughout the discourse. There is synecdoche102 played out in 'half of the UK's 

biodiversity', as it could be taken as implying the whole marine ecosystem, and it implies 

that biologically productive seas and sustainable development are linked to science and 

knowledge. It is clear that science and biodiversity are used to actually shape how 

Government, as stakeholders, are beginning to think about the seas. The language of this 

line, and the next, almost sets the sea up for exploitation. This is marked language of 

ecological modernisation, almost measuring or marking out the seas for exploitation, 

pushing the limits without causing detriment to the environmental capacity, again the idea 

is played out that economy and environment can contently co-exist side by side. Ecological 

modernisation also implies that the environment can be quantified, priced and traded in 

monetary terms (sixty seven billion pounds). This is a visible measure of market

102 Synecdoche - taking part for the whole (Rydin, 2003)

171



performance and prioritisation, hence the many references in the literature surrounding 

MSP, to 'ecosystem goods and services'.

Reference is made to needing the 'necessary tools'. This could be read as either setting up 

environmental constraints in not having full tools to do the job, is this somewhat of a 

scandal? Or needing tools may indicate implying a productively focussed task. Yet because 

the text of this particular discourse is set within New Labour rationality there is an 

optimistic sentiment that there is no problem in completing the task. It almost depoliticises 

the task, which is evidentially bound up in politics.

What also comes through is that science will have a direct impact on the economic 

decisions in licensing, again characteristic of ecological modernisation. Davoudi (2000) 

notes that in ecological modernisation science and economy can all work together 

efficiently. The New Labour rationality stresses the importance of reform, streamlining and 

efficiency. This is evident in wanting to deliver licenses more quickly and at less cost. New 

Labour therefore seeks to maximise with minimal consequence, and this is about improving 

performance and being market responsive. Questions have been raised earlier why all of 

this was not taken forward as extending the licensing system. MSP has always been framed 

as a planning system, because planning is something that people associate with a certain 

identity. Although this system of MSP does not live up to early visionary reformatory 

expectations, it has the familiar language of planning that Government use to show how 

MSP may be underpinned by sustainable development, and provides a certain language 

that other stakeholders can more easily associate with.

Sustainable development is said to be at the heart of the proposals. This is construed 

almost as a romantic discourse. Rydin (2003) points out that often, scientific rationality is 

combined with a romantic discourse as on occasion the rational scientific discourse is no 

longer persuasive, but that is not the case here. The references to sustainability throughout 

all the documents are notoriously ambiguous; the reader may interpret them as they wish, 

there is no clear guidance on how or in what sense it should be understood, or how 

stakeholders may contribute to the achievement of it. As discussed in the previous chapter, 

it is a term steeped by ambiguity and because it is not linked to any specific marine goals 

(even though it is said to be the objective of the Marine Bill), it is a term more often linked 

to land use planning goals, and so it may be widely interpreted by the reader for the marine
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context. The use of the term seems to encompass everything and almost avoids having to 

think about marine specific goals and in that way then it overcomes the potential 

contestation of core values of MSP. Associated with New Labour is the bypassing of 

contestation and an assumption that the reader will read sustainability in the context of the 

marine environment.

There are more references to efficiency, getting the job done efficiently, implementing the 

proposals 'swiftly', again seminal to the New Labour rationality. Science will do everything 

efficiently, and it is reminiscent in linking back to the impending crisis of the fight against 

climate change. In acting 'swiftly', the reader thinks of New Labour's goal of modernisation, 

so that the UK Government can become leaders and champions in Europe in MSP.

It is illustrated that policy instruments (such as policy audits) will lead to better regulation 

and value for money. This may be directly linked to the ecological modernisation argument 

that environment and economy are not in conflict, and where prosperity is essential for 

environmental improvement (and even with the fight against climate change). The 

opportunity is presented here for seeking value for money and driving forward the 

economic return for UK and Europe. It would appear (in this sense) that climate change and 

environmental degradation does not endanger profit margins (Davoudi, 2000).

The core of planning in ecological modernisation and New Labour rationality is played out 

by the aims of the White Paper 'maximum benefits - minimum burdens', targeting the right 

information to the right stakeholders and helping to reduce business costs is key. This relies 

on science to refine production and to achieve better environmental performance. Better 

production means better productivity and value for money, achieved through tools such as 

RIA. Whilst actually an economic tool based on measuring cost-benefits, RIA is steeped in 

technocratic rationality of ecological modernisation and science. RIA is an environmental 

valuation technique that is believed to deliver a successful formulation of sustainable 

development, again proof that science and environment can work together.

The reference to the 'competing marine industries' implies commercialisation, which is set 

by environmental scientific indicators, from the RIA for example. It is depicted here that the 

economic activity is set and measured against a less environmentally damaging path, typical 

of the ecological modernisation path, making environmental impacts environmentally
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benign. The logos of the 'shared approach' really tries to justify the regulatory investment 

decisions, as it seems as if it has all been scientifically decided in advance ,

The growth of healthy and competitive marine industries is well documented within this 

text, perhaps as a key principle of the Marine Bill. New Labour rationality would indicate 

that this is justified, since in ecological modernization science and economy are compatible. 

Profit margins can rise when set in a scientific discourse, and it marks the beginning of 

viewing (and interpreting) sustainable development as something that is marketized, 

(Davoudi, 2000) this sets to continue in the other policy documents that were analyzed. This 

is marked utilitarian language, where the environment is perceived as a stock of assets that 

can be quantified with growing marine markets.

There appears to be an open invitation by Government for stakeholder engagement as an 

early principle of MSP 'giving those with an interest a chance to get involved in the broad 

scope'. This is not restrictive, as who could argue against it. Yet it is evidence of 

Government providing a perfect way to get the legislation passed 'swiftly', without major 

contest or challenge debate. This is achieved by opening the process to everyone in the 

hope of a Collaborative Planning approach that will lead to consensus and agreement, proof 

from the outset of Government downplaying the issue of contestation.

There is a persuasive form of closure to this rhetorical line. The approach that Government 

seem to be taking for the marine environment has already been practised on land (evidence 

based policy, a major New Labour theme). This means trying to make MSP as similar as 

possible to the terrestrial planning system, for example, by the suggestion of establishing an 

Examination in Public (EiP) type of mechanism for the marine system, along with a 

standardisation of plans, 'familiar approach'. The new MSP system will be open and 

transparent by inviting professionals on a steering group.

The second research objective enquires about Government's articulation of their particular 

discourse of stakeholder engagement. At that early stage of the policy process, stakeholder 

engagement seems sparse; looks like a last minute addition to the policy process. From this 

discourse, it is interpreted that the outcome of stakeholder engagement is not important or 

valued at that stage of the process. Yet in parallel it seems Government have it all planned
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out already, that a system of public consultation stands for productive stakeholder 

engagement.

175



Figure 5.2 Rhetorical Line and Tropes 2: Our Seas - A Shared Resource High Level Marine Objectives 

(DEFRA, April 2009)

Government does not recognise conflict, "Our Seas are shared and valued by everyone" and so they want to 
help (devolved administrations) to work towards common objectives 

I
"We want everyone to have the opportunity to shape the Marine Policy Statement and to work togetherto prepare marine plans for their local areas”

I
"It is by considering sectoral interests holistically that we hope to achieve sustainability"

I
There is confidence in the process; this is "What success would look like..."

I
This will be achieved by steering informing and educatingthe public, business and voluntary sectors in their actions and attitudes (reminiscent of

information deficit model)
I

Difficult choices need to be made to achieve sustainable development 
I

It is stated "We will be using the sea for a variety of reasons,)...) delivering greater economic and social benefits"

It seems that economic benefits are phrased as producing social benefits "Marine industries as a whole will be generating wealth for the nation"
I

"The marine environment and its resources are used to maximise sustainable activity, prosperity and opportunities for all, now and in the future"
I

It is stressed that efficient marine businesses are rewarded in the marketplace, for being profitable efficient marine businesses
I

"The use of the marine environment is benefiting society as a whole"
I

Marine businesses are subject to clear, timely and plan-led regulation, consequently,
"All those who have a stake in the marine environment have an input into associated decisions", the bigger the business, the bigger the influence on

the process 
I

"The precautionary principle is applied consistently", but yet at the same time it is recognised that 
"Difficult choices need to be made to achieve sustainable development", and it will be down to government to make such choices
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Rhetorical Tropes 2

Pathos Key audience are devolved interests, experts and
economic interests

Metaphors Difficult choices = government choices - leadership

Synecdoche Profitable and efficient business

Metonymy Shared seas - marine industries - Ecological
Modernisation

Logos Shared Objectives = consensus

Ethos Expert economic discourse, strategic and high level, 
success and confidence

Form of

Closure
What success would look like...evidence based -
difficult choices

5.3 Discussion of Our Seas - A Shared Resource High level Marine Objectives

Similarly to text one this text appears to imply a dual discourse. The first text was quite 

clearly distinguished by discourses of New Labour and science. In this text the language 

seems to be directed towards more of an economic discourse, a New Labour presence is 

also noted, but there are also a few instances where it is possible to detect references to 

sustainability, which has been interpreted as ecological modernization.

The general argument built up in this rhetorical line in terms of stakeholder engagement, 

lead by the Government, is the establishment of consensus and obtaining buy-in into the 

HLMOs. The pathos for the texts seems to be aimed towards a stakeholder audience of the 

devolved interests however; it's flexible enough not to score anyone off from engaging in 

the process. In the bigger picture of the development of the MSP, this is somewhat of a 

milestone for the process in creating a shared document setting out the UK strategic policy 

objectives, this is a however rather nondescript document. It does not really say anything 

challenging at all, it comes across as inconsequential and vacuous in places. Essentially the 

aim is for Government to act as an enabler to get the devolved administrations to sign up to 

the HLMOs. The document seems to be all about establishing consensus amongst all those
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signing up. There is enough consideration to keep the environmental sector happy, and yet 

it is underpinned by vague language of sustainable development and the economic market. 

It is clear that all sectors are catered for, with the lowest common denominator standing for 

devolved buy in.

The key issue here was that the Marine Bill was taken forward by Westminster, but it 

involves some aspects of functions devolved to the Assemblies. Therefore to proceed there 

has to be some form of buy-in. This is in a sense a problem of New Labour thinking, as they 

devolved power in the first place. The pathos of this text is relatively affable and rather 

uninspiring (working towards somewhat perfunctory shared objectives), it is a safe text. The 

ethos of Government is so strategic and so high level that there is nothing in it to upset any 

sector and because of this it almost seems to eradicate the core values of MSP, as primarily 

a planning system, in turn it almost depoliticises the entire system.

This document was released while the Marine and Coastal Access Bill was making its way 

through the Parliamentary system103, at that stage it was in the House of Lords, and perhaps 

that explains why when read between the lines, it is vapid. It is difficult to argue against the 

document, as there is something for everyone, and so it would seem fewer contests and the 

least resistance gets it passed and receiving Royal Assent quicker.

The rhetorical line opens with the evocative logos of 'our seas' and 'shared', repetition from 

the first document, the logos is carried on in this text. This language implies there are no 

issues over ownership or property rights, the sea is shared and valued in an economic way, 

by everyone, downplaying of contestation from the beginning, already discussed as a strong 

New Labour theme. The first four lines of the text are heavily emphasised by everyone 

joining in, it is positive, friendly and appeasing. This follows Barry and Paterson's (2004) 

account of New Labour as a win-win-win scenario for people and Finlayson's (2009) framing 

of New Labour as creating the environment believed ideal for the people of the new 

economy.

Rydin (2003) says that the success of economic rationality lies in the congruence between 

professional and lay discourses. This can be seen in the emphasis of 'we appreciate your 

responses' as if speaking to the general public, but it is high level and powerful marine

See Appendix for progression of the Bill through Parliament
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businesses and industries that seem most important in this text. They are the ones who will 

be rewarded, and it is noted throughout by the use of the utilitarian language in the 

discourse. Marine industries are generating wealth for the whole country, and so benefit 

society as a whole, in terms of future prosperity, an example of synecdoche.

There is emphasis on all four of the administrations working together towards 'common 

objectives'; though not explicitly defined, presumably Government want to see economic 

progression as the common objective. As discussed in the course of the last text, it is clear 

that the term sustainable development is left open wide to interpretation. In this document 

there is a glossary, but the terms sustainability or sustainable development do not appear in 

it.

It is clear within this text that there is a supremacy of economic interests and there is 

evidence here of the theory of wealth and production being 'rewarded in the market place'. 

The ethos of the text expresses a 'vision' and it appears to be an economic one, the HMLO 

is framed and developed almost as steps to success. Later in the document, it states 'here is 

what success will look like (...)' as an expression of evidence based policy, which New 

Labour is keen on. This is read as providing a justification for profit making, again a clear 

indication of the narrative of the ecological modernisation discourse. In terms of creating a 

forward looking vision, the text states that in twenty years the seas will look differently. 

Regulatory planning has often been criticised for having a relatively short term outlook 

(Davoudi, 2000), and it is questioned here if twenty years is a long term outlook or is one 

hundred years a more realistic vision. Perhaps it does not matter as the New Labour 

rationality dictates optimism that the seas will be different.

This logos used throughout evokes trust, collaboration, holistic consideration and 

confidence building. There is an ethos of success and confidence, but the entire sentiment 

is underpinned by the economic interests, in terms of steering business sectors in 'using the 

sea' for economic generation. Again this is a clear indication of ecological modernisation, 

but it is also anthropogenic on the surface as delivering 'social benefits' to all.

The text illustrates a consciousness towards supply side economics, 'marine industries will 

be generating wealth', and this is set against a backdrop of sustainable development and 

environmental targets. Again similar to the previous text, it becomes clear that there is
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marketization of sustainable development through this economic rationality, since 

sustainable development will be rewarded in the marketplace. Wealth and the economic 

marketplace are central features of the discourse in the creation of the synecdoche of 

'profitable and efficient businesses'. Wealth and creating prosperity for society are central, 

but this is easily justified as it is for everyone, not just all those with a stake, and not just for 

the short to medium term, but for the undefined 'future'.

It is clear that economic growth in the maritime sector is at the forefront of the lead 

stakeholder's, Government, thinking, achieved by harnessing energy from the sea for 

meeting demanding energy targets104. Economic growth is used in the same way as the 

sound scientific rationality was used in the previous text. It is down to the policy 

instruments and experts to use 'sound science and monitoring' that allows 'biodiversity to 

be protected (...) and losses halted'. It seems from this document that economic growth is 

the one thing that the devolved administrations can agree on, but it is in the scientific 

techniques deployed that will actually produce the environmental technologies to 

manufacture better turbines and by developing other modern efficient technologies to 

facilitate economic growth. There is reliance on science and technology which is used to 

refine the production for addressing environmental limits, rather than looking at the role 

planning can have in addressing stakeholder needs. Another indication of the presence of 

ecological modernization is in that environment and economics can exist in harmony and 

remain conflict free.

There is a premature sense of success reinforced in the closure of the text. 'Difficult choices' 

are mentioned; presumably a metaphor for Government choices, which may have already 

been decided, since they are leading the process. However given the strategic nature of this 

text, it is possible that this is the case, again reinforcing that debate is not needed, because 

Government have got a handle on the issues. The confidence comes about that even 

though there are difficult choices to be made, it is ok because Government are effectively 

saying we know what success will look like, we have got control of the whole process, and 

we know what is going to happen, how and when. It transpires that optimism and 

confidence mark this text, but even more so because it is countered against the metaphor

104 Within the EU Renewable Energy Directive, the overall EU target for Renewable Energy is 20% by 
2020, specifically, the UK target is 15% of energy from renewables by 2020. Available from 
http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/what we do/uk supply/energy mix/renewable/res/res.a
spx last accessed on 13.03.2010
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for the difficult choices are needed to achieve sustainable development. Again this is 

construed by whatever means the Government see fit, and similarly so for the reader. 

Stakeholder engagement in MSP does not appear to present any problems for Government, 

that is why this rather functionary document, through its pathos and logos around 

engagement, is merely seeking consensus and buy-in from the devolved interests.

In addressing the research question of the specific discourse of stakeholder engagement in 

MSP that Government articulates, as the dominant stakeholder at this stage, the Rhetorical 

Analysis reveals a certain discourse indicating that stakeholder engagement is so 

strategically directed in this document, that the engagement strategy is purely directed at 

those who have the biggest stake in the marine environment, the biggest marine 

businesses, clearly influenced by New Labour.
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Figure 5.3 Rhetorical Line and Tropes 3: Marine and Coastal Access Bill Policy Document, 

(DEFRA, July 2009)

“Our seas are some of the busiest in the world and demands on their resources are increasing”, but, reassuringly, the UK is a world leader in many aspects of marine

management

I

“To minimise the riskassociated with a big bang launch of a new organisation, we are takinga monogedtransition approach"
I

In some aspects of the process, there is exceptional detail, things have already been decided, for example: The MMO will be led by a chair and a board of up to eight
members, and

“We expect the MMO to establish a Stakeholder Advisory Committee so that the Board can benefit from the advice and experience of representatives of a range of marine
industries, sectors and interests”

I

“Government will agree a Marine Policy Statement (MPS), The MMO will prepare a series of marine plans to articulate whatthe policy statement means for different areas 
of the sea and coast...and will need to engage with communities with an interest”

I
In other aspects of the process however there is a lack of planned detaik'The Bill does not impose a deadline by which the MPS should be prepared, or any duty on

administrationsto work together to do this”
I

“The Bill does not set out how many plans there will be in the UK or when they should be produced by, because this would reduce this flexibility and the dynamic nature of

the marine area”
I

“The Bill does enable individual administrationsto decide to opt out of the Statement if they no longer support the policies it includes or no longer wish to participate”
I

“Marine planning is a new system, and we think that it is more importantthat we have sufficient time to negotiate an effective UK wide document which is fundamental to 

the new planning system". This is in direct contrast with the urgency to fight climate change.
I

It is repeated here that haste is important, stakeholder engagement comes with a cost, of being done quickly, "We want to take the time to engage fully with as many as 

our stakeholders as we can over the development of the MPS, whilst recognising the importance of getting something in place as quickly as possible"
I

"We want the process by which any MPS is prepared to be fair, transparent and open to engagement by stakeholders and the general public”, clear glossing over of the
issue of conflict and contest

"Anyone will be entitled to make representations on a draft MPS"
I

"We have already begun stakeholder engagement with a wide range of representatives from different sectors with an interest in the Marine Policy Statemenf

I
This seems to be the seminal quote summing up government's view of stakeholder engagement: "All marine users will have an opportunity to get involved in the planning

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ process and the final plans should represent as much consensus and agreement as possible"_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Rhetorical Tropes 3

Metaphors Big bang approach as a managed
transition

Synecdoche MRS and SPP set the engagement process

Metonymy Stakeholder Advisory committees

Ethos Democratic and hope for new processes of involvement

Form of Closure Know the solutions for effective engagement - sense of 
ownership of plans

5. 4 Discussion of Marine and Coastal Access Bill Policy Document

This text may be rhetorically analysed as demonstrating a clear discourse of New Labour 

rationality, coupled with a sense of a communicative discourse. Rydin (2003, p. 109) 

suggests that a communicative discourse is not a technical discourse, as was noted with the 

economic and scientific discourses which were depicted as discourses entrenched in a 

specific expertise. The communicative discourse is described as a politico-legal discourse, 

which is why the issues of stakeholder engagement are of particular interest in this text. 

Rydin (2003) describes the communicative discourse as a practical policy rationality which is 

fitting here, since this document provides practical detail on how stakeholder engagement 

is expected to be rolled out through constitutive metonymy (for example through the 

Stakeholder Advisory Committee for the MMO). This discourse reveals details about state 

and society, which Rydin (2003) states is typical of a communicative discourse, where it 

appears to be more about the nature of democracy. The discourse should be read as the 

'social taken-for-granted' and 'the motherhood and apple pie' issues (Rydin, 2003, p. 109) 

rather than the gutsy details of MSP. The content of the document is difficult to oppose, 

again Government, as leading the process have been savvy to include nothing that causes 

controversy or offence to any sector, and so the engagement strands stand for the whole 

policy process, namely the benefits of stakeholder engagement and the benefits of MSP for 

the environment and for society.

The logos of this text slowly builds up the detail of MSP, in particular there is coverage on 

stakeholder engagement, where it has been noted that up until now, stakeholder
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engagement had been viewed as a neglected area of MSP. The timing of this document, July 

2009, is significant as the Bill was in the latter stages of its third reading of the House of 

Lords before moving to the House of Commons in July 2009 for its First Reading105. 

However, it is now that the detail seems to come, when most issues have been 'debated', 

or already decided and formulised much earlier in the process (Wilsdon & Willis, 2004).

The pathos used in the document is targeted towards is a much more generalised and 

localised audience than in the other two texts. This text is directed towards MPs who 

convey the lead stakeholder's, Government, message of MSP to interested local 

constituents.

Whilst this text does appear to provide a level of practical detail on what will happen in 

MSP, that was perhaps lacking in the HLMO document, it can be said that this is a disjointed 

text since, while there is detail surrounding certain aspects of, for example, the MMO, in 

other parts, the document is fragmented, as if some specific details have been left out, or 

have yet to be decided.

This would appear to be an evidence based policy document that makes connections back 

to the terrestrial planning system by following some of the statutory engagement 

mechanisms in place such as implementing a SPP and a SCI. The logos for this document 

appears to be very much providing support of Government moving the legislative process 

for MSP through Parliament, whilst accepting that it may take time to get MSP plans and 

the MMO implemented.

The first line clearly depicts the UK Government as a key stakeholder; 'the UK is a world 

leader' brings an opening to the document in the form of the optimism associated with New 

Labour's desire for success and achievement. It is also reminiscent of the theme of the 

HLMOs' punchy 'here is what success will look like (...)'. This line, if accepted by all 

stakeholders, sets a benchmark for the rest of Europe and beyond to match up to what the 

UK has achieved in marine management, through the modernization and rescaling of 

planning.

105See Appendices for the progression of the Bill through Parliament
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Immediately there is a follow up to the proud recognition of the UK being a leader, by an 

equally boastful 'our seas are the busiest seas', but additionally because it mentions the 

demand on resources, it could be taken to have an economic rationale too. It may also be 

associated with the ecological modernization of sustainable development, where it is 

suggestive that a measure of critical environmental capacity is a reminder of the continued 

pressured on supply and demand on resources of the West.

In this text there is a reminder of the challenges of climate change, and again it looks like 

New Labour will succeed in winning the battle. It is noted in the line below that the Bill 

presents a strong framework for sustainable development. It is perceived as a check list of 

'robust, clear, transparent and accountable' and if the Bill has all these items in it then it can 

go ahead and win the fight against climate change.

In this document the ethos is positive and believable; an optimistic picture is painted for the 

policy, even though there seems to be uncertainty around some aspects of MSP in the 

actual process in practice. The logos of reassurance provides a guarantee that even though 

MSP has not been done before, it will not result in a 'big bang approach'. Government is 

taking precautions to ensure this will not happen and a 'managed transition' will be in 

place. There is almost a corporatist sense that appears to the reader Government sees 

there is no problem with MSP, they are optimistic that they have got a handle on it.

The next three lines of the rhetorical line may be contrasted with the above. These lines 

provide detailed descriptions of how Government plans to establish the new participatory 

mechanisms with the establishment of a Stakeholder Advisory Committee for the MMO, 

Government agreeing a MPS, and even detail on how many members will be on the MMO 

Board. This is descriptive, but what is indicated is that Government have got parts of the 

MSP process completely done and decided, right down to the minutiae of how many people 

will be on the MMO board. However, the flip side of this is that questions will be raised on 

what is left for debate in terms of really defining and carving out a role for stakeholder 

engagement in the process. It is noted that Government will agree a Marine Policy 

Statement, the MMO will prepare marine plans to articulate the MPS, and then there will 

be some form of stakeholder engagement too. The entire process of stakeholder 

engagement is tagged on at the end of the process, as if it persists as a tokenistic feature of 

planning. This seems to be the wrong way to value stakeholder engagement, as Friends of
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the Earth (2004) have stated that the engagement process should be set before the plan 

making. The big issues have already been decided, even the small issues have also been 

decided, and this gives stakeholder engagement a relatively insignificant role in the overall 

process, which seems to come at the end of the process. It does not look as if engagement 

will be a central feature of planning from start to finish. Even though in the rhetorical line it 

is noted that the stakeholders will be fully engaged in the MPS, it does appear as that if the 

MRS is practically already agreed by Government. There may be little left to be debated on, 

and this may imply a weak process for stakeholder engagement. It is portrayed here that 

engagement does in fact seem to be legitimising the process, if there is nothing left except 

the minutiae details to be debated.

There is no time limit for the MPS to be in place, and there is no duty for administrations to 

work together on the MPS. This may simply be read as a tactic for buying time, or stalling 

the process. Yet it is confusing because in the next line, which refers to the stakeholder 

engagement for the MPS, it is stated that this is something that needs to be in place as 

quickly as possible. Should this be read as a potential latent sign for limiting the 

participatory process in the time and opportunities for debate by getting the MPS through 

as quickly as possible? Efficiency and speed seem to be two of New Labour's key 

characteristics.

Above, it was noted throughout the entire process, that having a strong framework was 

important for sustainable development of the marine environment. It is noted that the Bill 

does recognise that individual administrations can decide to 'opt out' of the MPS if they no 

longer wish to engage, a 'get out clause'. This could be read as potentially weakening the 

framework. In the build up to MSP policy there has always been an emphasis on 

integration, and by allowing administrations to opt out of the MPS, this surely has the 

potential to create a fragmented policy.

It is stressed that MSP will not be a 'big bang approach', later it is admitted that MSP will be 

a 'learning experience', perhaps reminiscent of Lindbolm's (1959) 'muddling through'. There 

is a sentiment of buying time, without knowing the number of marine plans there will be (as 

that would 'reduce flexibility'). Although being reflective of the terrestrial planning system, 

it would suggest that plans should be flexible and organic.
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The engagement process is marked by Government promoting standard 'off-the-shelf 

phrases that could be used for any TSP system, noting that that the MPS preparation should 

be 'fair, transparent, and open to engagement' by everyone and that there will be a SPP. 

The communicative rationality picks up on the 'anybody' can get involved in the 

engagement processes. It is clear that Government wants to gain other stakeholders' 

acceptance of the Bill (perhaps with minimal effort) and get it onto the statute books 

'swiftly', by stating that they as leaders have commenced the stakeholder engagement 

process.

It is noted that the final plans should represent as much consensus and agreement from 

stakeholders. This potentially points to there being little room for flexibility in the process 

as it seems to be implied that consensus and agreement will happen, almost effortlessly. It 

appears that it is non-negotiable due to Government for its assertive insistence on 

consensus. Government seem to be emanating that their interest will mirror the public 

interest, and if anyone has not signed up to what the Government stakeholder is offering, 

then they are not part of it, there is no room for any possible dissensus or challenge to their 

proposals. This is reminiscent of a point highlighted in the previous chapter, where it was 

noted that this could imply that stakeholders will be sidelined from the engagement 

process unless they undergo orchestrated 'preparation' (reminiscent of Pomeroy & 

Douvere, 2007) and education to align their views with that of those controlling the 

process, and presumably marginalising potentially subversive or 'deviant' views.

There is an undeniable form of closure in the last line of the rhetorical line where the 

stakeholder engagement forums become the metonymy of communicative rationality.

5.5 Conclusion

In further addressing the second research objective around how Government, as key 

stakeholders leading the process, has articulated their approach, to stakeholder 

engagement in MSP, this chapter used Rhetorical Analysis as an empirical tool to further 

understand what Government is trying to achieve in its proposals for stakeholder 

engagement in MSP, in addition to the literature. It is quite evident in each of the policy 

critiques to see that the rhetoric of each document was carefully constructed at each stage 

of the introduction of an MSP document. The role of the Rhetorical Analysis in this sense
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has been successful in characterising Government as a key stakeholder and in mapping the 

discursive domain that the multiple and innovative ways of legitimising the policy will be 

tried out in the MSP process.

Webler et al (2001) say that different people have different views of what is a good 

stakeholder engagement process, but yet admit that there is no single definition of a good 

process (of stakeholder engagement). It would be unwise therefore to suggest that 

Government understand all of the potential issues for stakeholders engaging in the marine 

environment, and while competing marine interests are acknowledged, it unfortunately is 

not a point that is developed in the policy process, and it would seem therefore that 

Government's understanding, or portrayed understanding of such issues is evidently naive. 

This is because it seems to be asserted in all of the policy documents that stakeholder 

engagement in MSP is unproblematic and that consensus will happen effortlessly.

Consequently, any subtle issues of contest in the marine environment are glossed over, 

namely in terms of realising and highlighting the complexity and multiplicity of stakeholder 

engagement in the process. The proposed stakeholder engagement process is highly 

suggestive of a discourse that follows Collaborative Planning, where it is implied that there 

will be open discussions and all stakeholders will come together to reach consensus and 

agreement, even though the engagement system is clearly based on consultation on draft 

plans. It would appear that because of this, nobody can be excluded from the engagement, 

so Government treats 'everyone' as potential stakeholders, however it seems that those 

involved in marine businesses will have a bigger say in the engagement process. However, 

by allowing everyone to engage, it does not mention to what extent, this is therefore 

suggestive of an effective way to get the legislation through Parliament without debate. 

Very strongly and quite obviously though, it seems that the economic and business interests 

will be at the heart of stakeholder engagement, as pursued by Government.

From the third text some parts of the discourse may seem rather linear and connected, but 

other parts of it are rather disjointed in places. There is a feeling that Government seem to 

be stating that the engagement process will be easily managed, but then in other parts, it 

would appear that everything is up for grabs and discussion and debate will rectify the 

situation. It is a false pretence, as because of the New Labour ideologies, there may well be 

opportunities to engage, but there will be less to engage on, as key decisions will have
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already been decided upon, and as Wilsdon and Willis (2004, p. 14) note, "debates rage and 

arguments are resolved in private, long before the public is presented with a consensus 

view". Realistically therefore it may be the case that all the discussion has been carried out 

already and the public are therefore simply asked to agree on this already agreed 

statement. Government's articulation of stakeholder engagement in MSP is very much 

reflective of a normative approach, in that engagement is framed as the right thing to do in 

a democracy, moreover, because stakeholder engagement is a statutory requirement of any 

planning process. Yet the process of stakeholder engagement is marketed by Government 

as a substantive rationale, in that engagement aims to improve the quality of decision 

making and creating a more socially robust solution.

This chapter has focused on examining the Government's perspective, as a key stakeholder, 

on the MSP policy process. The next chapter looks to finding stakeholders' perspectives and 

attitudes to develop a more critical and deeper understanding of how various interests view 

the marine environment and how they see their role in shaping the form of the MSP 

process. This chapter has highlighted how Government seem to be naive in understanding 

how different sectors and their interests will affect the process. Accepting that 

stakeholders' subjectivity and complexity must be valued as crucial and enriching the MSP 

debate, the next chapter integrates stakeholders' subjective perspectives and viewpoints 

associated with the marine space. Based on the previous chapters, a gap is recognised in 

the current academic research and ongoing MSP discussions where stakeholder 

perspectives can be gathered and analysed, but additionally, the analysis in the next 

chapter is then used to create a conceptualisation for stakeholder engagement in MSP in 

the conclusion by way of wanting to progress and advance incorporating stakeholder 

perspectives into MSP.
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CHAPTER 6 Stakeholders' Perspectives 

from the Irish Sea Region
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CHAPTER 6 - REPORTING STAKEHOLDERS' PERSPECTIVES FROM THE IRISH SEA REGION

6.0 Synopsis: This chapter illustrates the qualitative and quantitative data analysis from the 

Irish Sea case study of stakeholder perspectives in addressing the third research objective. 

Having fully described how the results were derived from the Q-methodology earlier, this 

chapter describes each factor's construction, and explains how each characterisation is 

based on particular idiosyncrasies that come out of the interpretation of the raw data. The 

chapter demonstrates the complexity of stakeholders' views that are expressed in 

considering MSP. The analysis also provides a flavour of the types of issues that still need to 

be discussed and deliberated in the development of MSP. It is clear that the factors are not 

complementary of each other and may be diametrically opposed to each other, and this may 

throw up ideas, problems, and solutions that have yet to be considered by policy makers.

6.1 Introduction to the Data Analysis

This section will explore the data gathered from the Q-methodology and discuss the key 

factors that it identifies. Five factors were extracted from the fifty-two Q sorts. This means 

that after carrying out the various steps of the data analysis, in running the final rotation 

sequences, five distinctive voices were identified as detailed in chapter two.

FACTOR 1 - Neptune's Democratic Guardians (NDG)

FACTOR 2 - Leviathan's Rationalists (LR)

FACTOR 3 - Cynical Sirens (CS)

FACTOR 4 - Corporate Corsairs (CC)

FACTOR 5 - Technocratic Environmentalists (TE)
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Chapter two explained how the final fifty statements were chosen and sorted by 

participants106. This section, however, will provide a brief overview107 of how the data 

analysis was carried out.

The main function of the data analysis was to produce the idealised patterns of the Q sorts. 

These represented the groups of participants (the factors) who shared similar perspectives, 

known as summary profiles108. This data was produced after inputting the raw data, the Q 

sorts, into a software programme called PQ method. In launching PQ Method, staged 

guidance on how to run the programme is provided through a series of ten steps. The 

whole process bears many similarities to factor analysis, using commands such as Principal 

Component Analysis. A number of rotation sequences are carried out, using a different 

numbers of factors. In this particular Q, rotations of 3, 4, 5 and 6 factors were used in order 

to indicate participants' loading onto a factor, in establishing how much they are, or are 

not, in alignment with a factor. After having carried out several data runs and rotations, it 

was found that five factors produced the clearest participant loadings onto a single factor. 

This final rotation sequence is when participants are assigned to factors, in establishing the 

distinct 'voices'.

The following table illustrates each of the statements and how each of the five factors 

sorted those statements.

Appendix 2, Sections 2.1-2.5 provide significant detail on the practical steps taken in carrying out 
the Q sort
107Appendix 2, Section 2.6 provides significant detail of the data analysis that took place from the raw 
data to the production of the 5 factors
108 Appendix 2, Figures A2.6 -A2.11 shows individual summary profiles for each individual Factor
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Table 6.1 Summary Table of Q Sorts and Q Sort Values

Statements 1. NDG

1.Stakeholders don't understand each other's uses -1

2. Involving stakeholders so early can be counter -3

productive

3. A whole range of groups might be very interested in -2

how an area of sea is managed but wouldn’t necessarily

get involved

4. Government think they have satisfied stakeholder -1

engagement just by letting the people talk. And that is a

waste of time for everybody

5.Stakeholders aren't all the same and they need to be 1

treated differently, but they are all important. They do have 

an equal but different role

6. The sort of models of community engagement we have 0

for the terrestrial systems is not necessarily appropriate

for a marine system

7. The stakeholder lobbying groups seem to have a -3

powerful voice and everybody seems to capitulate to

he who shouts the loudest

8.1 know they (stakeholders)should either be ignored -4

because somebody somewhere has a better understanding 

9.It is much more dangerous to have too little consultation 1 

because being disenfranchised is much worse that being 

bored to death with too much consultation 

10.Stakeholder involvement is needed to make the plan -1

but you run the risk of the plan being watered down 

from the start

11 But if the marine environment keeps listening to all -3

voices few decisions will be made 

12.And you need to make sure that what happens is 1

some mechanism for scrutiny that actually does check 

hat your stakeholder engagement has led to something

13. The key driver is being seen as the custodian, the 3

good custodian, the good custodian of the marine 

environment

14. vou have got to manage people's expectations 1

15.Stakeholder involvement not just consultation is crucial 2

:o success of MSP

16. You certainly need something to get these people 0

talking together because it is madness to try and

nanage activities in a piece of sea

17. MSP is not just for nature conservation but for 2

everybody

-1

2. LR 3.CS

0

0

4. CC 

2 

-4

-1

0

1

3

-2

-3

4

-1

0

-1

-3

-1

4

1

-3

-2

5.ET

1

-1

3

2

-4

0

3

-2

1

0

-2

0

-3

-1

-2

-1

•4

018.There is not as much conflict as what many people 

would possibly perceive in the marine environment
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19. If MSP is simply a planning process that is led from 1

from above, with a few stakeholder groups at local level 

then I am not so sure if it is going to work so well

20. Marine spatial planning could become a layer of -3

bureaucracy which might actually inhibit things that are 

important from happening

21. As I say I think the environmental should underpin all 3

of MSP without the environment, you haven't got the

social or the economic

22. The responsibility of sound governance is to recognise 2 

these tensions and reconcile these and bring people 

together

23.Current governance of the marine environment is so 2

convoluted and complex that it is structurally incapable

24.It's a game of politics ultimately -2

25.Basically we are trying to tackle the underlying problems 3 

not just the symptoms

26.lt is not simply a way of dividing up the ocean so that 2

we can exploit it more effectively

27. There is an argument that says what we already have -4

is pretty acceptable

28. You cant integrate everything and you are going to have 0 

to make a decision as to what takes priority

29.If you are going to be looking at the Irish Sea it would 0

be much better if you have an Irish Sea Body

30.We need a system that works for the sea, not for the 3

government administrative systems

31 Management of the marine environment is impossible, 0 

managing human activities is possible

32.Scientifically we don't necessarily understand enough 0

about aspects of marine environment

33. We have so much data and so much information, what 0 

we don’t have is people doing anything about it

34. Developers can pin their hopes on considering marine -2

Planning isn't just about environmental protection

35. The data is only data, it only becomes useful when -1

seen in the context of a stakeholder interest

36. Not too many people are looking holistically at what 1

marine environment and the more global environment 

actually mean together

37. We need to care for the marine environment as much 4

as we do the environment on land with areas that have 

complete protection, some that are used sensitively and

some that can be fully exploited

38. Planners should be in the middle of it, and they won’t be -2 

planners will be the last people to be there

-1 2 -1 1

-3 3 0 4

0 -1 -3 1

2 0

-1

-2

-3

-1

4 0 0 2

-2 -2 -1 2
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39.To put the land planning into the sea would be a disaster -1 

you couldn't do it, going on the knowledge I know 

40.1 think MSP would just be too inflexible if it was a zoning -2 

kind of exercise

41. Marine spatial planning means being able to see both 0

sides of argument, that's what it's all about

42. MSP is a roll out programme, not a big bang approach 0

43. The private sector see the marine environment as an -2

opportunity to make money whilst looking at the stable

future of the marine environment

44. Marine spatial planning will basically provide a new -1

Development control system

45. MSP does not impede people's right, it’s just trying to 1

better the sea

46. Generally there are misguided objections coming from -1

a lack of communication

47. No single tool, not even MSP will fully protect marine 1

goods and services

48. Marine spatial planning is a no brainer in terms of what 0

would happen if we had a marine map of where things are 

and where people want to do things to make sure that we 

don't try and occupy the same space

49. The harsh reality is that we could have a marine spatial 4 

plan and it could be absolutely perfect but if it is not

enacted or in force it might as well be another piece of 

paper

50. MSP is going to have to cope with cope with uncertainty 2 

with future development

-1 11-2

-2 2 2 0

1 -2 -2 -1

1 0 0-1

-2 -1 2 -2

0 -4 0 3

1 -3-4 0

0 1-2 1

3 2 2 3

1 -3 3 2

0 4 11

3 2 1-1

The discussion of each factor begins with a short summary providing an overview of the 

factor and then the characteristics that make up that factor will be explored in greater depth. 

A summary table will highlight the statements of particular interest to that factor, with the 

two most significant statements (of strongest agreement (+4) and most disagreement (-4)) 

and two statements that distinguish that factor from the others factors (which can be of any 

strength). The discussion will be supported with comments from participants most associated 

with the factor, which are intended to provide further analysis into how that factor is 

constructed. Finally, each section will conclude with some thoughts on the implications of 

the findings for the MSP policy process.
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6.2 Factor 1 - Neptune's Democratic Guardians

This discourse is characterised by a strong assertion of pursuing custodianship over the sea. 

Guardianship has a significant place within this factor in relation to trusting that whoever is 

put in charge of MSP will produce the best outcome for the sea. This factor is more driven by 

the outcome of the MSP process than some of the other factors, which focus on planning 

process. There is a strong commitment to stakeholder engagement; it is presented in terms 

of who would best represent the interests of the sea. It recognises that it may require a 

selective engagement process, but one that is an equitable, accessible and democratic 

process. The guardian is kept in check and informed by engagement.
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Table 6.2 - Summary Table for Factor 1 - Neptune's Democratic Guardians109

Factor

Score

Statements with most agreement Statements with most disagreement Factor

Score

(+4) The harsh reality is that we could have a 
marine spatial plan and it could be absolutely 
perfect but if it is not enacted or in force it 
might as well be another piece of paper (49)

There is an argument that says what we already 
have is pretty acceptable (27)

(-4)

(+4) We need to care for the marine environment
as much as we do the environment on land
with areas that have complete protection, 
some that are used sensitively and some that 
can be fully exploited (37)

1 know they (stakeholders)should either be 
ignored because somebody somewhere has a 
better understanding (28)

(-4)

Distinguishing Statement Distinguishing Statements

(+3) / think the environmental should underpin all 
of MSP without the environment, you haven't 
got the social or the economic (21)

Marine spatial planning could become a layer of 
bureaucracy which might actually inhibit things 
that are important from happening (20)

(-3)

(+3) Basically we are trying to tackle the 
underlying problems not just the symptoms 
(25)

But if the marine environment keeps listening to 
all voices few decisions will be made (11)

(-3)

6.2.1 Discussion of Neptune's Democratic Guardians

This factor is characterised by its emphasis on guardianship of the sea. The factor strongly 

agreed with the notion of caring for the marine environment and acting as a 'good 

custodian' (37, 13uo). There is a notable attachment to the sea, a desire for MSP to be 

implemented in the best interests of the sea, and aligned to this; there is a strong belief in 

sustainable development. As one participant associated with this factor clarified:

109 (+4)This marks a strong belief in the statement, (-4) This marks a strong desire for change
110 (13)The key driver is being seen as the custodian, the good custodian, the good custodian of the 
marine environment (+3)
(37)We need to care for the marine environment as much as we do the environment on land with 
areas that have complete protection, some that are used sensitively and some that can be fully 
exploited (+4)
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"I believe that success in the introduction of marine spatial planning must be 

predicated on a shared understanding that our marine environment is both 

precious in its own right and, also as an important resource to be looked after 

carefully and passed on to the next generation in good condition. The notion of 

'custodian' is central to this.''

Voluntary sector representative, Northern Ireland

This factor holds a paternalistic discourse of guardianship and gate-keeping for the marine 

environment hence giving it a name associated with 'Neptune'111. When considering this 

factor, it becomes clear therefore that the idea of custodianship and ecological integrity is 

strongly communicative of the factor's promotion of sustainability (statement 21112 is a 

distinguishing statement). Participants associated with the factor regard that enabling the 

sea to be in pristine condition for future generations to enjoy must be based on a 

sustainable system, indeed one that works for the sea (i.e. the relationship to Neptune is 

made in reference to viewing sustainable development as a tangible single entity of the sea) 

and not one that works purely for the Government systems (30113). In relation to the strong 

agreement with this statement (30) there is a sentiment that those associated with this 

factor would believe that the sea has an autonomous interest, in that it could almost be 

personified (hence, Neptune). The factor wants whoever is in charge of MSP to act in the 

best interests of the sea, much in the same way that in land use planning decisions and 

processes are (historically) based on acting in the public interest. There is much academic 

debate on the actual definition of the public interest (as noted in the earlier chapters). 

McAuslan (1980, p. 4) suggests that the overriding ideology in stakeholder engagement is 

that of the public interest. Here it is suggested that a similar or alternative perspective 

could be pursued for acting in a way that is the best for the sea and that respects the sea's

Greek mythology notes the Neptune (also known as Poseidon and often depicted holding a 
trident), was the King of the sea who offered calm seas. By making the connection and relation of 
this factor to 'Neptune', the factor almost becomes symbolic of caring for the oceans and waters. 
112(21) I think the environmental should underpin all of MSP without the environment, you haven't 
got the social or the economic (+3)

(30)We need a system that works for the sea, not for the Government administrative systems (+3)
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ecological integrity. An element of trust seems apparent in this factor; trust that whoever is 

in charge of MSP will produce the best system possible for the interests of the sea.

The factor is forward looking in its desire to ensure sustainability, in ensuring that the sea is 

enjoyed by the public, presently and in the future, and there is a commitment to ensuring 

this (21, 13114). One participant associated with the factor spoke of sustainable 

management as a concept that is about addressing causes, not just symptoms and so 

believes that the environmental strand is important, but equally so are other public 

interests:

"It (MSP) is a tool for sustainable management, i.e. in the context of the services 

the sea provides to us, fisheries, transport, leisure etc, it is important to ensure that 

what we do now does not jeopardise the ability of the marine environment as a 

whole to continue to provide these services in the future. This is a very human

centric view, but pragmatically, it is the only basis on which people will accept it 

(...)"

Public sector representative, England

There is a clear expression of what participants associated with this factor consider the 

public interest to be and what is acceptable in terms of developing a sustainable resourceful 

protected sea (45115). There is a concern though that the public voice (and all that 

comprises, including interests groups) for MSP has the potential to be lost and neglected 

from the discussions (7116).

It was noted above that there was an element of trust in whoever is going to 'do' MSP. This 

trust is slightly tainted because also associated with the factor is strong agreement that 

there should not be trust for a purely Government-led or delivery of MSP as is currently 

evidenced by the TSP system. Those associated with the factor would believe that a

114 (21)1 think the environmental should underpin all of MSP without the environment, you haven't 
got the social or the economic (+3)
(13) The key driver is being seen as the custodian, the good custodian, the good custodian of the 
marine environment (+3)
115 (45)MSP does not impede people's right; it’s just trying to better the sea (+1)
116 (7)The stakeholder lobbying groups seem to have a powerful voice and everybody seems to 
capitulate to he who shouts the loudest (-3)

199



Government led approach would lead to bureaucracy, confusion and possibly distrust (23, 

20117). One participant associated with the factor notes the problems escalating from the 

current Government led approach, which in some cases has led to an excessive number of 

agencies:

"There are a confusing number of Government organisations currently regulating.

This is not only bad for industry but for the marine environment, as there is no over 

arching planning or considerations."

Public sector representative, Scotland

Another participant aligning with the factor reinforced the issue of confusion and how wide 

the consequences of that could reach:

"The plethora of disjointed legislation and licensing bodies is very confusing and 

does not help evolve strategically or environmentally in managing our coast and

Public sector representative, Northern Ireland

This factor is keen that MSP should move towards having a system that everyone can 

understand whilst working appropriately and in a more protective manner for 'the sea 

interest'. Closely associated with the factor is an expression of implementing a deliberative 

stakeholder driven process. Democratic stakeholder engagement is extremely important 

to this discourse (8, 2, ll=distinguishing statement, IS118) but it may have to be a more 

selective process to ensure that there will be suitable stakeholders who will speak out for 

the sea interest.

117 (20)Marine spatial planning could become a layer of bureaucracy which might actually inhibit 
things that are important from happening (-3)
(23)Current governance of the marine environment is so convoluted and complex that it is 
structurally incapable of delivering sound management (+2)
118 (8)1 know they (stakeholders) should either be ignored because somebody somewhere has a 
better understanding (-4)
(2) Involving stakeholders so early can be counterproductive (-3)
(ll)But Stakeholder involvement not just consultation is crucial to success of MSP (-3) 
if the marine environment keeps listening to all voices few decisions will be 
(IS)Stakeholder involvement not just consultation is crucial to success of MSP (+2)

200



Commitment to stakeholder engagement is clear in this factor, but it is much more than a 

belief in engagement per se, more than merely being involved in discussions and 

consultations. There is a much deeper rooted notion coming through about stakeholder 

engagement, more than because it is legitimate and right for the public to be involved, but 

in terms of representing the sea as a non-human ecological entity. This factor believes that 

stakeholder engagement is a rights-based part of the process, a democratic right. There is 

acceptance that engagement is not always easy to achieve, but good stakeholder 

engagement should be something that happens regardless of how much time or money it 

costs (9, 10119). Those associated with this factor strongly disagreed (-3) with statement 2 

regarding the timing of stakeholder engagement. Fundamentally this factor disregards that 

in some cases early stakeholder engagement could ever be seen as counterproductive (2, 8, 

ll=distinguishing statement, 15). The factor expresses early engagement as an essential 

criterion to any progressive planning process. Some of the participants associated with this 

factor note in relation to statement 2:

"Early engagement is essential. There is a need to explain the process and how 

decisions will be made. Late engagement breeds suspicion and hostility that is 

difficult to overcome."

Public sector representative. Northern Ireland

"Early communication and discussion may break down barriers and encourage 

understanding of other stakeholder views and concerns."

Private sector representative, Northern Ireland

This factor regards engagement as critically linked to, and at the root of, democracy and to 

normative ideas of governance. This goes beyond rights based justification for engagement. 

Participants aligned with this discourse expressed the following:

(9) It is much more dangerous to have too little consultation because being disenfranchised is 
much worse that being bored to death with too much consultation (+1)
(lO)Stakeholder involvement is needed to make the plan but you run the risk of the plan being 
watered down from the start (-1)
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"Considering the varying perspectives of individuals on where they see their 

position and that of others in decision making and governance process, the term 

stakeholder can refer to virtually anyone, none of which should be ignored"

Academic sector representative, Republic of Ireland

Whilst it is evident that this factor may be concerned about the process of MSP, it would 

seem that additionally, the actual outcomes of an MSP process appears to be a central 

consideration to those associated with this factor marked by strong agreement with 

statement 49120. This factor strongly agreed that the outcomes of MSP as well as the 

stakeholder engagement process are both of the utmost importance. Those associated with 

the factor therefore are concerned that once there is a marine spatial plan in place there 

must be appropriate mechanisms for implementation. Some of the participants associated 

with this factor expressed their views on the potential outputs of MSP:

"Unless we have the infrastructure and enforcement power to manage the plans 

that result from the MSP procedure, it is pointless wasting time trying to develop 

MSP tools."

Academic sector representative, England

"If MSP is not enforced then it will be a waste of time, particularly for those who 

spent time developing it."

Public sector representative, Scotland

120 (49)The harsh reality is that we could have a marine spatial plan and it could be absolutely perfect 
but if it is not enacted or in force it might as well be another piece of paper (+4)
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"Based on how the terrestrial system can work, plans are often overridden due to 

immediate interests and local councillor priorities. I hope that a system will be 

devised that can really enforce long term sustainability."

Public sector representative, England

"(...) any plan without implementation is useless (...)"

NGO sector representative, Northern Ireland

While this may be understood as a rather pessimistic view generally those associated with 

the factor are upbeat and positive about MSP. The factor does believe in the MSP process. 

This belief is based on the strong disagreement of the distinguishing statements (20U1) and 

on the neutral ranking of statement 47122 regarding a negative totality of MSP as a tool. 

Those associated with the factor want to see a deep rooted change taking place with the 

introduction of MSP marked by strong disagreement on statement 27123. There is little 

apprehension in this factor (compared to others) that MSP will lead to bureaucratic 

processes, and along similar lines statement 24124 is ranked low. Those associated with the 

factor realise that the current system is not working for the best interests of the sea, and 

the factor is determined that MSP could actually make positive changes to existing and 

future governance of marine management. One participant associated with this factor 

demonstrates the focus on the process:

"MSP will work within the existing bureaucratic environment or the new 

environment will exist as a result of the Marine Bills. Ultimately the plan should 

streamline the bureaucratic processes and make decision making more 

transparent."

Public sector representative, Scotland

(20)Marine spatial planning could become a layer of bureaucracy which might actually inhibit 
things that are important from happening (-3)
122 ( 47)No single tool, not even MSP will fully protect marine goods and services (+1)
123 ( 27) There is an argument that says what we already have is pretty acceptable (-4)
124 (24)lt's a game of politics ultimately (-2)
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This factor places little emphasis on science and data (33, 35, 32125). Those associated with 

the factor are concerned with the process and want to see an outcome at the end of the 

process that produces ecological integrity for the sea.

Genuine and deliberative engagement methods are stressed as a common interest within 

this factor. Those associated with the factor want to ensure that no stakeholder feels 

disenfranchised from the planning process (9126) and for there to be clear democratisation 

and empowerment for all (5127).

6.3 Factor 2 - Leviathan's Rationalists

This factor is characterised as having a strong belief in the Government and its legitimate 

role as having agency to protect the marine environment and mediate user conflicts. While 

the factor is clearly committed to MSP and places great trust in Government making a 

robust MSP policy, those associated with the factor are not strongly committed to 

engagement as some of the other factors. A proceduralist engagement approach is 

observed within this factor, coupled with this, an administrative and managerial strand is 

recognised. This is understood as an indication of a desire towards implementing a 

rationalist comprehensive model of planning. Those associated with this factor focus on the 

procedural issues rather than the outcomes.

125 ( 33) We have so much data and so much information, what we don't have is people doing 
anything about it (0)
(35) The data is only data; it only becomes useful when seen in the context of a stakeholder interest(- 
1)

(32) Scientifically we don't necessarily understand enough about aspects of marine environment (0)
126 (9)lt is much more dangerous to have too little consultation because being disenfranchised is 
much worse that being bored to death with too much consultation (+1)
127 (5) Stakeholders aren't all the same and they need to be treated differently, but they are all 
important. They do have an equal but different role (+1)
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Table 6.3 - Summary table for Factor 2 - Leviathan's Rationalists

Factor

Score

Statements with most agreement Statements with most disagreement Factor

Score

(+4) Stakeholder involvement not just

consultation is crucial to the success of MSP

(15)

There is an argument that says what we 

already have

Is pretty acceptable (27)

(-4)

(+4) We need to care for the marine

environment as much as we do the

environment on land with areas that have

complete protection, some that are used 

sensitively and some that can be fully 

exploited (37)

1 know they (stakeholders)should either be 

ignored

because somebody somewhere has a better 

understanding (8)

(-4)

Distinguishing Statements Distinguishing Statements

(+3) MSP is not just for nature conservation but 

for

everybody (17)

We have so much data and so much

information, what

we don't have is people doing anything about 

it (33)

(-3)

(+2) Scientifically we don't necessarily 

understand enough about aspects of marine 

environment (32)

Marine spatial planning could become a layer 

of bureaucracy which might actually inhibit 

things that are important from happening 

(20)

(3)

6.3.1 Discussion of Leviathan's Rationalists

This factor looks like it could have been comprised by loyal civil servants; it is as if the 

Government is speaking through this factor. This factor has placed faith in the Government 

to deliver MSP. The factor is associated with 'Leviathan'128, an indicator in the belief of the 

Government, and equally demonstrative in how powerful the Government is in controlling 

and managing the MSP process. The explanation behind this is due to some elements of 

the factor matching up closely with proposals in the Marine Act.

128 'Leviathan' was the title given to Thomas Hobbes' book (1651) on social contract and origins of an 
ideal state. It is believed to be synonymous with a large sea monster and has since become 
representative of "The State".
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This factor recognises the urgent need for change in the current system in relation to the 

regulation of the marine environment (27129), (Factors A and C also strongly concurred with 

this statement). Though conversely in relation to statement 23130, which was strongly 

disagreed with, this factor does not strongly believe that the current system of governance 

is convoluted and complex. This can only emphasise those associated in the factor's belief 

in the State to do a good job of MSP. The factor appears to be strongly associated with 

administrative and managerial characteristics. The belief in Government and what it can 

achieve is shown by the strong ranking of that statement, and confidence that Government 

is able to change the system (22, 17= distinguishing statement131). One participant 

associated with this factor said:

"One of the key roles of a marine planning system is that it must provide a better 

management approach than what currently happens in the marine area, and it 

must also make the most of the resources that area has for its sustainability. It 

must look at the ways in which best use of the seas can be achieved (...)"

Public sector representative, England

What really distinguishes this factor from any other factors is the sincere belief that the 

Government approach to MSP will not create any more red tape, shown by a strong 

disagreement with statement 24132. Those associated with the factor ranked statements 

20133 and 24 as indicating such beliefs, and similarly, those associated with Factor 1 had 

ranked this issue similarly. There is a strong belief that the MSP process could actually ease 

existing red tape and hurdles associated with current marine regulating and licensing 

procedures. Participants associated with this factor were more upbeat and provided 

evidence as to how MSP could actually help governance in terms of tangible outcomes:

129 (27) There is an argument that says what we already have is pretty acceptable (-4)
130 ( 23)Current governance of the marine environment is so convoluted and complex that it is 
structurally incapable of delivering sound management (-2)
131 (22)The responsibility of sound governance is to recognise these tensions and reconcile these and 
bring people together (+2)
(17) MSP is not just for nature conservation but for everybody (+3)
132 ( 24)lt's a game of politics ultimately (-3)
133 ( 20) Marine spatial planning could become a layer of bureaucracy which might actually inhibit 
things that are important from happening (-3)
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"MSP as envisaged in the Marine Bill will involve streamlining the bureaucratic 

system for example on permits."

Academic sector representative, Northern Ireland

Another participant aligned with this factor stated bluntly and defensively:

"(...) MSP is not a political motive (...)"

Public sector representative, England

It appears that there is an element of technocracy that could become associated with this 

factor, almost a discourse of 'we know best'. This echoes the Rhetorical Analysis of chapter 

five of 'we know what success looks like'. This is further proven as another participant 

associated with this factor very significantly said that:

the process should be clear and transparent and beyond politics (...)"

Public sector representative, Northern Ireland

One of the other interesting characteristics is how the stakeholder engagement is 

expressed. Whilst it is ranked highly in this factor's priorities, statement 15134 was strongly 

agreed with and statement 8135 was strongly disagreed with, the ultimate meaning behind it 

is a little harder to define. Where Factor A was genuine in their commitment to stakeholder 

engagement this factor seems less so. Some of the statements related to stakeholder 

engagement were neutrally positioned, or less highly ranked (10, 7, 2136), where the same 

statements in Neptune's Democratic Guardians were much more strongly positioned. This 

factor does not progress stakeholder engagement because they believe in it, but because it 

is a requirement of planning legislation (Planning and Compensation Act 2004).

134 (15) Stakeholder involvement not just consultation is crucial to success of MSP (+4)
135 (8) I know they (stakeholders) should either be ignored because somebody somewhere has a 
better understanding -4)
136 (10) Stakeholder involvement is needed to make the plan but you run the risk of the plan being 
watered down from the start (0)
(7) The stakeholder lobbying groups seem to have a powerful voice and everybody seems to 
capitulate to he who shouts the loudest (0)
(2) Involving stakeholders so early can be counterproductive (-2)
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While one participant associated with this factor asserts that an MSP system without 

stakeholder engagement would be 'untenable', there is a view that comes through that the 

factor could be in a position to manage (even manipulate) the stakeholder engagement 

process. Statement 14137 is higher in comparison to Factor 1 (+1), and significantly 

statement 15 is ranked with very strong agreement. One participant aligned with this 

factor said that:

"(...) stakeholder expectations can be managed and where possible, met (...)"

Public sector representative, England

From this it is quite justified to question Factor B's rationale behind what could be a 'front' 

of commitment to stakeholder engagement. It has to be discussed, in relation to the 

positioning of statements 14 and 15, whether Factor B agrees with engagement because it 

is now accepted as an integrated part of legitimizing public policy, or is it more a question of 

the fact that even though stakeholder engagement has to be done it will not make much of 

a difference to the overall end process. There is an underlying rationality for stakeholder 

engagement, like Factor 1, a clear commitment to stakeholder engagement (9138), but it is 

not as strong as Factor 1, there is no desire for deliberation, as it appears in practice as 

more of a one way flow of information. Two participants aligned with this factor explained:

"Stakeholders should definitely not be ignored. There is a wealth of local 

knowledge and expertise that needs to be tapped into. Everyone's views needs to 

be heard in developing a more holistic understanding."

Public sector representative (A), Northern Ireland

137 (14) You have got to manage people's expectations (+2)
138 (9) It is much more dangerous to have too little consultation because being disenfranchised is 
much worse that being bored to death with too much consultation (+1)
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"I do believe Government is committed to real engagement, but this is not always 

easy to do. I don't think we are under any illusion that what we have is right. We 

are always looking for ways to improve this."

Public sector representative (B), Northern Ireland

An underlying managerialism strand keeps appearing through this factor. It will be 

Government who takes such administrative decisions as to whether something should take 

priority over one thing or another (28139). One participant associated with this factor 

rationalises this statement by stating:

"It's not just practical scientifically or economically to try and protect everything 

using the same tools. You need to identify what you want and then prioritise it."

Academic sector representative, England

There is an apparent discrepancy within this factor in the ability to understand what is going 

on. Statement 21140 remains fairly neutrally ranked, but yet statement 17141 is ranked highly 

claiming that MSP is for everyone not just the environmentalists. It appeared at the start 

that this factor was seeking a balance of all interests but this does not seem to be the case 

and this needs to be further elaborated by looking at statement 34142. This statement 

makes reference to private interests and states that MSP is not purely about looking at 

environmental issues; arguments against developers and private interests are not very 

ranked strongly against. Consequently, statement 36143, regarding the wider and global 

holistic outlook is neutrally ranked. It is difficult to detect if this factor has the concerns of

139(28) You can't integrate everything and you are going to have to make a decision as to what takes 
priority (+3)
140 (21)1 think the environmental should underpin all of MSP, without the environment, you haven't 
got the social or the economic (0)
141 (17) MSP is not just for nature conservation but for everybody (+3)
142(34) Developers can pin their hopes on considering marine planning isn't just about environmental 
protection (-2)
143 ( 36) Not too many people are looking holistically at what marine environment and the more 
global environment actually mean together (-1)
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the greater good (in terms of the public interest) at the heart or if there is something else at 

play within this factor, an underlying concern for private interests, or realism that economic 

interests are vital to the Government outlook. The idea of the public interest here is 

associated as the sum of all private interests.

Taking all of the above into account those associated with the factor are focused on the 

process of MSP as opposed to the outcome. The ideas of managing the planning process 

from start to finish, the need to simplify the planning process and not leading to more 

complicated governance are also clear (20144). The factor agreed that the planning system 

for the sea should be based on land use planning principles such as zoning, clarified by 

strong agreement on statements 40 and 37145. One participant aligned with this factor 

explained that to have a planning system like on the land was part of a desire for a balance 

of all types of primary interests, environmental versus development (17=distinguishing 

statement146).

"This type of zoning is essential, not just for sustaining marine ecosystems but also 

sustaining ecosystem services. Marine protected areas are particularly needed but 

so too are sites designated for military, fishing and energy (...)"

Academic sector representative, Northern Ireland

This is a rather conservative view, which promotes wanting to adopt a system that has been 

tried out elsewhere, rather than explore more innovative arrangements. One participant 

associated with this factor explained that zoning, while usually viewed as setting 'rules' 

essentially indicated certainty. This implies that rules means that implementation is 

relatively straightforward; this factor views it as a way of getting rid of the incremental 

approach, allowing for clarity and predictability as essential for economic decisions:

144 (20) Marine spatial planning could become a layer of bureaucracy which might actually inhibit 
things that are important from happening (-3)
145 (37) We need to care for the marine environment as much as we do the environment on land with 
areas that have complete protection, some that are used sensitively and some that can be fully 
exploited (+4)
(40) I think MSP would just be too inflexible if it was a zoning kind of exercise (-2)
146 (17) MSP is not just for nature conservation but for everybody (+3)
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"(...) it has to be a zoning process; otherwise you end up tackling every proposal for 

development (or indeed for new designation) on a case by case basis. That means 

lack of clarity and predictability and that is bad for economic investment decisions. 

It is also bad for rapidly moving towards protected area designations that require 

urgent action"

Private sector representative, Scotland

However, another participant associated with this factor was keen to stress that a zoning 

process should be done as carefully as possible, marked by strong agreement on statement 

31147. There is an acknowledgment from those associated with the factor, that whilst zoning 

techniques could be a way of managing the process, there may be some obstacles. 

Flippantly however this factor believes overriding this matter is not a problem with the 

introduction of zoning.

There is another sentiment coming through from this factor that reinforces belief in the 

implementation of a traditional rational comprehensive model of planning into the marine 

environment. For example the response to statement 32148 (distinguishing statement) 

agreed stating that scientifically, our understanding of marine science and ecology is 

limited, by proxy therefore the land use planning system is something that we know. 

Having disregarded the complexities of marine science, it is indicated that it is simple to 

plan the marine environment (48149). One participant associated with this factor stated how 

MSP is a 'no brainer', in other words the participant explains how they think that MSP could 

be so simplistic:

147 (31) Management of the marine environment is impossible, managing human activities is possible 
(+1)

(32) Scientifically we don't necessarily understand enough about aspects of marine environment 
(+2)

(48) Marine spatial planning is a no brainer in terms of what would happen if we had a marine 
map of where things are and where people want to do things to make sure that we don't try and 
occupy the same space (+1)
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"MSP is not about occupying the same space. Many activities can take place in the 

same area. It is just about trying to resolve conflicts and using spaces effectively."

Public sector representative, Scotland

This factor may be significantly linked to having a belief in the State; there are indicators 

throughout this factor advocating a traditional rationalist comprehensive system for MSP. A 

strand runs throughout this factor implying a managerial role in the stakeholder 

engagement process. The factor appears to be concerned with the process of MSP, in terms 

of zoning rather than being primarily focused on outcomes.

In analysing this factor Leviathan's Rationalists is a controversial factor. The factor expresses 

a real belief in the Government to do a good job of MSP and that the current complex 

system of governance surrounding the marine environment is not problematic.

6.4 Factor 3 - Cynical Sirens

This factor may be characterised as mistrusting the state and this is a contrast from Factor 

B. This factor recognises that there are serious shortcomings with current management of 

the marine environment and wants to see more holistic approaches to management being 

adopted and put in place for its protection. While there is not so much belief in MSP as 

found in other factors, there is a real understanding of the complexity of the issue of marine 

management. This is coupled with an instinctive suspicion that Government will be able to 

deal with such complex issues.
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Table 6.4 - Summary table for Factor 3 - Cynical Sirens

Factor
Score

Statements with most agreement Statements with most disagreement Factor
score

(+4) Not too many people are looking holistically 

at what marine environment and the more

global environment actually mean together 

(36)

Marine spatial planning will basically provide a 

new development control system (44)

(-4)

(+4) The harsh reality is that we could have a 

marine spatial plan and it could be absolutely 

perfect but if it is not enacted or in force it 

might as well be another piece of paper (49)

There is an argument that says what we 

already have is pretty acceptable)!?)

(-4)

Distinguishing Statement Distinguishing Statement

(+2) If MSP is simply a planning process that is led 
from above, with a few stakeholder groups at 
local level then 1 am not so sure if it is going 
to work so well (19)

Marine spatial planning is a no brainer in terms 
of what
would happen if we had a marine map of 
where things are and where people want to do 
things to make sure that we don't try and 
occupy the same space (48)

(-3)

(+D Stakeholder involvement is needed to make 
the plan but you run the risk of the plan being 
watered down from the start (10)

Stakeholders aren't the same, they need to be 
treated differently, but they are all important. 
They do have an equal but different role (5)

(-2)

6.4.2 Discussion of Cynical Sirens

It is apparent that this factor is mistrusting of the State. The Cynical Sirens are polarized 

from Leviathan's Rationalists150. Those associated with the factor come across as having 

very little faith in the State; as statements 30 and 20151 are ranked very high, clearly

For example: Statement 7: Factor A = (-3) Factor B =( 0), Statement 13: Factor A =( +3) Factor 
B=(0), Statement 23: Factor A=(+2) Factor B=(-2), Statement 49: Factor A= (+4) Factor B=( 0)
151 (30) We need a system that works for the sea, not for the Government administrative systems 

(+3)
(20) Marine spatial planning could become a layer of bureaucracy which might actually inhibit things 
that are important from happening (+3)
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indicating a belief that Government led MSP makes it a system that works for the State, as 

opposed to one that is holistic. This factor is deeply concerned that MSP will cause more 

bureaucracy, whereas those linked with Factor B are confident that this would not be the 

case. One participant associated with this factor explained the rationale behind the notion 

of mistrust of Government:

"(...) I have a horrible feeling that the bureaucrats would rather like something to 

get their teeth into, and the danger is that it is just going to be more bureaucracy 

rather than achieve anything very much. That's my cynical viewpoint (...) it is 

presented as being something which will make things easier, but I think the jury has 

to be out on that."

Private sector representative, England

This factor's name is fitting; it is especially cynical and it wishes to warn others of the 

shortcomings of state intervention, particularly in questioning Government's competence 

of being able to manage administrative systems. The participants associated with this 

factor come across as having 'scar tissue' from previous dealings with Government and the 

terrestrial planning systems, and as such are not willing to get too involved in the MSP 

system. There is also clear distrust, and almost a sentiment that this factor does not fully 

believe in the Government's proposals of MSP (25, 44, 19=distinguishing statement152). One 

of the participants associated with this factor believed that MSP, if run like the land use 

planning system, may not work at all:

"(...)but if (Government) just come up with arrangements that don't inhibit any 

change, then that's not good at all(...)we need to make changes and those changes 

need to be positive ones and if it actually prevents change, good changes, then 

that's a bad thing, if it prevents bad changes, then that's a good thing."

Private sector representative, England

152 ( 25) Basically we are trying to tackle the underlying problems not just the symptoms (-2)
(44) Marine spatial planning will basically provide a new development control system(-4)
(19) If MSP is simply a planning process that is led from above, with a few stakeholder groups at local 
level then I am not so sure if it is going to work so well (+2)
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These statements imply that this factor is concerned Government will simply wish to 

replicate the more tokenistic forms of stakeholder engagement that take place in a 

terrestrial context (19153). This factor does not regard that a new system of MSP would 

actually help to reduce the administration or the level of bureaucracy. One participant 

aligned with this factor stated that:

"It is astounding how many rules and regulations there are (...) there is an 

incredible amount of regulation out there and a whole range of Government 

departments and that's a big issue in itself, it's very complex. There are so many 

departments and agencies, many of whom have contradictory opinions (...) so that 

can be very complicated and very difficult."

NGO sector representative, Northern Ireland

This factor also lives up to its namesake of 'Sirens'154 taken from Greek mythology. This 

factor promotes a discourse that there is something very dangerous about Government 

leading on MSP. It can be read that if this factor allowed itself to place its trust in 

Government, as having the ability to create an effective and credible system of MSP, the 

results may be ineffectual and unsuccessful.

This factor is highly sceptical of Government officials; there is an air of suspicion 

surrounding the factor, always assuming that there are Government ploys everywhere and 

that Government could not possibly act in the interests of the public good. This reiterates 

this factor's fear of Government shortcomings in controlling the process (23155); there is a 

belief that Government could not possibly create a system that is right for the sea. This 

factor ranked statement 23 quite highly, highlighting its belief that Government could not 

get a handle on MSP. The factor understands that this maybe due to the complexity of the

153 (19) If MSP is simply a planning process that is led from above, with a few stakeholder groups at 
local level then I am not so sure if it is going to work so well (+2)
154 The Sirens were three dangerous mermaid-like women, often portrayed as seductresses. They 
had an appeal that was hard to resist, they warned passing sailors of hitting rocks, but it was a trick 
to induce the sailors on to their island, never to return and it always led to disastrous deathly results. 
In common parlance, sirens warn of potential disasters.
155 (23) Current governance of the marine environment is so convoluted and complex that it is 
structurally incapable of delivering sound management (-1)
(45) MSP does not impede people's right; it's just trying to better the sea (-3)
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marine environment, or perhaps due to competency of Government, administrative 

structures and governance. Participants associated with this factor stated that:

"There is a huge structural problem, this isn't by accident, and these are deliberate 

ploys on behalf of senior civil servants that make it that way."

Public sector representative, Northern Ireland

"(...) there is over-governance (...jit's very frightening and when you get over

governance you tend to get apathy and a lot of bureaucratic inertia(...)the problem 

is no one really knows what is going on out there, because management and 

governance are dislocated from the law.''

NGO sector representative, Northern Ireland

Real apprehension is evident in this factor; it almost verges on a state of despair about how 

the process should be run. This factor is massively sceptical and there is a feeling of 

helplessness that comes through quite strongly. This factor can see that Government 

cannot just suddenly 'do' MSP by applying land use principles such as zoning to solve all 

(40,48= distinguishing statement156) and this is a very different position to Factor B. This 

factor understand the mechanics of 'behind-the-scenes' Government, and whilst other 

factors may not see it, this factor is not prepared to support Government measures (4, 19, 

46, 10=distinguishing statement157).

156 (40) I think MSP would just be too inflexible if it was a zoning kind of exercise (+2)
(48) Marine spatial planning is a no brainer in terms of what would happen if we had a marine map 
of where things are and where people want to do things to make sure that we don't try and occupy 
the same space (-3)
157 (4) Government think they have satisfied stakeholder engagement just by letting the people talk. 
And that is a waste of time for everybody (+3)
(19) If MSP is simply a planning process that is led from above, with a few stakeholder groups at local 
level then I am not so sure if it is going to work so well (+2)
(46) Generally there are misguided objections coming from a lack of communication (+1)
(10) Stakeholder involvement is needed to make the plan but you run the risk of the plan being 
watered down from the start (+1)
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Those associated with this factor believe that something more than MSP is needed for the 

marine environment (47158), but yet sees beyond this and realises that before there can be 

any sound progressions towards MSP, there are many internal problems with Government 

procedures that need to be attended to before planning for the marine environment can 

begin (MP's expenses claims, cash for Honours scandals). This factor realises that there is a 

huge gap in the knowledge and understanding of the marine environment that would allow 

Government to successfully implement a system of MSP (32, 35159). Whilst this factor is not 

overly concerned by data and science, there is an appreciation that there is a lack in 

knowledge that could limit the success of MSP. One participant aligned to this factor stated 

that:

"It is sometimes said that we know the surface of the moon better than some 

aspects of the seabed, it will be very rash to set up rigid and regulations based on 

limited scientific knowledge."

Private sector representative, England

Those associated with this factor, whilst not wholeheartedly believing in the MSP process, 

do advocate a strong ecosystem based approach, realising that the marine environment 

needs to be treated holistically using the best knowledge as possible (36, 33160). Statement 

36 was ranked very' highly and the factor would champion holistic management as the way 

forward. The factor displays an understanding of how important it is to actually look 

beyond the management of the marine environment and towards a more holistic approach 

to planning ecosystems. Factor E also emphasises this wider, more global outlook. There is 

concern and anticipation from this factor that Government intends to harvest MSP as a 'no 

brainer' (48161), one participant associated with this factor explained such a fear:

158 (47) No single tool, not even MSP will fully protect marine goods and services (+2)
159 ( 32) Scientifically we don't necessarily understand enough about aspects of marine environment
(+D
(35) The data is only data; it only becomes useful when seen in the context of a stakeholder interest - 
2)

(36) Not too many people are looking holistically at what marine environment and the more 
global environment actually mean together (+4)
(33) We have so much data and so much information, what we don't have is people doing anything 
about it (+2)
161 (48) Marine spatial planning is a no brainer in terms of what would happen if we had a marine 
map of where things are and where people want to do things to make sure that we don't try and 
occupy the same space (-3)
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"The term 'no brainer' is very rash in the context of the complexity of MSP. 

Everything is shades of grey and very little is black or white."

Private sector representative (A), England

Those associated with this factor ranked statement 28162 highly implying that, while ideally 

it would happily prefer to have a holistic ecosystem approach, there is a sense of realism in 

that this is not always possible and hard decisions have to be taken. This factor is realist, if 

perhaps cynical in its outlook, it is not naive as perhaps could be said of Factor A. It is astute 

to the fact that a system of MSP may not be perfect, whether Government run or not. One 

participant aligned to this Factor stated very matter-of-factly:

"The world is rarely black or white and compromises are always needed so any 

attempt to seek perfection will almost always be doomed."

Private sector representative (A), England

The cynical viewpoint also comes across in the perception of stakeholder engagement. 

While support is given in principle (8, ll163), it suggests it needs to be treated with realism:

"The ideal situation is that all are consulted and brought along in the process. 

Whether this is always possible is debatable, but it should always be aspired to."

Voluntary sector representative, Northern Ireland

There is a belief that stakeholder engagement is simply carried out as protocol, sentimental 

of Arnstein's (1968) tokenism. This factor strongly agrees with statement 4164 that current

162 (28) You can't integrate everything and you are going to have to make a decision as to what takes 
priority (+3)
163 (8) I know they (stakeholders) should either be ignored because somebody somewhere has a 
better understanding (-3)
(11) But if the marine environment keeps listening to all voices few decisions will be made (0)
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Government methods of doing stakeholder engagement often turn into "talking shops" 

(Private Sector Representative, England). The factor disagreed that stakeholders needed to 

be treated equally (5 distinguishing statement165). Whilst on the one hand there is an 

appreciation of the need for stakeholder engagement, this factor views the involvement of 

too many stakeholders as actually ruining the overall effectiveness of the end result of 

producing a plan (ll166). Those associated with the factor realise that some participants 

(such as traditional fishing communities) may not have the capacity to engage fully in the 

planning process and in that case that type of stakeholder would need additional resources 

directed towards them in terms of building capacity. The factor believes that therefore for 

such cases there should be a selective process for stakeholder engagement. One participant 

aligned with this factor described why this should be the case:

"For me there are 'stakeholders' and 'stakeholders' (...) some (stakeholders) have 

well informed and objective views and at the other extremes others may have an 

obsession with one issue to the exclusion of all others (...) there needs to be a 

balance to take account of the 'real needs and experience' on the one hand and 

then the 'wouldn't it be nice' kind of views on the other."

Private sector representative (B), England

Those associated with the factor indicate a preference for a selective process for 

stakeholder engagement, perhaps connected to this factor's sense of the realism and 

practicability. It is clear that it should not be Government who should do the selection of 

stakeholders, but perhaps an independent body. Overall, it is evident that this factor is 

cynical of the state and of Government processes. The factor is more concerned with the 

process of MSP rather than getting over involved in the outcome, which is marked by a very 

strong agreement with statement 49167. There is 'scar tissue' evident in this factor, which is 

possibly a result of previous involvement with Government and planning processes.

(4) Government think they have satisfied stakeholder engagement just by letting the people talk. 
And that is a waste of time for everybody (+3)
165 (5) Stakeholders aren't all the same and they need to be treated differently, but they are all 
important. They do have an equal but different role (-2)
166 (11) But if the marine environment keeps listening to all voices few decisions will be made (0)
167 (49) The harsh reality is that we could have a marine spatial plan and it could be absolutely 
perfect but if it is not enacted or in force it might as well be another piece of paper (+4)
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The Cynical Sirens have a clear distrust of the state; the ideology of the Sirens from Greek 

mythology is highly appropriate of warning others to the competency of state to deliver 

effective MSP. This outlook lies polarized to the previous factor. Therefore they have the 

potential to jeopardize the policy process by a lack of trust and lack of faith in Government 

competence.

6.5 Factor 4 - Corporate Corsairs

This factor is characterised as having a process-orientated outlook. Private interests are 

marked within this factor and there is a sentiment of corporatism that is associated with 

those linked to the factor. Stakeholder engagement is important within this factor, but it is 

not for the democratic good of the public interest, it is more to ensure that private interests 

are heard. Apprehension is also a characteristic that is associated with this factor in terms 

of fear of losing out, being disenfranchised from the process and wanting a stable business 

environment.
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Table 6.5 - Summary table for Factor 4 - Corporate Corsairs

Factor

Score

Statements with most agreement Statements with most disagreement Factor

Score

(+4) Stakeholder involvement not just
consultation is crucial to success of MSP
(15)

MSP does not impede people's right, it's just 
trying to
better the sea (45)

(-4)

(+4) It is much more dangerous to have too little 
consultation because being disenfranchised 
is much worse that being bored to death 
with too much consultation (9)

Involving stakeholders so early can be counter
productive (2)

(-4)

Distinguishing Statement Distinguishing Statement

(+3) The sort of models of community 
engagement we have for the terrestrial 
systems is not necessarily appropriate for a 
marine system (6)

MSP is not just for nature conservation but for 
everybody (17)

f-3j

(+3) There is an argument that says what we 
already have is pretty acceptable (27)

Marine spatial planning could become a layer of 
bureaucracy which might actually inhibit things 
that are important from happening (20)

(0)

6.5.2 Discussion of the Corporate Corsairs

The Corporate Corsairs were perhaps the most distinguished of all the factors, disagreeing 

strongly on statements where others had agreed, and vice versa. To draw on a few of these 

differences, it would appear that the most noticeable of these is between it and Neptune's 

Democratic Guardians Statements number 13, 27, and 45168 really separate these two

168 (13) The key driver is being seen as the custodian, the good custodian, the good custodian of the 
marine environment (-3)
(27) There is an argument that says what we already have is pretty acceptable (+3)
(45) MSP does not impede people's right; it’s just trying to better the sea (-4)
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factors. Immediately it is possible to see that there are fundamentally different discourses 

on those associated with the factor's sentiments towards the sea (13). This factor views the 

sea as an object, something that can be used, a producer of goods and services (26169); it is 

not viewed in the same personified nature as seen in the case of Neptune's Democratic 

Guardians. There is strong agreement with statement 27170 (distinguishing statement) 

which shows that this factor sees the status quo of the marine environment as entirely 

acceptable. Statement 20171 was ranked as neutral which shows that this factor does not 

care for politics thus reinforcing the desire for a stable business environment. No other 

factor shares this belief.

To expand upon the name of this factor, 'the Corsairs'172, this shows that the factor is 

concerned with private interests. Those associated with the factor believe that they may 

have a lot to lose from MSP (20173) mainly in terms of rights and space, in zoning or 

ultimately closing down grounds for MCZs or no-take zones, and therefore are satisfied with 

status quo (27) free roaming. The factor takes a rights based stance and strongly disagrees 

with statement 45174; the factor speculates that MSP impedes personal rights. Connected 

with this, is that the factor may associate MSP as limiting the rights (for example fishing 

rights, development and exploration rights) that this factor has historically held in relation 

to spatial access of the sea. Strong agreement with statement 6175 (+3) shows that this 

factor wants something different from zoning, for example strict development control 

(development management) measures and forward planning, as suggested from the 

principles of terrestrial planning, which could potentially restrict space and access for 

participants associated with this factor. One participant associated with this discourse talks 

about how the current position is changing:

"(...) fishermen pretty much had the right to go where they wanted, to do pretty 

much what it wanted with the sea, we were the only ones really interested in that

169 ( 26) It is not simply a way of dividing up the ocean so that we can exploit it more effectively (-3)
170 ( 27) There is an argument that says what we already have is pretty acceptable (+3)
171 (20) Marine spatial planning could become a layer of bureaucracy which might actually inhibit 
things that are important from happening (0)
172 While it should be acknowledged that the term "Corsairs" may be a harsh description, Corsairs 
were better known as privateers, whose dishonest actions were actually legitimised by Government.
173 (20) MSP could become a layer of bureaucracy which might actually inhibit things that are 
important from happening (+4)
174 (45) MSP does not impede people's right; it's just trying to better the sea (-4)
175 (6) The sort of models of community engagement we have for the terrestrial system is not 
necessarily appropriate for a marine system (+3)
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area. But of late, there's a lot more people coming along, with competing interests 

and they're wanting their slice of the seabed and of course that effectively denies 

us ground."

Private sector representative, Northern Ireland

There is both an almost romantic discourse that this factor in instrumentally holding on to 

and is now having to face up to issues of competitiveness, physical change, and 

environmental agility. There is a feeling of not wanting to compromise. It is based around 

notions of laying claim to a stake, and now with the introduction of MSP it is as if the 

goalposts are being moved.

This factor strongly agreed with the dangers of having too little consultation (statement 

9176), and there is an emerging discourse of disenfranchisement amongst those associated 

with this factor. Clearly believers in stakeholder engagement, they support it, not because it 

is seen as a democratic right of everyone to have their voice heard, but it is more from self

protection to ensure their voice is heard. Those associated with the factor imply that it 

needs to fight and struggle to be heard in stakeholder engagement processes, so while the 

statements are ranked highly (15, 2, and 8177) it is for mercenary means. Those associated 

with the factor are critical of how Government has carried out stakeholder engagement in 

the past. There is an underlying suspicion from the factor that the Government was 

'managing' and 'engineering' the stakeholder processes to meet pre-determined outcomes 

(2,8) which could be aligned to the Cynical Sirens. A participant associated with this factor 

noted of previous experiences of being involved (or not) in stakeholder engagement 

processes that:

176 (9) It is much more dangerous to have too little consultation because being disenfranchised is 
much worse that being bored to death with too much consultation (+4)
177 (15) Stakeholder involvement not just consultation is crucial to success of MSP (+4)
(2) Involving stakeholders so early can be counterproductive (-4)
(8) I know they (stakeholders) should either be ignored because somebody somewhere has a better 
understanding (-3)
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"(...) involvement of stakeholders after decisions have been made is morally 

corrupt, yet this is what happens (...)"

Private sector representative, Northern Ireland

Whilst other factors have also agreed on the need to engage stakeholders early on, this 

factor has ear marked it as very important (2, 8). There may be a want to control the 

agenda, as at the other end of the scale for this discourse there is a hope for attaining a 

best practice that stakeholder engagement should be reaching (9,15178), however this view 

is again tainted with cynicism. One participant associated with this factor stated in relation 

to stakeholder engagement that it would be preferable to have too much consultation, but 

said that it was:

"(...) ethically desirable but in most cases it does not happen (...)"

Private sector representative, Northern Ireland

Participants associated with the factor believe that the idea behind 'public consultation' is 

just for Government's self assurance and confirmation they have made the right policy 

decisions or following procedural expectations.

Those associated with this factor are highly protective of a right to use the sea. This can be 

related to those original ideas of Mare librum that was mentioned earlier in chapter one of 

the thesis. Even though Mare Librum implies a free sea, it means freedom for all, for 

traditional fishing interests to go where they like and do what they like; it does not mean to 

be overrun by others, whoever they are, conservationists, recreationists, scientists. It is 

closely associated with the idea of sectoral protectionism; a link may be made to Doherty 

(2003). Her study of stakeholders regarding ocean zoning in Canada found that some 

stakeholders, particularly fishermen described a perception of zoning leading to more 

boundaries and the ocean as being 'fenced up'. This factor rather strongly disagreed with

178 (9) It is much more dangerous to have too little consultation because being disenfranchised is 
much worse that being bored to death with too much consultation (+4)
(15) Stakeholder involvement not just consultation is crucial to success of MSP (+4)
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statement 17179 (-3), implying a reflection of the threat of adhering to environmental 

operators. It is not to state that the sea should only be for nature conservation, but it is a 

reminder to everybody else that the sea is a privileged environment. This is qualified by a 

participant associated with this factor saying:

"(...) from a fisheries perspective, who utilise most of the sea, they can only lose 

ground to a wide variety of interests. It's no win (...)"

Private sector representative, Northern Ireland

The last three words really sum up this factor. There is a fear of losing out and this only 

emphasises the feeling of disenfranchisement. It is as if those associated with the factor 

believe that there should be an automatic right for them to use and exploit the sea. Again 

backed by the historical long standing relationship with the sea, though it is not like in the 

case of Neptune's Democratic Guardians, as statement 13180 is disagreed with here, and the 

in-depth catalogue of knowledge that has been built up over the years. One participant 

aligned with this factor stated that:

"We have the knowledge, we know what is where. We have a detailed knowledge 

collectively of the seabed and its peculiarities. We are the people who can see the 

changes that are happening there."

Private sector representative, Northern Ireland

Those associated with the factor believe that by its very nature and long standing 

relationship with the sea that MSP will place it at an immediate disadvantage from other 

groups; this is due to the cynical overall view on MSP and on stakeholder engagement. 

Interestingly though there is another dimension to this factor and it is best depicted as a 

corporatist view of the policy process. Even though there has been pressure from all sides 

placed on the Government to introduce a new planning system for the sea, and in general it 

has been welcomed, and so to be expected, with a democratic Government in power,

179 (17) MSP is not just for nature conservation but for everybody (-3)
180 (13) The key driver is being seen as the custodian, the good custodian, the good custodian of the 
marine environment (-3)
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everybody wants an opportunity to shape the MSP process by stakeholder engagement as 

an automatic democratic right. However this factor indicates that it does not want 

Government to proceed in this way. Referring back to the idea that this factor believes that 

Government manages stakeholder processes (2, 8181) it is fitting with the concept of 

Corporatism.

Whilst this factor is committed to stakeholder engagement (shown by strong agreement on 

statements 9 and 15 and strong disagreement with statements 8 and 2), previous 

experiences has influenced those linked to the factor leading to feelings of frustration, or 

ignorance of previous processes, from not being included in policy discussions or being 

included too late, hence the feeling of Government acting morally corrupt. The factor 

believes that not everyone should be included in stakeholder discussions, and it should be a 

selective process with those associated with this factor (economic interests) being at the 

top of the list for inclusion.

This factor has a fear of losing control in the policy process and is continually feeling the 

effects being disenfranchisement as more and more momentum picks up with the MSP 

process.

In terms of the public interest, the Corporate Corsairs are signalled by the idea of 'my 

interest', a selfish protective interest, hearing their own voices, perhaps reflective of 

missing out in the past. This is indicative of a need for confidence building in the MSP policy 

process, since there is a fear that MSP will mean losing out for this factor.

6.6 Factor 5- Technocratic Environmentalists

This factor is characterised as strongly environmentalist, pastoral at times, with views 

underpinned by science. The Technocratic Environmentalists have a very simplified view of 

the regulatory process and believe that while MSP may be based on complex biological and 

ecological features, decisions should be based on science. This factor possesses a strong 

technocratic and elitist outlook and in terms of stakeholder engagement it does not openly

181 (2) Involving stakeholders so early can be counterproductive (-4)
(8) I know they (stakeholders) should either be ignored because somebody somewhere has a better 
understanding (-3)
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advocate participative and democratic processes. The factor designates for a more selective 

process of stakeholder engagement, and the factor is focused on the process of MSP.

Table 6.6- Summary table for Factor 5 - Technocratic Environmentalists

Factor

Score

Statements with most agreement Statements with most disagreement Factor Score

(+4) Marine spatial planning could become a 

layer of bureaucracy which might 

actually inhibit things that are important 

from happening (20)

MSP is not just for nature conservation but 

for everybody (17)

(-4)

(+4) Current governance of the marine 

environment is so convoluted and

complex that it is structurally incapable 

of delivering sound management (23)

Stakeholders aren't all the same and they

need to be

treated differently, but they are all 

important. They do have an equal but 

different role (5)

(-4)

Distinguishing Statement Distinguishing Statement

(+3) The stakeholder lobbying groups seem to
have a

powerful voice and everybody seems to 
capitulate to he who shouts the loudest

(7)

It is not simply a way of dividing up the
ocean so that

we can exploit it more effectively (26)

(-3)

(+2) We need to care for the marine 
environment as much as we do the
environment on land with areas that
have complete protection, some that are 
used sensitively and some that can be 
fully exploited (37)

MSP does not impede people rights, it's just 
trying to better the sea (45)

(0)

6.6.1 Discussion of Technocratic Environmentalists

Those associated with this factor are generally positive and accepting of MSP in terms of 

what it can do to help protect the marine environment, but are strongly opposed to MSP 

becoming a layer of bureaucracy. Little trust is placed in Government to deliver effective 

MSP as shown in the ranking of statements 20 and 23182 which were ranked the highest.

182 (20) Marine spatial planning could become a layer of bureaucracy which might actually inhibit 

things that are important from happening (+4)
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There is an understanding and an appreciation of the extreme complexity facing the bio

physical and ecosystem based aspects of the marine environment, but not the complicated 

political and institutional nature of introducing a planning system to the marine 

environment. While the marine science may be understood, the political effects of planning 

are not, not only in terms of the potential bureaucracy and tension that MSP may create 

but in reflecting how it is currently being directed and delivered solely by Government (20, 

23). Due to the complex biological and scientific physical structures that make up the ocean 

those associated with the factor believe that physically the sea can be divided up like an 

entity (26183). So while those associated with the factor seem optimistic about the idea of 

MSP, there is a pragmatic almost cautious approach to how planning could really be 

effective in contributing to managing the marine environment.

Stakeholder engagement was not as strong in this element as with some of the other 

factors, with some key statements on engagement being neutrally ranked (10, 6184). Those 

associated with the factor seem to express reservations around evoking a fully inclusive 

stakeholder engagement process, as advocated by some of the others, Neptune's 

Democratic Guardians and Corporate Corsairs. For example, those associated with the 

factor tended to view stakeholder lobbying groups as overbearing and too powerful, 

pointing to the fact that they should have less of a voice, incurring less involvement. This is 

evidenced by the high ranking of statement (7185). For this factor stakeholder engagement is 

not so much about power struggles, they perceive that some stakeholders may want to be 

involved in the engagement process, but those associated with this factor question if some 

stakeholders really 'deserve' to be the key players in the process(3186). They view 

themselves as a silent majority, as the key to scientific knowledge driving the process. 

Therefore whilst the issue of engagement does appear to be an important aspect to this

(23) Current governance of the marine environment is so convoluted and complex that it is 
structurally incapable of delivering sound management (+4)
183 (26) It is not simply a way of dividing up the ocean so that we can exploit it more effectively (-3)
184 (10) Stakeholder involvement is needed to make the plan but you run the risk of the plan being 
watered down from the start (0)
(6) The sort of models of community engagement we have for the terrestrial systems is not 
necessarily appropriate for a marine system (0)
185 (7) The stakeholder lobbying groups seem to have a powerful voice and everybody seems to 
capitulate to he who shouts the loudest (+3)
186 (3) A whole range of groups might be very interested in how an area of sea is managed but 
wouldn't necessarily get involved (+3)
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factor, those associated with the factor do not believe that absolutely everybody has to be 

involved.

There is a discourse that if there is going to be stakeholder engagement it needs to be done 

correctly (15, 4187) and again this may be more effective if transparent Government 

structures were in place. There is an over-simplified view of the regulatory processes from 

this factor. Those linked to the factor suggest that engagement in the MSP process should 

be not overly complicated, nor should every potential stakeholder be involved; this may be 

qualified by strong disagreement with statement 17188. This was explained by one 

participant associated with the factor stating that:

"Stakeholders should be treated equally, but those with scientific factual evidence 

in evidence based cases must be listened to and the poor or opinion based 

comments disregarded."

Public sector representative (A), England

Those associated with the factor views that some stakeholder groups can be overbearing 

and often take the lead (3, distinguishing statement=7189). While those associated with the 

factor may say they view stakeholders as the same, no matter who they are, a local 

fisherman or an offshore wind developer (5190), they advocate stakeholders who can give 

meaningful, factual comments and data, rather than personal anecdotal evidence based 

information (ll191). This factor realises that there are so many potential stakeholders and 

because statement 11 is ranked quite highly there is an element of exclusion put forward. 

One participant associated with this factor stated that:

187 (15) Stakeholder involvement not just consultation is crucial to success of MSP (-2)
(4) Government think they have satisfied stakeholder engagement just by letting the people talk. And 
that is a waste of time for everybody (+2)
188(17) MSP is not just for nature conservation but for everybody (-4)
189 (3) A whole range of groups might be very interested in how an area of sea is managed but 
wouldn't necessarily get involved (3)
(7) The stakeholder lobbying groups seem to have a powerful voice and everybody seems to 
capitulate to he who shouts the loudest (+3)
190 (5) Stakeholders aren't all the same and they need to be treated differently, but they are all 
important. They do have an equal but different role (-4)
191(11) But if the marine environment keeps listening to all voices few decisions will be made (-2)
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"Everyone is a stakeholder and that's not a good place to start. If you started with 

a couple of dozen who are going to be sitting round the table (...) that's a good 

place."

Public sector representative (B), England

The factor exhibits an understanding of the marine environment through a hard-lined 

scientific lens. From a regulatory point of view the factor believes that MSP can effectively 

be delivered if there is sound management but also through science (33192). With regards 

to data and its application to the marine environment, those associated with the factor 

have a reference to work with quantifiable data, rather than additionally taking on more 

qualitative evidence based data in the process. Evidence in this form, in its literal meaning 

of scientific information (that is rational and objective, not subjective) and knowledge 

(35193) does not need to be used relative to stakeholder groups. Those linked to the factor 

believe that so much data has been collected over the years in its various forms it has not 

been used to its full scientific effect (33). One participant associated with this factor stated 

that:

"(...) you can never have too much data (...)"

Private sector representative, Scotland

This is quite a different outlook than in Neptune's Democratic Guardians and Leviathan's 

Rationalists where scientific data does not seem to be an issue. In this factor it is a priority 

and indeed those associated with the factor are fittingly described as being underpinned by 

science. There is an element of comprehensive rationalism that becomes evident similar to 

Leviathan's Rationalists. This is coupled with an element of technocratic elitism that also 

becomes more apparent when analysing the factor. Those associated with the factor 

rationalise that there may be limitations to MSP and that it is not a panacea for all the 

marine problems in the sea (47194). However, in addition, those associated with the factor 

are optimistic and confident that with their strong scientific knowledge and data, full and

192 ( 33) We have so much data and so much information, what we don't have is people doing 
anything about it (+2)
193(35) The data is only data; it only becomes useful when seen in the context of a stakeholder 
interest (-3)
194 (47) No single tool, not even MSP will fully protect marine goods and services (+3)
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best protection will prevail. The factor strongly agree that MSP can be used as a tool to 

divide up the sea (26= distinguishing statement195). There is acceptance that the marine 

environment is made up of many complex structures and biological elements, an ecosystem 

approach where everything is connected. Those associated with the factor, ultimately, may 

be in this sense regarded as technocrats wanting to deliver the goods, based on hard 

science and data and modelling.

There is a strong element of environmentalism within this factor; it is expressed as science 

and protection going hand-in-hand. Therefore it is recognised in this sense that MSP will 

contribute to protecting the marine environment. Those associated with the factor see MSP 

as being just one tool that will contribute to achieving full protection to the marine 

ecosystem (47, 21196). There is a strong belief that effective MSP should be set within a 

holistic approach and that drivers are needed as custodians or gatekeepers for MSP to work 

effectively (13, 26197). There is something quite pastoral about this factor. Based on the 

scientific background associated with the factor, this may be justified in this way following 

the concept of sustainable development. Those associated with the factor accept the 

physical complexity of the marine environment as acknowledgement in the science behind 

marine conservation that needs to be better built into the decision making process. Yet the 

factor also expresses that precautionary and ecosystem based conservation will only 

happen by better incorporating it into the policy process. A successful ecosystem based 

approach depends upon an effective relationship between science and policy making (De 

Santo, 2009). One participant associated with this factor noted that:

"(...) we should not be exploiting the ocean but nurturing it and harvesting it sustainably"

Public sector representative, Northern Ireland

There is a discourse that for MSP to be truly effective it must extend to the wider context of 

the global environment, and so a much more holistic approach (perhaps cross border) to

195 ( 26) It is not simply a way of dividing up the ocean so that we can exploit it more effectively (-3)
196 (21)1 think the environmental should underpin all of MSP without the environment, you haven't 
got the social or the economic (+1)
197 (13) The key driver is being seen as the custodian, the good custodian, the good custodian of the 
marine environment (-3)
(26) It is not simply a way of dividing up the ocean so that we can exploit it more effectively (-3)
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management needs to be adopted (36198). This pastoral element reflects the Technocratic 

Environmentalists' commitment to protecting the marine environment, and there is scope 

for this to be paralleled with Factor A's custodianship and 'sea interest' ideas. A wide range 

of tools should all be adopted along side of conservation, scientific data and good 

governance structures. Additionally, in recognising that the tools and science may only go 

so far in protecting the marine environment in terms of the complexity of marine science 

(47, 31199), one participant associated with this factor said that:

"(...) it is impossible to predict the marine environment with its great number of 

variables and interdependencies

Public sector representative, Scotland

The factor therefore believes that everybody should be adopting a global and holistic 

approach to the management of the marine environment in everyday life (36, 

37=distinguishing statement200).

The factor reveals more evidence around a belief in comprehensive rationalism and 

technocracy as they appear to perceive a rather oversimplified view of the regulatory 

process. Those associated with the factor believe that the MSP process could be like TSP, 

having similar elements such as development control, the process could be managed 

effectively, almost like the comprehensive rationality model in planning from the 1960s 

where everything can be strictly planned out on a blueprint. The factor strongly believes 

that MSP could be designed around spatial maps to showing where things should go, and 

where things should not go (48201). Should there be a model or a spatial map which showed

198 ( 36) Not too many people are looking holistically at what marine environment and the more 
global environment actually mean together(-2)
199 (31) Management of the marine environment is impossible, managing human activities is possible
(+D
(47) No single tool, not even MSP will fully protect marine goods and services (+3)
200 ( 37) We need to care for the marine environment as much as we do the environment on land with 
areas that have complete protection, some that are used sensitively and some that can be fully 
exploited (+2)
201 (48) Marine Spatial Planning is a no brainer in terms of what would happen if we had a marine 
map of where things are and where people went to do things to make sure we don't occupy the 
same space (+2)

232



where things should go they could then plan for future development pressures through a 

development control system (5 0202).

Whilst there are virtues of conservation and hopes for a holistic approach to MSP, the 

issues of politics were subtly underlined in this factor as statement 24203 was strongly 

disagreed with. The factor recognises that in order for MSP to be effective there needs to 

be a conservative and holistic approach first and foremost rather than a darker shady side 

of politics controlling the process from behind what the public view (50). The factor 

recognises that MSP must work fluidly and naturally to suit what the marine environment 

needs to be fully protected, and not in tune with what is in vogue with the Government and 

politics at that particular time. It goes back to again making some references from TSP 

(3 7204) only in this factor's opinion there is a desire for full protection.

This factor advocates that the regulatory process for MSP is straightforward and simple, but 

yet conversely they understand the extreme scientific complexity that surrounds the 

biological and diverse processes of the marine ecosystem. This factor is primarily based on a 

purely scientific and technical outlook, but within it there is a real desire to protect the 

marine environment, and it hopes to achieve this by having a selective participative 

engagement process.

6.7 Overview of all the factors

Having considered and critically analysed the factors individually and reflected upon them 

collectively, a final summary of all the factors is provided in the following table

202 ( 50) MSP is going to have to cope uncertainty with future development pressures (-1)
203 ( 24) It’s a game of politics ultimately (-3)
204 ( 37) We need to care for the marine environment as much as we do the environment on land with 
areas that have complete protection, some that are used sensitively and some that can be fully 
exploited (+2)
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Table 6.7 Summary Table for all Factors

Factor Key Characteristics

Neptune's
Democratic
Guardians

Outcome focussed, monitoring and enforcement are of importance, wants a 
simplified and streamlined approach for MSP, unitary interest based on ecological 
integrity, strong on custodianship, commitment to selective stakeholder engagement 
through democracy, searching for a system that is best for the sea, 'the sea 
interests' speaks/represents the sea, personification of the sea.

Leviathan's
Rationalists

Process focussed, managerially determined utilitarian and administrative, wants a 
simplified and streamlined approach for MSP, strong belief in state intervention, 
prefers state-led delivery of MSP, full trust in state to produce robust MSP policy, 
proceduralist engagement approach, lack of genuine commitment to do stakeholder 
engagement well, following statutory consultation route.

Cynical Sirens Process focused, mistrusting of the state and (past) Government run processes, 
question government competences to manage system based on current 
management, understands the complexity of issue of marine management, 
recognises a huge gap in all knowledge and understanding of the marine 
environment and suggests more research is needed.

Corporate Corsairs Process focused, supportive of economic rights, determined through corporatism, 
views sea as object, producer of goods and services, status quo is acceptable and 
perhaps desirable, wants to maintain current stable business environment for private 
interests, encouraging of selective and controlled stakeholder engagement so as to 
ensure nobody is disenfranchised from the process.

Technocratic
Environmentalists

Procedurally focussed, objectively determined through scientific expertise amplified 
view of the regulatory process, science will provide all the answers, in favour for 
selective stakeholder engagement by deliberative means, prefers scientific expert 
knowledge over lay, pursue technocratic rational type of planning modelled on LUP 
zoning principles.
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6.7.1 Key Thematic Issues

Different and conflicting perspectives of the MSP process emerge from the analysis and 

interpretation of the factors. This indicates that stakeholders' perspectives do not match up 

with what Government are proposing, as conveyed in the Rhetorical Analysis. This could be 

interpreted in a variety of ways, either Government have not disseminated their rationale 

for MSP in a coherent manner, or stakeholders do not understand what Government are 

presenting, or plainly they do not agree with what Government are saying about MSP.

Taking consideration of the analysis of all five factors and in answering the research 

question of how stakeholders in the Irish Sea Region perceive MSP, four key thematic issues 

are presented in conclusion. These are: a process versus outcome focus on MSP, open or 

closed (selective) stakeholder engagement and representation, use of knowledge and trust 

in Government. These issues are recurrent among the discussion of the factors, and were 

reminiscent of the types of themes that were found in the critical analysis of the literature. 

Each of the themes will be dealt with here and matrices are plotted at the end of this 

section to illustrate each of the factor's position on these themes. These themes contribute 

to the discussion in the next chapter.

6.7.1.1 Process v. Outcome driven focus on MSP

Leviathan's Rationalists, the Cynical Sirens, Corporate Corsairs and the Technocratic 

Environmentalists appear to place more emphasis on the procedure of the policy process of 

MSP, whereas Neptune's Democratic Guardians seem to place focus more on the outcome 

of the MSP process in terms of making a marine plan or strategy. While all of the factors 

undeniably want a streamlined and efficient system introduced for MSP with less 

bureaucratic red tape, it seems that Factor A is concerned with the end result, the outcome 

of the process. Neptune's Democratic Guardians promote that the overall outcome of MSP 

should be to evoke a planning system that is right for the sea, which is why factor A evokes 

the idea of a 'sea interest', in that the outcome of MSP has to be for the best and most 

sustainable interests of the sea. Neptune's Democratic Guardian envisages a robust long 

term outcome for the planning process in terms of having MSP implemented and by 

establishing effective monitoring and enforcement. The rest of the factors are concerned 

with the process in terms of almost focussing on the creation of a model to be followed

235



during the planning process. Leviathan's Rationalists and Corporate Corsairs however, seem 

to be more concerned with the process in terms of making sure that it is clear, effective and 

that there are statutory simplistic stakeholder engagement procedures in place.

6.7.1.2 Stakeholder Engagement and Representation

All of the discourses recognise that stakeholder engagement is a very important and 

fundamental feature of MSP; yet all of the discourses hold different ideas for how it should 

be carried out. For example, Leviathan's Rationalists while it is supportive of the state, and 

evokes the general lines of the emerging system, the processes of stakeholder engagement 

is open, wide and transparent, with public consultation, it is an engagement process but it is 

not deliberative. This discourse promotes a commitment to an early and wide, open and 

inclusive process of stakeholder engagement, but only through a process of statutory 

consultation, which other discourses would contend as tokenistic. The commitment to 

producing a fully inclusive engagement is not convincing or genuine. It would seem 

preference would be paid to private economic interests. At the other end of the spectrum, 

the Technocratic Environmentalists opts for a selective smaller process for stakeholder 

engagement, since there is a focus around a more technocratic and elitist view. They stress 

the need for more deliberative forms of stakeholder engagement, such as round table 

meetings, presumably, made up of selected stakeholders' elite and scientific experts, but 

not one that would be open to the public. Additionally, the Corporate Corsairs are aligned 

along the same ideas, and while it outwardly looks like advocating an open and inclusive 

process of stakeholder engagement, it wants a selective process with those who use the 

sea, calling for traditional knowledge, private interests. As long as this factor remains 

central to the engagement process and discussions, it will not resist. The Cynical Sirens also 

advocates a selective approach, one that is wholly separate from Government, with the 

belief that such an approach may re-establish trust in Government, since this factor is 

underpinned by cynicism. They are cynical of Government's underlying intentions of 

stakeholder engagement. The Cynical Sirens believe that an independent stakeholder 

engagement process should be followed. Neptune's Democratic Guardians, while genuine, 

is a little naive in what realistically could be achieved, in wanting a body to be established 

who could be said to speak for the sea, representing a potential 'sea interest', potentially 

similar to ideas around the public interest on land. This raises a lot of issues around 

representation and who could adequately represent a non-speaking non human
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stakeholder. As a consequence for this, Neptune's Democratic Guardians highlight an 

alternative forum for how stakeholder engagement could take place in the marine 

environment, as only some would be considered to truly represent the sea interest.

6.7.1.3 Trust in Government

It is possible to see that there are challenges with the element of each factor's trust in 

Government, all of the factors vary on this to different degrees. It is especially marked with 

Leviathan's Rationalists where there is a great deal of trust placed in the State to deliver 

MSP. There is real belief from this factor that a state led approach of MSP will not produce 

more bureaucracy and that current governance practices will be capable of delivering 

effective MSP. The other discourses, namely, the Cynical Sirens and the Technocratic 

Environmentalists are the antithesis of Leviathan's Rationalists. The Cynical Sirens are 

extremely suspicious of Government and this may be as a result of bad experiences in the 

past with Government. Little faith is placed in Government with these factors expressing 

scepticism over the Government and its potential to lead to a robust policy process for 

MSP; this is also pronounced in Neptune's Democratic Guardians and the Corporate 

Corsairs. They do not want a purely Government led approach to MSP, as they fear that 

Government would not speak or adequately represent a potential 'sea interest', or in 

meeting other sectoral concerns. For Government to represent and act a 'sea interest' may 

not sit well with other Government policies, on competition for example.

6.7.1.4 Knowledge

Knowledge is also an important issue around where the factors differentiate. They provide 

different ideas of how knowledge is used, and indeed what type of knowledge is needed for 

advancing the MSP process. The Technocratic Environmentalists seems to be one factor 

that relies heavily on scientific hard knowledge and data, for the production of models and 

eventually plans. This factor is not concerned with local knowledge so much and states that 

it should be disregarded if it does not have a sound evidence base. Leviathan's Rationalists, 

states that there is still much that is not understood about the marine environment and 

states there is a need for more data. At the same time Leviathan's Rationalists state that 

gaining lay knowledge is an important element in the process, again mirroring current 

Government proposals, but because stakeholder engagement would seem to be promoting
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consultation, they may be reliant on expert knowledge, as the consultation role seems to be 

in place to legitimise the process. The Corporate Corsairs stress that traditional knowledge 

is essential in the production of effective MSP, mainly because that is what that factor has 

to offer and wishes to remain central to the process at whatever costs. Neptune's 

Democratic Guardians and the Cynical Sirens appreciate the need for all types of 

knowledge, lay, traditional and expert. Neptune's Democratic Guardians, need the best 

possible knowledge in order to carry out representing a 'sea interest', and the Cynical Sirens 

because it recognises that there is a huge gap in all knowledge and research.

6.8 Illustrating the Factors by Matrices

It is useful to illustrate these challenges by way of a diagrammatical understanding of each 

factor in a series of four-box matrices. Each factor is plotted in a given combined scenario. 

The type of stakeholder engagement (as closed or open) on the horizontal axis remains as a 

dependent in each scenario to allow for consistency and focus and the vertical axis is 

variable.
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Figure 6.1 Process and Stakeholder Engagement
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It is clear here that there is a small grouping in the top right box of the matrices, 

representing the Cynical Sirens, the Corporate Corsairs and the Technocratic 

Environmentalists may which be aligned with a concern for the process of MSP and yet a 

fairly selective form of stakeholder engagement. Neptune's Democratic Guardians are out 

on their own wanting an outcome driven process, yet still stays within the realm of the 

selective stakeholder approach. Leviathan's Rationalists, which was closely aligned with 

being reflective of the current proposals is completely separated from the other discourses. 

This is further demonstrated:
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Figure 5.2 Knowledge and Stakeholder Engagement
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While the factors are more dispersed in this matrix, it is still very evident that the discourse 

of Leviathans' Rationalists is very separated from the others. Whilst pursuing an entirely 

open stakeholder engagement system, it is seeking traditional knowledge; it may be viewed 

as a tokenistic gesture, since most of the proposals put forward to the stakeholders will 

most probably have been informed by expert knowledge. This may be an indication that 

either Government has not communicated its MSP message effectively to stakeholders or 

they do not believe in it. With regards to the others, the Cynical Sirens and the Technocratic 

Environmentalists are aligned around the same idea of preferring more expert driven 

knowledge. Neptune's Democratic Guardians are slightly distanced. They are more driven 

towards the open stakeholder engagement with more traditional knowledge. The 

Corporate Corsairs are more driven towards selective stakeholder engagement and solely 

on traditional knowledge. This matrix indicated that there is clear need and desire for both 

types of knowledge to be incorporated into the process.
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Figure 6.3 Trust in Government and Stakeholder Engagement
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This matrix again shows Leviathan's Rationalists as ostensibly removed from the other 

Factors. It has to be noted, that while the factors may be located in the same quadrant, it 

does not mean they necessarily share the exact same perspectives; however, what it does 

show is that there is room for manoeuvre and exchange of views. Yet what is most 

interesting is that while Leviathan's Rationalists are so far removed in this scenario, it 

almost illustrates that it places its trust in Government, whereas the other discourses 

clearly do not, and this was promoted throughout the analysis.

These matrices have been useful in visually illustrating the deep splits between the 

discourses that stands for Government and all the other factors that may be taken to stand 

for other 'typical' discourses that may be involved in MSP. It is clear here that the 

Government perspective and the 'other stakeholders' perspectives are so far removed from 

one another, there is clearly a lot of scope for conflict, contest and resistance not only 

between stakeholders but between stakeholders and the Government, as a key 

stakeholder. Such deep splits may be highly indicative of a potentially uncooperative.
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disjointed and unproductive system of MSP. The next chapter takes all the evidence of the 

thesis together and suggests a conceptualisation that may be taken forward that recognises 

that whilst all stakeholders may not come to a consensus, success can be achieved in 

adopting an alternative direction for stakeholder engagement in MSP.

By way of creating a simplistic comparative overview of all the factors the following table 

neatly illustrates a concise summary.
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Table 6.8 Comparative overview of the factors

factor Defining

characteristic

Process

Focused

Outcome

focused

Stakeholder Engagement Trust in

Government

Knowledge

Neptune's Democratic

Guardians

Sea Interest No Yes Selective engagement, open

to all, democratic and

deliberative

No Lay/local and expert

Leviathan's Rationalists Belief in State

led MSP

Yes No Open to all, wide public

consultation

Yes Expert and lay/local

Cynical Sirens Distrust of State Yes No Selective engagement for

key users

No Gap in all knowledges

Corporate Corsairs Protectionism Yes No Selective, users of the sea to

be included

No Traditional/ local

Technocratic

Environmentalists

Scientists Yes No Selective, closed but

deliberative

No Scientific
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6.9 Conclusion

In addressing the third research objective this chapter has critically analysed and interpreted 

the raw data gathered from the Q-sorts and looked at the specific characteristics forming 

each of the five factors. The discussion began with a short summary providing an overview 

of the factor, the characteristics making up that factor and the specific view that that 

discourse portrayed around MSP. The findings were then understood in relation to the other 

factors and it was found that each factor raised some particular and interesting challenges 

for MSP, especially when compared with the findings of the previous chapter that revealed 

the Government's discourse of stakeholder engagement.

Thinking forward to the next chapter regarding the new insights and new perspectives 

offered from the research for developing stakeholder engagement in MSP, four key themes 

were identified from this chapter and are used as a starting point. Specifically, these 

related to key challenges to the proposed MSP process, and in understanding if and how 

they can be mediated in moving towards a more productive and appropriate stakeholder 

engagement process. This involves looking whether there is a need to clarify the role of 

stakeholders engaging in MSP, as it was clear particularly from Leviathan's Rationalists that 

there was an undefined role for stakeholders in the process because that factor envisaged 

stakeholder engagement so wide and so generally. In the case of the Technocratic 

Environmentalists it was unclear whether stakeholders would even be able to fully engage 

in the process at all, it will be important to look at this aspect in more detail. It will also be 

important to understand the implications of the proposed methods for stakeholder 

engagement. It is noted that the majority of the factors would prefer a closed approach to 

stakeholder engagement, contrary to generic, fully inclusive open proposals. It was also 

noted from the analysis that a commonly expressed outcome is around the ecological 

integrity of the sea, noted especially in Neptune's Democratic Guardians and the 

Technocratic Environmentalists, but as yet, it is unclear how this could be represented 

through the engagement process. Another key theme was trust in Government. It was 

interesting to note how the various factors viewed Government as the protagonists of MSP, 

and of particular interest were Leviathan's Rationalists and the Cynical Sirens, as they were 

the antithesis of each other in this respect, with Leviathan's Rationalists being supportive of 

the State, while the Cynical Sirens were not. Knowledge was highlighted as another key 

theme which needs to be explored further, in terms of what type of knowledge is missing
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from the proposals and what type of knowledge is preferred. The Technocratic 

Environmentalists called for purely scientific and expert knowledge, whilst others 

(Neptune's Democratic Guardians and the Cynical Sirens) were more open to all types of lay 

and traditional knowledges in the process. It was clear from the matrix that these different 

types of knowledge are necessary and can be mediated through the stakeholder 

engagement process.

This chapter has captured some of the unresolved challenges for stakeholder engagement 

in MSP, which will now be addressed in more detail in the following chapter by making 

sense of them in terms of the practical and theoretical implications for the future of 

stakeholder engagement in MSP.
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CHAPTER 7 Insights and perspectives 

for Stakeholder Engagement in MSP
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CHAPTER 7 - INSIGHTS AND PERSPECTIVES FOR STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT IN MSP

7.0 Synopsis This chapter demonstrates how the research aim and objectives have been 

addressed and then proposes an alternative direction for dealing with stakeholder 

engagement in MSP, by establishing the notion of the 'sea interest' and how it may be 

operationalised within an agonistic engagement process. By the end of the chapter and 

therefore the thesis, it is expected that the reader will have a much clearer understanding of 

stakeholder engagement in MSP and how it may be progressed in this new spatial planning 

agenda for MSP.

7.1 Introduction

The aim of the thesis has been to explore stakeholder engagement in MSP. It attempts to 

offer an alternative perspective on stakeholder engagement and it has indicated how the 

proposed Government model is not appropriate for the new innovative area of MSP. This 

chapter is reflective of all the evidence found in the thesis, from the findings of the 

literature review, the Rhetorical Analysis and the Q study. It represents the first attempt to 

carry out substantial research into illustrating stakeholders' perspectives and how best 

these can be incorporated into the policy process for MSP. The context and specific 

objective of the research were set out in chapter one which established the research aim 

and the supporting research objectives as:

To explore stakeholders' perspectives of Marine Spatial Planning in the UK and understand 

how these can best be incorporated into this emerging area of environmental governance.

In seeking to address the aim, the thesis also addressed the following supporting research 

objectives:

1. To examine how stakeholder engagement in MSP has reflected the discourses of 

engagement in TSP

2. To investigate how Government have articulated their aims and approach to 

stakeholder engagement in MSP
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3, To gather and analyse key stakeholders' perspectives on MSP

4. To offer new insights and new perspectives from this planning research for stakeholder 

engagement in MSP

This section will briefly recap how the research aim and supporting objectives were tackled 

and the methodological approaches that were used. The following section will provide a 

more in-depth analysis of the research objectives.

The introductory chapter noted that the thesis was primarily about stakeholder 

engagement, and that the empirical research was set in the broader context of MSP. In 

relation to the first research objective; the literature review was conducted by using 

predominantly TSP sources to examine the type of themes and discourses that emerge in 

stakeholder engagement in environmental planning. In this sense, the chapter developed by 

tracing through various theoretical discourses from Jurgen Habermas' Theory of 

Communicative Action through to Patsy Healey's Collaborative Planning and to more recent 

agonistic discourses, such as that of Chantal Mouffe, Jean Hillier and John Ploger. In 

establishing the Government's discourse around stakeholder engagement in MSP, it was 

evaluated and approached by surveying the literature and policy documents in light of the 

TSP literature. It was then established that Government are applying a discourse to 

stakeholder engagement in MSP similar to the consensus driven Collaborative Planning that 

has most influenced TSP practice.

The empirical research set out to answer the second and third research objectives by 

analysing the specific discourse of stakeholder engagement in MSP as articulated by 

Government, by carrying out an in-depth policy critique using Rhetorical Analysis and also 

understood key stakeholders' perspectives on this issue through the use of Q Methodology. 

By adopting a social construction perspective, taking planning to be a social process rather 

than a technical exercise, the adopted methodological approach was designed in 

recognition of the role of discourse and the importance of social construction in the 

planning process. A key role of the research design was to identify the discourses emerging 

from both Government and other key stakeholders of the engagement process for MSP, to 

establish the values that underlie stakeholder engagement. The use of a discourse approach
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throughout the thesis was a conscious decision early on in the thesis as it involves the study 

of language, expressions of thought, intentions, values and courses of action (Rydin, 2003) 

and was believed to be the most suitable approach in matching to the ethos of the thesis in 

exploring, not just stakeholder perspectives, but in understanding how stakeholders viewed 

MSP.

The empirical tools of the Rhetorical Analysis and the Q study were therefore chosen on 

their interpretative value and ability to generate new insights. This indicated that there 

were very disparate and fractured findings, showing the diversity of perspectives between 

and within key stakeholders (of which Government were considered as a key stakeholder). 

This suggested that Government perceives engagement as unproblematic. In contrast, the 

Q study identified five diverse discourses which related to how stakeholders' perceived MSP 

and how the engagement process could be executed in MSP. This indicated how these 

different discourses act as a tug-of-war between Government going forward with the 

traditional consensus approach to engagement yet other stakeholders' discourses are laced 

with contestation and a resistance to the Government's approach.

The final research objective serves as a way of pulling all the strands of the thesis together 

to propose an alternative direction of stakeholder engagement in MSP, based on 

developing the notion of using the 'sea interest' which emerges from the Q study as a basis 

for a more agonistic approach to engagement, in producing a more productive outcome for 

stakeholder engagement in MSP. Having provided a short overview of the thesis, the next 

section will take account of how each of the research objectives have been addressed 

specifically.

7.2 Reflecting the discourse of stakeholder engagement in MSP

The thesis has highlighted that dealing with stakeholder engagement is a challenging 

process in any planning system. MSP presents a whole new environment with all different 

types of stakeholders of various resources, power and skills. The thesis put forward that 

what the Government propose as an open, consensus driven stakeholder engagement 

process, and what stakeholders propose in terms of stakeholder engagement for MSP, is at 

odds, and represents at times conflicting perspectives, with each offering what it thinks as a 

rational approach. This thesis has been about recognising the different discourses around
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stakeholder engagement and reflecting on them to find a more acceptable direction for 

stakeholder engagement in MSP, which is mobilised through the 'sea interest'.

In beginning to address such issues, it has been necessary to look at past stakeholder 

engagement experiences from TSP and argue that the most appropriate comparison is the 

case of Regional Planning, as it shows how Collaborative Planning has developed and 

informed planning processes and policy making practice, and how that has influenced 

Government's current stakeholder engagement proposals for MSP. Yet it is also made clear 

in the thesis that planning can be understood in many very different ways and that MSP 

offers a very different institutional and bio-physical context. Even though MSP offers an 

innovative way of dealing with the multitude of unique, regulatory, institutional and 

environmental complexities associated with the marine environment, Government are 

indicating a system of stakeholder engagement that is rehearsed on, and was developed 

solely for, a terrestrial planning system.

The first research objective is addressed by reflecting on the discourses of TSP which 

suggests Government have an expectation that stakeholders in the marine environment 

would reach consensus and agreement in the engagement process, suggesting Government 

have naively applied a model of engagement that was developed specifically for TSP whose 

origins lie in controlling development.

7.2.1 Reflecting on the differences of engaging on land and in the marine environment

It is clear from the literature review that stakeholder engagement in MSP has a significantly 

different context than engagement on land. It is suggested that Government have not fully 

taken this into account in their engagement proposals. Whilst it may seem naive in the 

literature, the Rhetorical Analysis highlights that this is part of a more strategic agenda for 

stakeholder engagement in MSP.

The literature review suggests that the key concepts and promotion of MSP have emerged 

from the marine community rather than the spatial planning community. In that sense the 

literature is viewed as having emerged from two different directions; the marine 

community contributing thoughts around ecosystem based approaches and holistic 

management and with the spatial planning community contributing planning knowledge
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from Collaborative Planning in informing the engagement process, from land based 

experiences. However the physical characteristics of the marine environment alone demand 

a much more holistic approach, which should be reflected in the stakeholder engagement 

process, so as to ensure the most productive, ecologically safe outcomes for the marine 

environment, and not an MSP system that is driven entirely by benefitting economic goods 

and services and private investment. The marine environment, has thrived on its historical 

virtue of More Librum, a sea that belonged to no one, where freedom to roam and exploit 

its resources was virtuous. The principle of More Librum has stood for viewing the sea as 

'common property'. When thinking about State intervention, in the form of MSP, it is a 

huge regulatory step into previously unchartered waters. This leads to a discussion that is 

needed around the differences in the property rights regime between land and sea. MSP 

will inevitably and severely impact upon the principles of the doctrine. Additionally, the 

literature highlighted that the engagement process needs to be sensitive in reflecting all the 

discourses of stakeholders and Government, in striving for a robust system.

7.2.2 Reflecting on Property Rights and the Public Interest in the marine environment

The literature review has provided enough evidence to suggest that there is a need to 

explore a different engagement approach for MSP compared to TSP. This is due to what has 

already been cited above, but additionally because on land, historically, property rights are 

much more delineated and clear-cut. Engagement on the land is not simply about private 

property rights, it is also about the public interest. Additionally however, the basic 

conceptual issues also need to be taken into account, such as on land, land use rights are 

geographically defined in two-dimension, whereas a three dimensional definition applies to 

the marine context, and issues over rights are unclear. As Jay (2010) notes, land ownership 

is comprehensive and parcelling of land is accurate with visible boundaries. The same 

cannot be said for the marine, it resists these conditions. Property rights on land are 

dominated by rights over occupation, or use, development and exchange and land use 

planning protects and promotes those rights (Needham, 2006). These rights do not exist in 

the same way in the marine environment, for example 'development' is rarely locked to a 

single location, and development in the form of laying cables on the seabed can stretch for 

many miles.
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However, the significance of this for stakeholder engagement is crucial as it was highlighted 

in early planning literature that the pattern of private property rights on land is one of the 

key drivers for why stakeholders engage in planning (McAuslan, 1980). Planning on land 

served to effectively nationalise development rights. Yet given the differences in property 

rights, as comparable to rights on land, there has been no need to nationalise rights at sea, 

as they have never been privatised, as they are marshalled by the Crown Estate. There are 

many different and conflicting interests that want to protect their land rights (their private 

property rights) or a resource being used in a certain way, potentially for economic benefit. 

TSP is a process of mediating well-defined, individual private property rights with the 

collective right of the 'public interest' taking precedence. It is unclear how this same 

principle may translate into MSP, given the three-dimensional differences.

It was highlighted by Needham (2006) that whilst there are procedures in place to protect 

those individual interests that might be damaged by unfavourable planning decisions 

(through some form of compensation); the public interest must take precedence. Rothstein 

(2006, pg. 184) noted that while the public interest is clearly associated with collective 

values, the problem with it is that individuals cannot be relied upon to see beyond their 

own immediate interests, they do not know how to act as 'altruistic agents for future 

generations'. This is a clear idea that is taken into developing the concept of a 'sea interest', 

as discussed at the end of this chapter.

Indeed, in the absence of strong individual property rights in the marine environment, the 

strong motivations for involvement in the policy and decision-making process would seem 

to be missing. The thesis has provided an insight into the various different types of rights 

that may be projected to exist at sea from the stakeholder discourses, and through the 

projected way that stakeholders may wish to exercise them in the practice of MSP. 

Furthermore, land use planning is sometimes justified in how it protects individual property 

rights (Needham, 2006; Pearce, 1981; Sorensen & Day, 1981; Day, 2008). It is important to 

grasp an understanding of how MSP is to take account of any potential existence of 

stakeholder's rights in the sea, when it was clearly established in the literature that the 

system of rights in the sea is different. As Needham (2006) notes TSP affects rights in land, it 

is operationalised by actions taken by a State agency to realise the ambitions of the public 

interest, as a way of achieving various social goals. It was important from the literature to 

understand how this is played out at sea and how stakeholder engagement in MSP is
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affected. Stakeholder engagement is still needed even if there is considered, partially at 

least, to be a different sense of private property rights existing at sea. Therefore it was 

established that an overall notion of the public interest maybe assumed to be different at 

sea. Whilst there may be public interest rationales that can be applied to MSP, such as 

ecosystem goods and services (Frid et al, 2006), the issue is that the public interest is 

unlikely to be sustained through a private rights approach as has been done on land.

Like on land, there is an incredible amount of contestation and antagonism between 

stakeholders over how the marine environment is used, as illustrated in the Q study. In this 

sense it is possible to say that this is similar to an articulation of private rights as on land, 

where stakeholders are fighting to protect their rights, the Corporate Corsairs, were clearly 

motivated by what they perceived as private rights of fishing grounds. Yet it seems that the 

contestation arises out of there being an existence of different motivations for engaging in 

MSP, i.e., the existence of the other four dominant discourses in the Q study. The literature 

highlighted that stakeholder engagement may be viewed as one way of managing all the 

different interests and motivations that exist. It can be used to mediate and find 

settlements of contest in dealing with the associated power struggles and different 

motivations and contests that can ensue in planning debates.

7.2.3 Reflections on the discourse of 'consensus'

The opening chapters described Collaborative Planning as a normative theory based on the 

principles of truth, honesty and openness (Healey, 1997), amongst others such as 

transformation, pluralism and deliberation. The incentive is to find acceptable solutions. 

Collaborative Planning is based on involving as many stakeholders as possible in the 

planning process underpinned by deliberative decision making (Allmendinger & Tewdwr- 

Jones, 2004). It was highlighted in the literature that the circle of stakeholders that 

Government chooses to consult for MSP is drawn as widely as possible, thus following these 

principles. The approach is claimed to neutralise and equalize powerful interests 

(Allmendinger & Tewdwr-Jones, 2004), and act as a form of political democratisation 

(Hillier, 2004). As a result planning clearly becomes a mode of governance (Rydin, 2003). It 

can be said that Government are merely legitimising planning, if they carry out a minimal 

amount of public consultation required by statute. They can satisfy themselves 

democratically, that stakeholder engagement has taken place. From the literature, it seems
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that Government proclaim to have begun to run stakeholder engagement processes for 

MSP that are inclusive and satisfy all stakeholders. In corroborating this, one interviewee 

stressed, "Government think that they have satisfied stakeholder engagement by letting the 

people talk. And that is a waste of time for everybody" (Academic, Wales, 2007). The same 

interviewee said, "Stakeholder involvement, not just consultation is crucial to the success of 

MSP". Without proper efforts to listen and work with stakeholders to take on new 

perspectives, the ubiquitous distrust and suspicion of Government increases. Without trust 

in Government and an understanding of the needs and benefits of deliberation, 

stakeholders may believe that Government have their own State led agendas, in supporting 

certain private and economic interests. In this situation, it was noted stakeholders will resist 

the engagement process, if they think that their engagement is worthless and simply for 

legitimisation (potentially put into action by the Cynical Sirens). It is crucial that 

stakeholders are assured from Government that their engagement and deliberation is 

needed in the process. Engagement therefore has the potential to turn into a worthless 

unproductive and destructive activity, where antagonism, stalemate, and contest amongst 

stakeholders and against Government will be evident.

Blowers et al's (2009) argument, laid out early in the thesis, suggests that in environmental 

politics there now appears to be a reversion back to a formulised, reactive and routine 

consultation away from more deliberative collaborative conversations that have dominated 

stakeholder engagement in TSP. He suggests that while there is still a commitment to public 

consultation in policy making, the spirit has subtly changed. It was highlighted that issues of 

climate change and national energy security are taking the central stage in environmental 

politics and that other motivational factors such as the rescaling system of politics has 

meant a shift from co-operation and broadening politics to include many different 

pluralistic stakeholders back to a more centralised and closed system. This shift is believed 

to be reflected in the proposals for MSP, but it is stressed in the Marine Act that there is to 

be a system of open and inclusive consultation based on a consensus driven approach. An 

open process cannot be criticised, since we live in a democracy, as an open process is both 

democratic and equitable. However, whilst this method does not rule anyone out of 

engaging in MSP, it is not interpreted by Government attempting to cover over any 

possibility of contest, unrest or adversary between stakeholders. Blowers et at, state that 

the shift leads to a more authorative and technocratic style of policy making. They also note 

that the threat of climate change and the impending need for energy security are just two
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of the reasons why the engagement process has been recentralised, as environmental 

issues have turned into issues of national security. In MSP there are, of course, similar 

motivations with climate change. Accordingly an argument can be made to show that 

Government can provide similar rationale for creating a certain form of stakeholder 

engagement that facilitates its own agenda for MSP, around economic exploitation of the 

seas, situated under the umbrella of sustainable development.

Blowers et al (2009) showed through the radioactive waste example how engaging with 

stakeholders had returned to more formalised and reactive consultation. The consultation 

relied on an ability and willingness of stakeholders to respond. The initiative and the 

outcome were left largely in the hands of Government and the industry. They use another 

example of the IPC and suggested these projects require Government backing, capital and 

offer bold solutions to energy and environmental security and so they required less open 

strategies, and re-assert scientific influence on environmental policy making. They explain 

that there is a dominance of scientists on advisory bodies and the influence of green NGOs 

and other non-establishment viewpoints are diminishing, It is clear that similar arguments 

may be applied to MSP, because there may be many economic and private interests wishing 

to steer the system. An open stakeholder engagement system allows this to happen, since a 

formalised reactive system still allows powerful economic, or environmental, interests to be 

heard loudly, and this system still meets their objectives.

Yet conversely it was noted that the main discourse of Collaborative Planning is developed 

on consensus building, and suggests that all stakeholders, whatever their status, 

background or expertise, or lack of, may be able to come to an agreed outcome which they 

can accept. However, as has been found with the TSP practice that aspirations to gather as 

many stakeholders as possible and expect them to reach an agreed consensus is genuinely 

impossible. The Collaborative and consensus driven approach can be understood as an 

inappropriate response to policy making, if understood in a Foucauldian stance (Foucault, 

1979). It is recognised that the key to success in policy making is not through consensus, but 

is based on divergent positions and discursive strategies. A Foucauldian understanding 

therefore recognises conflict and power within policy making processes from the notion of 

multiple and competing discourses (Foucault, 1990, 2003, Stevenson, 2009), and to break 

free from the common sense acceptance of categories, to open up ways of thinking 

differently (Foucault, 1988). He suggests that instead of policy making taking place in a
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consensual manner, he envisages it as an exercise of power and rhetoric. Yet as 

Alimendinger and Tewdwr-Jones (2002) noted, it is difficult to disagree with the rationale 

and the sentiment behind Collaborative Planning, as it exists as a democratic, 

transformative and interactive planning process undertaken amongst diverse communities 

(Healey, 1997). The literature noted however that it was essentially utopian and faced 

major difficulties in the context of TSP practice (Harris, 2002).

The thesis sought to reflect whether the discourse of stakeholder engagement, based on 

Collaborative Planning, is appropriate for MSP and could be considered as the best way of 

incorporating stakeholders' perspectives into MSP. For Government, consensus, as Blowers 

et at (2009) note, was favourable as it allowed for a harmonious relationship of the State, 

business and civil society. Within that co-operative system, it was stressed that 

environmental problems could be managed; where transformation, pluralism and 

deliberation were accepted. Government wish to imply that their stakeholder engagement 

in the form of consultation is acceptable since it involves those key facets of Collaborative 

Planning influencing planning practice, and that has many positive connotations for 

stakeholders, in that it is transformative etc, yet in reality, there is a much darker 

manifestation of stakeholder engagement at play. As Blowers et at (2009) admit, the form 

of engagement is still there, the basic characteristics and features of Collaborative Planning 

are there, the negotiative decision making, full inclusion, but it has shifted back to a 

formalised, reactive, routine consultation, focusing on representative democratic 

institutions as the key stakeholders in decision making.

The literature sought to get to the heart of understanding why the Collaborative system of 

stakeholder engagement is used for an innovative planning system when it is clearly not 

appropriate, realistic or pragmatic for the marine environment. It is not appropriate 

because the actual aim of consensus is not realistic. The thesis has illustrated that there is 

demonstrable evidence produced from the Q study that has shown that the issues that 

Government expect stakeholders to come together and engage on (as shown through the 

rhetorical analysis) is wholly unrealistic, dually this could mean that coming together to 

discuss issues is unrealistic or it may mean that agreement on the issues is unrealistic. There 

is evidence of distrust from some of the stakeholders around what Government or other 

powerful economic interests really want to achieve through MSP, reflecting on Habermas' 

Communicative Rationality, this is unlikely to result in a consensus. This was clearly
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highlighted in the analysis of the Q study. For example, it is often expressed that consensus 

can be used as a 'front' (Allmendinger, 1999, p. 12) for powerful interests to maintain 

influence and capacity to get what they want, whilst seeming to act more deliberatively 

(Hillier, 2004).

7.3 MSP and Discourses of engagement

The second research objective demands an understanding of the discourse of stakeholder 

engagement which is articulated by Government. Rhetorical Analysis was employed in 

chapter five to show how the emerging stakeholder engagement model is based on the 

influence of Collaborative Planning practice. As Rydin (2003) notes, the strength of 

Rhetorical Analysis as a research method, is not just about understanding the deeper 

arguments being articulated, but also understanding the institutional context that those 

arguments are used in. The rhetoric is related to the subject of persuasion, in this case it 

was constructed around justifying the engagement process, which was underlined by 

Collaborative Planning that was interpreted as closely linked to the rationality of New 

Labour. The rhetoric was shown to be carefully constructed in relation to the audience that 

needed to be persuaded at each stage of the introduction of MSP. The role of the Rhetorical 

Analysis in the thesis was effectively to characterise the discursive domain that the multiple 

and innovative ways of legitimising policy will be tried out by key actors (Rydin, 2003), in 

this case, Government. The Rhetorical Analysis of the three Government policy documents 

showed a way of understanding how the principles of engagement of MSP had been 

justified by Government. From this it was suggested that Government perceive engagement 

in MSP as being an unproblematic part of the new system and that it is sufficient to 

replicate the engagement processes applied at the regional level of TSP. Taken together, 

the literature and Rhetorical Analysis suggest that Government has failed to consider the 

complexities of what engagement in the context of planning for the marine environment 

may mean and whether stakeholders are persuaded by it.

It was further noted in the literature review and explored further in the Rhetorical Analysis 

that Government have been reliant on scientific expertise and technocratic knowledge to 

inform the engagement process for MSP. The first document (A Sea Change) made it clear 

that the marine environment is understood by scientists using tools and modelling 

techniques. Additionally, the scientific rationality highlights that this is the only way in
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which Government projects are the core understanding of the marine environment as a 

starting point for MSP. It also seemed that while the entire engagement process would be 

open to all, it would be reliant on experts and elite personnel to provide key evidence for 

policy decisions (Blowers et al, 2009). This does not necessarily suggest that lay knowledge 

will be entirely discredited in the MSP process, but that scientific knowledge has a primary 

influence in shaping the proposed policy direction. Rydin (2003) and Blowers et al (2009) 

note that a re-assertion of such expertise and scientific influence highlights a resistance to 

the ethos and diminution of the role of social science and ethical concerns. The literature 

highlights that there is a need to integrate all knowledge streams, science, social science, 

ethics and lay knowledge. A key finding therefore is that the engagement process should be 

opened to other forms of evidence and seen as an exchange and mediation of scientific 

evidence with other forms of knowledge.

From the Rhetorical Analysis, it seemed that from the Government discourse emerges a 

message put across to stakeholders that MSP is good for everyone. It also seemed that MSP 

was viewed by Government primarily as a regulatory mechanism that accordingly drew very 

little on the social reform and visionary aspects of the concept of planning, as is the case 

with TSP. While Government have clearly underlined that their rationale and guiding 

principles for MSP is about furthering sustainable development in the sea, portrayed in a 

rather weak notion, it has not adequately pointed to a potential or visionary planning 

direction for MSP. Neither was there adequate reasoning why stakeholders should engage, 

or what their engagement would contribute to. It appeared that Government did not seem 

to have attempted to engage with stakeholders beforehand to find out what their 

ambitions or desires for MSP are. It was also shown that the rationality of MSP can be seen 

to align itself closely with the wider New Labour project. In that sense, it was seen, as still 

giving a democratic say in the process, and with actually more statutory opportunities to do 

so, but with less to deliberate on.

The Rhetorical Analysis revealed how much of MSP has been marshalled behind closed 

doors, such as the actual format of the stakeholder engagement process, the Government 

vision for MSP, and the decision to have the MMO, inter alia. As Wilsdon and Willis (2004, 

p.14) noted the public are presented with a consensus view, long after debates rage and 

arguments are resolved in private, behind closed doors. The three documents that were 

subjected to the critique seem to be products of this very sentiment - for example in 'A Sea
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Change, A Marine Bill White Papeh, the rhetoric analysis suggested that those who question 

the competence of Government to deliver on MSP will be viewed as disloyal and going 

against the spirit of collaboration. In this document, State intervention was highlighted as 

imperative, there was a need to save the planet, it was painted as a scientific crisis, 

unprecedented and collective action was needed, those who did not agree were disloyal, 

and this was viewed as a way of downplaying contest, as collective action was needed. This 

indicated that Government have put effort into making the policies agreeable to all 

stakeholders. Yet somewhat controversially it seemed to raise further questions around the 

Government's capacity to deal with dissident, non-conforming stakeholders.

The audiences, whilst different for each document were presented with a very carefully 

constructed argument that attempts to persuade them to believe in Government's version 

of MSP. Government were confident enough to say, 'Here is what success will look like'. 

They seem boastful, trust us for a fair process, and trust in us, the State, to provide a good 

system of MSP. However, this can also be read as wanting to put in place a robust 

monitoring system for the implementation of the system of MSP. We have the busiest seas 

in Europe and we want to be recognised as the leader and champion of MSP in Europe. That 

is why it is evoked that everyone involved should believe in Government to do a good job 

with MSP, to make the right decisions for planning in the marine environment. The rhetoric 

put forward is entirely persuasive. It is the role of the State, as an incredibly powerful actor, 

to act as the vehicle through which MSP policy goals must be achieved. Consequently, it is 

through the role of the State that global issues, such as climate change and sustainable 

development, must be legislated for and enacted (Stevenson, 2009) and there seemed to 

be little of a role for stakeholder engagement. As noted by Rydin (2003), sustainable 

development can only be achieved by State planning, as many environmental concerns 

between geographical boundaries, and raise issues that need to be dealt with at a regional, 

national or international level. This may also be true of MSP. On this particular point the 

implications of this for stakeholder engagement are crucial as it is often at this more 

strategic level that stakeholder engagement needs to be organised to be effective and 

robust enough for policies to use more direct channels to inform Government policies.

The evidence gathered for the entire thesis and in particular, the rhetorical analysis, shows 

that Government have neglected to articulate the principles, goals and rationale of 

engaging in MSP in a way that is meaningful or significant to a multiplicity of stakeholders.
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This is because the audience is presented with a consensus view already, they are expected 

to come up with the same consensus proving that Government have got it right, and there 

is little to discuss. Government do not appear to have attempted to have engaged with 

stakeholders to find out the variety of discourses and perspectives held by stakeholders, 

thus they seem to not know what stakeholders want from MSP, or how to respond to them. 

They promoted a model of engagement that is based on consultation, and are expecting to 

achieve a consensus, which as we have seen from the Q study is a rather unrealistic goal. It 

is sensed therefore that Government will not be adequately equipped to deal with 

stakeholders who want different things from MSP. This has been well documented 

throughout the Q study, namely by the Neptune's Democratic Guardians and Cynical Sirens, 

opting for a non Government run system of MSP, or the Technocratic Environmentalists 

being largely against an open inclusive stakeholder engagement, or the Corporate Corsairs 

standing up for private economic rights. These managed to effectively demonstrate a 

variety of fractured stakeholder perspectives and expressions, showing that there is a range 

of different stakeholders that Government have not attempted to get close to, and it is 

these stakeholders who are most likely to have a range of different ambitions and who 

want different outcomes from engaging in MSP.

In the findings of the Rhetorical Analysis, there appeared to be a clear discourse around an 

open invitation for stakeholders to engage in the process, giving those with an interest the 

chance to get involved in the broad scope of the policy process, a promise of involvement in 

the process. Stakeholders are asked their view on the process, but there is little effort to 

help put into action what RCEP (1998) states is needed in policy, the articulation of 

stakeholder's values, not just their interests and voices. Their involvement is needed in the 

formulation of strategies, rather than merely being consulted on already drafted proposals. 

It was reported that anyone with an interest can get involved; it was not restrictive, but 

there was evidence of the Government toning down any perceived issues around the 

evidence of antagonism, contest or tension in the marine environment. The documents 

promoted a shared approach, an open approach to engaging in 'our seas', implying that 

everyone should be involved. Yet, their model of stakeholder engagement does not attempt 

to deepen stakeholders' understanding of the policy or uncover any potential 

inconsistencies or errors. It was noted there was very little in the documents that could 

cause controversy to any particular sector with regards to engagement because it was
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rhetorically presented in such a way that MSP is an entirely persuasive concept, and 

consequentially, stakeholder engagement as a core value of it, is entirely unproblematic.

7.4 Agonism and MSP

It becomes clear that a consensus driven approach has many potential flaws and that an 

alternative way of conceptualising the stakeholder engagement in MSP could be based on 

the emerging theoretical approach of agonism. This suggests that contestation can be seen 

in a more positive way and that it can lead to a productive outcome for policy, resulting in 

social learning. Having illustrated through the Q study, in real scenarios and theoretical 

examples, there is evidence of fundamental disputes among stakeholders, which could 

perhaps be better managed through an agonistic approach.

Chapter three concluded by investigating a new direction in stakeholder engagement that 

embraces the contest and diversity between stakeholders. Moving stakeholder engagement 

forward in a more agonistic manner is proposed to more appropriately translate into the 

MSP context as it would allow for a different outlook on the engagement system than is 

currently on offer and may better address the discovered differences of opinion between 

potential stakeholders, as noted in the Q study. Throughout the rest of this chapter, the 

discussion on operationalising agonism will be developed, along with the some of the 

critiques advocating agonism as one approach to dealing with stakeholder engagement.

7.5 Addressing key stakeholders' perspectives on MSP

The third research objective sought to identify stakeholders' perspectives. Q methodology 

was used in chapter six to capture stakeholder views and examine whether the theoretical 

perspectives developed above are played out, particularly around the issue of consensus. 

This highlighted the clear dissonance that arises between stakeholders and offered the 

opportunity to uncover the underlying issues and tensions. The Q study offers a unique and 

rich evidence base and a clear insight into how stakeholders' perspectives are socially 

constructed.

The Q study generated insights that further supported the idea that a consensus driven 

approach is inappropriate for MSP, while highlighting the incipient contestation among the
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five identified discourses. This illustrates the variety of expectations amongst stakeholders 

and highlights the need for an engagement process that is capable of accommodating such 

diversity of opinion. This appears to have been overlooked by Government in their 

construction of MSP. It is suggested that we should tap into this complexity and find a form 

of engagement that attempts to deal with these issues in a way that is more meaningful for 

stakeholders. As discussed in chapter six, the Q study highlighted that it would be rather 

unrealistic to expect stakeholders to come together in order to achieve consensus and 

agreement. The evidence from the Q study showed that a much more workable and 

realistic process of stakeholder engagement is necessary, something is needed to guide the 

engagement that is not driven by consensus.

Allmendinger (1999) has suggested that in the search for consensus, a proposal may 

become so diluted that it loses its meaning. Additionally in relation to Healey's (1999) ideas 

around transformation, stakeholders' interests are therefore not transformed per se, but 

are induced into conforming to group norms. It is clear that the responses from the Q study 

were passionate, defiant, independent, and they were disparate, it would seem difficult to 

achieve a consensus among those five particular discourses. Based on the results of the Q 

study, it was suggested that Government need to think much more carefully about 

engagement. It was highlighted by one participant associated with the Corporate Corsairs 

that the involvement of stakeholders after all the important decisions had been taken, was 

considered morally corrupt. Another participant associated with Neptune's Democratic 

Guardians suggested that early engagement is essential, there is a need to explain the 

process and how decisions are to be made, as late engagement and involvement in the 

process breeds suspicion.

The Q study revealed that the identified discourses showed contestation and were 

potentially antagonistic. The most obvious example of antagonism expressed by the 

stakeholder discourses is around the concept of a Government led system of MSP, of which 

Leviathan's Rationalists heavily advocated. Conversely, Neptune's Democratic Guardians 

portrayed that a purely Government led system will lead to more bureaucracy, confusion 

and distrust in that Government could not be trusted to act in the best interests of the sea. 

The Cynical Sirens who displayed the strongest feelings against Government, reiterating 

similar perspectives to Neptune's Democratic Guardians. It is also important to highlight 

that the Corporate Corsairs felt that there is over-governance, and feared apathy and a lot
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of bureaucratic inertia. The discourses pursued highlighted the shortcomings of the current 

marine management regimes. Additionally, the Technocratic Environmentalists are strongly 

in favour of using scientific quantitative data for creating an effective and sound MSP 

process. One participant associated with the discourse noted that those stakeholders with 

scientific factual evidence must be listened to and the poor or opinion based comments 

disregarded. Yet all the other discourses are in favour of using all sorts of other lay 

knowledge. This is especially true of the Corporate Corsairs bringing in their historical 

knowledge of the seas. Similarly the Cynical Sirens believed that there is not enough 

knowledge generally. These examples are used as evidence to show that the Q study drew 

out many different perspectives of MSP that do not necessary align with the Government.

All of the discourses, except for Leviathan's Rationalists, therefore seemed to be sceptical of 

a purely Government run process of MSP. Hillier (2002) promotes that even in frameworks 

where there are a lot of different interests and stakeholders, Government still have to be 

involved (Stevenson, 2009). Stakeholders, such as those illustrated by the five identified 

discourses, need to find ways of working with Government to enable new engagement 

techniques. In order to do this, there needs to be a level of trust present between 

stakeholders and Government. This is not currently present amongst all stakeholders, as 

illustrated by the Cynical Sirens and Neptune's Democratic Guardians. Taking a pragmatic 

outlook, it should be noted that it is unrealistic to think that we could ever have complete 

trust in Government, but there must be a point that could be reached where there is an 

acceptance of working with Government.

Perhaps rather unsurprisingly, in almost mirroring the current proposals, Leviathan's 

Rationalists believed in facilitating an open and wide stakeholder engagement process that 

would welcome all views. Yet there was nothing material or significant to reassure 

stakeholders that their views would be used to actively contribute, inform and shape the 

policy process. There was no apparent desire for deliberation. This suggests that the views 

expressed through this discourse are satisfied with the current statutory engagement 

methods for MSP, thus falling short of engineering anything new or innovative for engaging 

stakeholders in the marine environment. It is unclear how Government seem to say one 

thing, i.e. that their engagement process is based on an open and inclusivity where 

consensus and agreement are key, driven by the rhetoric of Collaborative Planning, but in 

reality, it is highly unlikely for consensus to be realised.
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The theoretical perspectives of engagement in MSP are based on Collaborative Planning, 

and its calls for a more open and inclusive form of engagement. It was on this issue of 

engagement that stakeholders held a diversity of views. It was unexpectedly found that all 

the identified discourses, bar the Leviathan's Rationalists, portrayed that some sort of 

selective procedure would be needed for more effective stakeholder engagement.

The Q study therefore suggests, rather controversially, that stakeholders wanted the 

opposite of an inclusive and open system; they tend to advocate a selective form of 

stakeholder engagement, for a variety of different reasons. A model that is focussed on 

more selective engagement means fewer stakeholders can be involved in the process. 

There were varying reasons for this, Neptune's Democratic Guardians, whilst wanting a 

largely open, democratic, deliberative form of stakeholder engagement, were alert to the 

fact that potentially not all stakeholders would, as in their case, want, or be able, to act in 

the interests of the sea as an ecological entity. They foresaw that perhaps a more selective 

process would be needed to ensure that stakeholders would be chosen on the basis that 

they would have the interests of the sea central to their concerns, encapsulating the 

ecological integrity of the marine ecosystem.

The perceived need for this more selective approach is further emphasised by the 

Technocratic Environmentalists. They did not advocate an open process of engagement and 

would prefer to see a much smaller stakeholder group. One participant associated with the 

factor suggested, that because everyone is considered a stakeholder, a roundtable of about 

twelve people was a much better place to start, openly discounting a large majority of 

stckeholders. This factor put forward that closing off discussions to the general public was a 

favourable solution, so they could get on with their job without disturbance, firmly 

emphasising a belief in a technocratic rational comprehensive model of planning. The 

Cynical Sirens also supported stakeholder engagement but again, preferred to a selected 

group of stakeholders, so that the process would simply not be an act of tokenism, as 

po:entially envisaged with Leviathan's Rationalists. A participant that was associated with 

the Cynical Sirens suggested the need to ensure engagement processes gather those 

stakeholders with well informed objective views, backed with real needs and real 

experiences. They recognised that it was unrealistic to expect that everyone should engage 

in he process, as this has the potential to ruin the overall effectiveness of the process. They
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seem to suggest that Government's open approach can reinforce existing power structures 

(Pattison, 2001) resulting in a common denominator effect leading to weak outcomes. 

Whereas if a more selective, proactive engagement process were created, then 

engagement would be more influential and would shape the process and more decisive and 

productive outcomes would result.

In addressing this issue, it was found that it is possible, and still entirely democratic, to 

make a case for a more selective representation of stakeholders, because it is not essential, 

or compulsory, to ensure that every potential stakeholder is included in the discussions 

(Connelly & Richardson, 2004). They note that in any real situation discussions, practical 

constraints and tensions between different goals inevitably lead to compromises in the 

ideals of inclusivity and non-coercion. Connelly and Richardson (2004) stress that 

sometimes selectivity and exclusion, or more of a representative group is actually needed 

for proper deliberation. Ideal forms of engagement are open to all stakeholders, giving 

everyone a right of involvement, but this can be problematic, as it can encompass 

unmanageable numbers of stakeholders. They suggest a more limited selection of 

stakeholders be identified and invited to engage. They note that more limited forms of 

engagement need safeguards built into them to maintain legitimacy and must give an 

opportunity, for stakeholders who are not engaging directly, to be brought into the process 

in other ways, by feedback as well as consultation, as this enables the stakeholders outside 

to be involved even when the work is done by a smaller group.

Instead of a crammed blockage of stakeholders, this would create space for a more 

innovative perspective, where something like a roundtable, or a small forum, would be 

wholly achievable. Indeed, Rydin (2003) suggests that there could be a departure from the 

usual technocratic and bureaucratic conversations, whereby proposing an alternative vision 

or direction of stakeholder engagement could be the starting point of future discussions of 

a specifically gathered group.

It is concluded, based on this evidence, that an alternative approach may be introduced to 

thinking about engagement, as not seeking full inclusion of every single potential 

stakeholder. This is highlighted in Neptune's Democratic Guardians, the Technocratic 

Environmentalists and the Cynical Sirens. It is noted that traditional forms of public 

consultation, that are open to giving everyone a right of involvement, excluding none, deny
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the public any real influence over decision making (Renn, 1998; Renn et al, 1995, Booth & 

Richardson, 2001). Hillier (2002) additionally asks if it is physically possible for all 

stakeholders to have a voice. Following from this, it is suggested that it would be more 

beneficial to the overall planning process for MSP to have a more limited selection of 

stakeholders that speak on behalf of larger groups. Government call for an open and 

inclusive approach to stakeholder engagement, and when critiquing what seems to be 

currently happening, it seems that Government have not designed it around any specific 

principles, such as was noted above by Connolly and Richardson (2004). The rhetoric of 

Collaborative Planning suggests that effective stakeholder engagement processes should 

include as many stakeholders as possible. It comes across as entirely limitless on who can 

engage. However, what seems to be true of MSP, is entirely reflective of the radioactive 

waste scenario, it is Government, Industry and scientific experts that end up dominating the 

engagement process, in order to reach their own objectives, as the consultation is so 

technical and authorative, other non-technical stakeholders do not engage in something so 

complicated. It is proposed that having a more targeted representative stakeholder 

approach would be more productive.

Whilst becoming more widespread in TSP in Regional Planning, a selective engagement 

process contravenes the Government's proposals for an open and inclusive approach to 

engagement, and in that sense, it is a departure for engagement in MSP. This potentially 

could be seen as a controversial and radical move, as it contends with the long-standing 

principle of engagement in planning. However, it is best viewed as an innovation in 

engagement. Since the MSP proposals are still slowly emerging, it is suggested that 

following on from Connolly and Richardson (2004) may be an ideal place to begin for 

stakeholder engagement in MSP. By selecting a smaller, yet entirely representative, group 

that works closely and that are supportive to the wider stakeholders that are not directly 

involved, the process can be viewed as entirely democratic. All stakeholders can still have 

their right to speak, and are involved, some more intensely than others. In this form of 

'deliberative democracy', O'Neill (2001) highlights that there may be problems with 

representation. If there is to be a smaller more selective group of stakeholders, O'Neill 

warns that with selective representation there still has to be adequate representation, so 

that some stakeholders are not unrepresented and others are not underrepresented.
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Government has started a selective stakeholder engagement process on land, in choosing 

who should be included in stakeholder groups for hearings before the EiP, and a similar 

process is beginning for the IPC. Lessons from current experience of this in practice show 

how satisfaction at Regional Planning can still be gained where stakeholders are invited to 

engage at hearings or at round tables. They deliberate and engage with other stakeholders 

and contribute to social and policy learning, and additionally to the wider framework of 

environmental governance. This may be seen as a way of moving engagement upstream 

and away from a culture coming back to 'Decide-Announce-Defend'. This shows that there 

is potential for more selective engagement to become a realistic move for MSP. Additionally 

because the MSP is still somewhat embryonic in its development, it means that there is still 

space for manoeuvre in the design of the engagement process.

While some of the identified discourses (Technocratic Environmentalists) were in favour of 

the use of scientific knowledge, there was acknowledgement for a much wider range of 

traditional non-scientific and lay knowledge to be used, as advocated by the RCEP (1998). 

Indeed a number of writers (see, O'Neill, 2001; Rydin, 2003; De Santo, 2009; Hulme and 

Ravetz, 2009) call for scientific knowledge to be called into question. Hulme and Ravetz 

(2009) state that 'warranted knowledge', knowledge that is authoritative, reliable, and 

guaranteed on the basis of how it has been acquired, has recently become more sought 

after than the ideal truth and objective positivist knowledge. This is perhaps the type of 

knowledge that the Corporate Corsairs could have provided, which would have been 

previously disregarded by the Technocratic Environmentalists. This is reflective of the shift 

towards the post-positive paradigm embedded in the empirical research.

Traditionally Leviathan's Rationalists and the Technocratic Environmentalist's claims of 

scientific authority may have been accepted unquestionably, and would have provided the 

basis of significant public policy for many years. However, with the shift to post-positive 

inquiry, environmental planning policy is changing. Stakeholders are, as Wilsdon and Willis 

(2004) suggested, accepting less and questioning more. There are new demands for 

extended peer reviews and the co-production of knowledge (typically this would be from 

the Cynical Sirens, and potentially from the Corporate Corsairs). Stakeholders are taking on 

more challenging and questioning roles, and as Wilsdon and Willis (2004) suggested, should 

be asking to have arenas in which to test and validate the claims made by the technocrats 

and the scientists. Radically, therefore, expert knowledge, which previously was
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untouchable to the lay public, could be opened up to the scrutiny of the non-technical 

stakeholder. Indeed Hulme and Ravetz (2009) suggest that it is no longer tenable to believe 

that warranted and trusted scientific knowledge can come into existence inside laboratories 

that are hermetically sealed from society. Additionally, since we cannot proclaim to know 

absolutely everything about the marine environment, it would seem appropriate that the 

policy process should be open to all forms of knowledge. At the same time, it is 

pragmatically acknowledged that there needs to be scientific authority that contributes to 

helping put the ecosystem approach for the marine environment in place that used the 

precautionary principle. Scientific authority is incredibly important as it establishes the key 

functions of the sea, however as it has been stressed throughout the thesis, scientific 

knowledge needs to be complemented, integrated and balanced with lay and traditional 

sources of knowledge. We cannot expect to accept just one source of knowledge in order to 

provide a picture of 'truth'. If scientific knowledge is used to establish key facts, lay 

knowledge may be used as a way of understanding those facts on the ground. It would 

seem that it is entirely possible to achieve what RCEP (1998) state as 'socially intelligent' 

policies through an integration of scientifically established knowledge, which is 

corroborated by lay understanding.

As illustrated by Neptune's Democratic Guardians, it appeared that out of all of the factors, 

they place the greatest emphasis on the outcomes of MSP. They highlighted that any plan 

without effective implementation is useless. Importantly, creating effective stakeholder 

engagement to make a plan is crucial for its implementation. Establishing a 'sea interest' lay 

central to this factor, as a concept developed for looking after the future interest of the sea, 

and keeping it in pristine condition for future generations to come. To Neptune's 

Democratic Guardians, this was the most favourable outcome of MSP. It would therefore 

seem that getting the exact intricacies of the policy right first time was less of a priority to 

Neptune's Democratic Guardians, whereas it seemed to be the priority of the other 

factions, such as Leviathan's Rationalists.

In terms of reflecting on the successful outcomes of stakeholder engagement, it could be 

said that the focus should be centred on the consideration of more strategic outcomes of 

the policy, rather than the process. Government state that their focus for the outcome of 

MSP favours sustainable development of the sea, which is what they envisage as success. 

However, it may be interpreted that they actually focus on a weak conception of
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sustainable development that favours the economic sector. Whilst MSP is still in its 

relatively early stages of conception, it was stressed by Neptune's Democratic Guardians 

that MSP should serve a 'sea interest'. In taking this forward, it is suggested that instead of 

being so driven on getting the process right first time, a re-focus of energy (from both 

Government and stakeholders) is needed in order to look towards a much more strategic 

vision for MSP. This may be interpreted as being in line with a key phrase stated in one of 

the interviews for this research: "A system that works for the sea and not the Government 

administrative system" (anonymous Private Sector Representative, 2008). Therefore looking 

at the outcome in terms of creating a productive strategy, this may evoke a more visionary 

concept and evolution of MSP. While MSP is a new planning process, there will inevitably 

be some experimentation, with regards to fine tuning a balance between process and 

outcome.

7.6 Insights and new perspectives offered for stakeholder engagement in MSP

In terms of addressing the fourth research objective of seeking out new insights and new 

perspectives for stakeholder engagement in MSP, a critical contribution of the thesis is to 

conceptualise how an alternative, agonistically driven process of stakeholder engagement 

can be mobilised, using the notion of a 'sea interest' and embedding it within the 

engagement process. The conceptualisation of a 'sea interest' is pursued in this final section 

of the thesis in visualising how it can be realised to support the stakeholder engagement 

process in MSP, and how it may come to be viewed as the bedrock of spatial planning 

principles in MSP, and ultimately in making stakeholder engagement work better and more 

productively for planning in the marine environment.

7.6.1 Developing the 'sea interest'

It is important to clarify the origins of the 'Sea Interest'. It was noted in the early chapters of 

the thesis, particularly in at section 1.4, that TSP has strong guidance from the need to take 

into consideration of what is in the Public Interest when making planning decisions. 

However what has come out quite clearly in the literature, the empirical findings of the Q 

sorts, the Rhetorical Analysis and the stakeholder interviews, is that there is no equivalent 

of the Public Interest in MSP. The concept of a 'Sea Interest' was initially raised from the 

discourses of the Q Methodology, particularly from Neptune's Democratic Guardians. It also
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evolved from the discussions and interviews with stakeholders. In essence, it echoes what 

the stakeholders were saying, that there is a sense of a guiding concept that is lacking from 

the idea of planning for the marine environment. Given that position, that there does not 

appear to be an overall planning justification to the marine environment, in the way that 

there is on land, the 'Sea Interest' arose as an interesting concept to explore further. In the 

same vein that the Public Interest can justify planning decisions taken on land, the 'Sea 

Interest' can justify planning decisions taken in the marine environment and so it is 

explicitly clear to see the underlying value of such a concept.

The 'Sea Interest' may be captured as a guiding principle of MSP. The Sea Interest guides 

planning decisions for the marine environment to be taken within the best interests of 

ecological integrity. Just as the way that all stakeholders 'sign up' to the notion of the 

Public Interest as the guiding decisions in TSP, stakeholders can sign up to the notion of the 

Sea Interest.

In creating an alternative direction for stakeholder engagement in MSP, it is possible to 

draw on both the empirical evidence and the theoretical insights developed throughout the 

thesis; such as how to respond to the competing claims over the marine environment and 

the MSP process. This section will explore how such a diversity of opinion and different 

context for engagement can be used positively in moving towards creating a 'Sea Interest', 

which would provide a new direction for engagement, incorporating stakeholder 

perspectives into MSP. A starting point for this is to appreciate the sea as having a very 

different physical, administrative, legal and conceptual context for planning than that 

experienced on the land. This was initially highlighted from the Belgian model, discussed in 

chapter four, that showed a clear appreciation for the distinctiveness of the sea, when 

considering 'sea orientated planning'. This highlights that it is possible to appreciate the sea 

as an independent entity, which should be respected within the planning process and this 

alone will differentiate the goals and decision-making process when compared to TSP.

A 'Sea Interest' may be considered to generate (through agonistic discussion) an overall 

discourse for acting with ecological integrity in MSP. Using a similar idea of the public 

interest, or a collective interest, as indicated earlier in chapter one, all stakeholders should 

be able to justify and align their interests to a 'Sea Interest'. It is clear therefore that a 'sea 

interest' is a discourse of stakeholder engagement that is underpinned by acting with
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ecological integrity. It becomes symbolic of the MSP objectives, and in line with the thesis 

research design of discourses and rhetorical analysis, it is appropriate to refer to a 'sea 

interest' as synecdoche205 for the MSP objectives, and it does this through realising an 

alternative form of stakeholder engagement that is driven through an agonistic context. The 

next sections of this chapter will demonstrate how a 'Sea Interest' can be conceptualised 

from the evidence found in the thesis.

In chapter three, there was a discussion on the rationales of why stakeholders engage in 

planning on land, and it was ascertained that it was mostly for protection, or promotion, of 

their individual private property rights. It was also established that planning decisions were 

taken in relation to the wider 'public interest'. We learnt that whilst rights do exist at sea, 

they are not in a similar manner to individual private property rights on land, and may be 

considered to be more public rights, or more of a 'collective right'. In identifying a definition 

and what is meant by the 'Sea Interest' we begin to consider it as a concept that is thought 

of as a collective ecological integrity of the sea that may be taken to stand as the 'public 

interest' of the sea. A definable role of the 'sea interest' may be taken to stand as acting 

with an 'ecological integrity' for which all stakeholders, no matter what their beliefs, can 

contribute to through their engagement in MSP.

As noted, the Belgian model was seen as being portrayed as an example of 'sea orientated' 

planning (GAUFRE, 2006), which views the marine environment as a space that captures 

social wellbeing, landscape and economic values. The Australian model (Smith et al, 2003) 

offered some interesting ideas around encouraging stakeholders to act as 'ambassadors for 

the sea' while the adoption of the term 'sea country' appeared to promote a greater sense 

of guardianship amongst stakeholders. These examples suggest that MSP can be more than 

a process for managing and regulating the marine environment and so inspired the idea of a 

'Sea Interest'. They suggest that there should be a duty to promote the overarching 

interests of the sea, either by establishing key criteria for planning the sea or by changing 

the culture and mindset of stakeholders who engage with MSP.

In chapter four it was noted that the Belgian model produced six different conflicting 

scenarios (in the interpretations of the Playful Sea, the Mobile Sea and the Rich Sea etc) and 

the Australian model was focused on managing people, and so reflected a diverse

205 Synecdoche - taking part for the whole
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population, which helped to promote a new sense of stewardship. The Australian model 

suggests that MSP should be based on the values of natural ecosystems, not the sectoral or 

political influences. They suggested that it was possible to transform ignorance of the ocean 

into knowledge and understanding, and therefore it was championed into a core value of 

protecting the marine environment through stewardship. Drawing on the Belgian and 

Australian models, it is possible to offer a revival of these models, that also takes account of 

the insights generated by the research findings, with an aim to establish a more productive 

engagement process that is fully democratic (but with a selective) representation of all 

stakeholders. This appears to provide the alternative perspective for stakeholder 

engagement that the research aimed to develop in incorporating stakeholder perspectives 

into MSP and which is in contrast to the proposed process adopted in the UK.

In addition to the lessons from the overseas case studies, the thesis has also drawn on some 

of the minority voices in the debate on MSP in the UK. For example, during the House of 

Lords' debate on the Marine Bill, Lord Hunt of Kings Heath asked why Government had 

failed to take account of the many interests that the marine environment must reconcile. 

He suggested that the Bill lacks detail on who should be consulted, at what point they 

should be consulted, and how conflicts of opinion should be handled. It was also noted that 

he questioned the absence of a responsibility to protect the diversity of marine flora and 

fauna or to ensure the continuing use of the sea by the public. It is not apparent from 

reviews of subsequent amendments to the Bill that any of his views were incorporated. 

Yet, these provide further stimulus for a different perspective for engagement and the role 

of the concept of a 'sea interest'.

Similarly, when debated in the House of Commons206 a similar issue was raised by Mr 

Bernard Jenkin207 who, drawing on case law asked "Who owns the fish? Who owns the 

marine environment that we are seeking to protect?" This indicates that stakeholders have

Details of the Bill's passage to Royal Assent is noted in Appendix 3 
207 Hansard, House of Lords, 2nd Reading, 15th December 2008, North Essex, Conservative, Column 
698 - The reply from Government was that the responsibility rests with the CFP; ultimately he replied 
that we all have a responsibility to maintain our fish stocks. WWF launched a court case207 to the 
Court of First Instance of the European Court of Justice, appealing that cod quotas set by the Council 
of the European Union, had not been set according to scientific advice, but according to the political 
pressures of the North Sea. The Court ruled that even though WWF is represented in the North Sea 
Regional Advisory Committee, it had no locus standi to represent, what the court called a, sufficient 
interest. WWF initiated that the Court's ruling was against Article 9(3) of the Aarhus Convention 
(1998) where in public participation cases, members of the public concerned have standing to pursue 
a review regarding access to justice in environmental issues.
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a responsibility to protect and nurture the sea. This potentially could be strengthened to 

provide a justification that there is a sense of duty to protect the sea. This idea could be 

comprehensively and explicitly developed in the sense of creating 'a public duty' over the 

sea. This may be realised since it is possible to have a duty to things not in one's ownership, 

for example a duty to one's country, a monarch, a god, one's family, and now (potentially) 

the marine environment. In this sense it is clear there is an 'interest' to be protected, that 

is more than the sum of economic interests as currently being pursued and progressed by 

Government.

The notion of a 'Sea Interest' has evolved from the experiences of the overseas models, the 

Hansard debate and what was witnessed in the discourses of Q and RA, but initially offered 

up by Neptune's Democratic Guardians in the Q study. Whilst it is not possible to align every 

factor to this concept, there are similarities from the other factors. For example, the 

Technocratic Environmentalists also evoked a similar ecological and protective approach to 

the sea and the Cynical Sirens stipulated the need for a holistic approach to MSP. Both of 

these were interpreted as supporting the idea of developing the concept of the 'sea 

interest' to guide a productive process of stakeholder engagement in MSP. A key point to 

note here is that it is suggested that the 'sea interest' can only be mobilised if it is pursued 

within the context of agonism. In this sense agonism is used to tie in all the discourses to 

come to a positive outcome that results in settlement (Barry & Ellis, 2010). It is not about 

trying to achieve a strict consensus view through operationalising the 'Sea Interest'. 

Contributing to mobilising the 'Sea Interest' may be one concept of where stakeholders may 

set their differences aside, may agree to disagree on some issues, and uncover each side's 

interests and differences, and most fundamentally realise what aspects are critical to them 

in realising a sea interest. It is about trying to come to some sort of settlement through 

engagement of how stakeholders can find a way of working towards 'a system that works 

for the sea' and how they can act as 'altruistic agents' (Rothstein, 2006).

One of the strongest characteristics that was derived from some of the discourses was that 

they did not trust government to have full control of MSP. Factors such as the Cynical Sirens 

and Neptune's Democratic Guardians suggested too much Government control would 

generate too much bureaucracy and confusion and potentially cause further distrust of 

Government's motives for MSP. These discourses portrayed Government as creating more 

red tape through the introduction of further agencies and organisations, more complex

273



legislation and over-complicating the regulation, bringing us back to where we currently are 

with piecemeal and fragmented ad hoc legislation. They envisaged a broader governance 

model as working within a much more streamlined and transparent process of bureaucracy. 

If a 'sea interest' is used to guide stakeholder engagement between all stakeholders, it may 

be a way therefore of making this reality.

Ultimately, this leads on to the consideration of how best to utilise the concept of a 'Sea 

Interest' to improve the engagement process, particularly within the context of agonism. 

However, another layer of complexity must be addressed. As O'Neill (2001) stresses that 

representation also needs to consider, and especially in the case of MSP, nonhuman beings, 

such as nature, (in MSP, the sea, fish, seaweed, benthic ecosystems etc), those who cannot 

speak for themselves and have no possibility of a voice in the process. Hillier (2002, p. 128) 

argues that it is possible to represent 'those-not-yet present', or more specifically in this 

instance, 'non-human interests' (O'Neill, 2001). The absence of such representation can 

raise problems relating to ethical and political legitimacy, but likewise it can also cause 

problems in who is the protagonist speaking on behalf of those without a voice. O'Neill 

(2004, p.496) notes that those who claim to speak on behalf of nature (natural scientists, 

biologists and ecologists, environmental lobby groups) do so with a claim to knowledge and 

interests. It is suggested that through mechanisms, such as providing the 'Green 

Communities' with a role of 'trustee' for future generations of voiceless interests, may be 

one way of legitimately representing nature. There are existing examples of non-human 

voices in environmental decision making208.

There may well be a debate to be had to decide which claims are relevant to represent 

nature, but it is suggested that there must be legitimacy of representation founded on 

epistemic authority. This goes some way to reverse what Blowers et al (2009) notes as the 

'green viewpoint' diminishing. This may be considered as a fundamental principle that there 

has to be legitimacy in the representation. There is no commonly agreed process for dealing 

with this issue, but O'Neill (2001) suggests that there should be a role within democratic 

institutions for those non-human interests to rely on epistemic claims, coupled with care. 

Inevitably, the idea of promoting a 'Sea Interest' as a part of the engagement process 

should have important consequences for the outcomes of engagement.

For example, many NGOs speak on behalf of wildlife, such as WWF, RSPB.
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It should be noted that it is envisaged that energising a 'Sea Interest' will help to improve 

on the weaknesses of the proposed engagement process, as it will allow for a more 

productive engagement as it will be based on a guided representation that is much more 

domesticated and controlled rather than having absolutely every potential stakeholder 

involved, thereby allowing for more robust discussions. It will be informed by a more 

blended sense of knowledge, in that the engagement process will be reliant on scientific, 

expert, lay and traditional knowledge, as well as stakeholders' values. In moving towards 

'socially intelligent' policies, it is essential that these elements are all more valued in the 

process. Additionally in order to facilitate a 'Sea Interest' in an agonistic context, it will 

require Government to be working alongside key stakeholders, it will not be a solely 

Government run process, this will therefore go some way to reducing stakeholders sense of 

distrust for the Government and will create further transparency. In working within an 

agonistic framework however, the key is to move the process forward in finding a realistic 

settlement, not through consensus (highlighted as a weakness in the current process) but to 

use engagement as a way of negotiating and using Hillier's (2004) terminology of 'agonistic 

respect' to find compromised agreements.

Stakeholder engagement in MSP is currently envisaged as a gathering of stakeholders, who 

have marine interests and multiple knowledges, but with no one specifically representing, 

or speaking for the sea. In upholding a 'sea interest', stakeholders will need to synergise 

and align their own interests to this specific MSP driven discourse. It is therefore suggested 

that that sea interest be mobilised as more of a visionary concept for stakeholders to 

produce a settlement of antagonistic differences, but in a context that is open to agonistic 

struggle and resistance to 'totalising hegemonic solutions' (Hillier, 2004, p.132).

In attempting to mobilise a 'Sea Interest', it is clear that a more definable rationale for 

stakeholder engagement complements the idea that there also needs to be a clearer vision 

of the policy objectives of the MSP process based on stakeholders' values (as highlighted in 

chapter four). A major output of the Q study and the thesis is in the first instance derived 

from Neptune's Democratic Guardians209. The discourse's portrayal of engaging in MSP 

initially read as creating a sense of custodianship for the sea and saw stakeholders as 

fulfilling a role as acting in the best interests of the sea.

Participants aligned with Neptune's Democratic Guardian accounted for 20% of the total variance 
of the data, and consequently was the largest group in the Q study.
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Whilst it could be argued that aligning a 'Sea Interest' with just one discourse may 

potentially alienate the other discourses, as they have different interests, and potentially 

we could be back to the starting point, it must be understood that the discourse offered by 

the Neptune's Democratic Guardians inspired the idea for the concept of a 'Sea Interest', 

but it is developed with consideration of the other discourses. This emerged from the 

difficulty that stakeholders seem to have had in grasping the overarching objectives of MSP, 

which was seen to encapsulate a huge range of issues, including ecological integrity, 

interests of all the marine stakeholders and the spirituality of the seas (Ritchie & Ellis, 

2010). The concept of a 'Sea Interest' is proposed as a way of defining a more acceptable 

outcome for stakeholders engaging with MSP, which is placed within the context of 

agonism. Mobilising a 'Sea Interest' through an agonistic context will help guide and 

encourage stakeholders to act as 'altruistic agents for future generations' as noted by 

Rothstein (2006) and to act in a much stronger sense of sustainability, as indicated in 

chapter four.

This may be operationalised by encouraging stakeholders, in their quest to pursue a 'Sea 

Interest', to adopt more of an ethical discourse (O'Riordan & Voisey, 1998), where they 

base their actions on ensuring that there is health, resilience and capacity to regenerate. 

Precaution must be adopted where the most damaging outcome is avoided by proactive 

mitigation. Such ideas are clear indications that a 'risk society' discourse must be adopted 

when considering operationalising a 'Sea Interest'. Consequently it is put forward that a 

'Sea Interest' can also be taken to stand for stimulating ideas around how to frame key 

values and perspectives that need to be considered when thinking about MSP objectives 

and its ambitions. One ambition may unfold to ensuring that MSP is an activity which 

ensures very strong sustainability of the sea (Jordan & O'Riordan, 1993). This could mean 

that in relation to rolling out MSP policy we may see international conventions for 

stakeholders to act in accordance with the 'Sea Interest', there may be national duties of 

care and statutory cultural support. Such ideas show how a 'Sea Interest' may become 

operationalised. Other ambitions may develop around public awareness which may be 

realised by ensuring a comprehensive cultural shift to a 'Sea Interest' that is coupled with 

technology and innovation. It becomes clear that a 'Sea Interest' can therefore be used as a 

central focus to encourage stakeholders to think differently about planning for the sea, not 

just as a resource management tool solely for their own sectoral or political influences, but 

towards a spatial planning system that truly works for the sea. It may be used to persuade
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other interests to put aside their previous views, by encouraging stakeholders to appreciate 

the uniqueness and fragility of the sea, but additionally to realise that there has been a new 

arena opened for planning, and whilst damaging exploitive activities (dredging or bottom 

trawling) would be discouraged, facilitating benign renewable energy technologies would 

be encouraged, if it was in keeping with a 'Sea Interest'. The idea of pursuing an alternative 

direction for the engagement process needs to support a strong sense of sustainable 

development and not just the ecological needs of the sea, but also to be driven by the other 

emergent themes found in the Q study as important values to those participants. A 'Sea 

Interest' also needs to be driven by trust: an acceptance of all types of knowledge and that 

is both outcome focused as well as process focused.

7.6.2 The ‘Sea Interest' as an objective of MSP

A case has been presented in the thesis for why a more productive and realistic system of 

stakeholder engagement in MSP can be mobilised through the 'Sea Interest' concept. The 

key challenge is how to use a 'Sea Interest' as an effective way of improving the stakeholder 

engagement process in MSP. It is suggested here, that above all, keeping in mind the idea of 

synecdoche, a 'Sea Interest' can act as an overarching objective for the MSP process which 

can be conceptualised in the following model:
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Figure 7.1 The 'Sea Interest' as a objective of the MSP process
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Drawing on the Belgian model, and Hillier's (2004) theoretical conception of associative and 

agonistic planning space, the 'Sea Interest' can be seen as the overarching guiding principles 

of MSP, encompassing decisions to be taken with ecological integrity. As we move from the 

outside of the model to the centre, the types of discussions that take place are likely to 

become more focused, more problematic, and potentially antagonistic. There will be issues 

and concepts that will not meet as much antagonism as those contained in the central 

agonistic space, and therefore these will be dealt with in the 'associative space'. Hillier 

(2004, p. 130) notes that there cannot and should not be a 'model' of agonistic democracy,
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as ways of working need to be contingent on circumstances, time, place and stakeholders. 

Hence this proposal is based on the peculiarities that were specific to this particular Q study 

and that incorporates both associative and agonistic respects. The next section will deal 

with explaining how the 'Sea Interest' can be operationalised using agonism as an approach 

(as noted in chapter three).

The key may be explained as follows:

The 'agonistic space' is at the core of the model, where problematic and potentially 

antagonistic disputes, disagreements and struggle may take place. This space is set aside as 

an area of struggle, where issues of contestation would, but not always, be resolved in here. 

The issues being dealt in this space are likely to be very focused and detailed and this will 

require more specific attention. It is likely that the number of stakeholders contained within 

this space will be small and selective, as this space is for the discussion of contentious 

issues, but it allows for embracing legitimate and public contestation and advocates 

agonistic respect. In this space, this is where 'diverse values' should be recognised, Hillier 

(2004) notes that these diverse values should be mobilised constructively, not destructively, 

and where antagonism should be domesticated, not eliminated. This space is therefore 

exceptionally valuable in that context, as it does not presume that planners will try to seek 

agreement between stakeholders. This space may be used in the sense of what Hillier 

(2003) notes. She stresses that we should examine what the Public Interest may not 

manage to be, and so this may provide an avenue for productive discussion, rather than 

eliminating such issues automatically. Additionally, it should be noted that issues contained 

in the agonistic space should also command respect to accept that there may be 

unresolvable disagreements, things there may be no solution to, for example, how to 

reconcile contested relationships between stakeholders, discussion over who owns the sea, 

and access to resources to fund MSP.

The 'associative space' represents space where stakeholders can come together, 

and discursively discuss and debate issues that are generally agreed on, issues that do not 

need so much discussion, unproblematic issues, or at least those for which a resolution and 

settlement can be found. In that sense there may need to be some form of negotiation, as 

Hillier (2004) notes that the roots of agonism lie in negotiation and not consensus. The 

types of issues to be dealt with in the associative space may cover issues such as the need
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to streamline and reduce bureaucracy whilst contributing to sustainable development, the 

need for there to be Planning Policies and Marine Plans. It may be a case that there may be 

some debate on how to find the best or optimal way of implementing these strategies. 

Admittedly while there may be some heated discussion, it will not be of the contested 

nature of that contained in the agonistic space. In this space it is envisaged that a more 

positive outcome and settlements may be reached. In this sense, it is anticipated that there 

may be more, but perhaps not all, stakeholders actively engaged as this is space for where 

solutions can be found through engagement and where the process can be moved forward 

in this zone.

The 'Sea Interest' sits on the outer sides of the model, embracing both the 

associative space and the agonistic space, as it represents the guiding principle of MSP. The 

positioning of the 'Sea Interest' on the outside is strategic; it commands an authorative 

position within the model, as it is the concept that holds all of the parts of the model 

together, along with the channels of expression. The idea of synecdoche is entirely of fitting 

here again, as it seems that the idea of the 'Sea Interest' seems to take account of the 

whole system of MSP, yet the 'Sea Interest' is only part of the model. As is the case with TSP 

and the Public Interest, it is accepted that there are certain principles and protocols that 

may be acknowledged (such as the need to obtain planning permission before a 

development is permitted to proceed, the definition of development, the need to face 

enforcement action for development with no permission, and the need to act within the 

principles of sustainable development). These will be the types of principles that guide the 

sea interest, ensuring that planning decisions are taken with ecological integrity. It is 

anticipated that this space will engage all stakeholders in the process, since this will be the 

very foundations, the bedrock that MSP emerges from. All stakeholders will be 'signed up' 

to MSP here, as there will be no need for debate or consensus, the principles will be 

accepted by all stakeholders. From the empirical research it was noted that all stakeholders 

believed MSP to be a 'good thing' in principle. The model operates on moving inwards for 

those issues that are more antagonistic will require more consideration and concentration. 

Those stakeholders involved will be selective in number in the hope to reach a settlement, 

but realistic to accept that elimination of all antagonistic issues may be impossibility (Hillier, 

2003).
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------- Channels of expression represent the communication flows across and between all

the different stakeholders. Hillier (2004) cites 'channels of expression', which is used in this 

model, as they enable stakeholders to move beyond entrenched discourses and positions to 

undercover each side's interests, yet conflicts can still be expressed. There is a reason for 

the positioning of the stakeholders around the hexagon. Stakeholders most likely to have 

opposing views are placed diagonally from each other to highlight contentions among 

stakeholders, and those aligned indicate potential alliances. However, all the stakeholders 

are joined up in a solid line (not dashed) to show that they are part of an intrinsic and joined 

up process. Government are positioned at top, since MSP is, ultimately, a State function. 

Neptune's Democratic Guardians are positioned straight across from Government as they 

are against a Government run process, but represent values around guardianship. The 

Technocratic Environmentalists and the Cynical Sirens are in alignment as support ideas 

around custodianship and pastoral care of the sea. Levathian's Rationalists and the 

Corporate Corsairs sit aligned with Government as they were in agreement with their views 

and accepted the status quo.

This is proposed as a potential way of operationalising a 'Sea Interest' within a forum that 

uses an agonistic framework to facilitate productive stakeholder engagement. Taking 

account of all of the evidence put forward in the thesis, Figure 7.1, helps to corroborate 

that developing the notion of the 'Sea Interest', can be used as a spatial planning vision that 

stakeholders can sign up to in the delivery of a productive engagement process for MSP.

The above conceptualisation may be viewed as a form of radical pluralism, as it stands for a 

way of realising an agonistic approach to engagement; giving stakeholders something to 

discursively debate and scrutinise. It will be a central discussion point and will allow for an 

airing of stakeholder views and knowledges in an environment that houses 'contained 

conflict', which may be underlined with rules around agonistic respect (see Hillier, 2004, pp. 

122-131). In some respects it may be possible to frame the sea interest as a point of closure 

to past experiences of engagement (as evidenced in the analysis of the Cynical Sirens, of 

previously being involved in unproductive and frustrating engagement processes), by 

providing stakeholders with an alternative focus. Hillier (2003) mentions that one of the 

benefits of an agonistic approach is that there can be freedom of dissent as well as of 

agreement. She further notes that where consensus cannot be achieved through 

negotiation, it is possible, through engagement and agonistic struggle to reach

281



compromised agreements so there is guarantee of settlement at least. As Mouffe (1999, 

p.755) notes compromises are possible, they are part of the process of politics and so it is 

put forward that the 'Sea Interest' will contribute to promoting compromise, not 

consensus.

This acknowledges that in the case of MSP, as demonstrated by the Q study, it is not 

possible to come to a consensus as an end result of an engagement process. To deal with 

this, a 'mobilisation zone' has been demarcated in the middle of the diagram. This is 

envisaged as a space where discursive discussion and lively debate would take place. It 

would contain the sorts of issues that cannot be easily dealt with, the issues that are 

contested, considered problematic or those that are likely to face challenge by 

stakeholders. The illustration offers, what Hillier (2004) notes, as giving the stakeholders the 

real possibility of engaging in planning policy decision making that is embodied within an 

institutional setting, and which recognises that contestation of views can occur, and that 

ultimately in political processes the messiness of politics is recognised and tries to 

domesticate the situation. It recognises that the stakeholder engagement process must be 

open to agonistic struggle. It rests on stakeholders' values and perspectives; it does not 

expect or pretend to eliminate power, as expressed in Collaborative Planning, it has 

progressed on from this and accepts that and encourages thinking more around how to 

constitute that power and to make it compatible with democratic values. It allows for 

agonistic respect to develop within the mobilisation zone.

It is clear to see from this idea that the 'Sea Interest' is the tool that facilitates the agonistic 

reality of stakeholder engagement in MSP, through which antagonism is domesticated. It is 

possible to conclude as Melucci (1996) notes:

"Planning practice will always be agonistic; a system of interweaving opposites, 

of ambivalences, of multiple meanings which actors seek to bend their goals so as 

to lend meaning to their action"

(Melucci, 1996, p.92)

How such a proposal would work in reality, is of course wholly based on the results of this 

particular Q study, and hence the clues are in the Q analysis as to how it will work, as it
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highlights where tensions lie, and where stakeholders are likely to 'bend their goals' as it 

captured all the values. Importantly however, this idea represents a way of moving forward 

towards a more productive outcome for stakeholder engagement in enabling stakeholder 

perspectives to be incorporated in MSP and it allows for a discourse to be started in 

creating a planning vision based on the 'Sea Interest' that is suited to the sea and not 

Government administrative systems. A 'Sea Interest' may therefore be visualised as a 

discourse of ecological integrity.

7.7 A 'Subversive' Role for Stakeholders

To further add to the closing arguments of the thesis, the empirical research of the 

Rhetorical Analysis and the Q study brings with it scope for the delivery of a more 

'subversive role' for stakeholders in the engagement process. As noted from Cowell and 

Owens (2005) we can begin to think of using planning processes, such as MSP, as being 

responsible for a lasting transformation of the marine environment. Encouraging a 

subversive role would have consequences for all stakeholders; it would not simply be 

concerned with trying to get more voices heard in the process, as, we have seen in the 

research findings that in reality it could be less voices (in pursuing the idea of selective 

representation of stakeholders). Wilsdon and Willis (2004) suggest moving the engagement 

process upstream means having stakeholders' perspectives incorporated in shaping 

planning decisions, and this was considered to be one of the weaknesses of the current 

proposals. Yet in the proposal outlined above, with so many perspectives to deal with in 

MSP, and with there being potential for some form of stakeholder resistance to the 'sea 

interest' (potentially from the Corporate Corsairs), the role of the subversive stakeholder 

could become most productive. It therefore may be useful in improving the effectiveness of 

the process if the process welcomes challenging questions in the engagement process, in 

challenging both Government and in challenging other key stakeholders. It is believed that if 

the process can respond and assimilate difficult issues raised by the stakeholders it will be a 

sound indication that the process is a robust one.

It is clear from the analysis of the Corporate Corsairs, the Technocratic Environmentalists, 

Neptune's Democratic Guardians and the Cynical Sirens that these stakeholders would most 

likely pursue a more subversive role as a tactic keeping Government in check. This would 

mean that the role of stakeholders could be extended beyond providing knowledge and
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information. It would ensure that Government are doing a good job, to be able to 

challenge, not just experts, but the entire process, query proposals, call for peer extended 

review, and to use legal tactics if necessary. However the use of legal tactics such as, judicial 

review or public inquiry may potentially mean that the stakeholder engagement system 

may have failed some stakeholders, and so may be best avoided, if possible. However, 

anyone can launch a judicial review on procedural issues, and so it needs to remain an 

option.

Like the ideas around selective stakeholder representation, a subversive role potentially 

could look quite radical. From the evidence presented in the thesis, especially in referring to 

the Cynical Sirens and Neptune's Democratic Guardians, it is clear that there needs to be 

opportunities for challenging the engagement process in MSP so that stakeholders can 

expect more than consensus and commenting on draft plans and policies. Stakeholders 

need to be assured their engagement counts and their perspectives incorporated into the 

policy and so they expect more, for there to be someone to sue, someone who is 

accountable for decisions (as highlighted earlier in the chapter). This is considered to be 

lacking in the current proposals. If engagement is viewed as contributing to a subversive 

role, it would help to realise some of these issues and get stakeholders to accept less and 

question more (Wilsdon & Willis, 2004). It is proposed here that stakeholders can develop 

their 'subversive' role, in challenging Government by starting to ask thorny and awkward 

questions about the engagement process, and to ask how their efforts guide and inform 

policy.

By developing a more involved role for stakeholders engaging in the process, Cowell and 

Owens (2005, p. 404) claim that the subversive role of planning is a key way in which policy 

is challenged, and terms of engagement can be changed. They state that the subversive use 

of the planning process can be responsible for lasting transformation of environmentally 

unsustainable trajectories into sustainable ones, so a challenge to the Government's 

consensus model could result in a positive process of social and policy learning. Planning in 

this sense can therefore be seen as opening up democratic and administrative domains and 

the capacity within Government for adaptive learning and change (Eckersley, 2004). 

Therefore by challenging the engagement process and energising the search for an 

alternative subversive role of stakeholder, critiques within the planning arena can 

contribute to a more positive process of policy thinking, rather than enforcing an already
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decided policy on stakeholders. Fitting in with the selective and agonistic approach, 

challenge is essential to aid this new perspective of stakeholders engaging in a 'sea 

interest'.

7.8 Future Research Directions

While this research has facilitated a number of useful insights into the stakeholder 

engagement process in MSP, it inevitably has raised additional questions and lines of 

enquiry that cannot be fully explored here. It is worthwhile considering these as a way of 

appreciating how this thesis fits within a broader emerging field of MSP research. It is 

proposed here that further research may be carried out in a number of key areas of inquiry, 

which would be posed as direct extensions of the thesis.

In order to further the research that was carried out as part of the Rhetorical Analysis in 

discovering how the arguments of the Government were articulated through their policy in 

justifying the engagement process, it is suggested here that further inquiry may be 

undertaken directly with Government. With the recent establishment of the MMO, it may 

be more accessible to be able to begin to monitor how stakeholder engagement is being 

undertaken in practice. It would be useful to arrange to shadow the MMO team for a part 

of their engagement phase to find out how exactly the processes of the SPP and the SCI are 

being carried out in reality and to see if the engagement process is based purely on 

consultation, or if it is a more interactive process between Government and Stakeholders.

Another avenue for further exploration is based on furthering the work of the Q 

methodology and to do another Q on a section of the lay public. Potentially it could be tied 

in with the work of the above in the monitoring of the stakeholder engagement process, 

and to use the lay publics that are involved in a stakeholder engagement exercise. If 

another Q methodology were carried out, it would be most usefully done by the face-to- 

face method (given the problems with the electronic version, as detailed in the appendix) 

and the same Q statements could be used and thus compared to the version of the Q study 

that was used in this research. Or additionally another interesting extension that could be 

used is the potential to carry out an entirely new Q study and to use the results to see 

whether the same sort of discourses are arrived at, in understanding if there are similar
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trends between key stakeholders to test whether the discourses raised are entirely 

different than the five that were found in this particular research.

More research activity could be carried out based on trying to involve the stakeholders that 

were used for the Q methodology in either face-to-face interviews, or preferably in 

assembling a small focus group. It would be extremely interesting to report back the 

findings of the thesis, and particularly on the five discourses of the Q study and the 

conceptualisation of the sea interest, in holding a discussion to see if the stakeholders could 

self appoint themselves with one of the five discourses. Then if they were agreeable to 

waiving their anonymity, they could be told which of the discourses they did in fact align 

with. Additionally, with the finding of a sea interest, it would be very interesting to again 

explain the findings of this and to explore with the stakeholders how they could 

conceptualise it or what it means to them and how could they see it forming as a key part of 

the engagement process.

There are so many ways that this research could be furthered, even simply by desk top 

research in carrying out more Rhetorical Analysis on the future policy documents that come 

out, such as the Marine Policy Statement (DEFRA, 2010). A more in-depth study could be 

carried out as suggested in the last proposal, because whilst it is clear that the scope of this 

thesis ends here, in the near future MSP will become a key research area in contemporary 

spatial planning in the UK, and especially so in Europe.

Perhaps one of the most useful pieces of future research would be to incorporate the 

findings of the thesis, and in particular the conceptualisation, into a practice based 

extension of the research in a demonstration or a pilot project for MSP in a localised area 

such as Northern Irish waters. The project would led by a MSP competent research team 

from a locally based University Institution with adequate funding from the EU or UK 

Government. The project could have an acronym of MSPNIW (Marine Spatial Plan for 

Northern Irish Waters). The aim would be to show how selective stakeholder engagement 

can be operationalised at different points in drawing up a pilot marine plan. Carrying out 

research of this nature would effectively show how the various threads of the thesis may tie 

together in practice.
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If pilot plan were to be developed for Northern Ireland within the framework of the model, 

one of the first tasks to do would be to mobilise the stakeholders, in deciding who the 

stakeholders would be, and what their role would be at various stages in the course of 

creating a marine plan. Being mindful that the model was shaped based on the findings of 

the Q methodology; it can be adapted to fit a practice based exercise by removing those 

particular characterised discourses that were found for the thesis. Using the model as a 

guide, it can be envisaged that from the outset on the plan as many stakeholders as possible 

would want to be fed into the process, and as early as possible. This would be to send out 

the message that a pilot marine spatial plan is being made for Northern Irish waters, please 

get involved. Primarily it would be Northern Irish based marine stakeholders that should be 

involved. However in the interests of transparency and because a plan for Northern Irish 

waters will most certainly have trans-boundary effects, stakeholders from the Republic of 

Ireland (County Donegal and County Louth), South West Scotland, North West England and 

the Isle of Man, would also be invited to engage from the process at the beginning. This 

would have all stakeholders fed into the 'Sea Interest', where all stakeholders would 'sign 

up' to the plan in principle and that making a pilot plan would be done in the interests of 

ecological integrity. All stakeholders would be invited to engage with the research team and 

to make comments from the outset in person or remotely via web based tools such as a 

dedicated MSPNIW website using facilities such as 'drop boxes' or 'google docs'.

As the pilot progresses, the next stage would be to get started on creating the guidelines 

and the parameters of the plan. Using the model as a guide this would be done within the 

associative space of the model and hence less stakeholders, more selective stakeholders, 

would be involved in roundtable discussions (as advocated by the Q methodology 

discourses) to allow for proper quality deliberation in more manageable numbers. In this 

sense it may be most useful to represent stakeholders by using existing groupings of 

stakeholders for this, namely marine NGOs and Research Institutes, the Northern Ireland 

Marine Task Force, Strangford Lough Management Advisory Committee, the Northern 

Ireland Coastal and Marine Working Group, Northern Ireland Environment Link, Agri-Food 

and Biosciences Institute (AFBI) as well as the statutory agencies, namely Department of the 

Environment (DOE) and Northern Ireland Environment Agency (NIEA) and Inland Waterways 

and Fisheries. These stakeholders would represent the individual stakeholders and would 

communicate with them through separate channels of expression.
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As the pilot progresses further, it is inevitable and realistic to expect that there will be some 

issues that will amount to conflict, or that may prove to be problematic or antagonistic. 

These would not be issues that would be resolvable in the associative space, such as 

boundary concerns or clarifying roles of different groups in the pilot, but may be more deep 

rooted concerns, fears, anxieties, ethical or ethnical issues. It would be anticipated that this 

typically would be a minority or a very select group of stakeholders and may require small 

group facilitation. Consequently opportunities would be made available in the agonistic 

space for a much more concentrated effort of stakeholder engagement to explore such 

struggles which may be, as Murtagh et at (2008), warn inter-subjective, multi-lingual, 

complex, and tactical. Ensuring that these issues are fully explored in an agonistic manner, it 

will be essential to ensure space and time for a deliberative process that allows for open 

dialogue, exploration of other views and self-reflection. As Hillier (2004) stresses, even if no 

agreement can be met, through a process of negotiation it would be hoped that some form 

of settlement could be reached between these stakeholder, and for the ensuing antagonism 

to be domesticated to a condition of agonism between potential adversaries (Mouffe, 

1999). This will allow the pilot to continue to progress.

Following the model will be an iterative process, as indicated by the 'channels of 

expression' and so by having the opportunity for all stakeholders to be involved from the 

start and throughout the process will be essential. Likewise when the process gathers more 

pace in making the detail of the pilot, it will be necessary to have more selective 

stakeholder engagement, through the channels indicated above, that will take place in the 

associative space. When there are issues that are not resolvable in the associative space 

they can be dealt with in the agonistic space, dealing only with the stakeholders who hold 

those antagonistic or conflictual issues. As stressed in section 7.5, even though a more 

selective and proactive engagement process would be created in envisioning this type of 

pilot or demonstration project, it is believed that following the model would be more 

influential in shaping and delivering a productive pilot plan that is based on an agonistic 

approach. This is because of the 'Sea Interest's' position in the model of encompassing all 

the spaces, this means that no stakeholder is ever left out, it is still an entirely democratic 

process as stakeholders who are not directly involved in the associative or agonistic space 

can still be involved, no stakeholder would ever be denied a right of involvement. Yet it is 

altogether possible to make the case for more selective forms of stakeholder 

representation in the existing stakeholder groups, since it is not compulsory or essential for
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every stakeholder to be involved at every stage. In drawing to a conclusion, if a MSPNIW 

ever did take place and did follow the model, it would be possible to see that the 

Government should applaud it as it is an open and inclusive approach; and it has extra 

safeguards built into it for additional legitimacy because of the mechanics of the associative 

and agonistic spaces.

7.9 Conclusion

This thesis has shown that proposals for stakeholder engagement prescribed by 

Government for MSP appear not to have taken full advantage of the most recent 

understanding of stakeholder processes; they do not seem to have taken the perspectives 

of stakeholders fully into account and incorporated them into the emerging MSP system. 

The consequences of this could potentially have far reaching implications; stakeholders may 

not be satisfied with the engagement process as rolled out by Government and may avoid 

and resist involvement if they believe their perspectives are not used to inform the process. 

They may wish to boycott any future attempts to engage; they may seek legal challenges 

against the Government. At worst, this venture into MSP may all end up being dropped by 

Government, and a draconian blueprint plan may be put in place.

The final chapter has specifically shown how each of the research aim and objectives set 

out in chapter one have been addressed. In relation to the last research objective, an 

alternative, more productive and realistic approach to engagement has been put forward, 

based on the concepts of agonism, the 'sea interest' and opportunities for challenge. These 

have drawn on the theoretical and empirical elements of the thesis to produce an 

innovative framework for reconceptualising the role and process of stakeholder 

engagement in MSP.

In revealing stakeholders' perspectives on this issue through the use of Q-Methodology, it 

has been established that reaching consensus in stakeholder engagement is unlikely, and 

that stakeholders held alternative views to Government on how engagement should be 

conducted. It was suggested that a selective approach to engagement can still be 

democratic, yet potentially more effective than trying to hear every single voice.
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The thesis has also developed the concept of a 'sea interest' as providing an overarching 

guiding principle for MSP that could stimulate a new direction for guiding stakeholder 

engagement. This may be achieved through the adoption of the ideas of agonism, in 

creating an associative space and an agonistic space. Whilst this agonistic approach to 

stakeholder engagement is still mainly theoretical even in TSP, it is novel and innovative and 

has not yet been applied to MSP. In adopting an agonistic perspective, it is believed that a 

more communicative regime of stakeholder engagement in the marine context may be 

more acceptable to all, and may produce more settled, more acceptable and more 

productive outcomes to engagement.

It is clear that the findings of the thesis can make a substantial contribution not only to the 

emerging Marine Spatial Planning research into stakeholder engagement, but there are also 

lessons which can be passed on to the wider terrestrial planning context. In this regard it 

should be communicated to Government that the time has come to rethink the 

Collaborative Planning framework, seeking an unrealistic 'harmonious consensus' (Hillier, 

2003) that engulfs the current stakeholder engagement regime for planning decisions, as it 

has been shown in the thesis that it is idealistic and counterproductive. Based on the 

findings of the thesis it is suggested that perhaps Government should consider moving 

towards a more agonistic approach to stakeholder engagement following the suggested 

model. Additionally, it may be entirely plausible to investigate the significance of this 

research into wider stakeholder debates, that are not only related to planning, but also 

crossing over into other disciplines such as the health sector or the education sector.

This thesis has been about offering interesting and different perspectives of stakeholder 

engagement in MSP and understanding how these can be best incorporated into the 

emerging area of environmental governance. It has shown the potential complexity of 

stakeholder engagement in this new arena of spatial planning for the marine environment. 

The findings suggested working towards a sea interest may be viewed as a way of moving 

engagement upstream in MSP's unchartered waters, and creating a system of MSP that 

works for the sea.
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1.0 Picturing Current Marine Activities

Some further statistics from the larger interests of fishing and shipping industries and the 

conservation sector can be used to illustrate a broader UK marine picture at sea. Providing two 

paradoxical pictures, the following highlights that the seas are getting busier and the health of the 

marine environment is in decline.

Table Al. UK Marine Statistics of Fishing, Shipping and Conservation

Fishing

Fishing Vessels (UK total): 1999 - 8,039

2008 - 6,573 (reduction 24% since 1999)

Vessel Landings (UK) - 2008 - 588, 000 tonnes valued at £629million

2007- 629,160 tonnes valued at £673million (reduction 7% in one year) 

Fishermen: 2008 - 12,761 (UK total) - 5,749 (England), 5392 (Scotland), 995 (Wales), 625 

(N.Ireland)

Source: MFA, 2008

Shipping

Freight Traffic through UK Ports - 1963 - 330 million tonnes

2004 - 573 million tonnes (increase 75% in 40 years)

95% international goods to and from the UK go by sea

English Channel carrying traffic to UK, EU, North Sea and Atlantic routes - 400 ship 

movements per day

Irish Sea annual traffic (between England and Ireland) - 12million passengers 17 million tonnes 

of goods

Sources: DfT, 2008, Central Statistics Office of Ireland, 2009, MFA, 2008

Conservation

341



WWF 2000 Marine Health Check findings of UK sea life in summary:

13/16 Key Marine Species in decline in UK waters

'A UK sea life affected by Human Activity (trawling and other industrial activities)

2% of UK sea is designated MPA

3 Protected Nature reserves (Lundy Island, England; Skower Island, Wales and Strangford 

Lough, Northern Ireland)

6 Flagship species examined: Atlantic Salmon - continued decline

Pink Sea Fan - mostly stable but no evidence of recovery

Horse Mussel - stable but no recovery in Strangford Lough

Harbour Purpoise - continued decline

Seagrass Beds-degraded

Deep Water Coral - continued decline

Sources: WWF 2000, Wilding et al 2009, Berry 2009

All of the above figures are startling, in terms of highlighting just how much activity goes on at sea 

and consequently how much impact it has caused to the marine biodiversity. A genuine picture of 

decline in the state of the marine environment is painted, but it is a positive picture of the marine 

economy. It is exceptionally unbalanced. Collectively, the figures contribute to rationalising the need 

for a planning system for the sea.
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2.0 Technical Supplement for Q Methodology

Following on from the overview of the methodology contained in chapter two, this section of the 

appendices supplements the chapter and is used to explore some sections of the Q study that require 

more in-depth observation and explanation. Larger tables and results etc are included at the end of 

this section as they are too large to be included within the main body of this text.

2.1 Statements Selection

In the main section of the methodology, it was noted that participants were required to sort fifty 

statements in order of preference. However, one of the most challenging (interesting) parts of 

designing a Q study is in the selection of statements. This particular part of the process had several 

steps. Donner (2001) prescribes that the statements of most interest to the researcher are those with 

tacit, underlying criteria; perceptions that people use to consider an issue, with the condition of them 

being broad and clear. The interview transcriptions, along with all of the other sources, were 

analysed for key statements and sentences that were believed to best capture participants' thoughts 

on MSP. It was found that the statements that worked particularly well were those that appeared 

controversial or that may provoke a reaction, especially those from conflicting marine sectors, for 

example, those from the renewables, fishing or conservation sectors. Such statements helped to 

develop the polarised opposite ends of the spectrum of views.

2.2.1 Master Document of Statements

Having scoured all of the interview transcriptions and all of the other resources mentioned 

previously, a total of three hundred and ninety nine statements were initially selected as the 

communication concourse. The concourse was formatted into a master sheet of statements where 

each statement was numbered. This large volume of statements then had to be reduced into a more 

manageable number of fifty. Fifty was chosen as a workable number (as it exactly fitted the number 

of boxes on the sorting grid210), and in choosing the final fifty statements from nearly four hundred, 

the final selection had to be reflective of all the statements. In other words the fifty statements must 

be a miniature form of the three hundred and ninety nine representing the entirety of views.

210 A blank sorting grid is located at the end of this Appendix in an A3 fold out
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Some authors, such as Brown (1986, p.73) note that there is no standard way of 'sampling' the 

statements so long as a 'comprehensive' sample of statements is achieved. However, Donner (2001) 

provides a few rules of thumb for narrowing the concourse. He states that the key is to choose 

statements that mean different things. Immediately it is easy to discard those statements that were 

repeated or inverted. Mundane statements that would likely have a high degree of consensus or 

dissensus were also removed. Donner (2001, p. 27) states that statements should be "plausible 

competitors with one another" in that some may be attracted to them and others disinclined to 

choose them. Such advice was found to be exceptionally helpful when initially starting to reduce the 

statements.

Additionally Dryzek and Bereijkian (1993) recommend that the reduction process needs to be carried 

out as independently as possible. While they state that complete independence is impossible, given 

that it is the researcher's judgement in selecting the statements211, they suggest the use of a heuristic 

inductive device for selecting statements based on a matrix design. The inductive sampling matrix 

was used in conjunction with the researcher and another independent researcher in reducing the 

statements to fifty.

2.1.2 Narrowing the Concourse

In using the inductive sampling matrix, each statement was coded in two ways in order to make the 

miniature concourse. The first step was to assign each statement a 'discourse' element. In this 

instance, discourse is defined by an:

emboding of a shared set of capabilities which enable the assemblage of words, 

phrases and sentences into meaningful texts intelligible to readers or listeners".

Dryzek (1988 p.710)

From this definition it is clear to see therefore a topic such as MSP has many different strands where 

statements may mean different things in different discourses to different people.

It is important to note that this is the only stage of the research where the researcher is directly involved in 
the process
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2.1.3 Gathering the Discourse Elements

After analysing the entire concourse of the statements several times, it was found that seven 

discourse elements emerged. This meant that all of the statements could be categorised into one of 

seven themes that appeared to be central to the concourse. These were: Governance (GOV), 

Stakeholders (S/H), Historical Legacy (HL), Knowledge, data and information (KNOW), Planning 

(PLAN), Sectoral Interests (SECT) and the Physical Environment (P.ENV). These themes were 

purposively generic to reflect the wide ranging subject matter of the statements. A short list was 

created of what each statement could cover since these discourse elements themselves were wide 

ranging, showing the complexity of the issue cannot be shown by one or two words (see Table 1).

Table A2.1 Discourse Elements

Discourse Title Description of Discourse

Governance (GOV) - references to managing tensions, management, bureaucracy, 
balance, regulation, distrust, bottom up top down structures, 

politics

Stakeholders (S/H) - references to stakeholder identification and definition, how and 

when they should be engaged, their role in the MSP process

Historical Legacy (HL) - references to historical ownership of the marine space, 
possessions, traditional thinking

Knowledge, data and information
(KNOW)

- references to the lack of, or too much data, what to do with the 
information, information deficits, expert knowledge, science

Planning (PLAN) - references to land use planning and spatial planning, relation to 

MSP, transfer of planning principles

Sectoral Interests (SECT) - references to industry, fishing, marine renewables, 

conservation, environment and conflicts between these

Physical Environment (P.ENV) - references to the land and sea boundaries, differences between 

them, using the marine environmental resources

Source: Adapted from Dryzek and Berejikian, (1993, p. 52)
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2.1.4 Types of Claim

In addition to coding each statement by its relative dominant discourse element, the second type of 

coding was created in terms of the 'type of claim' each statement was making, which described how 

the statement was said. There were 6 types of claim, Definitive (DEF), Designative (DES), Evaluative 

(EVAL), Advocative (ADV), Questioning (QUES) and Predicative (PRED)212 (see Table 2).

Table A2.2 Type of Claim

Type of Claim Description of Claim

Definitive
(DEF)

-attaching meaning, the meaning of terms, this means to me

Designative
(DES)

- making facts, question of facts, statement of truth or fact

Evaluative
(EVAL)

- the worth of something that does or could exist, this is good

Advocative
(ADV)

- something that should or should not exist, belief things should be

Questioning
(QUES)

- asking questions, inquisitive

Predicative
(PRED)

- predicting an outcome - how would like things to be

Source: Adapted from Dryzek and Berejikian (1993, p. 52)

212 For further information on discourses and claims see Dryzek and Berejijian (1993, p. 52).
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2.1.5 Coding

Initially the coding was a paper-based exercise in deciding the statement's discourse and type of 

claim and then labelling these codes beside the statements. These details were transposed into 

matrix which contained all the information relating to each statement. The matrix used the numerical 

sort information with each of the types of claim along the horizontal axis and the discourse elements 

down the vertical axis. Each statement was then tallied in its appropriate box, for example GOV DES 

or SECT PRED. At the end these were totalled and the results were as follows:

Table A2. 3 Inductive Sampling Matrix

TYPE OF CLAIM

DISCOURSE ELEMENT Attach
meaning, the 
meaning of
terms

Making of
facts

The worth of
something
that
does/could
exist

Something that 
should/should not
exist

Asking a question Predicting an
outcome

DEFINITIVE
(DEF)

DESIGNATIVE
(DES)

EVALUATIVE
(EVAL)

ADVOCATIVE
(ADV)

QUESTIONING
(QUES)

PREDICTIVE
(PRED)

TOTAL

4

GOVERNANCE
(GOV)

25 40' 4 10 1 4 84

STAKEHOLDER
(S/H)

30 55 10 20 5 5 125

HISTORICAL
LEGACY

(HL)

4 10 1 15

KNOWLEDGE
INFO, DATA
(KNOW)

12 16 3 2 33

PLANNING
(PLAN)

22 26 7 13 2 6 76

SECTORAL
INTERESTS
(SECT)

17 29 2 4 3 1 56

PHYSICAL
ENVIRONMENT

(P.ENV)

7 1 2 10

TOTAL 4
110 183 27 49 12 18 399

Source: Adapted from Dryzek and Berejikian (1993, p. 52)
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2.1.6 Calculating the Ratio

The next stage of the selection process led a step closer to the final selection of the final fifty 

statements from three hundred and ninety nine, in order to create a reasonable representation of 

the concourse, yet in miniature version. Selecting the fifty statements from nearly four hundred 

creates a loss of three quarters and a ratio was determined based on this figure. By carrying out the 

calculation of the number of statements in each box within the matrix, firstly, as a percentage of the 

total three hundred and ninety nine statements, and then as a percentage as fifty (for the total 

statements required for the Q sort), it is possible to gather an idea of the overall weighting that each 

box carried. If there were fewer than 4 statements in a box, it did not carry sufficient weighting. In 

some boxes there was no weighting at all, as there were less than 4 statements relating to that box. 

The following tables illustrate how the ratio was calculated.

Table A2.4 Discourse Elements and Types of Claims by percentage

Discourse
Element

%399 %50

GOV 22 11

S/H 30 15

HI 4 2

KNOW 8 5

PLAN 19 10

SECT 14 6

P.ENV 3 1

TOTAL 100 50

Type of
Claim

%399 %50

DEF 28 14

DES 46 22

EVAL 7 6

ADV 12 8

QUES 3 0

PRED 4 2

TOTAL 100 50
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Table A2.5 Target numbers of statements213

TYPE OF CLAIM

DISCOURSE
ELEMENT

Attach meaning, 
the meaning of
terms

Making of facts The worth of
something that 
does/could exist

Something that 
should/should not
exist

Predicting an
outcome

DEFINITIVE
(DEF)

DESIGNATIVE
(DES)

EVALUATIVE
(EVAL)

ADVOCATIVE
(ADV)

PREDICTIVE
(PRED)

TOTAL
vl'

GOVERNANCE
(GOV)

3 5 2 1 10

STAKEHOLDER
(S/H)

4 7 2 2 1 16

KNOWLEDGE
INFO, DATA 

(KNOW)

2 2 1 1 6

PLANNING
(PLAN)

3 3 2 1 9

SECTORAL
INTERESTS
(SECT)

2 4 6

PHYSICAL
ENVIRONMENT
(P.ENV)

1 1 1 3

TOTAL 4
14 22 5 6 3 50

2.1.7 Reaching the Final Statements

The inductive matrix above showed how many statements within in each box were to be accorded to 

the final fifty. The allowed for weighting and equal representation of the final fifty statements from 

the original concourse of three hundred and ninety nine. In addition, a deductive sampling technique 

was then used to assist with the final statement selection. Firstly, the statements were analysed 

visually using judgement to select an initial first round of statements, using a very simple selection 

process of 1, 2 or 3 was used to score the statements. One meant that a statement was a definite, 

two was a maybe and three was not suitable (for example because it was a repeated statement, an

213 The column QUES and the row H/L were removed due to insufficient numbers
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inverted statement or it was difficult to understand). This initial round immediately reduced the 

statement number by over half. This resulted in one hundred and seventy five statements being 

selected as potential for inclusion in the final fifty214. This process was repeated three more times 

until there were fifty statements left. Each time closer attention was given to the possible meanings 

that the statements could convey to different types of participants, and even more attention was 

paid to grammatical errors, such as double negatives and whether any of the statements appeared 

totally ambiguous. A little ambiguity is acceptable, since this research revolved on participants' 

interpretation and perception of the statements and is clarified through post sort interviews.

The final fifty statements were re-numbered. This bore no resemblance to any sort of predefined 

ranking as the numbers were simply a way of ensuring that all the statements were present and that 

there were none missing. The statements were finally checked for spelling mistakes and grammatical 

errors. The statements were only changed in so far as to correct such errors. Great care was taken to 

ensure not to detriment or change the original meaning of the statement.

2.2 Designing the Sorting Sheet

The sorting sheet is what the participants use to physically 'sort' the fifty statements. This took the 

conventional format most often used in Q and resembled a normal distribution curve, divided into 

fifty individual boxes (one for each statement, hence the forced distribution), with nine boxes 

running along the top of the pyramid. It is possible to vary the amount of boxes along the top, for 

example can have five, seven or eleven but it must correspond with number of statements to be 

used. Nine boxes works for fifty statements. At the two ends of the pyramid there were boxes of two 

deep which then graduated in the middle where the boxes were ten deep. The widest points of the 

sorting sheet were designated into 'most reflective of your view' (denoted value +4) on the left hand 

side of the page and 'least reflective of your view' (denoted value -4) on the right hand side of the 

page, with a 'neutral' column in the middle (denoted value 0). The other columns were numbered 

following that respect of (+1, +2 +3 and -3, -2, -1) from left to right. Outside of the pyramid were four 

comment boxes, two were marked '+4 comment' on the left hand side and on the right hand side 

two were marked '-4 comment'. Participants were asked to write a short comment on why they 

placed the two statements at the two outermost boxes, as these represented the statements that 

they felt most strongly reflected or did not reflect their views.

Use was again made of the independent reviewer for this part of the statement selection
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Step-by-step instructions were provided to the left of the grid on how to complete the Q sort. 

Additionally, socio-demographic data was sought from participants (name, job title, company and 

sector). There was also a tick box for participants' to provide additional consent to use the data 

gained from the Q sort and from socio-demographic data.

2.3 Pilot Study

As with any research it was essential to carry out a pilot study (Parfitt, 2005) in order to make sure 

that it was user friendly and not ambiguous, and that it achieves its intended purpose. For the 

preparation of the pilot, six mock face-to-face paper based Q sorts were made up. All the Q 

statements were printed onto individual sticky labels, the sorting sheet was blown up to A1 size and 

an information sheet and consent form had been prepared and given to the participants. The data 

from this Q sort was not used in the final analysis. Feedback from the pilot study however highlighted 

some minor discrepancies in the sorting sheet and with some of the grammar in the statements. 

These were then adjusted and amended for the actual Q sorts.

Once the pilot had been amended, 'Q packs' were then made up for each participant that was going 

to complete the Q sort. Each pack consisted of the following components: one A1 sorting sheet, with 

instructions. Separately, an information sheet and consent form215 was placed in an envelope marked 

'A', and then a set of 50 statement labels216 were placed in an envelope marked 'B'. These were all 

packaged within an A4 envelope.

2.4 Delivery and Collection of the Q

In order to obtain a maximum completion rate for the Q sort, it was decided that the best course of 

action was to email potential participants within Northern Ireland217 beforehand asking them to take 

part. When participants had replied, an appointment was then arranged to call at the offices (or a 

designated meeting point) of the participants to explain the rationale and the instructions for

215 See appendices at the end of this section for copies of these information and consent forms - figures 4.2,
4.3, 4.4
216 The statements were printed on large sticky labels (80mm x 45mm) so they could easily be read, arranged 
and moved around on the A1 sorting sheet. Once participants were happy with their selection of statement 
position, the backing could be peeled away and the label could be stuck firmly down in place.
217 Participants for the Q sort were followed up from the interviews rounds as initial contributors, and 
participants were also contacted from a contact list that had been set up by the researcher over a two year 
period of gathering general MSP contacts from all over the UK and ROI. All of the participants were judged by 
the researcher to have a direct relationship to MSP. See appendices at the end of this section for the email sent 
to potential participants, figure 4.5
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completing the Q sort. The Q sort was left with the participants' for a week, so that the participant 

could complete it in their own time. Participants were advised to leave around thirty minutes to an 

hour to complete the exercise. The day before the scheduled collection the participants were 

telephoned or emailed to remind them that the survey would be collected the next day. It was 

decided that hand collection would be preferable so as to ensure that the sort had been completed 

correctly. Importantly hand collection allowed for a general informal discussion on how the 

participant felt about completing the Q sort and how they reacted to the statements. They were 

asked if they could discuss the main parts of their sort, and why they chose the statements they had 

for the outermost boxes.

When emailing about arranging the collection of the survey, a few of the participants said that they 

needed more time and preferred to post the survey back. The survey had been enclosed in an A4 

envelope labelled with the researcher's name and address for return. This was not the most 

preferred method of collection as it meant that that discussion with the participant after the 

completion was lost. However, on the whole the delivery and hand collection method was successful. 

Nineteen completed paper based Q sorts were hand collected and nine were posted back. This made 

a total of twenty eight completed paper based sorts within Northern Ireland.

As many participants as possible were targeted to complete the Q sort by the paper based method. 

This was mainly achievable for the Northern Irish participants, due to the small scale of Nl, but also it 

was relatively easy to attract participants by giving them a week and offering to hand collect the 

completed study. There was minimal work therefore on behalf of the participant, except to complete 

the study on time.

This approach was deemed not suitable for gathering the stakeholders perspectives for the rest of 

the UK, as response rates to mail based surveys are notoriously low (Parfitt, 2005, Valentine, 2005). 

Additionally, because making each Q pack was labour intensive, time-consuming and were relatively 

expensive, it was deemed to be too precarious, unreliable, and potentially wasteful, to send out the 

paper based surveys to potential participants outside of Northern Ireland. Therefore a different 

approach was taken for participants in the rest of the UK.
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2.5 On-line Flash Q

An on-line version of the Q study (Flash Q) was used as a more convenient method for reaching those 

participants outside of Northern Ireland. It was important from the beginning to ensure that the on

line version was kept as close as possible to the paper based version in order to ensure consistency 

across the results. Exactly the same statements were used, the same format of the grid, the same 

number of boxes, the two comment boxes for statements placed at +4 and -4, and the same socio

demographic data collection questions were kept. The format and principles remained exactly the 

same, except it was available on-line. Potential participants were sent an email explaining the 

research and asking them to participate in an electronic attitudinal survey (see figure 4.1). The 

participants then followed the web link to the survey, completed the survey and an email with the 

results was automatically sent back to the researcher.

2.5.1 Setting up Flash Q

The electronic version of Q allowed participants to complete the Q sort on-line and was called 'Flash 

Q - Q sorting via Internet'. Flash Q was created by Christian Hackert and Gemot Brachler. The 

researchers stated that they realised that Q enjoyed increasing popularity, but that the data 

collection was time consuming, so they developed an on-line tool to reduce the workload of the 

researcher, but to make a user-friendly tool that was similar to the real sorting process. The Flash Q 

programme was free to download and run, whilst it was flexible in customization, it was relatively 

complicated in the set up for an on-line version (as opposed to an off-line programme). Below is the 

set up procedure that was followed.

The first step was to find a web server; somewhere where Flash Q would be uploaded. It was placed 

on QUB's School of Planning, Architecture and Civil Engineering (SPACE) homepage. Then the Flash Q 

programme was downloaded218. A demo version of this was temporarily put up on the server. This 

allowed the researcher to see what needed to be changed from the demo to the 'MSP' version.

A zipped file was downloaded containing the necessary four files for customizing the Flash Q. Firstly, 

there was the 'Config' file, which contained the general set up of the programme, and included 

setting up the socio-demographic questions, so as to identify the participant. The 'Statements' file, 

contained the same fifty statements and were copied straight from a word document. The 'Map' file

218 Available from: http://www.hackert.biz/flashq/home last accessed 06/09/08
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kept the same format as the paper based version using the pyramid shaped grid with 50 boxes. The 

'Language' file contained an explanation and instructions to the research.

When all the programming was carried out the entire programme was put on the web server and the 

final version of the Flash Q was accessed via: http://www.qub.ac.uk/ep/hr-quest/ .

The link to the programme was piloted ten times from different email addresses. There were a few 

small grammatical errors that needed to be amended before the final version went 'live'. These were 

minor amendments such as; the main instruction page needed more detail and the socio

demographic selection boxes needed to be fixed. However, there was one technical difficulty that 

arose during the piloting phase, in the transmission of the completed data from the participant to the 

researcher. This is reflected in the success rates of the electronic version (see Table A2) when 

compared with the paper based version. However it is reiterated again that Q does not require many 

participants, and so it was felt that, given the technical error with the on-line version, a 29% response 

rate was quite acceptable.

It may be pertinent firstly to provide detail on how the Flash Q was completed before addressing the 

technical issue and how it was remedied.
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Table A2.6 Return Rates

Total number of Q
sorts sent out

Total number of Q
sorts returned

Success Rate

34 Paper sorts 29 Paper Sorts 68%

80 Electronic sorts 23 Electronic 29%

114 potential sorts 52 Returned 46%

2.5.2 Completing the Flash Q

There were 5 straightforward steps to completing the Flash Q. There were 2 pages containing an 

explanation of the research followed by instructions. Participants were then prompted as follows:

1. Pre-sort the 50 statements into piles of disagree (called 'least reflective') agree ('most 

reflective') and neutral,

2. Decide where to position (or sort) the statements onto the pyramid grid

3. Revise the sort (this provided an opportunity to make changes to the initial selection)

4. Add comments on the choices of statements placed in boxes +4 and -4

5. Complete the socio-demographic data collection and add comments (optional) on the 

process and hit the button marked 'transmission -send by email'.

In the transmission of the data, a direct email to the researcher's email account should have 

automatically been set up when the participant selected this option. Unfortunately, this was only 

accessible if the participant had an up-to-date and compatible version of 'Windows Outlook' and an
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up to date 'Flash Player' on their PC. If this was not the case the email did not automatically set up. 

This problem was highlighted immediately in the pilot and had to be overcome as it was realised that 

such a problem would seriously affect the return rates as it was likely that if this arose in the pilot, it 

was very likely to arise when the Flash Q officially went 'live'. However, on the programme there was 

also an option underneath the 'transmission - send by email' that allowed the participant to print off 

the data and send it by post. The email that was sent out to participants inviting them to participate 

in the on-line Q study219 explained this problem and notified participants that there were other 

methods of sending the data to the researcher; by post220 or by creating a PDF file, scanning the 

results or sending them in a JPEG file.

Table A2.7 Breakdown of electronic return methods

Method of sending electronic data Number

By email 2

By Post 18

JPEGfile 1

PDF 1

Scanning 1

2.6 Data Analysis

Once all the primary data had been received from the paper based and electronic sorts the data 

analysis took place. A basic explanation of the data analysis is contained in the main body of the 

methodology chapter. The purpose of the next section is to provide more detail on how the results 

were generated from the PQ Method software. Donner (2001) states that to generate the main three 

data outputs221, there are six steps to be performed, which may be highlighted as:

See Figure A2.7 at the end of this section
220 Participants were offered to be reimbursed for their postage costs if they choose this method of return
221 As described in the main part of the methodology, the three main data outputs are the consensus 
statements (those that participants agreed with), the contention statements (those that participants were 
highly disagreeable with) and the idealised patterns of the Q sorts that represent the groups of participants (the 
factors) who shared similar perspectives, which are known as "summary profiles"
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1. Load and Launch PQ Method

2. Enter the statements and data

3. Extract the initial factors

4. Rotate the factors

5. Group participants

6. Generate the data runs

These above steps are used for inputting the raw Q sort data (the order of the statements of each 

participant) to generate a set of summary profiles for five factors.

The next section describes how the PQ method is set up (using DOS programming) and how the 

completed Q sort sheets (both paper based and electronic) are inputted to the programme. This is 

not a difficult process as the PQ programme has prompts and commands to guide the process. Steps 

1 & 2 are therefore dealt with together.

Step 1. Load and Launch PQ Method and Step 2. Enter the statements and data

1. Name the project - 'stakeholderperspectivesl'

2. Enter the statements - directly onto an external Notepad application - in the 'C Folder', save 

as 'Stakeholders' and enter the statements in short hand, with just enough detail so that they 

are recognised and numbered

3. Title of study -'MSP1'

4. How many statements - 50

5. Column values left to right-4 to+4

6. Enter column no. 2 4 6 8 10 8 6 4 2

7. New sort ready to be entered - enter ID code for example, 'Part 1' for the first participant

8. Statement Nos. per column for 'Part 1'

9. Fix the grid, add any statement numbers missed out and modify the columns. Give the value 

of the column to change, for example -4, enter all of the new values, even the ones that were 

good, the sort is ok, the programme asks, do you want to change it anyway - Y/N - do you 

want to enter another sort?

10. Continue entering completed Q sorts in this fashion
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Step 3. Extract the Initial Factors

The factors222 are extracted through Principle Component Analysis (PCA). The PQ command for this 

is called QPCA, and this process is very much like factor analysis, where correlations between 

participants' sorts are derived and initial factors are extracted. There is a lot of literature and 

information on the Q-list223 to support how many factors should be extracted. QPCA is a tool that 

provides Eigenvalues to guide how many groups should be created. It is stated that Eigenvalues over 

1 provide a basic number of factors. Many writers on Q, however, prefer not to refer to 'factors' but 

more to 'groupings of idea.'224

Based on the current Eigenvalues produced there was a potential to create 10 subgroups. This was 

far too many and Schmolck (20 08)225 states that 5 is the maximum number of factors that should be 

used, preferably fewer. When consulting the PQ Manual226, it states that Eigenvalues are only of 

"some importance when deciding how many factors to keep for rotation" (Schmolck, 2002, p.10). 

Donner (2001) advises that:

"(...) you should not be guided by the Eigenvalues alone. It may be the case that 

choosing fewer factors will yield sufficient dispersion to make the story clear. The 

more factors you have, the more fragmented the data will become. You will have to 

judge for yourself whether a 3, 4, or 5 factor solution is most compelling."

(Donner, 2001, p. 32)

Addams provides further evidence to the debate that:

"(...) the theoretical significance of the Eigenvalue criterion is not an infallible rule of 

thumb in determining the significance of a factor and thus allowing for the most 

meaningful interpretation of the data."

(Addams, 1999, p. 28)

The current research was based on using 5 factors and was considered justified by the above 

evidence.

Factors are the number of sub-group of participants that will be formed at the end of the process
223 See footnote 7 chapter 2 for information on the Q-List
224 Stephen Gourley posted on the Q-List (20/10/08)
225 Peter Schmolck posted on the Q-List (28/10/08)
226 Peter Schmolck PQ Method Manual, 2.11, November 2002
Available at http://www.lrz-muenchen.de/~schmolck/qmethod/pqmanual.htm last accessed 20/09/09
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Step 4.Rotate the Factors

This part of the process allows for flexibility in specifying the numbers of factors (subgroups of 

participants to be carried forward into analysis). The QPCA step yields the Eigenvalues for each initial 

factor extracted, next is to identify a maximum number of factors to rotate, for example 3, 4, and 5, 

which can be varied. It is advised to start with the smallest to maximum number of factors. The 

command 'QVARIMAX' is selected to begin the rotation process, which clarifies the structure of 

chosen factors by maximising the variance between factors, by adjusting the weight given to each 

statement on each factor. By launching the QVARIMAX command it is possible then to specify the 

number of factors to rotate. The output from the rotated factor solution will show a numerical value 

in each cell which indicates the strength of the participants' 'loading' in that factor (or grouping). It is 

clear that each factor is a column (how many is stipulated by the researcher) and each participant is a 

row.

In the current research, Donner's (2001) advice was followed. Thus runs of 3, 4, 5 and 6 factors were 

selected using all 52 participants. The numerical value in each ceil indicates the strength of the 

participant's 'loading' onto the factor, i.e. how much they are in alignment with that particular factor. 

Loads can be as high as 1.00 (=perfect agreement) or loads can be as low as -1 (^participant disagrees 

with factor). For example in the current research, in the first instance when using a 4 factor rotation, 

it was found that:

Participant 41 scored 0.81 on factor 1 which represented a high loading, meaning that this participant 

was closely aligned with that factor, whereas;

Participant 40 scored - 0.72 on factor 4 which loads relatively weakly onto factor 4, meaning that this 

participant was not closely aligned with that factor.

Donner (2001, p. 32) states that the more a participant loads cleanly (disproportionately) onto a 

single factor, the better that represents that participant's sort and subjective perspective on the 

issue at hand.

360



Step 5. Group Participants

The final rotation sequence is when participants are assigned to factors, and where the subgroups 

are created and it establishes the foundation for calculation of the distinct "voices" present among 

subgroups. The software creates an "automatic pre-flag" to mark where certain participants cleanly 

load onto a factor. There is a lot of discussion within the Q-List that explains how this can be 

manually completed in adjusting the figures to compensate for close calls or nuances. However, it is 

much easier and more straightforward to use the software and as Donner (2001) advises, simply to 

avoid manually flagging negative loads and to remember that the more factors run, the less likely it is 

to encounter double/triple loading and the factor loadings will be cleaner and more clear cut.

Another point of great debate within the Q-List, is how many factors are enough or too few and how 

much does the percentage variance account for? In the current research, several different 

combinations were tried out, 52 participants were run on 3, 4, 5 and 6 factors. In the end, the data 

was run with 5 factors and the following participant numbers and percentage variance was found as:

Table A2.8 Percentage variance of 52 Participants run with 5 factors

Factor 5 1 2 3 4 5 Total
No. of
Partici
pants
and %
variance

18 (20%) 11(14%) 4(7%) 1(5%) 4(5%) 38 (51%)

Brown (2008)227 notes that the percentage variance indicates that more participants of this factor 

type, than any other, were included in the set of participants invited to do the Q sort. The percentage 

variance is virtually meaningless and provides no helpful guide as to whether the strongest factor has

227 Steven Brown posted on Q-List 15/10/2008
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the same status in the general population. Brown (2008) expresses that even the strongest Q factor 

could easily turn out to be the weakest in terms of its numerical presence in the population. Gourley 

(2 0 09)228 provides further evidence, in identifying the clusters of viewpoint and perspectives, the P- 

Set, is purposively chosen, it is rarely random, and so variations in strength of factors only tells 

something about the P-set, not about the factor strength, as might be the case with mainstream 

factor analytical research. Again, it is stressed that Q does not allow for generalising about a 

population of people. It is known that Q is not designed for making estimates of the proportions 

within a definable population (Brown 2008229). Brown (2008) clarifies that a factor accounting for 6% 

variance may be very consequential in discussions about the subject matter at hand. This was found 

to be the case with the current research where Factor D is highly significant in the discussions, but 

yet has a low percentage variance and low participant number.

Step 6. Generate the Data Runs

Once the above process had been carried out and the participants had been assigned to groups, the 

last stage of the data was submitted using the 'QANALYSE' command. This function writes the data 

analysis to a long list file, which can be at least twenty pages long, but it means that all the data is 

stored in one document. Donner (2001) provides further information on the following data outputs 

from the analysis (correlation matrix, un-rotated factor matrix, rotated factor matrix, free distribution 

data results, rank statement totals, correlations between each factor, normalized factor scores*, 

array of differences between factors, factor Q sort values*, factor characteristics, distinguishing 

characteristics for each factor*, consensus statements230).

2.6.1 Interpretation of the data

The main point of the creation of a summary profile is to use the 'factor Q sort values' for each of the 

statements, in order to give a snapshot of how each groups' perspectives ranked on the issue231. 

Essentially this provides the average sort for each factor's 'voice' on the -4, 0, +4 scale, Donner (2001) 

calls it the 'archetypal pattern sort of those participants'. It is however difficult to get a sense of the 

relative priorities of any one group without the overall sorting for that group, so it is important to 

return to the 'normalized factor scores'. These scores provide 'Z scores' which can be translated back

228 Stephen Gourley posted on Q-List 15/10/2008
229 Steven Brown posted on the Q-List 18/12/2008
230 The asterisked outputs were necessary to carry out for building the summary profile, where the distinct 
profile of each group was created and where real interpretation of the data can begin
231 See Figures A2.7-A2.ll
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into the original scores for the sort by firstly, sorting in order of the statement numbers and secondly 

by degree of agreement between the groups. The profile begins to become clear. Items ranked at 

the top of the tables are ranked as more important by the group, and so it is this arrangement that 

determines the overall character of the groups' perspective. By additionally using the 'distinguishing 

characteristics for each factor' it is possible to see which key statements distinguish one group from 

another.

These are the statements that are needed in order to create the summary profile and Donner (2001) 

explains succinctly the process:

"Take the factor values from the group and then put them in order of the specific 

sort of the normalized factor scores, and flag the significant variables from 

distinguishing characteristics, to tell the story of the worldview of the number of 

participants making up that factor"

(Donner, 2001, pp.35-36)

A distinction is provided to build each factor group and then to look in-depth at the meanings and 

interpretation of the summary profile by analysing the patterns within the factor, and between all 

the factors (contained in chapter six).

Key data runs generated using the PQ Method are highlighted at the end of this section.

2.7 Lessons Learnt and Evaluation of Q

The main problem was with the technology and programming for the electronic Q sorts, with the 

need for the participants to have an up to date version of Windows Outlook and access and 

permission to the latest edition of a Flash Player. This was a generic technological problem with the 

software compatibility, and not of the methodology itself. There were adequate safeguards put in 

place once the problem was realised and indeed the return rates were satisfactory, given this 

problem, and in the overall picture of Q, it must be remembered that large participant numbers were 

not needed. Reassuringly this same problem was brought to the attention of the wider Q network of
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users after the current research had taken place232. Several other users have since brought this to the 

attention of the site administrators233.

Other general feedback on the paper based surveys came back as follows. Generally, most 

participants found completing the paper based task a little light relief from completing a generic 

stakeholder questionnaire. Some said they even enjoyed the process and wanted to know more 

about it. To some extent therefore Q can be said to have got round the notorious 'stakeholder 

fatigue' that seems to blight some social science research.

Some participants found that the process took too long to complete (they had been advised to leave 

30 minutes to an hour to complete), the selection of statements was not clear cut enough, some 

found that there were too many to agree with, and sometimes they did not understand the meaning 

of the statements, or found that there were two meanings of the statements. This is understandable 

as the principle of Q relies on participants' own interpretation of the statement, which is not going to 

always be the same. Some participants did find the overall concept of Q difficult to grasp.

Another difficulty that some participants were faced with was whether they were expected to give 

their company's perspective or their own personal perspective? This is interesting as Q relies on the 

subjective response of the participant; it is not seeking a representative view (of a company for 

example). Q gets to the heart of what participants believe; rather not what they say they believe 

(because they have to comply with company policies and beliefs). Q gets to the point of finding out 

what people really think, as opposed to what they think they should be thinking. Gourley (2009234) 

raised a very interesting potential study in connection with this point. He suggested while Q asks 

people their views, it can suffer from social desirability effects if what is being sought is 'what do they 

really do/or think'. He suggests that one way around this would be to ask participants first to sort 

with respect to 'an ideal situation/world/in principle' and then ask them 'how you really think/ do it' 

views. This would therefore draw out the valued, socially desirable actions, which would clear the 

way for the 'really how I do it' views. Using this idea, potentially, a future study would be to get the

Paul Robbins posted on the Q-List 5/02/2009 "Like others on the list, we had trouble implementing a FlashQ 
survey. This was largely because of version incompatibility problems (Flash version 6 or 7) and the people we 
were surveying were largely government professionals. As a result of the latter fact, respondents do not have 
administrative privileges to fix or update software on their machines and have to go to an administrator or 
tech. This added a layer of extra effort for potential respondents that reduced our response rate appreciably. 
For those who WERE able to reply and respond the system was flawless, handsome and database ready...But 
online surveys are sensitive to variable software configurations, especially Flash."
233 Most recently posted on the Q -List on 16/03/09 and 22/04/2009
234 Stephen Gurley posted on the Q-List 22/04/09
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participants to do a sort of how they think their company would sort it and then how personally they 

would sort it and compare the results. However, the downside would be that it would take twice as 

long to complete and therefore may not attract too many willing participants.

A.2.1. Overleaf Blank Pro-forma sorting sheet
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Porting Sheet Document 1 PLEASE RANK THESE 50 STATEMENTS IN THE GRID BELOW ACCORDING TO HOW WELL THEY REFLECT YOUR VIEWS ON THE MARINE SPATIAL PLANNING PROCESS

INSTRUCTIONS
3Se read the following carefully:
please check that you have all the pieces to complete this 
)fCise. This should include:

I Envelope A - contains and information and consent form 
(to be signed and returned along with this sheet, once 
completed)

, Envelope B- which contains 50 self adhesive labels with a 
short statement printed on each one

anything is missing in this pack please contact the 
jearcher Heather Ritchie on 028 9097 4438

Please put this large Sorting Sheet (Document 1) on a clear 
lie in front of you. Empty Envelope B, so the 50 self adhesive 
•sis are all on the sheet and turn each one over so you can see 
at is written it.

Sort the statement slips into three piles representing those that
1 ;lj feel reflect your views on MSP the most, those which reflect 

or views on MSP the least, and those that you feel neutral or 
certain about. NB, This research is based only on your views of 
statements in relation to each other.

Take each of the piles of statement slips in turn and try and 
see them on to the Sorting Sheet within the boxes provided until 
the faces are covered. It may take a little time until you are 

ippy with the way you have sorted them. Once you have done 
is, you will have all the statements lying within the grid on the 
iting Sheet.

It is very important that you then stick each statement onto the 
set in your chosen box

3 NOT PLACE STATEMENTS OUTSIDE THE BOXES - this 
, srcise is about making choices, so please follow the guidelines.

DEVIATIONS OR BLANK BOXES WILL RENDER THE 
IwVEY INCOMPLETE AS THE INFORMATION WILL BE 

VALID.

Once you have completed the sorting of the statements, it would
2 very helpful if you could provide a few thoughts on the 
dements which you ranked +4 and -4. Please enter your 
Iments into the four panels on the right labelled ‘+4 or -4 
•Timent’.

s9se return this sheet in the envelope provided.
£y thanks for your contribution to this research.______________
^'cipant Information:
^nsent to have the data used from this survey (please tick) □

iNt NAME:____

TITLE:______

H^PANY:______

f
 Public 
Private 
Voluntary

r
NGO n 
Other □ 

Please state

LEAST REFLECTIVE OF YOUR VIEW •*------------------  Neutral--------------- - MOST REFLECTIVE OF YOUR VIEW

-4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1
----------------------------------

+2 +3 +4

© © © © © © © © ©

© © © © © © © ©

© © © © © © ©

© © © © © © ©

© © © © ©

© © © © ©

-4 comment © © ©
-+4 comment

© © ©

-4 comment -+4 comment

©

©



Figure A2.1 Information Sheet

1
rrr

Queen's University
Belfast

Miss Heather J. Ritchie LLB. MSc 

PhD student

School of Planning, Architecture and Civil Engineering

Queen's University Belfast 

David Keir Building 

Stranmillis Road 

Belfast BT9 SAG

028 90 97 4438

INFORMATION SHEET

21.07.2008

Title: Stakeholder Engagement in Marine Spatial Planning 

What is the purpose of the study?

The study is about understanding stakeholder perspectives of the management of the marine 

environment. It aims to inform the participative process in marine spatial planning (MSP).

Why have I been chosen to take part?

For this study you are considered to be a marine stakeholder. You have been chosen because of your 

skills, expertise and knowledge-base gained from working or being otherwise actively involved with 

the marine environment, or because you have valuable knowledge of what MSP is and how it may 

work in the future.

Do I have to give consent to take part?

Yes, consent is needed for taking part in all aspects of the study, including:

• Participating in a semi-structured interview (face-to -face for Nl participants or by telephone 

for participants outside of Nl)

• For that interview to be recorded by Dictaphone,
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• For transcripts being typed up verbatim from the interview, with your identity and responses 

made not directly attributable to you, and

• Participating in a Q study using a technique called Q methodology, where you are asked to 

rank a number of statements according to your relative agreement or disagreement. The 

returns from each participant are then statistically analysed to provide a clustering of the 

interests involved in the marine environment. This will take part face-to-face or 

electronically and full instructions will be discussed with you prior.

A consent form has been drawn up with a series of tick boxes to be completed when agreeing to 

participate in all or part of the study.

What will I be asked to do?

To take part in a semi-structured interview, to complete the Q study (as detailed above) and to 

participate in a short follow up telephone interview after the study is complete.

What are the possible disadvantages to my taking part?

The researcher does not anticipate that there are any disadvantages.

What are the possible benefits?

There may be potential benefits from participating in the research, as it is anticipated that the 

discussions used in the course of the research may contribute to production of tangible policy 

outcomes.

Will my participation be kept confidential?

Yes, all responses to the interviews and the results arising from the attitudinal survey will be kept 

anonymous. Any responses used in the publication of research would not be made directly 

attributable to you. For example: an environmental NGO stated ..., a member of the renewable 

energy sector said..., a government policy expert stated that...etc

What will happen to the results of the study?

They will form part of the analysis contributing to how stakeholders perceive the issues in the marine 

environment and will be part of a much larger theoretical discussion within the PhD thesis. If this 

results in significant findings the research may also be published in peer reviewed journals.

Who is organising and funding the study?

This research is being undertaken as part of a Department of Employment and Learning (DEL) PhD 

studentship and has been organised through the School of Planning, Architecture, and Civil 

Engineering (SPACE) of Queen's University Belfast.

Who has reviewed the study?

SPACE Research Ethical Committee (SREC)
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What if there is a problem?

In the first instance please contact the SREC, Head of School Professor David Cleland who may be 

contacted at: d.cleland(S>qub.ac.uk or 028 90 97 4747

Contact Details of Researcher

Heather Ritchie 

SPACE, QUB 

hritchie03(5)qub.ac.uk

02890974438

Supervisors

Dr. Geraint Ellis 

SPACE, QUB 

g.ellis(5)qub.ac.uk

Prof Sharon Turner 

School of Law, QUB 

s.turner(S>qub,ac.uk
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Figure A2.2 Consent form for participating in Interviews

Queen’s University
Belfast

Miss Heather J. Ritchie LIB. MSc 

PhD student

School of Planning, Architecture and Civil Engineering

Queen's University Belfast 

David Keir Building 

Stranmillis Road 

Belfast BT9 SAG

028 90 97 4438

23.07.2008

CONSENT FORM FOR PARTICIPATING IN INTERVIEWS

Title of Project: Stakeholder Engagement in Marine Spatial Planning

Name of Researcher: Heather Ritchie

Research Supervisors: Dr Geraint Ellis and Prof Sharon Turner

PLEASE TICK

1. I confirm that I have read and understand the information sheet dated 21.07.2008 

for the above study. I have had the opportunity to consider the information, ask 

questions and have had these answered satisfactorily.

2. I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at any 

time without giving any reason.

3. Should I withdraw from the research, I consent to the data collected, to that point
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of my withdrawal, from the study to be used.

4. Should I withdraw from the research, and I do not consent to the data collected to 

that point of the study to be used, I agree to the researcher declaring the data invalid.

5. I agree to take part in a telephone interview, having the interview taped and transcribed.

6. I agree to have the data used from the telephone interview

7. I agree to take part in the above study.

PRINT NAME SIGNATURE DATE

JOB TITLE AND COMPANY
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Figure A2.3 Consent form for participating in Q study

Queen's University

Miss Heather J. Ritchie LLB. MSc 

PhD student

School of Planning, Architecture and Civil Engineering

Queen's University Belfast 

David Keir Building 

Stranmillis Road 

Belfast BT9 SAG

028 90 97 4438

23.07.2008

CONSENT FORM FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE Q STUDY

Title of Project: Stakeholder Engagement in Marine Spatial Planning

Name of Researcher: Heather Ritchie

Researcher Supervisors: Dr Geraint Ellis and Prof Sharon Turner, QUB

PLEASE TICK

1. I confirm that I have read and understand the information sheet dated 21.07.2008 

for the above study. I have had the opportunity to consider the information, ask 

questions and have had these answered satisfactorily.

2. I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at any 

time without giving any reason.
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3. I agree to take part in the above study.

4. I agree to take part in the Q study

5. I agree to take part in a short telephone interview after the study is complete.

PRINT NAME SIGNATURE DATE

JOB TITLE AND COMPANY
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Figure A2.4 Initial email inviting participants within Northern Ireland to participate in the Q study

From: Heather Richie

Sent: 17 September 2008 09:10

To: 'Heather Ritchie'; 'hritchie03@qub.ac.uk'

Subject: MSP

Dear Mr. XXXX

My name is Heather Ritchie and I am in my third year of my PhD at Queen's University Belfast. I am 

researching Marine Spatial Planning (MSP), in particular evaluating how stakeholder perspectives 

may be used to advance the Marine Spatial Planning policy process. As part of my empirical fieldwork 

I am carrying out an attitudinal study to gather as many stakeholder perspectives' as possible, across 

the UK and Ireland, in order for me to understand the range of views that stakeholders hold about 

MSP. I would be grateful for your input and participation in completing my study.

The study is based on personal subjectivity and requires you to rank order a number of short 

statements about MSP on a grid according to how well you think they reflect or do not reflect your 

views on MSP. The statements have been taken directly from what stakeholders have said about MSP 

and are therefore quite colloquial in nature. The success of the study relies on how you personally 

interpret the statements; it is not a sectorally based study.

I hope you appreciate that completing the survey and emailing me the results implies consent to use 

the data arising from the survey with the conditions stated below.

As I am on a tight time schedule I would appreciate it if you could confirm your availability to 

participate as soon as possible and I hope you do not mind if I contact you again to remind you - 

please let me know if you would rather I did not do this. / would also be grateful if you could 

forward this email on to anybody else that you think would be interested in taking part in this 

research.

The results of the study will form part of the analysis contributing to how stakeholders perspectives' 

may be used to advance the MSP policy process, and will be part of a much larger theoretical 

discussion within the PhD thesis. If this results in significant findings the research may be published in 

peer reviewed journals.

Kindest Regards
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Heather

Heather Ritchie LLB MSc 

PhD Student

School of Planning Architecture and Civil Engineering

Queen's University Belfast

Tel. 02890 974438

E-Mail, h.j.ritchie@qub.ac.uk
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Figure A2.5 Initial email inviting participants outside of Northern Ireland to participate in Flash Q

From: Heather Richie

Sent: 22 October 2008 13:41

To: 'Heather Ritchie'; 'hritchie03@qub.ac.uk'

Subject: MSP

Dear Mr. XXXX

My name is Heather Ritchie and I am in my third year of my PhD at Queen's University Belfast. I am 

researching Marine Spatial Planning (MSP), in particular evaluating how stakeholder perspectives 

may be used to advance the Marine Spatial Planning policy process. As part of my empirical fieldwork 

I am carrying out a web-based attitudinal study to gather as many stakeholder perspectives' as 

possible, across the UK and Ireland, in order for me to understand the range of views that 

stakeholders hold about MSP. I would be grateful for your input and participation in completing the 

study.

The study is based on personal subjectivity and requires you to rank order a number of short 

statements about MSP on a grid according to how well you think they reflect or do not reflect your 

views on MSP. The statements have been taken directly from what stakeholders have said about MSP 

and are therefore quite colloquial in nature. The success of the study relies on how you personally 

interpret the statements; it is not a sectorally based study.

This is a web-based application which requires you to complete the study on-line. Clicking on this 

hyperlink below will take you directly to the study:

http://www.qub.ac.uk/ep/hr-quest/

Full instructions are provided on how to complete the survey are available from this link. When you 

are finished the survey, there are two options for sending the survey results to me. If you are a 

Windows Outlook user, you can select "send via email" which should automatically set up an email to 

me on this address, which you just need to send. If you don't have Windows Outlook, can I ask 

that select the "print data" and print off the results and post back to me at the address below (or 

create a PDF file or J-Peg). I can send you a self-addressed envelope for your convenience, please let 

me know if this is necessary. I hope that this does not inconvenience you too much. Please do not
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hesitate to contact me should you have any queries regarding the survey or sending the data back to 

me. I look forward to hearing your response.

I hope you appreciate that completing the study and emailing me the results implies consent to use 

the data arising from the survey with the conditions stated below.

As I am on a tight time schedule I would appreciate it if you could complete the study as soon as 

possible and I hope you do not mind if I contact you again to remind you - please let me know if you 

would rather I did not do this. / would also be grateful if you could forward this email on to 

anybody else that you think would be interested in taking part in this research.

PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING

You have been carefully selected to participate in the study because of your skills, expertise and 

knowledge gained from working or being otherwise actively involved within the marine environment. 

All responses and results arising from the attitudinal survey will be kept anonymous and confidential, 

unless I specifically ask for your permission to be quoted in the thesis publication. Otherwise, any 

responses used in the publication of the research would not be directly attributable to you. For 

example, an environmental NGO stated or a member of the renewable energy sector said 

or, a government policy expert stated etc. The results of the survey will form part of the analysis 

contributing to how stakeholders perspectives' may be used to advance the MSP policy process, and 

will be part of a much larger theoretical discussion within the PhD thesis. If this results in significant 

findings the research may be published in peer reviewed journals.

Kindest Regards

Heather

Heather Ritchie LLB MSc 

PhD Student

School of Planning Architecture and Civil Engineering

Queen's University Belfast

Tel. 02890 974438

E-Mail, h.j.ritchie@qub.ac.uk
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Figure A2.6 Individual Summary Profile for Factor 1235

SUMMARY PROFILES 5 FACTORS ■ FACTOR 1 ■ 24 Nov 08

No. Statement Factor Arrays
49 49.Theharshrealityisthatwecouldhaveamarinespatial 49 4
37 37,Weneedtocarefortliemarineenvironmentasmuchaswe 37 4
21 Tl.AsIsaylthinktheenvironmentalshouldunderpinallof 21 3
30 30.We need a system that works for the sea,not for the gover 30 3
25 25.Basicallywearetryingtotackletheunderlylngproblems25 3
1313.Thekeydriverisbeingseenasthecustodian,thegoodc 13 3
23 23.Currentgovern3nceofthemarineenvironmentissoconvolu 23 2
15 ISitakeholderinvolvementnotjustconsultationiscrucial 15 2
26 26.lt is not simply a way of dividing up the ocean so that w 26 2
22 22.The responsibility of sound governance is to recognise th 22 2
17 n.MSPisnotjustfornatureconserationbutforeverybody 17 2
50 SO.MSPisgoingtohavetocopewithcopewithuncertaintyw 50 2
5 S.Stakeholdersaren'tallthesameandtheyneedtobetreat 5 1
9 9.lt is much more dangerous to have too little consultation 9 1
1212.Andyouneedtomakesurethatwhathappensissomemecha 12 1
1414.Youhavegottomanagepeople'sexpectations 14 1
45 45.MSP does not impede people's right, its just trying to be 45 1
1919.lfMSPissimplyaplanningprocessthatisledfromabov 19 1
36 36.Nottoomanypeoplearelookingholisticallyatwhatmari 36 1
47 47.Nosingletool,notevenMSPwillfullyprotectmarinego 47 1
29 29.lfyouaregoingtobelookingatthelrishSeaitwould 29 0
48 48.Marinespatialplanningisanobrainerintermsofwhat 48 0
4141.Marine spatial planning means being able to see both side 41 0
32 32.Scientificallywedonltnecessarilyunderst3ndenoughabo 32 0
28 28.Youcantintegrateeverythingandyouaregoingtohavet 28 0
6 6.Thesortofmodelsofcommunityengagementwehaveforthe 6 0
3131.Managementofthemarineenvironmentisimpossible,manag 31 0
16.16,Youcertainlyneedsomethingtogetthesepeopletalking 16 0
42 42,MSPisarolloutprogramme,notabigbangapproach 42 0
33 33.Wehavesomuchdataandsomuchinformation,whatwedont 33 0
4 4.Government think they have satisfied stakeholder engagemen 4 -1
35 35,The data is only data, it only becomes useful when seen i 35 -1
18 IS.There is not as much conflict as what many people would p 18 -1
46 46.Generallytherearemisguidedobjectionscomingfromala 46 -1
44 44.Marinespatialplanningwillbasicallyprovideanewdeve 44 -1
1 l.stakeholders don't understand each other's uses 1 -1

39 39.Toputthelandplanningintotheseawouldbeadisaster 39 -1
10 lO-Stakeholderinvolvementisneededtomaketheplanbutyo 10 -1
43 43.1heprivatesectorseethemarineenvironmentasanoppor 43 -2
3.3.Awholerangeofgroupsmightbeveryinterestedinhowan 3 -2
34 34.Developers can pin their hopes on considering marine plan 34 -2
38 38.Plannersshouldbeinthemiddleofit,andtheywontbe. 38 -2
24 24.lt‘s a game of politics ultimately 24 -2
40 40.lthinkMSPwouldjustbetooinflexibleifitwas3!oni 40 -2
7 7.Thestakeholderlobbyinggroupsseemtohaveapowerfulvo 7 -3
20 2O.M3rinespat0lplanningcouldbecomealayerofbureaucra  20 -3
11 ll.Butifthemarineenvironmentkeepslisteningtoallvoic 11 -3
2 2.lnvolvingstakeholderssoearlycanbecounterproductive 2 -3
8 8.lknowthey|stakeholders)shouldeitherbeignoredbecause 8 -4
27 27.1here is an argument that says what we already have is pr 27 -4

Distinguishing Statements for Factor 1
No. Statement No. RANKSCORE
2121.Aslsaylthinkth...21 3 1.47*
2525.Basicallywearetr...25 3 1.44
1313.Thekeydmerisb... 13 31.42*
2323.Currentgovemanceo ...23 21.33
1717.MSP Is not just for..,17 2 0.93*
1414,You havegottoman..,14 10.56
4141.Marine spatial plan ...41 0 0.18
2020.Marinespatial plan ...20 •3-1.17
llll.Butifthemarinee... 11 •3-1.54*

2,5 From this summary profile it is clear to see the order in which this Factor 'ideally' would have sorted the 
statements. It clearly mirrors the +4, 0, -4 arrangement in a linear fashion as the same way that was carried out 
on the sorting grid. It is the ordering of these statements that are the basis for the discussion in the next 
chapter. Additionally the distinguishing statements on the right hand side illustrate those particular statements 
that made that particular factor different to any of the other factors
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Figure A2.7 Individual Summary Profile for Factor 2

SUMMARY PROFILES 5 FACTORS • FACTOR 2 ■ 24 Nov 08 
Factor Q-Sort Values for Each Statement 
No, Statement
37 37,Weneedtocareforthemarineenvironmentasmuchaswe 37 
15 ISStakeholderinvolvementnotjustconsultationiscrucial 15
1717,MSPisnotjustfornaturecon$ervationbutforeverybody 17
28 28,You cant integrate everything and you are going to have) 28
47 47,Nosingletool,notevenMSPwillfullyprotectmarinego 47 
50 50.MSP is going to have to cope with cope with uncertainty w 50
5 S.Stakeholdersaren'tallthesameandtheyneedtobetreat 5
32 32,Scientificallywedon't necessarily understand enough abo 32 
1414,You have got to manage people's expectations 14
22 22,The responsibility ofsoundgovernanceis to recognise th 22
26 Zt.ltisnotsimplyawayofdividinguptheoceansothatw 26
1212,Andyouneedtomakesurethatwhathappensissomemecha 12 
3131,Managementofthemarineenvironmentis impossible,manag 31 
4141,Marine spatial planning means being able to see both side 41
9 S.ltismuchmoredangeroustohavetoolittleconsultation 9
1 stakeholders don't understand each other's uses 1
42 42,MSPisarolloutprogramme,notabigbangapproach 42
48 48,Marinespatialplanningisanobrainerintermsofwhat 48
45 45,MSPdoes not impedepeople's right,its justtryingto be 45
6 6.Thesortofmodelsofcommunityengagementwehaveforthe 6
46 46,Generallytherearemisguidedobjectionscomingfromala 46 
30 30,Weneedasystemthatworksforthesea,notforthegover 30 
13 B.The key driver is being seen as the custodian, the good c 13 
2121,As I say I think the environmental should underpin all of 21
7 7,Thestakeholderlobbyinggroupsseemtohaveapowerfulvo 7
49 49,Theharshrealityisthatwecouldhaveamarinespatial 49 
44 44,Marine spatial planning will basically provide a new deve 44 
1616,You certainly need something to get these people talking 16
10 lO.Stakeholderinvolvementisneededtomaketheplanbutyo 10 
18 IS.There is not as much conflict as what many people would p 18
3 3.Awholerangeofgroupsmightbeveryinterestedinhowan 3 
36 36,Not too many people are looking holistically at what mari 36
29 29.lfyouaregoingtobelookingatthelrish$eaitwould 29 
1919JfMSPissimplyaplanning process thatisledfromabov 19 
25 25.8asically wearetryingtotackletheunderlyingproblems 25
39 39,Toputthelandplanningintotheseawouldbeadisaster 39 
35 35,The data is only data, it only becomes useful when seen i 35
11 ll.Butifthe marine environment keeps listening to all vole 11
38 38,Planners should beinthemiddleofit,and theywont be. 38
43 43,Theprivatesector see themarine environment asanoppor 43 
34 34.0eveloperscanpintheirhopesonconsideringmarineplan 34
23 23,Currentgovernanceofthe marine environment is soconvolu 23
2 2Jnvolving stakeholders so early can be counter productive 2
40 40.1 think MSP would just be too inflexible if it was a zoni 40
24 24,lt'sagameofpoliticsultimately 24
4 4,Governmentthinktheyhavesatisfiedstakeholderengagemen 4 
20 20,Marinespatialplanningcouldbecomealayerofbureaucra 20
33 33,We have so much data and so much information, what we dont 33
27 27,Thereis3nargumentthatsayswhatwealreadyhaveispr 27
8 8,1 know they (stakeholders)should either be ignored because 8

Factor Arrays

3
3
3
3
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
•1
•1
•1
•1
-1
•1
-1
■1
-2
-2
■2
■2
■2
■2
•3
•3
•3
•3
•4
■4

Distinguishing Statements for Factor 2

No. Statement 
1717,MSPisnotjustfor ...17 
3232,Scientificallywed„,32 
1414.Youhavegottoman... 14 
4141.Marine spatial plan ...41 
3030.Weneedasystemth...30 
44,Governmentthinkthe„. 4 
2020.Marinespatialplan... 20 
3333.Wehavesomuchdat...33

No. RANKSCORE 
31.69' 
21.20' 
21.14' 
10.57 
0 0.15' 
■3-1.23' 
■3-1.58 
•3-1.95'
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FigureA 2.8 Individual Summary Profile for Factor 3

SUMMARY PROFILES 5 FACTORS ■ FACTOR 3 ■ 24 Nov 08 
factor Q-Sort Values for Each Statement 
No, Statement

36 36,Nottoo many peopleare looking holisticallyatwhatmari 36
49 49.Thehar$hrealityisthatwecouldhaveamarinespatial 49 
20 20.Marinespatol planning could becomealayerofbureaucra 20
4 4,Governmentthinl<theyh3vesatisfiedstakeholderengagenien 4
30 30.Weneedasystemthatworksforthesea,notforthegover 30
28 28.Youc3ntintegrateeverything3ndyouaregoingtohavet 28
47 47.Nosingletool,not even MSPwill fully protect marinego 47 
19 IS.lfMSPissimplyaplanningprocessthatisledfromabov 19 
40 40.lthinkMSPwould just be too inflexible ifitwasazoni 40
50 SO.MSPisgoingtohavetocopewitbcopewithuncertaintyw 50
33 33.Wehavesomucb data and so much information,whatwedont 33
31 Jl.Managementofthemarineenvironment is impossible,manag 31
10 lO.Stakeholder involvement is needed to make the plan but yo 10
22 22.There$ponsibilityofsoundgovernanceistorecogniseth 22
1212,And you need to makesure that what happens is some mecha 12
32 32,Sdentificallywedon't necessarily understand enough abo 32 
3 3.Avvholerangeofgroupsmightbeveryinterestedinhowan 3 
46 46.Generallythere are misguided objectionscomingfromala 46 
39 39.To put the land planning into the sea would be a disaster 39
7 7,Thestakeholderlobbyinggroupsseemtohaveapowerfulvo 7 
2 2,lnvolving stakeholders so early can be counter productive 2 
6 6,Ihesortofmodels of community engagement wehaveforthe 6 
15 IS.Stakeholder involvement not just consultation is crucial 15 
1313,The key driver is being seen as the custodian, the good c 13
42 42.MSPisarol!outprogramme,notabigbangapproach 42
11 ll.Butifthemarineenvironment keeps listeningtoallvoic 11
37 37.Weneedtocareforthemarineenvironmentasmuchaswe 37
26 Zt.ltisnotsimplyawayofdividinguptheoceansothatw 26
17 U.MSPisnotjustfornatureconservationbutforeverybody 17
1 l.stakeholders don't understand each other's uses 1
9 9.ltismuchmoredangeroustohavetoolittleconsultation 9 
14 M.Youhavegottomanagepeople'sexpectations 14
1616.Youcertainlyneedsomethingtogetthesepeopletalking 16 
2121.Aslsaylthink the environmental should underpin all of 21
24 24.lfs a game of politics ultimately 24
34 34.Developerscanpintheirhopesonconsideringmarineplan 34
43 43.Theprivatesectorseethemarineenvironmentasanoppor 43
23 23,Currentgovernanceofthe marine environment is so convolu 23
38 38,Planners should be In themiddleofit,and they wont be. 38
5 S.Stakeholders aren't all the same and they need to be treat 5
25 25.Basically we are tryingto tackle the underlying problems 25
35 35.1he data is only data, it only becomes useful when seen 135 
4141.Marinespatial planning means being able to see both side 41
29 29.lfyouaregoingtobelookingatthelrishSeaitwould 29 
88,1 know they (stakeholders)should either be ignored because 8
48 48.Marinespatialplanningisanobrainerintermsofwhat 48
18 IS.TherelsnotasmuchconflictaswhatmanypeoplewouIdp 18 
45 45.MSPdoes not impede people'sright,its justtryingto be 45
27 27.There is an argument that says what we already have Is pr 27
44 44,Marinespatialplanningwill basically provideanewdeve 44
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Figure A2.9 Individual Summary Profile for Factor 4

SUMMARY PROFILES 5 FACTORS - FACTOR 4 ■ 24 NovOR 
Factor Q-Sort Values for Each Statement 
No, Statement
9 9.ltismuchmoredangeroustohavetoolittleconsultation 9
15 IS-Stakeholderinvolvementnotjustconsultationiscrucial 15
6 6.Thesortofmodelsofcommunityengagementwehaveforthe 6
27 27.There is an argument that says what we already have is pr 27 
30 30.Weneedasystemthatworksforthesea,notforthegover 30
48 48,Marine spatial planning is a no brainer in terms of what 48
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28 28,You cant integrate everything and you are going to have 128
34 34,Developers can pin theirhopes on consideringmarineplan 34 
40 40,lthinkMSPwould just be too inflexible ifitwasazoni 40
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47 47,No single tool,not even MSP willfully protectmannego 47
16 W.Youcertainlyneedsomethingtogetthesepeopletalking 16
22 22,The responsibility of sound governance is to recognise th 22
25 25,Basicallywearetryingtotackletheunderlying problems 25 
5 S.Stakeholdersaren'tallthesameandtheyneedtobetreat 5
36 SS.Nottoomanypeoplearelookingholisticallyatwhatmari 36 
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49 49,The harsh reality is that we could have a marine spatial 45
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24 24Jt'sagameofpoliticsultimately 24
26 26,ltisnotsimply3wayofdividinguptheoceansothatw 26
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29 29,lfyouaregoingtobelookingatthelrishSeaitwould 29
35 35,Thedata is only data,it only becomes useful when seen! 35
37 37,Weneedtocareforthemarineenvironmentasmuchaswe 37 
42 42,MSPisarolloutprogramme,notabigbangapproach 42
11 ll.Butifthemarine environment keeps listening to all voic 11
44 44.Marine spatial planning will basically provide a new deve 44
20 20.Marinespatial planning could becomealayerofbureaucra 20
32 32.Scientificallywedon'tnecessarilyunderstand enough abo 32
33 33,Wehavesomuch data and so much information,whatwedont 33 
1414,Youhavegot to manage people's expectations 14
38 38.Planners should bein the middleofit,and theywontbe. 38
10 lO.Stakeholder involvement is needed to makethe plan but yo 10 
1212.And you need to make sure that what happens is some mecha 12 
3 3.Awholerangeofgroupsmlghtbeveryinterestedinhowan 3
19 W.lfMSPissimplyaplanningprocessthatisledfromabov 19 
18 IS.ThereisnotasmuchconflictaswhatmanypeoplewouIdp 18 
4141,Marine spatial planningmeans being ableto see both side 41
23 23,Currentgovernanceofthemarineenvironmentissoconvolu 23 
46 46,Generallytherearemisguidedobjectionscomingfromala 46
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7 7,Thestakeholderlobbyinggroupsseemtohaveapowerfulvo 7 
1717.M$Pisnotjustfornatureconservationbutforeverybody 17
8 8,lknowthey(stakeholders)shouldeitherbeignoredbecause 8
21 21.As Isay Ithinkthe environmental should underpin all of 21 
1313.The key driveris being seen as the custodian,thegoodc 13
45 45.M5P does not impede people's right, its just trying to be 45 
2 2,lnvolving stakeholders so early can be counter productive 2
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SUMMARY PROFILES 5 FACTORS - FOR FACTOR 5 24 NOV08 
Factor Q-Sort Values for Each Statement

No, Statement
20 20.Marinespatial planning could becomealayerofbureaucra 20
23 23,Currentgovernanceofthemarlneenvironmentissoconvolu 23
7 7.Thestakeholderlobbyinggroupsseemtohaveapowerfiilvo 7
3 S.Awholerangeofgroupsmightbeveryinterestedinhowan 3
44 44,MarinespatBlplanningwill basically provideanewdeve 44
47 47,Nosingletool; not even MSP will fully protectmarinego 47
4 4.Government think they have satisfied stakeholder engagemen 4
48 48.Marinespatialplanningisanobrainerintermsofwhat 48
30 30.Weneedasystemthatworksforthesea,notforthegover 30
37 37,Weneedtocareforthemarineenvironmentasmuchaswe 37
38 38,Planners should bein the middleofit,and theywont be. 38
33 33.We have so much data and so much information, what we dont 33 
19 ISJfMSPissimplyaplanningprocessthatisledfromabov 19
46 46Generallytherearemisguidedobjectionscomingfromala 46
31 Jl.Managementofthemarineenvironment is impossible,manag 31 
9 9,ltismuchmoredangeroustohavetoolittleconsultation 9
32 Jlicientificallywedon't necessarily understand enoughabo 32
49 49.Hieharshrealityisthatwecouldhaveamarinespatial 49
1 l.stakeholders don't understand each other's uses 1
2121.Aslsaylthinktbeenvironmental should underpin allof 21 
22 22.1be responsibility ofsoundgovernance is to recognise th 22 
1818.1bere is not as much conflict as what many people would p 18
27 27.There is an argument that says what we already have is pr 27 
6 E.Tbesortofmodelsofcommunityengagementwehavefortbe 6 
29 29,lfyouaregoingtobelookingatthelrishSeaitwould 29
40 40,1 think MSPwouIdjustbetooinflexibleif it wasazoni 40 
1010.5takeholder involvement is needed to make the plan but yo 10
28 28,Youcantintegrateeverythingand you aregoingto have! 28
1212,Andyou need tomakesurethat what happens is somemecha 12
45 45,MSPdoes not impede people's right,its just tryingtobe 45 
1616,You certainly need something to get these people talking 16
34 34,Oevelopers can pin their hopes on considering marine plan 34
42 42.MSP is a roll out programme, not a big bang approach 42
50 50,MSPisgoingtohavetocopewithcopewithuncertaintyw 50 
4141,Marinespatialplanningmeans being abletoseeboth side 41
2 2,lnvolving stakeholders so early can be counter productive 2 
14 H.Youhavegottomanagepeople'sexpectations 14
25 25,Basically we aretryingtotackletheunderlying problems 25
8 8,lknowthey(stakeholders)shouldeitherbeignoredbecause 8 
11 ll.Butifthemarineenvironmentkeepslisteningtoallvoic 11
43 43.Theprivatesectorseethemarineenvironmentasanoppor 43 
36 36,Not too many people are looking holistically at what mari 36
39 39,To put the land planning into the sea would be a disaster 39 
1515,Stakeholderinvolvementnotjustconsultationiscrucial 15 
1313,Thekeydriveris being seen as thecustodian,thegoodc 13
35 35,Thedat3 is only data, it only becomes useful when seeni 35
24 24Jt'sagameofpoliticsultimately 24
26 26,ltisnotsimplyawayofdividinguptheoceansothatw 26
5 S.Stakeholders aren't all the same and they need to be treat 5 
1717,MSPisnotjustfornatureconservationbutforeverybody 17
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APPENDIX 3 Key dates in the development 

of the Marine and Coastal Access Act
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Table A3.1 Key Dates and Publications in the development of the Marine and Coastal Access Act

Date Publication/Action Comment/Extract

May 2002 Marine Stewardship Reports - "Safeguarding Our Seas" (May, 2002) 
and "Seas of Change” (November, 2002)

"Safeguarding our Seas", sets out new the vision of "clean, healthy, safe, 

productive and biologically diverse oceans and seas". The "Seas of Change" 

suggested that a new approach to managing all marine activities is needed 

and legislation required to implement it.

Dec 2004 DEFRA 5 Year Strategy Launched by then Prime Minister, Tony Blair "(...) including plans for a new Marine Bill to ensure greater protection of 
marine resources and simplify regulation so that all uses of the sea can 

develop in a sustainable and harmonious way." (Tony Blair 2004)

Jan 2005 Elliot Morely (then Minister for the marine environment) Keynote 
Speech at Coastal Futures Conference

Outlines the possible scope and potential benefits of this new marine 
legislation.My aim is that the Bill should introduce a better system for 
managing marine resources, so that we can both make the process by which 
developers get consents simpler, while ensuring we manage potential 
conflicts between uses of the sea and deliver our objectives to ensure 
sustainability. This will be a significant challenge which we do not 
underestimate.

April 2005 Government Manifesto "Through a Marine Act, we will introduce a new framework for the seas, 
based on marine spatial planning, that balances conservation, energy and

resource needs. To obtain best value from different uses of our valuable

marine resources, we must maintain and protect the ecosystems on which 

they depend".

Sept - May
2005-2006

Marine Bill Forums - London, Cardiff, Liverpool Over 200 stakeholders took part. Opinions collected by DEFRA to inform 
interested parties about the range of stakeholder views expressed and to 

foster a positive exchange of ideas during the consultation process

March 2006 Marine Bill Consultation Explains the areas being considered for a Marine Bill, and asks for views on 
the strategic direction we should take. Specifically: How to take forward 

Marine Nature Conservation proposals - Possible reform of Marine 

Licensing regimes -What shape Marine Planning could take -Whether there 

is a case for a new Marine Management Organisation and if so, what 
functions it could undertake,

Oct 2006 Summary Responses to the Marine Bill Consultation The purpose of the consultation document was to summarise the expected 
main components of a Marine Bill and how they would fit together.

July 2006 Environmental Audit Committee Report Organisations and members of the public are invited to submit memoranda 

setting out their views. The Committee also takes evidence from Ben 

Bradshaw MP (then Minister for Local Environment, Marine and Animal 

Welfare), the Sea User Developer Group, the British Marine Federation, 

Scottish Renewables, and the British Wind Energy Association.
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March-June
2007

A Sea Change - Marine Bill White Paper Consultation Sets out proposals for: a new UK-wide system of marine planning, to 
enable more strategic management of our seas; a streamlined, transparent 
and consistent system for licensing marine developments; a flexible 
mechanism to protect natural resources, including marine conservation 
rones with clear objectives; improvements to the management of marine 
fisheries in relation to England, Wales and Northern Ireland and the ability 
to share the costs of management with commercial and recreational 
sectors; and a new body to deliver most of the above (a Marine 
Management Organisation) for UK (non-devolved) and England functions,

Oct 2007 Summary Responses to A Sea Change - Marine Bill White Paper
Consultation

Respondents expressed their views on the potential benefits that could be 
delivered through a Marine Bill throughout their responses to the 
proposals in the White Paper.

2008 (April - 
Sept

Publication of the draft Marine Bill, pre-legislative scrutiny, public 
consultation, and the Government response

Pre-legislative scrutiny of draft Bill by a Joint Committee made up from 
members of both the House of Lords and House of Commons. The
Committee takes written and oral evidence from people and organisations 
with an interest in the Bill. Bill includes new sections covering coastal 
access provisions, and migratory and freshwater fisheries.

Jan 2009 Our seas - a shared resource .High Level Marine Objectives This statement, provided for in the Marine and Coastal Access Bill, sets out 
marine policy objectives: achieving a sustainable marine economy, 
ensuring a strong, healthy and just society, living within environmental 
limits, promoting good governance, using sound science responsibly

Jul2009 Policy Document Document provides an up date on how the revised Bill is more robust, 
clear transparent, and accountable and presents a strong framework for 
the sustainable UK wide management of the marine environment as well 
as contributing to the achievement of wider environmental targets

Nov 2009 Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 gains Royal Assent Upon receiving Royal Assent the Prime Minister, Gordon Brown, said: "This 
historic, ground-breaking legislation fulfils the Government's 2005 
commitment to introduce a new framework for managing the demands we 
put on our seas, improve marine conservation, and open up access for the 
public to the English coast. 1 would like to thank all of you who have 
dedicated so much time and energy to producing this excellent Act and 
look forward to your help in implementing it,"
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Table A3.2: Legislative Progress of the Marine and Coastal Access Act through Parliament

Session LORDS COMMONS

2008-09 1R 2R Comm Rep 3R 1R 2R Comm Rep 3R

4.12.0
8

15.12 08 12.01.09
to

21.04.09

(11
sittings)

05.05.09
12.05.09

19.05.09

01.06.09

08.06.09 09.06.09 23.06.09 30.06.09
30.06.09

02.07.09

02.07.09
07.07.09

07.07.09

09.07.09
09.07.09

14.07.09

26.10.09
27.10.09

27.10.09
Consider

-ation

11.11.09
ROYAL

ASSENT

12.11.09

Source: Marine and Coastal Access Bill [HL] (2008-2009)
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