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To the memory of my grandmother, Nora McGowan. 

When thieves fa ll out and experts disagree, 
What joy! What splendid fun for you and me! 

N. McGowan 1984 



Abst.-act 

The once domitlant view of planning as the discovery of an objective 'public good' 

has been challenged over the last several decades. Radical uncertainty, social 

diversity, teclU1ological change and popular mistrust of traditional govenunent 

underlie growing calls for more open and flexible govemance processes. In order to 

reclaim some public legitimacy for their actions, govenunents and public agencies 

have responded by creating spaces for stakeholder input to policy making. 

This thesis is concemed with the often uneasy interaction between stakeholders and 

bureaucracies in these evolving spaces. Specifically, it focuses on one model of 

participation that has become fairly standard in Australian plalUling - the delegation 

of bureaucratic decisions to 'community-based' committees. The enquiry described 

in the thesis is grounded in case studies of two such committees, both charged with 

developing strategic responses to land use confl1cts in regional (non-metropolitan) 

Australia. 

The analysis proceeds from an institutionalist perspective, treating participatory 

processes not only as fora to resolve divergent opinions and values, but also as 

encounters between different ' cultural' frameworks, which continue to be actively 

constructed throughout. From this perspective, it examines the tensions arising 

within the case studies between cultural practices - especially between bureaucratic 

and other ways of working - and the discursive means tlu'ough which such tensions 

are, or are not, resolved. It also asks whether these means might represent a fonn of 

institutional capacity building. 

To these ends, the enquiry employs a combination of etlU1ographic, sociological and 

linguistic methods in an approach that can broadly be called 'critical discourse 

analysis'. In particular, it focuses on spoken and written texts - meetings, minutes 

and planning repolis - treating these as the realisation of institutional discourses, 

with potential to reproduce and/or to reconstruct established values, relations and 

practices. 

There are three main findings. First, a traditional bureaucratic rationalism continues 

to permeate the performance of patticipatory platUling, in constant tension with 

alternative practices brought to processes by 'stakeholder' participants, which can 



lead to persistent miscommunication. Second, in spite of this tension, participants 

can find ways of working together, reaching agreement and making progress even 

without first resolving underlying differences. Third, committees ' newly constructed 

'ways of working' represent a very uneven fonn of institutional capacity building -

they are highly context-sensitive and create their own tensions between the needs of 

the moment and the overall aims of the planning process. As such, they do 110t 

translate comfortably to general nonns or repertoires for acting; moreover, they may 

not be reified in such a way as to allow their 'travel' to other planning or governance 

arenas. 
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Part 1: The enquiry unfolding 



1 Introduction: genesis 

1.1 The age ojparticipatiol1: a briejpersol1al account 

You can have the choice, you can go back to the confrontationism of the past 

which have wrought such havoc and damage to the Australian political fabric, 

or you can have the approach which is based upon an attempt not to force 

some ideology down the throats of the people of Australia, but to recognize 

that the concepts of planning together and working together, the harnessing of 

shared experiences, that that is an alternative, and a better way. 

(Robert Hawke, PM, Speech to Brisbane Press Club in 
Brisbane,9 August 1983) 

In the early 1980s, 'consensus' was adopted as a central policy aim of Australia's 

Federal Labor government. Process-oriented approaches to policy development, 

emphasising communication and consultation with interest groups, became 

mainstream and widely expected. 

It was shortly after this that I began my professional life. For several years from 

1986, I worked for valious locally managed organisations considered to represent 

one or another special interest in land. t Consequently, I was occasionally invited by 

government agencies to p3!iicipate in land use decisions either as a 'stakeholder' 

(defined as someone affected by the decision) or as an advocate for a 'disadvantaged' 

interest group. This turned out to be a rather disheartening experience for me and my 

colleagues. Bureaucrats often appeared to be 'going through the consultative 

motions', rather than genuinely interested in what we had to say. At other times -

and especially when I was in the advocate role - they seemed sincere but clueless 

when it came to obtaining meaningful input from community members. For our part, 

we never doubted for a moment that meaningful consultation was important. 

In the mid-1990s I took a job in the state public service. Suddenly, consultation no 

longer seemed as straightforward. The people in my office wanted it to work, and 

used many of the standard methods - consultative committees, public meetings, 

written invitations to comment, public notices, and surveys. But the number of 

stakeholders involved and their often irreconcilable differences meant that it was 

scarcely feasible to communicate with all the main players, let alone to please 



everyone. Even of those stakeholders we managed to identify, some consistently 

failed to tum up for meetings and many tended to be defensive or hostile when we 

did get to see them. Further, the only practical way of achieving 'consensus' often 

seemed to be to remove all contentious content from policy documents and produce 

what are popularly known as 'motherhood statements' - 'meaningful' consultation 

seemed to lead to meaningless outcomes. 

While the above representation is overstated, the point is that my experience of the 

consultation process was bound to the particular role I played in it, apparently more 

than to either the methods used or to any imagined 'independent' subjectivity. This 

seemed to suggest that misunderstandings might be somehow intrinsic to the 

relationship between public servants and stakeholders, presenting a potentially 

fonnidable barrier to community participation. Even without significant 

disagreement on the issues, communication is likely to be problematic if participants 

give entirely different meanings to their interaction. 

In the case of strategic land/water use planning, my most recent field of employment, 

patticipants are engaged in a rather special type of interaction with the bureaucracy. 

This is not the 'coalface', where citizens directly affected by bureaucratic decisions 

regarding their property, for example, communicate with decision makers about their 

personal issue(s) and experience. Rather, it is where such issues and experience are 

generalised and repackaged (paraphrasing Iedema 1999) in quasi-impersonal - that 

is, bureaucratic - tenns: those involved are becoming one with the planning 

institution, not simply talking to it. Whether or not they share a frame of reference 

with that institution, therefore, may have profound consequences. 

Such reflection led to the genesis of the present research, which aims to account for 

the type of 'systematically distorted communication' (Habennas 1970) that I had 

found so frustrating, by examining participatory planning not as simply the 

reconciliation of substantive values (Susskind et ai. 1999), but as an encounter 

between bureaucratic and other cultural practices. The key question that motivated 

the enquiry is: 

How might tensions in participatory planning be resolved? 



This question, as I argue throughout this thesis, is not simply a procedural one about 

dispute resolution, but a cultural one, about situated social action. Such a perspective 

raises a number of associated 'sub-issues' : 

the 'culture' (or cultures) of planning institutions themselves; 

the nature of the 'tensions' that subtle cultural difference can create; 

the meaning of 'resolution' in the cultural realm; and 

the likelihood that cultural difference can never, and perhaps should never, be 

finally 'resolved': how, then, should the 'resolution' of cultural tensions be 

understood and valued? 

As a planning practitioner, I am also concerned with the ultimate influence that 

outcomes of participatory processes have: whether (and how) decisions are 

implemented; whether (and how) process innovations affect future planning 

exercises. This practical orientation, therefore, adds a fifth sub-issue to my 

motivating question: 

the processes through which the (substantive and institutional) outcomes of 

participatory processes gain power. 

The enquiry detailed in this thesis explores these issues with reference to two case 

studies, placing these in the broader context of practice and theory in the still 

developing 'age of participation' . 

1.2 My ellquily 

Planning as discourse 

Australia's adoption of 'consensus' in the 1980s was not an isolated phenomenon, 

but reflected an international trend. The once dominant view of planning as the 

scientific discovery of an objective 'public good' , exemplified by the rational 

comprehensive approach (Faludi 1973), has been seriously challenged over the last 

several decades, popularly by the rise of 'new social movements' and in the academy 

by post-positivist critiques. These challenges have added weight to voices 

expressing concerns about the democratic accountability of policies developed by 

unelected public servants in the call for more open decision-making processes. In 

order to reclaim the legitimacy of their actions, governments and public agencies 
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have responded by creating spaces for 'community' and 'stakeholder' input to policy 

making. 

Such practices are supported by an extensive and growing body of theory that has 

emerged from a commitment to participatory, deliberative democracy. Strongly 

influenced by llirgen Habennas' theory of communicative action (1984, 1987), this 

body of theory provides nonnative models of decision making that privilege 

procedural ethics and consensus over an assumed best technical outcome. Within 

planning theory, this trend has become known as the 'communicative tum' (Innes 

1995; Healey 1996). It aims to account for the highly politicised ' real-life' 

experiences of planners by recasting them as subjective mediators between 

conflicting interests, rather than as objective synthesisers of information, and treating 

planning as deliberative discourse - a language-based practice - rather than as 

science. Hence, Habennasian communicative rationality, at the micro level, is seen 

to be an important framework for procedural quality (for example, Forester 1985; 

Renn et al. 1995b). This procedural orientation resonates with my own perceptions 

as an advocate: meaningful stakeholder input is not only critically important, but also 

accessible to bureaucrats who take the trouble to communicate well and get the 

process right. 

However, I also perceived, as a dissatisfied stakeholder, that bureaucracies (if not the 

officers with whom I was dealing directly) employed a range of strategies to ensure 

that our input remained marginalised. That is, I saw the legislative and policy 

matters to which bureaucrats constantly referred as strategically placed barriers to 

community-driven change. This perception is supported by a number of theorists 

who consider that such structural constraints discriminate against community 

discourses regardless of the ' communicative rationality' of individual planners 

(MatTis 1982; Tewdwr-lones and Thomas 1998) and that, consequently, attention to 

the surface features of communication is inadequate in an environment of social 

inequality. Planners must also attend to the power structures and relational capacity 

of their institutions. 

FlIIiher, a number of case studies, particularly in the field of anthropology, have 

shown that participatory processes can 'accidentally' disadvantage local paliicipants 

by imposing hegemonic procedural nomlS, such as deliberation and persuasion, 



different from those on which local styles of negotiation and decision making are 

based. This suggests that there is more than one dimension to the values at stake in 

participatory planning, and that consensus procedures which concentrate only on the 

substantive may be ignoring critical sources of conflict in the cultural realm of 

interpersonal and procedural norms. This may help to explain the systemic 

misunderstandings that I felt I faced as a public servant; it constitutes the basis of my 

theoretical assumptions. In spite of the strong normative orientation of 

communicative planning theory to process, little attention has so far been paid to the 

contentiousness of favoured procedural nonns themselves, or to how differing 

practices are reconciled as agreements are constructed. These issues are central 

concems of my enquiry. 

Discourse as text 

The interpersonal and procedural dimensions of plmming raise questions regarding 

the production of social relations, ideology, and organisation. Patsy Healey (1999) 

proposes that such questions might be addressed via the analysis of planning 

discourse. Such an analysis can expose strengths and weaknesses of policy and 

procedure, presenting opportunities for reflexivity and improvement. However, few 

planning researchers have applied any detailed analysis to the language that 

constitutes that discourse. A secondary aim of this research is to demonstrate the 

value of such an analysis. Before I became a planner, I trained as a linguist, and had 

a particular interest in the social aspects of language, as instantiated in spoken and 

written texts. Texts are the realisation of the meanings built and exchanged in 

discourse (Halliday 1978). They are key intennediaries in the ' chains of translation' 

(Callon and Law 1995) that enable interests to be represented in negotiation. Thus, 

texts represent a primary source of evidence for how communication and power are 

managed. 

This enquiry adopts a methodology known as 'critical discourse analysis', or CDA 

(Fairclough 1995): the investigation of texts beyond their surface features, to uncover 

'deeper levels of discourse framing' (Healey 1999: 28) through which 

ideas/knowledge, social/political relations and conventional modes of information 

exchange are (re)produced. The theoretical tools used are aligned with Michael 

Halliday's (1985) systemic functional grammar (SFG), which describes discourse in 
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relatIOn to three 'metafunctions': the development of ideational meaning (meanings 

about the world; what planning theorists traditionally regard as the 'substantive'), 

interpersonal meaning (relations between participants, orientation towards their 

subject), and textual meaning (organisation of information). This approach is 

particularly well suited to showing how non-substantive values (that is, non

ideational meanings) contribute to the dynamics of discourse, and thus to 

construction of substantive agreements through debate, a central aim of palticipatory 

planning. 

I use CDA and SFG to focus on the realisation of non-ideational meanings in spoken 

and written texts, as evidence of culture, tension and resolution in participatory 

planning. I do not, as the label 'critical' might suggest, particularly target the power 

strategies of the state in my analysis (Agger 1991). Rather, I acknowledge that 

interpersonal and organisational dynamics are made in specific contexts, and that 

those contexts include the strategic motivations and inclinations of illl patties to the 

exchanges. My own varied history with palticipation exercises leads me both to 

sympathise with and to confer responsibility upon bureaucrats and stakeholders alike. 

I still believe that the public service is impOltant, that the state's role includes 

representing a 'public interest' , and that - at least at the project management level

this is what most public servants, most of the time, imagine that they are doing. 

However, I also believe that there is a need to question how the 'public interest' is 

constructed and legitimised: to make explicit and open to critique the values and 

practices underlying the selection, interpretation and translation of various 

contributions to its meaning. I see these contributions as inteltextual (Kristeva 

1986): the 'public interest' draws its meaning from discourses - largely realised by 

texts - circulating in society at the time. Consequently, [ see the practices through 

which public meanings are built and sustained as largely textual practices. 

Text ill context 

CDA is an approach which can combine with a range of data-collection methods. 

For this enquiry, which is exploratory and focuses on dynamic interaction, I adopted 

a longittldinal ethnographic case study methodology. Two case studies were 

observed and recorded in ' real time', rather than retrospectively, to enable access to 

'hidden data' (Hillier 2002a: 149) such as spoken texts in their original context, as 



well as to the relatively undistorted memories of participants. This was crucial 

because non-ideational elements of spoken discourse are rarely recorded during a 

planning exercise - retrospective reporting tends to eliminate them - and are 

therefore not usually available for direct analysis. 

The case studies themselves, two strategic spatial plmU1ing committees in non

metropolitan Australia, are kept anonymous at the request of the participants. Both 

represent attempts by the respective authorities to involve a group of major 

stakeholders in developing a plan in the face of hitherto intractable land/water use 

conflicts. They thus exemplify the problem that generates my research question: 

tension between stakeholders and bureaucracies, and between stakeholders 

themselves. Moreover, the tensions reflect not only a range of different desired 

outcomes from the process, but also different underlying values and modes of 

practice. Both committees managed to negotiate strategies for resolving their 

disagreements, allowing them to make decisions and move on. Yet, after six years, 

neither has reached an 'outcome' satisfactory to all the players. 

The use of two cases rather than one allows me to make some comparisons with 

respect to a number of contextual differences: state/local authority, multiple/single 

lay stakeholder groups, enviroiUllentallurban planning, scientific/humanist 

orientation, and outcomes/process focus. The point is not to generalise from the 

experience of the committees with respect to these 'variables', as it might be in a 

quantitative study, but rather to explore how significant and identifiable 

consequences of these differences provide insight into the dynamics and limitations 

of participatory planning practice. 

The 'age of participation' is pmt of a more general shift in the public service away 

from a strictly rationalist, hierarchical and universalised structure, as exemplified by 

Max Weber's (1947) 'ideal type' bureaucracy, towards a range of more fluid, 

interactive and context-dependent ' post-bureaucratic ' (Heckscher and Donnellon 

1994) practices. The differences exemplified by my case studies reflect two aspects 

of this shift: first, different ways in which vurious inherited institutional 

characteristics - scientism, hierarchy, and so on - continue partially to shape 

planning practice; second, the locally contingent nature of institutional solutions, 

which may be constructed in place and time by the participants. 



These two themes represent the key findings of my enquiry. A kind of ideal-typical 

bureaucratic culture continues to influence Australian planning practice, in spite of 

significant movement towards participation and openness in both government 

discourse and fOimal procedures, but it does so in constant tension with alternative 

discourses and practices, and in unpredictable ways. And 'solutions' -

substantive/ideational, procedural/textual and relational/interpersonal - can emerge 

at random, rather than by design or according to general principles, out of this 

tension. Contemporary planning practice is locally and temporally specific. 

1.3 My thesis 

Thesis terminology and style convelltions 

Humanities disciplines, since the advent of post-structuralism, are permeated with 

more or less naturalised linguistic metaphors: discourse, narrative, text, vocabulary, 

gender and so on. In particular, the sociological and sociolinguistic literatures upon 

which this research draws include many similar tenTIS with somewhat different 

meanings. I have generally used such terms in their 'everyday' (or 'dictionary') 

meanings, or specified pmticular technical usages. 

Because this thesis is cross-disciplinary, there are many points where the discussion 

could take several directions. In particular, there are times when my account of 

events or my claims from theory may require explanations that are tangential to the 

analysis I am presenting. For this reason, I make extensive use of endnotes: to 

pursue claims to their sources; to explain otherwise casual references to features of 

the case studies; and occasionally for personal reflection. 

Most other conventions used in this thesis should be self-explanatory. However, a 

few matters require clarification: 

Because this thesis is concerned with language, it minimises insertions that 

interrupt the 'voices' of others. The use of '(sic)', for example, is limited to 

cases where there appears to be a typographical error, rather than to mark the use 

of conventions that differ from my own. Other square-bracketed insertions are 

lIsed to supply meanings elided from the original or to render quoted text from 

the case studies anonymous. 
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Generally, I use underlining for emphasis within sentences, reserving italics to 

highlight quotes from the case study data, to indicate the use of non-English 

words/phrases, or to emphasise key framing moments such as my motivating 

question above. 

Much of the analysis presented in this thesis refers directly to textual data 

generated by the case studies, principally in the form of transcripts of committee 

meetings. To enable the reader to identify these references, I provide many 

fragments from the transcripts. These fragments are for ease of reference only, 

and need not be read in toto. They are presented 'outside' the thesis, on the 

(unnumbered) left-hand pages and, as far as possible, beside the text describing 

their analysis. Other illustrative devices, such as figures and tables, are similarly 

presented. 

Citations and references are fonnatted based on Curtin University's adaptation of 

the Harvard system, which I have adapted slightly further for my own use. 

Spelling conventions are Australian, according to the Macquarie Dictionary. 

Some participants in this research were concerned that they should remain 

anonymous and, in accordance with our agreements (Appendices A and B), I have 

catered for this desire. In the context of the relatively small towns from which the 

participants come, I found it almost impossible to maintain anonymity unless the 

cases themselves were not identified. Therefore, throughout this thesis the following 

conventions are used. 

The case study details are fictionalised, using invented names for 

groups/agencies, and coding conventions explained in Chapter 5 (5.1). 

Where the thesis quotes from documents associated with the two case studies 

(minutes, reports, newspaper coverage etc.), the in-text citations for these are also 

fictionalised, and the documents are not listed in the references. 

Thesis outlille 

This thesis is in three parts. Part 1 explains the background to and unfolding of the 

enquiry itself. Following this introduction, Chapter 2 develops my motivating 

question and intuitions into a research proposal - including specific research 

questions and methodology - through a review of communicative planning theory 

and methodological literature. Chapter 3 then outlines the linguistic framework that 

provides the enquiry's text-analytic tools. The remainder of Part 1 describes the 
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enquiry as it unfolded, first the fieldwork (Chapter 4) and then the processes of 

analysis and writing (Chapter 5). This descriptive account sets the scene for the 

enquiry's analysis and findings, which are reported in Parts 2 and 3 of the thesis . 

Part 2 focuses on one part of my motivating question - the tensions in participatory 

planning. In Chapter 6, I reflect generally upon how participation puts traditional 

'cultural' norms of planning at risk, drawing on vatious sociological theories to 

frame this issue, and integrating these into a discourse-analytical framework. 

Chapters 7 and 8 explore the realisation of tensions in each of the two case studies 

through detailed examination of several moments of disagreement and 

misunderstanding in the committee meetings. Pati 1 concludes that many of the 

tensions that intennittently characterised the case studies arose from differences in 

how participants 'fi'amed' their activities . . Moreover, framing conflicts arose not 

only from structural constraints but also from deeply embedded cultural mores and 

habits. 

Two further 'passes' tlu'ough the data make up the bulk of Part 3, which is concerned 

with the other part of my motivating question - resolution. The first pass, detailed in 

Chapter 9, analyses the two agencies' conscious responses to tension, comparing 

those responses to nOtTI1ative discourses of participation: first, I look at how the 

committees were set up; then how difference and uncertainty were managed as the 

case studies progressed; and, finally, how substantive and institutional outcomes 

were recorded and published. In Chapters 10 and 11 , I approach the problem from a 

different angle and show how, in the face of difference and tension, each of the two 

committees developed its own strategies for making decisions - locally, temporally, 

and often non-consciously. Part 3 's analysis shows that groups can construct their 

own modes of practice even in the face of unacknowledged cultural difference, 

without necessarily first resolving that difference. However, those modes of practice 

are highly context-sensitive, relying not only on the studied actions of the executive 

but also on the contingent habits and inclinations of all participants, on random 

decisions and on extemal events. As such, appropriate procedural modes are likely 

to defy theoretical prescription. 
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Chapter 12 concludes the thesis by reflecting, first, on my research issues and, 

second, on the future of collaborative planning practice and research in the light of 

this enquiry's implications. 
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2 From problem to project: discourses on 
participation 

As Chapter I indicated, my PhD project was motivated initially by personal 

experience, which led me to wonder how tensions and apparently systemic 

miscommunications between bureaucrats, advocates and stakeho lders might be 

resolved for the purpose of enhancing community participation in planning decisions. 

This chapter develops that initial concern into a formal proposal for enquiry. It does 

not rehearse all of the theory used in the analysis; rather, it draws on planning theory 

and methodology literature to place the research within a general orientation and 

methodological framework. Further theory will be introduced in Chapter 3 and as it 

becomes relevant to the analysis in Parts 2 and 3 of the thesis. 

In this chapter, I first briefly describe the political context in which mainstream 

planning has shifted towards greater participation, before outlining some of the 

theoretical responses to that context. Of these responses, the chapter narrows in on 

how contemporary debates about democracy and inclusion have influenced planning 

theory and research, particularly through the adoption of nonnative principles from 

Jiirgen Habermas' TheO/y oj COllllllunicative Action (1984, 1987) by 

' communicative' planning theorists, notably John Forester (1985 , 1993). I then 

discuss the development of the planning academy's 'communicative turn ' (Healey 

1996), drawing upon some key characterisations of planning as consensus building, 

as persuasion, as framing and as translation. This section notes the influence of 

philosophical and sociological theories about power and discourse, arguing that the 

subject matter of planning theory has extended beyond its traditional COnCel11 with 

procedure to broader questions about the nature of planning as an open set of social 

and discursive practices, exemplified in particular by Patsy Healey's 'institutional' 

approach. I then identify specific research questions (flagged in Chapter I, 1.1) for 

this enquiry, and propose a general approach to addressing them. 

2.1 Participation in practice: a crisis of confidence 

Over the last several decades, governance I in western democracies has been subject 

to two apparently contradictory trends. On one hand, there has been a breakdown of 

consensus about modernist values and methods. With the rise of ' new soc ial 
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movements' (Touraine 1981; Eder 1993; Larana et a!. 1994; Melucci 1996; Bagguley 

and Hearn 1999) since the 1960s, hitherto marginalised voices - of women and 

racial/ethnic minorities; of concern for the environment, the poor, the rights of 

consumers - have become loud and clear. The resulting polyphony casts doubt on 

the existence of a shared 'public interest' (Boyer 1983; Thomas and Healey 1991; 

Bollens 2002), on the reliability (and epistemological basis) of technical approaches 

to problem solving (Beauregard 1989; Fischer 2000; Man'is 200 I), and on the 

democratic legitimacy of government decisions (Nader 1973, 1976; Pusey 1991; 

Chomsky 1999). Postmodem society is seen not as 'stmctured' by one-dimensional 

class divisions, but as multiplex and fragmented, with a plurality of values and 

knowledge systems struggling for recognition (Oyford 1991; Cochrane 1996; 

Sandercock 1998b, 2003). In such a society, government is expected to cater for 

diversity - sensitising its services to cultural difference, creating spaces for divergent 

voices to be heard in its policy development, and introducing elements of reflexive 

critique to its administration. Around the issues raised by these trends, 'scientists 

and scientifically trained professionals found themselves in the unfamiliar role of 

villain' (Schon 1991: 10): the legitimacy of unelected public servants had been 

largely a function of the public's trust in their expertise and commitment to the 

' public good'; that trust could no longer be assumed. 

On the other hand, there has been a diminution of difference in the political sphere, 

as mainstream media and political parties since the late 1970s have increasingly 

accepted the neoliberal hegemony of macro-economic criteria as measures of societal 

well being (Fukuyama 1989; Pusey 1991; Walter 1996; Bourdieu 1998a; Chomsky 

1999). Initially associated with particular conservative leaders - UK's Margaret 

Thatcher and USA's Ronald Reagan - neoliberalism was embraced in the 1980s by 

labour governments in Australia2 and, even more so, in New Zealand.J This trend 

has been accompanied by a ' rush to the centre' (to appeal to the same urban, middle

class voters) on the part of most major political parties and a consequent convergence 

of their platforms. In this environment, there has been a markedly increased reliance 

on technical and economic - rather than moral or social - arguments to justify major 

political decisions4 (Walter 1996; du Oay 2000), and a consequent reduction in the 

diversity of values contributing to 'big-picture' policy debate. This has resulted in a 

further undermining of public trust in government: in Australia, at least, many 
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important decisions that seem to privilege corporate interests are debated and 

reported in terms to which most people do not relate well (Pusey 1991). 

The classical liberal philosophy underlying this political trend emphasises individual 

freedom and autonomy, interpreted as freedom from state regulation - principally for 

enterprise - and personal responsibility for one's own welfare. The 'Third Way' 

politics (Giddens 1998) adopted by many labour governments in the late 1990s-early 

2000s - a politics that attempts to reconcile traditional socialism with the parties' 

acceptance of economic Iiberalisation - places particular emphasis on these themes. 

Such liberal ethics, whether 'Third Way' or not, have been used to justify significant 

redistributions of public resources away from enterprise regulation and welfare, and 

towards technology and the generation of private economic activity. Land use 

planning, in particular, was subject to this trend throughout the 1980s, as the 

Thatcher and Reagan govel1lments increasingly redirected the efforts of planning 

agencies 'from regulating urban growth, to encouraging it by any and every possible 

means' (Hall 1988: 343; also Beauregard 1989). At the policy level, the new 

ideology is reflected in a gradual trend in the public service to a more flexible, 

' performance-based' planning (for example, Westel1l Australian Planning 

Commission 2004; Office of the Deputy Prime Minister 2005) which allows for 

interpretation to meet developers' and other local needs.5 

The second trend, in addition to the first, has resulted in tighter financial and policy 

constraints on individual govel1lance agencies (Pusey 1991) just as demands for 

more flexible delivery were gaining legitimacy. For planners, the tension created by 

these apparently conflicting demands has been exacerbated by a growing recognition 

of the practical limitations of traditional modes of planning/policy making, whose 

viability had been strained by the realities of politics (Meyerson and Banfield 1955), 

complexity (Lindblom 1959) and unrealised predictions (Hall 1980). Added to the 

epistemological and social justice issues raised by the new social movements, and the 

overwhelming difficulty of comprehensive planning (at least in the public service) in 

a neoliberal political environment, then, is a third set of doubts about the practicality 

of achieving major policy aims at all (Wildavsky 1973). This crisis of confidence, at 

a time when the public's trust in govel1lment is very low, has led a number of 

planners to seek alternative norms that could help them to address planning issues at 
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the local level, taking into account the specific conditions and cultural values of each 

case. 

The most enduring of the traditions resulting from this search, at least in mainstream 

practice, has been a focus on creating opportunities and means for those affected by 

policy decisions to participate in them.6 Public participation in planning was already 

being institutionalised in Anglophone jurisdictions by the late 1960s. For example, 

the UK's Town and CountlY Planning Act 1968 required local authorities to 

publicise proposed development plans and enable the public to raise matters in their 

formative stages (Committee on Public Participation in Planning 1969). Also at this 

time, in the USA, the enactment of Federal agencies' citizen participation 

requirements became the subject of analysis and debate within the planning academy 

(Burke 1968; Arnstein 1969). By the mid-1970s, public participation had been 

thoroughly assimilated into political discourse, including that in Australia: that 

participation in policy making was the solution to the problems of modern 

administration had become the 'the new conventional wisdom' (Sandercock 1978: 

119). In Mun·ay Edelman's words, ' liberal radicals and authoritarians all favour 

participation, a tribute to the te1111'S symbolic potency and semantic hollowness ' 

(1977, quoted in Bishop and Davis 2002: 14). In Australia, as noted in Chapter 1, 

participation became mainstream planning practice during the 1980s and 1990s; state 

governments adopted it as policy during this time. 

By most accounts , this rapid institutionalisation of participation was a response to 

demands from the citizenry, the public voicing of 'democratic discontent' (Bishop 

and Davis 2002: 14; also Gyford 1976, 1991 ; Sarkissian et al. 1986). The 'people', 

no longer satisfied with limiting their democratic involvement to electing 

representatives, asked for a direct say in matters that affect them; the system 

responded by providing it. As such, the widespread adoption of consultative and 

participatory techniques can be seen as a populist trend in itself, regardless of the 

olltcomes. But herein lies an additional source of tension. The incorporation of 

political resistance into the system, as through participation, can be seen as a means 

of controlling it - of making it express its demands in the terms, under the 

constraints, and according to the values of the state (Collins 1999; Zizek 2000, 2001; 

Newman 2003): 'An originally emancipatory institutional system may turn into its 
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own opposition and become repressive, precisely because it is a system and thereby 

totalizing' (Flyvbjerg 2001: 127). In turn, this form of control generates its own 

resistance. Those invited to participate have continued to protest in a variety of 

ways: refusing to accept the tenns of deliberation, rejecting outcomes of policy

making processes, undel1nining bureaucracies' attempts to involve them, 'mau

mauing the flak catchers' (Wolfe 1970), and so on.7 

Thus, the mere adoption - in rhetoric and in practice - of participatory practices by 

policy makers has generally failed to satisfy a disillusioned citizenry, and there has 

followed vigorous public and academic debate about whose interests these practices 

serve, the fonn(s) they should take, and the role/position of the bureaucrat or planner 

within them. 

2.2 Participation ill tlteOlY: from teclmique to cross-cultural practice 

2.2.1 Democracy, power, knowledge 

Early theoretical debates about participation in plat1J1ing centred largely on two 

related concems: democratic devolution and community empowennent. That is, 

participation could be seen either as an inclusionary complement to representative 

democracy, or as a way to give marginalised/disadvantaged groups more control over 

their futures. Both ideals were opposed to traditional, 'paternalistic' govenunent in 

which elected politicians distributed resources upon the advice of disinterested 

'expelts'; however they fonned different kinds of critique. 

The democratic devolution critique characterised the aims of participation as 

widespread involvement in deliberation and as an inclusionary means of legitim ising 

the resulting policies (Cole 1974). It tended to focus on tecl1J1iques and actions 

through which the involvement of potential participants could be encouraged,S often 

matching these to the instrumental aims of the policy makers (Burke 1968; Sinclair 

1986). The community empowerment model's fOCllS was more radical, emphasising 

that participatory processes should aim to redistribute resources and decision-making 

power to marginalised and disadvantaged groups in society (Al11stein 1969; Gans 

1969). Programs that failed to achieve this aim - most programs, since most retained 

a bias towards middle-class and/or educated participants - were portrayed as worse 

(liail ineffective, as (hey adJed a gloss of democratic respectability to oppressive 
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practices and undernlined planners' ability to oppose those practices on technical or 

moral grounds (Sandercock 1978). 

These two critiques, in spite of the challenge they expressed to traditional planning 

processes, were firnlly grounded in modernist rationality. They did not deny the 

hegemony of technical expertise and empirical knowledge, but sought to alter the 

relations and practices through which planning's guiding values were constructed.9 

However, in 1973 John Friedmann's Relrackillg America raised a third kind of 

critique, which challenged planning's epistemological foundations by valorising 

alternative forms of knowledge. Friedmann suggested that, in order to bridge the gap 

between expert and personal knowledge (that is, between planner and planned-for), 

planning should be seen as a 'transactive' process, in which both pat1ies leam from 

each other: 

Basic to the transactive relationship between planner and client, which I now 

saw as crucial to establishing effective links between knowledge and 

organised action, was a process of mutual learning. (1973: 21 )10 

Friedmann's book anticipated by more than a decade what Patsy Healey has called 

the'inteIlJretive, communicative turn in planning theory' (1997: 28), referring to a 

dramatic increase in theorising that emphasises both the socially constructed nature 

of knowledge and interests, and the fundamentally interactive nature of planning as a 

practice. 'Communicative planning' theory tends to be non11ative, proceeding from 

an ideological commitment to pm1icipatory forms of democracy as well as a 

pragmatic II recognition that the legitimacy of policies in a diverse society requires 

the resolution of conflicts. As such, it develops the 'democratic devolution' critique 

refelTed to above, but enriches its traditional focus on formal procedure with 

contemporary philosophical and sociological insights that enable attention to both the 

macro-structures of social institutions and the micro-processes of interaction. 

2.2.2 Communicative Action 

A primary influence on recent theories of democracy has been the critical theory of 

Jiirgen Habennas, the most comprehensive exposition of which is Tile Tlleol), of 

COllllllullicative Action ( 1984, 1987). Haberrnas' work is often described as 

dedicated to salvaging the emancipato!)! project of modernity in the face of 
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increasing criticism of its epistemological basis (Pusey 1987; Tewdwr-Jones and 

Allmendinger 1998). It problematises rationality, proposing that the 

economic/administrative apparatus of modem society - the 'system' - is 

characterised by 'instrumental' forms of reason - expert-dominated, non-intuitive 

ways of processing knowledge. The dominance of instrumental rationality within the 

system has facilitated a separation of the public sphere from the 'lifeworld' of 

evelyday experience and understanding, in spite of simultaneously allowing the 

system to colonise every aspect of people's lives. One of Habermas' aims is to 

promote an alternative form of reason that could support the revitalisation of a 

lifeworld-based public sphere of deliberation. To this end, he draws upon the speech 

act pragmatics of John Searle (1970) and John Austin (1975) to posit 

'communicative action' as the site of normative rationality in the lifeworld. 

Communicative action contrasts with the 'strategic action' that characterises 

instrumental rationality, in that it is intersubjective and in that it is oriented towards 

understanding/consensus, rather than material results. Habemlas suggests that 

discursive action can only fully meet these criteria if it complies with certain 

principles, thought to be universal nomlS. Neglect of these principles produces 

'distOlted' communication, which can lead to the systematic marginalisation (or 

privileging) of particular interests. 

Two sets of Habermasian principles have been particularly important to theories of 

democracy (and planning). One of these is a set of 'validity claims' that, taken 

together, represent the 'ideal speech situation'. The validity claims are associated 

with four speech acts that, it is proposed, should be available to all patticipants in 

discourse (1998b): communicative (progressing the discourse); representative 

(expressing subjective points of view); regulative (modulating normative judgements 

- allowing, questioning, forbidding); and constative (interpreting or explaining 

external verities). Habermas suggests that these speech acts are meaningful only if 

judgements can be made about whether they are (respectively) comprehensible, 

sincere, legitimate and true. That is, these four claims underlie our ability to 

participate in meaningful discourse: even though the ideal speech situation may be 

rarely (if ever) achieved, it provides a normative basis for such participation . The 

second impOltant set of Habellllasian principles provides a moral/ethical basis for the 

prob!ematisation and establ ishment of consensual norms (slIch as the above validity 
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claims) through discourse. Simplifying somewhat, his 'discourse ethics' states that a 

norm can be valid only if the knowable consequences of its general observance 

would be acceptable to all those affected, and that valid consensus regarding the 

acceptability of a norm can only be the result of practical (communicatively rational) 

discourse (1990: 121). 

These two sets of ' universal' principles can be read as a prescription for gaining 

acceptance, by all those affected, of the outcomes of free discourse in the public 

sphere. This is a seductive proposition, particularly for those concerned for 

democratic justice in an environment of value pluralism and social/political 

inequality, and Habermasian norms have provided the basis for a number of 

proposals for altemative democratic forms that respond to the current representative 

system's 'crisis of legitimacy'. These include, for example, 'strong democracy' 

(Barber 1984), 'discursive democracy' (Dryzek 1990), 'communicative democracy' 

(Young 1990), and 'deliberative democracy' in many forms (Gutmann and 

Thompson 1990, 1996; Benhabib 1996a; Elster I 998a). Although these various 

proposals differ in their emphasis and specificity, they are all based on a 

decentralised political sphere, in which critical deliberation forms the basis of 

decisions, and in which power inequalities are minimised through a commitment to 

procedural ethics, including the acknowledgement of 'non-expert' reasoning. 

In the planning field, Habermas' thought has contributed to the development of 

models that privilege democratic norms and procedural ethics over an assumed 'best 

outcome' (Hillier 1998a). In the 1980s, John Forester applied Habennasian 

principles in his analysis of planning practice, an analysis based on observations of 

the day-to-day activities of 1V0rking planners. Forester's groundbreaking insight was 

that the work of planners can be understood not only as strategic action towards 

material ends, but as 'attention-shaping' (1980: 326; 1985: 203), that is, as 

communication. Habermas's theory of communicative action, therefore, might 

provide a more useful normative basis for planning practice than the instrumentally 

rational procedural theories, such as the rational comprehensive approach (Faludi 

1973), that had previously dominated the mainstream academy. From this position, 

Forester reimagined the role of, and skills required by, planners: planners have a duty 

to reflect on their own val ues and communicati ve acts, to check the latter against 
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validity claims, and to ensure that departures which 'distort' communication are 

morally justifiable. They also have a duty, where possible, to challenge or disable 

inequitable organisational or structural factors that result in 'systematically distorted 

communication' (for example, the marginalisation of non-technical discourses). This 

requires that planners complement technical lrnowledge with political and mediation 

skills, sensitivity to alternative values and modes of expression, awareness of social 

context, and capacity for reflexiveness (1989: 20-21). 

Forester's work was a central part of a movement to bridge the 'long-bemoaned gap 

between theory and practice' (Innes 1995: 183) by grounding theory in 'real-world' 

ethnographic and/or experiential data. The publication of his Planning ill the Face of 

Power (1989) was followed by a rapid transatlantic growth of interest in the political 

and discursive aspects of planning practice; in which planners' stories often played a 

central role in both the development and the exposition of theoretical perspectives 

(Krumholz and Forester 1990; Thomas and Healey 1991; Throgmorton 1991; Healey 

1992; Innes 1992; Hoch 1994; Forester 1999b). This evolving tradition, 

communicative planning theory, has developed several strands, but these can be 

understood as linked by their treatment of planning as discourse. 

2.2.3 Procedural approaches: planning as consensus building 

One of these theoretical strands characterises planning as a process of joint meaning 

making between stakeholders: as consensus building. This approach extends the 

Habe111lasian ideal of nonnative consensus to substantive matters, suggesting that 

material disputes can be resolved through participatory deliberation, thereby 

establishing the legitimacy of the outcomes and avoiding future conflicts. In 

particular, the term 'consensus building' has come to refer to a type of group process 

in which representatives of all identifiable interests come together to find mutually 

agreeable solutions to problems through face-to-face discussion (Susskind and 

Cruikshank 1987; Innes 1992, 1996b). Consensus building theory is often closely 

associated with institutional attempts to put such processes into practice (Godschalk 

et al. 1994; Innes et al. 1994; Innes and Booher 1999a; Susskind et at. 1999; 

Susskind et al. 2000)1 2 and, therefore, tends to be pragmatically oriented to method. 

It explores, firstly, how to establish and manage consensus processes and, secondly, 

their implications for planning institutions. 
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In 198 I, Roger Fisher and William Ury popularised a consensual approach to 

negotiation through their book Getting to Yes, proposing that negotiations could be 

successfi.ll for all participants if participants focussed on trying to meet everybody's 

core (that is, non-negotiable) interests, rather than on achieving previously decided 

outcomes (Fisher et al. 1999). Consensus building theory in planning draws strongly 

upon this idea of mutual gains (Susskind and Field 1996; Susskind et al. 2000), but 

recasts it from the perspective of the plalmer as facilitator or mediator (rather than 

from that of one of the interested parties). 13 This perspective raises a range of 

additional questions: for instance, who to include; how to convince people that 

consensus-building is in their interests; how to ensure that legal and policy 

requirements are met; how to maintain participants' status as representatives; how to 

respond to their dissatisfactions during the process; and how to balance power 

relationships between participants (Susskind and Cruikshank 1987: 11, 24-25, 189-

\92 ; Godschalk et al 1994: 29). Nonetheless, two principles remain central: 

distinguishing between participants' negotiable and non-negotiable ideals (see also 

Forester I999b on 'deep values ' ; Gutmann and Thompson 1990, 1996 on resolving 

moral disagreements); and seeking common ground in the face of specific disputes. 

Emery Roe suggests that policy analysts should adopt cultural critical techniques to 

identify common 'metanarratives' underlying participants' views, so that these 

deeply embedded assumptions can be used to 'underwrite and stabilise' problem 

solving methods (1994: 4). 

This dispute resolution/negotiation approach to consensus building, however, 

confronts limitations when the planning task in question is broader or more 

anticipatory than a specific problem (Innes et al. 1994: 5): the issues at stake may be 

unknown, the need for future coordination precludes an obvious 'endpoint' , and 

success is harder to measure in material tenns. In the I990s, academic interest grew 

in the extension of consensus building techniques to strategic planning. Judith Innes, 

in particular, began to focus on attempts to develop ' growth management' programs 

through consensual processes in the USA (1992), and led a landmark study for the 

California Policy Seminar (CPS , a partnership between the University of California 

and the state government) into the potential of such programs (Innes et al. J 994). 

These studies extended the conclusions of Innes' earlier research into the qualities of 

effective social indicators (de Neufville and Barton J 987 ; Innes 1994), to suggest 
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that the benefits of consensus building are not limited to resolving disputes - its 

ability to do this comes from its role in constructing shared knowledge and problem

solving methods. That is, part of the success of consensus building processes can 

manifest as institutional enhancement, rather than as fOlmal outcomes (Irmes et al. 

1994: 46). In particular, the CPS study concluded that consensus building creates or 

enhances three types of ' capital', each of which contributes to personal and/or 

organisational capacity for action. ' Social capital' , in this context, refers to networks 

of trust and communication that allow enhanced interaction between participants and 

their organisations. 'Intellectual capital' means shared knowledge and 

understandings - facts , cultural nalTatives and perspectives - which are constructed 

during the process, and which 'become embedded in the understandings of the actors 

in the community' (Innes 1998: 53) to provide a common basis for discussion. 

' Political capital' refers to power amassed through the fOlTI1ation of alliances and 

agreements - the result of increased social and intellectual capital - which facilitates 

future action (in particular, implementation of plans). This emphasis on institut ional 

capacity, rather than dispute resolution, is a central characteristic of what has since 

become known as 'collaborative planning' (Healey 1997; also Innes 1998; Woltjer 

2000; Booher and Innes 2002; Margerum 2002). 

2.2.4 Debates 

Consensus building theory, as indicated above, is oriented to method. This feature 

exposes it - and the entire body of communicative planning theory - to the critique 

that, in focussing almost entirely on procedure, it neglects the importance of planning 

outcomes, which are likely to outlast the interests of particular stakeholders 

(Campbell and Marshall 1999; Voogd and Woltjer 1999). Related to this critique are 

claims that the theory fails to engage adequately with the problem of power. Oren 

Yiftachel and Margo Huxley, for example, suggest that concentrating on the micro

processes of interaction enables consensus building to ignore, and thus to reproduce, 

power structures governing the state's production and regulation of space (Yiftachel 

and Huxley 2000: 910-11). Further, a number of researchers have identified the 

potential for consensual agreements to be 'thin' - the result of processes that avoid 

engaging with important, contentious issues that might bring power struggles to the 

surface (Lapinlie 1998 ; Neuman 2000; Gregory el al. 2001). 



Even without invoking the substantive, the notion of power is problematic. 

Consensus models tend to treat power inequalities as the result of systematically 

distorted communication, and suggest that they can be 'bracketed' and managed by 

putting aside strategic action in favour of 'authentic dialogue' as part of the 

consensus building process (Hillier 1993; Innes 1995; Innes and Booher 1999a, 

2002). However, there is abundant evidence that participants in such processes are 

often unwilling or unable to abandon either their strategic positions or the 

' background resources' from which their power derives - institutional or personal 

networks, political influence, economic clout, and so on (Tewdwr-Jones and 

Allmendinger 1998; Campbell and Marshall 2000; Hillier 2000b, 2002a; Phelps and 

Tewdwr-Jones 2000; McGuirk 2001). For some, this problem is not simply a matter 

of recalcitrance; it is inherent when there is a (perceived) need for participants to 

represent social groups or interests. A group representative may be authorised by 

their constituency to press for their position, but not to compromise or negotiate, nor 

to adopt a planning agency's broader agenda. Thus, there may be a fundamental 

conflict between the legiti macy that representation gives a pm1icipant, and their 

ability to participate on the terms of the process (Abram 2000). Ironically, the costs 

of negotiation and compromise may be particularly heavy for participants 

representing constituencies which themselves reach positions by consensus, as is 

often the case in Indigenous Australia, for example (Williams 1985, 1987, 1994; 

Sutton 1990; Sullivan 1996). Moreover, ' representation ' of constituencies that 

cannot speak for themselves, such as non-humans or past/future generations, is 

particularly problematic in the consensus building context, as the representatives ' 

power/authorisation must lie in epistemic claims that are in an important sense non

negotiable (O'Neill 2001) . 

Some theorists, drawing on the work of Michel Foucault, have further criticised 

consensus theory's Habellllasian framework as attentive only to the surface of power 

relations, stressing the need to acknowledge the position of plmming in a dynamic 

network of discourses and practices that sustain certain kinds of contro l (Huxley 

2000; Huxley and Yiftachel 2000; McGuirk 2001). Planners cannot disengage from 

these networks, which are embedded in the institutions that frame all their activities . 

Moreover, it has been shown in a number of anthropological case studies that 

procedural norms such as deliberation and persuasion can actually disadvantage 
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participants whose local cultural styles of negotiation and decision making are based 

on altemative values, such as family obligation, solidarity, or status maintenance (for 

example, Dillon 1991 in Indigenous Australia; Tauxe 1995 in rural USA; Gambetta 

1998 in Latin America). 

The Foucauldian conception of power as discourse has also been central to some 

recent developments of planning's radical critique. 14 Theorists such as Oren 

Yiftachel,. Bent Flyvbjerg and Leonie Sandercock, challenging the 'conventional 

wisdom' that planning has been a refomlist project directed towards improving 

people's living conditions (Yiftachel 1996; Sandercock 1998a, 1998b, 2003), have, 

like the ' democracy' advocates, tumed to discourse. They demonstrate convincingly 

that planning has a 'dark side' (Yiftachel 1994, 1998; Flyvbjerg 1996) that serves the 

interests of power elites both materially, hy spatially controlling minorities (Yiftachel 

1992, 1994; Sandercock 1998a), and discursively, by legitimising those interests as 

rational and universal (Mansbridge 1992, 1995; Flyvbjerg 1998; Sandercock 1998a, 

1998b, 2003). These authors claim that planning theory, rather than seeking to 

bracket power inequalities, must acknowledge the conflicts of interest between 

powerful and powerless and support exposes of the 'political violence' routinely 

perfonned by planning institutions. 

A final form of critique targets consensus building's normative orientation to 

consensus itself, pointing out that in a culturally and socially diverse society, conflict 

may be not only inevitable, but desirable. According to this view, 'consensus' is an 

illusion - a 'temporary result of a provisional hegemony' (Mouffe 1996: 10) - which 

may even pose a danger to inclusive democracy. Habermasian 'universal' validity 

principles, therefore, are equally illusory and, as the anthropological studies cited 

above suggest, can be seen as an imposition of dominant cultural nonns on olhers 

(see also the cases in Abram and Waldren 1998). Planning theory, then, should 

develop from an acceptance of 'persistent agonism' (McGuirk 2001: 214; Hillier 

2002a: 146) and its expression in a range of fonnal and infonnal discursive spaces 

(Hillier 2002b). Instead of privileging agreement, planning processes should 

emphasise respect for difference (Young 1990, 2000; Sandercock 1998b) and allow 

for the influence not only of deliberative dialogue/negotiation, but also of altemative 

participatory modes - bargaining, lobbying, 'going round the back' (Hillier 2000b). 
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2.2.5 Analytical approaches: planning as rhetoric, framing, translation 

As the above brief outline of critiques suggests, the procedural approach represented 

by consensus building is only one of several under the umbrella of communicative 

planning theory, albeit perhaps the most obviously useful to practitioners looking for 

applicable techniques . In addition, there is within the democratic critique a number 

of descriptive/analytical approaches that draw upon notions of discourse to explain 

participatory planning. Jim ThrogmOlion (1991, 1993, 1996,2000), for example, has 

attempted to account for his experiences as both a planner and a city councillor by 

adopting a model of planning discourse - including ' rational' discourse such as 

survey instruments - as rhetoric, through which an imagined audience is constituted 

and, perhaps, persuaded. This view dispenses with any vestigial claims to neutrality 

on the part of planner~ or to universality on the part of the information they provide, 

instead acknowledging that planners seek to achieve value-laden goals and treating 

the production of information as action in the ' flow' of political argumentation 

(2000).15 

Another way of understanding the political element of planning is as a contest 

between altemative framings of problems and solutions. 'Framing', as I am using 

the tenn, is a metaphor for the cognitive and actional patterns through which actors 

experience and interpret the world, and through which they construct social 

meanings - patterns dependent on cultural and situational context (Malinowski 1946) 

as well as on actors' idiosyncrasies (Bateson 1972; Goffinan 1974; Rein 1989; 

Gamson 1992; Tannen 1993 ; MacLachlan and Reid 1994). These pattems are given 

expression through symbolic practices, taking the form of particular narTatives 

(Frawley 1992) or 'storylines' (Hajer 1995,2003) that construct relations between 

events and give them meaning. That is, fTamings are realised as discourses, in the 

Foucauldian sense: as ways of representing subjects in relation to specified or tacit 

norms. In any political debate, different understandings and representations of 

reality compete for the status of 'masterframe' (Eder 1996), and fi'om this struggle 

new policy discourses emerge (Laws and Rein 2003). Researchers in the planning 

field have examined this process extensively: for example, with respect to globally 

circulating discourses slln'ounding policy issues (Hajer 1995; Myerson and Rydin 

1996); struggles over particular land use and/or environmental policies at the national 

!eve! (Whatmore and Boucher ! 992; Myerson and Rydin ! 994; Feite!son 1999; 
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Vigar et a!. 2000); legitimisation of site-specific development or management 

activities (Beauregard 1995; Healey 1999; Hillier 2000a; Raco 2002); and popular 

national narratives/myths/images underlying day-to-day practice (de Neufville and 

Barton 1987; Lees and Demeritt 1998). The framing metaphor can provide planners 

with a way of thinking reflexively about their assumptions and procedures, adding 

value to planning processes (Schon 1991; Rein and Schon 1993). 

Another useful characterisation of planning is as a process of translation. Not only 

do different discourses/representations meet in policy debate, so do different modes 

of expression. In participatory plmming, this may include discourses and registers 

(contextually appropriate styles of discourse) that are not easily incorporated - fixed 

policy and legislation tends to place tight constraints on the content, structure and 

style of local plans (Marris 1982; Tewdwr-Iones and Thomas 1998). The planner's 

role in such cases may be dominated by the need to mediate between local concems 

and relevant legislative/policy requirements. This will usually involve a need to 

' translate' those concerns into discourses that match the state's rationality - in 

general, an instrumental fon11 of rationality that assumes a utilitarian 'public interest' 

(Calvin and Nelson 1985; Howe 1992; for examples, Healey 1992; FelTaro 1996; 

Healey and Hillier 1996; Abram and Waldren 1998; Tewdwr-Jones and Thomas 

1998). Further, diverse issues raised in participatory planning usually need to be 

synthesised as matters relevant to identifiable statutory responsibilities (that is, which 

some agency can legally pursue), a process involving not only translation, but also, 

often, significant transformation (Iedema 200tb). 

There is another level at which the concept of translation is important to participatory 

plmuling. A number of theorists have drawn upon Actor-Network Theory (Chapter 

6) to point out that all opinions, in order to be represented in the debate, must be 

mediated - synthesised, translated, and reproduced in some form. According to this 

view, translation becomes a form of power more easily appropriated by some actors 

than others (Murdoch and Marsden 1995; Tlu'ift 1996; Hillier 2000b, 2002a; Bridge 

and Watson 2002). That is, it discriminates in favour of those able to articulate a 

point of view within the discursive arenas that influence plalming and decision 

making, for example, bureaucracy, media, politics, commerce and law. 
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2.2.6 Synthesis: planning as a cultural institution 

The previous subsection noted a number of approaches within communicative 

planning theory that supplement the process orientation of consensus-building with 

more critical/analytical orientations, as a counter to the accusation that '(l]eading 

communicative planning scholars conflate theorization with nOlmative prescription' 

(Huxley and Yiftachel 2000: 337). In this subsection, I concentrate on what I believe 

has been the most successful attempt to synthesise the two approaches and develop 

theory that addresses both practical and analytical concerns: the 'institutionalist' 

approach developed by Patsy Healey and expounded most fully in her book, 

Collaborative Planning (1997, 2005a). 

Healey's work represents a move beyo'nd consensus theory' s focus on individual 

agency - an implicit assumption that procedural quality is largely a matter of 

decisions (such as the adoption of Haberrnasian communicative nonns) taken by 

individuals or groups - to a concern with institutional transforrnation.16 Her research 

into the implementation of development plans in Thatcher'S Britain (1983; Healey et 

al. 1988) led her to the view that the planning system was not simply a site of 

rational deduction, but an arena in which complex networks of interests and practices 

were continually mediated. Further, the struggles between these interests and 

practices acted to alter the system itself - as local negotiations were being shaped by 

global and national planning goals, local resistances were transforming regional and 

national policies. The 'institutionalist' perspective on planning was developed, in 

part, to account for this dynamic reciprocal relationship between institutional 

environments and situated interactions. 

Healey drew heavily upon the Habennas-inspired work of communicative planning 

theorists such as Forester (1989, 1999b) and Innes (1995 , 1996), and added to this a 

sociological perspective, influenced especially by Anthony Giddens' (1984) 

strllcturation theory. Giddens is one of a number of sociologists who has rejected the 

dualism between structure and agency - social life is determined neither by 

objective, pre-existing power structures, nor by the free choices of autonomous 

subjects. Rather,' structuration' reframes social structure as a process: 

The structural properties of social systems exist only in so far as fOll11S of 

social conduct are reproduced chronically across time and space. The 
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structuration of institutions can be understood in terms of how it comes about 

that social activities become 'stretched' across wide spans of time-space. 

(1984: xxi) 

That is, the 'structures' which shape and constrain social action - institutions - are 

themselves constituted and sustained by that action. The relationship between 

structure and agency is reciprocal. Moreover, these dynamic power structures are 

not limited to the spheres of economic and political relations, nor even to the 

mechanisms that ensure society's consent to be governed. They are embedded in the 

assumptions that guide every aspect of social life (Lukes 1974). As Foucault 

demonstrated in his studies of modem institutions (\965, 1970, 1973, 1976, 1977, 

1985), power inheres in the discourses that constitute objects of knowledge - power 

relations are continually 'brought into being ~ as these discourses are invoked in 

evelyday actions. And, consequently, resistance is not limited to the overtly political 

- it is 'a matter of daily confrontation' (Healey 1997: 46). 

For me, the strength of Healey's planning theory is its sociological perspective, 

which explicitly relates planning events to broader socio-cultural concerns - power 

relations, governance practices, and the construction of knowledge, for example -

and to questions of societal change. By treating planning as a cultural institution - a 

set of tacit 'rules' governing practice - and conceptually opening that institution to 

the possibility of resistance and transformation through situated action, Healey 

provides an analytical framework that allows any aspect of planning practice to be 

examined as part of a greater whole not only for its immediate effects, but for its 

transformational potential. Throgmorton's rhetorical tropes, for example, are 

cultural constructs whose efficacy depends on their embeddedness (or their ability to 

achieve embeddedness) in the understandings of their audience. Contestation 

between issue framings is precisely a process of institutional evolution - institutional 

knowledge and practices are constructed, in large pali, as policy discourses. And the 

concept of translation is crucial not only to an understanding of participatory 

planning as taking place across cultures, but also to the institutionalisation of its 

products - their mobilisation across space and time. Further, treating the textual and 

material results of planning as historically situated cultural productions helps to 

overcome a common dualism between ' process' and 'outcome'. The products of 
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planning processes are not only spatial, but include discourses and relations that may 

profoundly affect the way social actors understand, interact with, and evaluate their 

spatio-material environment - 'process and substance are co-constituted, not separate 

spheres' (Healey 2003: 111). 

'Institutions', in a sociological sense, may be defined as established norms or 

patterns of behaviour and relations associated with particular social contexts. 

Healey' s institutionalism bridges this sociological concept with the word 's more 

common 'dictionary' meaning - formal organisations with specific (usually public) 

functions - through two key ideas. Agencies of governance (such as planning 

departments) are fonnal organisations which carry power structures and behavioural 

norms into specific situations (Healey 2005a: 322-23) . Their institutional design, 

therefore, has implications for the transformational potential of those situations. In 

recent publications, Healey posits three interacting levels of governance: specific 

episodes (or planning projects); institutional practices and processes more generally; 

and the 'deeper' governance cultures that lend legitimacy to such practices and 

processes (2004a, 2006; Coaffee and Healey 2003).17 Research suggests that, 

although significant rapid changes are afoot in British governance at both the 'deeper 

culture' and 'specific episode' levels, the level of institutional practice - the 

'mobilisation of bias' (from Lukes 1974; Clay and Schaffer 1984) - is proving 

relatively static (Healey et a!. 2002; Coaffee and Healey 2003). The idea of 

institutional capacity refers to the relational networks of a place (Healey 1997: 61), 

including in particular organisations as sites for social action. Through mobilisation 

of such networks, local institutional nonns evolve and are sustained and lor 

transfol1l1ed (Healey et a!. 2002). 

This concept of institutional capacity draws upon a relational view of space and 

place. It has become commonplace to assert that ' community' is a multifaceted 

concept, and that people take part in many different communities in the course of day 

to day life: communities of interest, of knowledge, of corporeal identity, of economic 

dependence, and so on. Communities are enabled by infrastructure networks that 

mediate flows of communication and contact (Graham and Healey 1999: 630; Thrift 

1996; Castells 2000; Graham and Marvin 200 1), networks that are rapidly 

expanding: 
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In these globalising days, when our relational webs connect us to a huge 

range of possible social relations and stores of knowledge and understanding, 

the notion of a place-based community falls apart and we are plunged into a 

multi-cultural world. (Healey 1997: 65-66) 

Places, as social constructs with particular meanings for particular communities, are 

linked into these relational webs and, therefore, are similarly manifold, sustained by 

multiple superimposed social networks at different scales. And space, as a 

consequence, cannot be treated as ' flat'. It is topographically complex and dynamic, 

continually constJUcted in socio-technical processes (Harvey 1996; Graham and 

Marvin 200 I). 

This aspect of Healey's model , rather understated in the original Collaborative 

Planning (1997), has become prominent in some of her more recent writing (2004a, 

2004b, 2006; Graham and Healey 1999; Healey et al. 2002), which uses the 

relational characterisation of space to support a 'relational' style of governance, 

attentive to the multiple social networks that give meaning to places and their 

resulting ' power geometries' (Graham and Healey 1999: 642), and cognisant of how 

the social processes of governance themselves add to and alter these layers of 

meaning. Normatively, she claims, these foci imply that planning practices require 

an emphasis on communication and interpretation in recognition of the many value 

systems and practices that contribute to place making. Discourse is central to 

building institutional capacity and to integrating planning's spatial and procedural 

aspects. 

Tn sum, planners work within cultural institutions characterised by certain power 

relations, and they make (often subconscious) daily choices about whether to 

reproduce or to resist those relations . Thus, they have the option of becoming 

'frame-reflective practitioners' (Rein 1989; Schon 1991): to be sensitive to the 

cultural situatedness of discourses of governance and open to altel11ative framings 

that the participants in planning processes bring with them. Such heightened 

sensitivity, it is claimed, enriches the potential of p3lticipatory planning to be truly 

'collaborative': to enhance institutional capacity as well as to jointly construct 

substantive/processual planning solutions across cultural difference. 
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2.3 An institutionalist enquiry 

2.3.1 Emerging questions 

The institutionalist perspective allows us to treat many of the tensions inherent in 

participatory planning as arising from the difficulty of interacting across cultural 

difference: the culture(s) of plmming - the instituted beliefs, relations and practices 

shared by practitioners - may not be shared or understood by other participants. So 

the personal experiences outlined in Chapter I - the disorientation I felt when I 

moved from the community sector into the public service - may perhaps be 

understood as a foml of 'culture shock'. Successful collaborative planning is a 

cross-cultural practice (Baum 2000). Pmticipants are engaged not only in resolving 

substantive land use issues or disputes, but also in reconciling different systems of 

knowledge, practices and power relations. 

This perspective raises a number of questions. First, it problematises the cultural 

characteristics - the ' institutional inheritance' (Healey et al. 2002: 15) - of plalming. 

What are these characteristics; and how might practitioners recognise and reflect 

upon them? Second, it recognises that in collaborative planning, deliberative 

procedures - how participants are authorised to speak, how reasoning is to be 

appraised, how decisions should be made, how related actions (such as deliberation, 

decision and implementation) are staged and combined - are culturally situated, and 

likely to be as contentious as the substantive issues they are meant to resolve. What 

kinds of tensions might this create? Third, these tensions are likely to create 

significant baniers to reaching consensus or even to reaching the kind of agonistic 

acceptance advocated by Hillier (2003). By what 'metaprocesses' might divergent 

norms and practices be reconciled? Fourth, cultural tensions and practice-reconciling 

'metaprocesses' may effect the institutions of planning in both expected and 

unexpected ways. How might we recognise, understand and value such effects? 

Finally, the institutionalist perspective draws attention to the site at which the 

discursive process of planning and the implementation of decisions meet. If we 

continue to see planning as an 'outcome-oriented' practice, how might collaborative 

decisions and processes be 'translated ' for the sake of those in different cultural 

realms who need to turn them into outcomes? 
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These questions form the central concerns of my enquiry. They are cultural concerns 

and, as such, deeply context-dependent (Geertz 1973, 1983). Therefore, this research 

explores them in specific contexts, seeking not to generalise from those contexts, but 

to gain from their detail some understanding about how the potential of collaborative 

planning to resolve those questions might be realised (Flyvbjerg 2001), as well as to 

develop research methods and ideas that might be applicable beyond this enquiry. In 

particular, I find this detail in case studies of participatory planning. 

2.3.2 Case studies in planning research 

The qualitative case study approach is perhaps the most widely used methodology in 

planning research, particularly within the communicative paradigm. It is appropriate 

in this context because my research questions are concerned with the relationship 

between situated social practices and instituted knowledge. As such, they are 

explicitly positioned within a 'constructionist' epistemology (Crotty 1998): they 

assume that knowledge does not directly reflect the reality it 'knows', but is 

produced in social institutions and practices. J 8 Michael Crotty (1998) claims that 

such a stance tends to lead researchers to qualitative methods (see also Lincoln and 

Guba 1985; Denzin and Lincoln 1994; Guba and Lincoln 1994; Sarantakos 1998; 

Alvesson and Sk61dberg 2000; Blaikie 2000; Silverman 2000), which typically draw 

upon several points of view to assist in interpretation. Quantitative methods, in 

contrast, tend to be associated with the positivist view of knowledge as objective and 

discoverable only from the privileged position of imparti ality, a view that most 

communicative planning theory explicitly rejects in favour of a constructionist stance 

(Healey 1997: 29). 

However, the methodological issues for this enquiry are not only epistemological, 

but also practical. Quantitative methods explain complex phenomena by reducing 

them to discrete vaJiables which can be controlled to test their relationships. The 

phenomena I wish to explore, however, are embedded in variables that cannot be 

controlled, nor easily understood in universal tenTIS - for example, personal styles 

and choices. Such phenomena are best observed in a natural setting, and inteqJreted 

within their own social and historical context(s) (Lincoln and Guba 1985; Flyvbjerg 

2001). Case studies provide such a setting: ' [a] case study allows an investigation to 

retain the holistic and meaningful characteristics of real-life events' (Yin 1984: 2). 
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This is a particularly important consideration for this project, in which the 

relationship between data (discourse realised in participatory planning) and its 

context (encounters between public-sector planning and other cultural institutions) is 

one of the principal objects of enquiry. 

From a practical point of view, the case study also represents a more manageable 

fi'amework than the general societal matrix in which all human action is embedded, 

and in which ethnographic study of distant cultures often takes place. In a case 

study, all purposeful action is associated with the particular practices under 

investigation, producing an enriched set of data and facilitating that data's 'strategic 

selection' (Stake 1994). Moreover, a case study enables the researcher to place 

actions and actors in (local) historical, as well as situational, contexts. Unlike 

observation of a wide set of isolated instances of the practice (David Silverman 

(2000) gives several examples of this sort of project), a case study places the action 

in a temporal stream of events, allowing a deeper understanding of actors' 

motivations and assisting in 'sorting out' what matters in the process (see Lincoln 

and Guba 1985 on 'persistent observation': 304). 

The specific approach adopted for this enquiry is that of the 'instrumental' (Stake 

1994) or 'descriptive' (Yin 2003) case study, which aims to build theoretical insights 

into the issue of lay-persons' participation in bureaucratic planning, as well as 

finding each case intrinsically interesting. r have chosen to examine more than one 

case study to better understand specific, identifiable contextual factors, and also to 

facilitate some distance from the 'nonnalising' effect of immersion in a single case. 

Participants embedded in particular institutional environments tend to accept the 

prevailing conditions as ' nonnal' and comfortable (Willey 2005: 310-11): it is often 

only possible to reflect critically on those conditions when confronted with an 

altemative. 

My intentions are critical, albeit in the 'minimal' sense (Alvesson and Sk61dberg 

2000: 128-29) of 'sho"ving connections and causes which are hidden' (Fairclough 

1992: 9), rather than that of seeking to expose repressive strategies on the pali of the 

state and/or of capital. Hence, this research is infonned by the 'dialectical logic ' of 

critical theory (Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999: 32), which views social experience 

as constituted in its historical-political context. Mats Alvesson and Kaj Sk61dberg 
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note that 'critical theory is not primarily an empirically oriented approach' (2000: 

130). However, it can provide a theoretical orientation for empirical studies, by 

infonning consideration of the power structures underlying observable social 

phenomena, rather than accepting data at face value. Some such orientation is 

necessary, according to Pierre Bourdieu, who 

maintains that every act of research is simultaneously empirical (it confronts 

the world of observable phenomena) and theoretical (it necessarily engages 

hypotheses about the underlying structure of relations that observations are 

designed to capture). (BoUl'dieu and Wacquant 1992: 35) 

Lilie Chouliaraki and NOlman Fairclough propose that critical research needs to 

develop 'an epistemology which is a constructivist structuralism' (1999: 32, drawing 

on Bourdieu 1990a), which, akin to Giddens' 'structuration', rests upon the mutually 

constitutive relationship between societal structure and social action. This 

epistemology approximates Crotty's 'constructionism' - it acknowledges that 

structure is constituted in social action, but also perceives it as posing genuine 

constraints on such action. Such is the orientation of the present project: as an 

explicitly institutionalist enquiry, it assumes reflexi ve effects between 

communicative behaviours within a committee and their fields of production 

(Bourdieu 1991), planning and other cultural institutions. It assumes, moreover, that 

those effects can emerge in particular times and places in unplanned, unexpected 

ways; that they are not always intended or acknowledged by the participants. 

Consequently, the focus of the enquiry is not on 'what people say' about 

collaborative planning, but on 'what people do' when they do it (Trigger 1997). [ 

seek the points of view of the actors, not as explanations in themselves (Silvelll1an 

1993; Bourdieu 1999, also 1998b: 132 on 'the scholastic fallacy'), nor as moral 

guidance, but rather for two distinct purposes: as the realisation of intertexts that 

might help to place social action associated with the planning processes in a broader 

context; and as altemative interpretations through which to reflect on my own; that 

is, as additions to my 'interpretive repertoire' (Alvesson and Sk61dberg 2000: 250). 

This empirical-ethnographic approach involves direct observation of the action. 

Furthermore, the enquiry's concern with changing perceptions, relations and 

practices requires a longitudinal study, in \vhich both obscnoation and participant 
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reporting take place in 'real time'. Carl-Gunnar Janson (1981) cites several studies 

which suggest that people's reporting of their own behaviour changes 

retrospectively, a finding that my own research tends to SUppOit. Logistically, 

moreover, the research questions themselves require a real-time study. Cultural 

differences, and the 'metaprocesses' by which divergent practices are resolved, are 

likely largely to be realised in spoken discourse, which is necessarily altered when 

reported retrospectively to a third party. To explore these issues, therefore, I need 

access to discourse in its original context. 

2.3.3 A discourse approach 

Although communicative planning theory is fundamentally concerned with discourse 

- as communication, as power, as episteme - few researchers have applied any 

detailed analysis to the texts that constitute and provide evidence of that discourse 

(however, see Tett and Wolf 1991 ; What more and Boucher 1992; Fischler 1995; 

[edema 1997a; Rydin 1998; Collins 1999; Feitelson 1999). The institutionalist 

framework, as I understand it, allows space for such an analysis; indeed, one of its 

strengths is that its broadly sociological orientation opens cases to alternative 

analytical approaches that connect the practice of planning with data that is otherwise 

difficult to describe. The analytical approach I have adopted for this research is a 

textual focus within a sociological framing. More specifically, the enquiry lIses the 

methodology of critical discourse analysis (CD A). 

The following chapter explains the CDA methodology, and details the theoretical 

framework used in this enquiry to analyse texts in context. 
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3 Analysing language: discourses on discourse 

Chapter 2 drew on communicative planning theory to identify an institutionalist 

orientation for this enquiry and to develop my motivating question about resolving 

tensions into specific research questions about the cross-cultural nature of 

participatory planning, the metaprocesses through which cross-cultural tensions are 

reconciled, and the translation of substantive and institutional 'outcomes'. It then 

outlined in general tenns a proposed case study methodology through which to 

explore those issues, concluding that the marriage of textual and social analysis 

known as 'critical discourse analysis' (CD A) offers a useful approach: first, by 

looking beyond the substantive aspects of communicative events to the management 

of collaborative meaning making and, second, by linking the micro-processes of 

communication with the broader social practice of which it is part (in this case, the 

practice of participatory planning). 

In this chapter, I outline the theoretical framework of systemic functional linguistics, 

which provides CDA with specific tools for textual analysis. The framework is 

based on a view of language as a 'social semiotic' (Halliday 1978) - a system for 

building and exchanging social meanings. It is thus suited to the socially motivated 

orientation of CDA, which itself forms part of a more general movement 111 

linguistics towards a concern with social, rather than only fonnal , properties of 

language. Having briefly summarised this background in relation to the concerns of 

my enquiry, I explain some key features of the systemic functional model of 

language: stratification; multi-dimensionality; relationship to context, and systemic 

change. T!lese features are central assumptions informing the enquiry's analysis. 

3.1 The social turn in linguistics 

Chapter 2 outlined a movement in planning theory away from a concern with 

modemist-rationalist procedure, first, to a concern with democratic legitimacy; 

consequently to an interest in alternative forms of rationality on which to base formal 

processes; and, from there, to critical-analytical concerns about the nature of 

planning as a social practice that expresses power relations and culturally situated 

beliefs and values. I noted that this movement is often called the 'communicative 

turn' in planning theory, corresponding to the 'linguistic turn' in philosophy and 
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other humanities disciplines (Rorty 1967). Its characteristic features are a focus on 

the interactive nature of planning and particular attention to discourse. 

In parallel to this communicative/linguistic tum, there has been a growing interest 

within the discipline of linguistics in social aspects of language, representing a break 

from the mainstream structuralist concern with langue (Saussure 1966), or the 

competence of the 'ideal speaker-listener' (Chomsky 1965: 3). This interest, which 

can broadly be called ' social linguistics', has taken a number of forms, the common 

threads of which are an analytical focus on actual speech in context, or what 

Ferdinand de Saussure (1966) called parole, and an emphasis on social (or societal) 

interpretations, rather than cognitive ones. Early sociolinguistic studies (Labov 

1966, 1970; Bernstein 1971) described social stratification of languages, usually 

using quantitative methods, and often aimed to promote a measure of respect for 

those dialects and registers stigmatised by mainstream education and media in what 

Pierre Bourdieu later termed 'a symbolic violence' (1991: 51). Another stream has 

focussed on cultural and sub-cultural differences in communicative behaviour, 

drawing attention to the potential misunderstandings implied (Gumperz 1982; Garcia 

and Otheguy 1989). I Such work draws upon disciplines other than linguistics -

especially anthropology, psychology and sociology - for its understandings of 

culture and context. Social linguistics, like communicative planning, is an 

interdisciplinary endeavour. 

What I am interested in for this enquiry, however, is not making general claims about 

socio-economic and cultural differences in language use (although such differences 

inevitably affect my data), but rather examining specifically what it is that people are 

doing (intentionally or otherwise) when they communicate through spoken or written 

texts , and how this relates to institutional context. It is generally accepted that 

communication is not the simple transfer of messages (Schirato and Yell 2000). 

Communication also builds and maintains social and personal relationships, 

reproduces epistemologies, organises and stores information, and pursues strategic 

(as well as communicative) goals. Moreover, just as action and social structure are 

mutually productive, so are context and communication, a dialectical relationship 

that has long been acknowledged (Volosinov 1973; Fairclough 1989, 1992). This 
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complexity has, over the last twenty years, engaged a rich cross-disciplinary field of 

discourse analysis (van Dijk 1985,1997; Gee 1999).2 

3.2 Critical Discourse Analysis 

The tenn 'critical discourse analysis' (Fairclough 1995; Fairclough and Wodak 

1997), has come to describe the investigation of the relationship between language 

use, power and ideology. 'Critical', in this context, explicitly evokes the Marxist 

critical theory of the Frankfurt School (Fairclough and Wodak 1997) to suggest a 

particular moral and political motivation: to question the 'hidden causes' (Fairclough 

1992: 9) of unequal power relations, and to open possibilities for emancipatory social 

change (Fairclough 1989: 233).3 This motivation was evident in the 'critical 

linguistics' developed at the University of East Anglia in the 1970s (Fowler et al. 

1979; Kress and Hodge 1979), which drew on Michael Halliday's (1978) socially

oriented grammar (3.3) to analyse the ways that texts 'work' ideologically - for 

example, to (re)produce political bias, to naturalise social structure, to disguise 

uncertainty, and so on. 

CDA, as developed principally by Norman Fairclough, extends this approach in two 

significant ways. First, it finds its justification in social questions, treating textual 

analysis not as an end in itself, but as a social research strategy: it does not ask 'what 

is [this] text doing?' but 'how are [these] social processes present in discourse?' It 

therefore engages heavily with social theory, not simply as an interdisciplinary 

source of concept definitions, but to frame its own logic. That is, it develops a 

'transdisciplinary' approach, in which 'the logic of one theory is put to work in the 

elaboration of another without the latter being simply reduced to the fonner ' 

(Fairclough 2000a: 163) in an attempt to address the weaknesses of each. 

Specifically, it seeks to connect the linguistic analysis of texts with social theoretical 

issues, and to 'operationalise' social theories on discourse (such as those of Foucault 

and Habennas) by providing them with text-analytical tools. 

Second, and as a consequence, CDA broadens the conceptual links between language 

and the social. Its object of analysis is not language, but discourse, a social practice: 

'an in·educible part of social life' (Fairclough 2003: 2) that (in accordance with the 

critical-institutional perspective) both shapes and is shaped by social institutions. 
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Thus, texts provide evidence not only of ideology at work, but of discourse as itself a 

domain of social struggle (Fairclough 1992: 28). However, they do not do so 

transparently, and CDA demands explicit attention beyond the text to the social 

practices and institutions in which it plays a part. Fairclough has developed 

techniques to meet this demand (1992, 2003; Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999: 59-

68), using 'orders of discourse' (Foucault 1971) as a mediating concept between 

texts and institutions. An order of discourse is the discursive aspect of an institution: 

a historically situated set of discursive conventions (genres, discourses and styles) 

with which the institution is associated (Fairclough 1989: 17, 1992: 68,1995: 188, 

2003: 24; Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999: 58). Texts may draw selectively on a 

range of orders of discourse, reflecting - and creating - flows and boundaries 

between institutions. Textual analysis in CDA, then, includes interdiscursive and 

intertextual analysis to locate the text within a network of orders of discourse and, 

drawing on the dialectical relationship between practice and institution, to identify 

how these orders of discourse are sustained or transformed by networking processes. 

Thus, CDA marries sociological and linguistic theory to produce a framework, 'both 

theory and method' (Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999: 16), that is particularly suited 

to the investigation of social change. Its techniques provide an oppottunity to extend 

the insights of communicative planning theorists by paying closer attention to 

language, the principal medium of communication, in its social context. 

3.3 Systemic Functional Linguistics 

3.3.1 A stratified, multi-dimensional model of discOUl'se 

CDA makes use of both sociological and linguistic analysis. The linguistics used 

and promoted by Fairclough is based on Michael Halliday's (1978) model of 

language as a 'social semiotic': that is, as a system for building and exchanging 

social meanings. Halliday's systemic functional grammar (1985) provides 

conceptual tools for linking text to context, and for unpacking discursive strategies 

that contribute to the (re)production of cultural institutions4 

Systemic functional linguistics (SFL) sees language (more broadly, semiosis) as a 

system mediating between the meanings produced in social life and their expression 

through bodily processes such as tGlking/listening and 'vvriting/reading. As such, the 
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system itself is stratified (Figure 3.1), with a layer of semantics linked to meaning, 

and a layer of phonology/graphology linked to expression. Between these strata is a 

layer of 'wording' resources: lexicogrammar, including both lexis (vocabulary) and 

grammar (syntax and morphology). The dotted arrows in Figure 3.1 indicate a 

relationship of realisation: the potential defined by higher levels is realised in the 

ten11S, and within the constraints, of those below. 5 

This stratified model gives SFL scope to describe language use at various levels of 

detail. At the expression level, the linguistic 'unit' is the phoneme (sound) or 

grapheme (character); at the lexicogrammaticallevel, it is the clause or sentence. By 

extending the notion of linguistic system to include a semantic level - a level at 

which meanings are produced - SFL also treats the text as a linguistic unit, as 'the 

locus of choices in ... meaning' (Eggins 1994: 307). These choices are realised at 

the lexicogrammatical level in the ways in which resources are integrated - textured 

- to 'fonn a unified whole' (Halliday and Hasan 1976: 2). Jim Martin (1992: 1) 

suggests that this meaning stratum should be called 'discourse semantics' (rather 

than simply 'semantics'), a tenll that expressly relates the notion of cohesive texture 

to that of meaning at the level of text. 

Because the social world is complex and multi-dimensional, language perfonlls a 

complex, multi-dimensional task. In Halliday's model, it simultaneously construes 

three different kinds of meaning: 

ideational meanings, which represent the world of 'real' things, people, 

experiences, thoughts, actions and connections; 

• interpersonal meanings, which (re)produce relations between pal1icipants in the 

discourse; and 

textual meanings, which organise information. 

The three types of meaning are evident throughout a language, being realised in 

various forms at the lexicogrammar and expression levels as well as at the discourse

semantic level. SFL treats them as functions of a language, fundamental to 

detenllining its structure. The term ' metafunctions' describes the linguistic 

(semantic, lexicogrammatical and expressive) resources that perform each function 

(Halliday and Hasan 1985: 44). Jay Lemke (1992, 1995) further suggests that the 

consistent reappearance of the three metnfunchons in all mens of the linguistic 
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system may indicate that they represent a set of functions that transcends language 

and appears in all meaningful action. At this broader level, Lemke's 'eco-social 

semiotics' describes the three functions as: 

presentational (,what') - what it is, what is going on (Halliday's ideational); 

orientational ('who') - how it looks to whom (Halliday's interpersonal); and 

organisational ('how') - how it hangs together (Halliday's textual). 

Lemke also reframes the metafunctions' 'simultaneous operation' as mutually 

determining - that is, as dialectically related. 

Halliday's three-dimensional model of language, extended by Lemke to all semiosis, 

provides a powerful lens through which to examine relational/interpersonal and 

procedural/organisational (as well as substantive/ideational) aspects of discourse. 

Distinct metafunctions allow analytical attention to focus on the way in which 

relationships and organisation are constructed in the moment. Further, as the 

following section outlines, SFL also provides a framework for understanding the 

relationship between text and context, and the ways in which these instantiate 

discourse and social institutions. 

3.3.2 Discourse and the social: text and context 

Register and ge/lre 

Halliday's functional approach to language has its roots in functional anthropology, 

which also sought to 'bring function and structure into a common framework' (Fi11h 

1955: 237), that is, to assign functional meaning to the principles structuring social 

life. Halliday draws on the anthropologist Bronislaw Malinowski (1946) in positing 

two interacting levels of context that frame social activities (including discourse): 

context of situation, and context of culture. Halliday describes the former in terms of 

three variables: 

field: what is going on; what is the discourse about? 

tenor: who is participating in this discourse; what are their relationships? 

mode: what medium is channelling the discourse; what role does language play 

in the activity? 
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These three variables are projections of the linguistic metafunctions, rather than an 

attempt to specify the context fully: they are intended to describe those contextual 

elements that are construed in the discourse. 6 In Halliday's early model , a 

covariance relation between context of situation (field, tenor and mode) and language 

(ideational, interpersonal and textual meta functions) was mediated at the semantic 

level by register, a 'configuration of meanings that are typically associated with a 

particular situational configuration' (Halliday and Hasan 1985: 38-39). More 

recently, following Martin (1992: 502), 'register' has been generally used to refer to 

the semiotic system constituted by the contextual variables themselves, a 'situational 

potential' (Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999: 140) that makes certain kinds of 

meaning-making resources more likely than others to be useful in a pal1icular 

context. According to this view, the constituent variables of register redound with 

linguistic metafunctions (Figure 3.2). 

In addition, following work undel1aken by Ruqaiya Hasan (Halliday and Hasan 

1985) and extended by Martin (1992), an SFL conception of genre has been 

developed to account for context at a higher level of abstraction, approximating 

Malinowski's context of culture (Martin 1992: 495; Eggins 1994: 25-35). Genre, in 

SFL, describes language (semiosis) as purposeful activity aimed at achieving certain 

goals - 'genre is how things get done, when language is used to do them' (Martin 

1985: 248).7 A genre is recognisable because of our cultural knowledge - common 

understandings of how we use language in social life. A genre creates expectations 

and detennines certain systemic choices in field, tenor and mode: thus, context is 

itself stratified. Figure 3.3 shows this stratification, extending the metaredundancy 

relationship (represented by cotangential circles) between language and register. The 

slope of the arrows indicates a difference in abstraction between strata. 

As the alTows in Figure 3.3 indicate, the relationship between strata is not considered 

to be unidirectional. As social action and structure are mutually constitutive, 

language realises but also creates context, construing the context of situation and 

reproducing the context of culture: 

the relation of language to the social system is not simply one of expression, 

but a more complex natural dialectic in which language actively symbolizes 
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the social system, thus creating as well as being created by it. (Halliday 

1978: 182) 

This systemic model of context is useful insofar as it provides categories of analysis, 

but it sits awkwardly with contemporary understandings of the social world as 

complex and contingent. There have recently emerged some important challenges to 

Martin's rendering of context, according to which geme can be seen not as a semiotic 

system realised by register, but as a more dynamic aspect of intertextuality: genre 

construes one kind of relation (among others) between texts. This view draws upon 

the work of cultural theorists Mikhail Bakhtin and Julia Kristeva. 

blte,.textuulity 

According to Bakhtin (1981), all discourse derives meaning from relations (of 

similatity and difference) with other discourse. There are two aspects to this 

phenomenon. Firstly, all instances of language use ('utterances ' , or texts) are 

dialogic - they ' respond' to previous utterances, and they anticipate a response from 

their audience, 'structur(ing) itself in the answer's direction ' (1981 : 280). Fairclough 

(1992 : 103) follows Kristeva (1986) in framing dialogicity as the 'horizontal' 

(syntagmatic) dimension of intertextuality: texts are framed by their relationships 

with other texts before and after them in time. Secondly, there is a 'vertical' 

(paradigmatic) dimension of heteroglossia - in Bakhtin's tenns, language is not 

'unitary' in its use, but 'stratified' into various different fonns: linguistic dialects, 

socio-ideological fom1s such as genres, 'professional' languages, period- or 

generation-bound languages, and so on (1981 : 271-72). Texts are framed by the 

characteristics they share with other, parallel texts. Heteroglossia is seen as a general 

'centtifugal' tendency for language and meanings to diversify, acting against the 

'centripetal' (or monoglossic) forces of linguistic abstraction (such as grammatical 

descriptions of languages) and standardisation (such as state-authorised national 

languages and orthographies) (1981: 271) . Thus, although heteroglossia can be seen 

to represent the synchronic aspect of intertextuality, it simultaneously implies that 

linguistic f0J111s are constantly changing as these forces interact (Volosinov 1973). 

The meaning context of a text, then, includes dialogic and heteroglossic relations 

with an indefinite number of other texts - how it draws LtpOn, responds to and 
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anticipates them, and the more general features that it shares with them. These 

general features are meaningful to the text's audience because, as they are 

reproduced in multiple settings, they become (structurated) cultural conventions. 

More specifically, they become aspects of one or more institutional orders of 

discourse (Fairclough 1992: 103). As indicated above, genre can be seen as a 

particular type of intertextual (heteroglossic) relation and, thus, as an aspect of the 

institutions upon which discourse participants draw.8 

Intertextuality is the basis of Fairclough's (2003) alternative three-dimensional 

model of discourse in social life, which shifts from Halliday's emphasis on the 

formal properties of the semiotic system (as metafunctions) to the more fluid ways in 

which discourse figures in social practices. In Fairclough's model, the dimensions 

are orders of discourse - genres, discourses and styles - that directly link discourse to 

institutions. These intertextual relations are, nonetheless, largely identifiable by their 

systemic features; indeed, Fairclough draws heavily on Halliday's metafunctional 

framework in describing genres, discourses and styles. 

In their social aspect, then, texts realise orders of discourse through the medium of 

register. Systemically, the relationship is one of instantiation; texts are instantiations 

of language/semiosis (that is, of the linguistic/semiotic system). It is through the 

instantiation relation that SFL accounts for the dialectic between system and text, and 

thus for systemic and discursive change. 

3.3.3 Language and change 

If a system is conceived of as a set of potentials, with probabilities attached to 

paIticular choices, each instantiation slightly perturbs those probabilities - as Maltin 

puts it, 'just as a cricketer's batting average fluctuates slightly with every run scored' 

(1997: 9) - and thus contributes to changes in the system. Over time, these 

perturbations may become major enough to constitute a 'change' in meaning 

potential. 

Levels of semiotic and discursive change ('semogenesis') are described in terms of 

the depths of time involved (Halliday and Mattiessen 1999): 

unfolding of meaning over the course of a text - logogenesis (for example, 

Halliday! 994; Martin! 999; !cdema 200! a); 
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language development over a person's lifetime - ontogenesis (Painter 1990, 

1998; Halliday 1993); 

language evolution over the history of a culture - phylogenesis (Halliday and 

Martin 1993). 

From this point of view, semiotic resources can be seen as contingent and dynamic: 

it would be more natural to interpret language, register and genre as the 

projection of semohistory (across all three time frames) than as realizing an 

abstract and reified ideology .... (Martin 1997: 10) 

Semogenesis, at all three levels, is conceived as an expansion of meaning potential in 

response to shifting contexts: logo genetic shifts in field; tenor and mode; ontogenetic 

learning and physical development in the speaker; phylogenetic shifts in the context 

of culture. This overall expansion in potential results , in part, from the adoption of 

strategies and technologies that allow for increasing abstraction (writing, for 

example). Because of the dialectic links between text and various levels of context, 

the study of semogenesis is able to provide useful insights into personal, cultural and 

institutional change. However, I believe that SFL's three-layered model is limited in 

terms of accounting for what Chouliaraki and Fairclough call conjunctures (1999: 22; 

drawing on Laclau and Mouffe 1985; Harvey 1996) - assemblages of people, 

practices and things for the purpose of particular projects, which may vary in scale 

and form (for example, building a house; the civil rights movement). COl~unctures 

seem to lie between logogenesis and phylogenesis, but somehow 'beside' 

ontogenesis. The lacuna could be seen as in part related to a general neglect within 

SFL of how sets of texts mobilise related meanings as part of particular projects 

(construction of community issues, group fonnation, and temporally-extended 

practices). In recent years, some linguists concerned with the development of 

political meanings have noted the need for a project-level 'genesis' (Macken-Horarik 

2004). For the purpose of this thesis, I have coined the term 'ergogenesis' - from the 

Greek 'ergo' meaning ' project' - to describe discoursal change associated with 

conjunctures. 

One exception to SFL's neglect of 'ergogenesis' is Rick ledema's work on 

bureaucratic discourse, in particular his 1997 study of planning for the 

renovation/extension of a mental hospital (1997a). In this stl.1dy, Iedema extended 
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the notion of logogenesis to show how, over a period of six months, this planning 

process discursively constructed 'agreement' between a set of interested/oriented 

actors. He showed how the project achieved material change in the social world 

through a process of semiotic morphogenesis (from Wilden 1980 - bringing together 

diverse meanings in new forms). Iedema called this process 'resemiotisation' - the 

gradual fixing (or, drawing on actor-network theory, 'black-boxing' [Call on and 

Latour 1981; see Chapter 6]) of hegemonic meanings in increasingly durable, 

authoritative and semantically dense texts, able to extend (spatially and temporally) 

their influence and to be 'taken for granted' in future events. Figure 3.4 illustrates 

the resemiotisation process with an example from planning, showing how the process 

translates 'from knowledge to action ' (Friedmann 1987). 

Iedema's analysis of the discourse in his case study - meetings of the steering 

committee (talk), minutes, report/design bIief and a floor plan - showed that, in 

translating according to the conventions of established genres, morphogenetic 

resemiotisation can naturalise meanings that were, in their original utterance, quite 

diffuse and even hesitant. [edema represents this process as highly contingent, 

showing how naturalised semiotic relations can be constructed in the moment in 

quite unpredictable ways. Fairclough (2003) reinterprets this phenomenon, which he 

sees as particularly significant in the networking of social institutions. He uses the 

tenn 'genre chain' (2003: 32), a metaphor which confers a 'real' status on the 

concept of resemiotisation and suggests that translating across genres takes place in 

quite systematic ways. [will return to this discrepancy in Chapter 6 (6.2.3); 

however, in either its contingent or its teleological aspect, resemiotisation represents 

a crucial element of social/institutional networking. Meanings may translate across 

genres associated with different sets of institutions - from everyday talk to an 

ethnographic interview to a govemment report to an educational syllabus, for 

example - transfonning both the meanings associated with the texts and, sometimes, 

the institutions into which they are being introduced. 

More recently, [edema's concept of resemiotisation has been extended to include 

heteroglossic, as well as monoglossic, change: some textual meanings (such as those 

captured in mass media reports) can be thought of as inviting ever more voices into 

the ' conversation', centrifugally generating a proliferation of diverse texts (2003a, 
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2003b; Iedema and Scheeres 2003). The tension between monoglossic and 

heteroglossic resemiotisation (or logogenesis/ergogenesis more generally) is, I argue, 

a key issue in participatory planning. 

,.4 Language in myenquby 

Systemic functional linguistics provides a theoretical framework for thinking about 

linguistic texts in relation to social context, tension and institutional change. It thus 

lends itself well to critical discourse analysis, the general methodolof,'Y for this 

enquiry. Several concepts are of particular importance to my analysis: 

discourse semantics and lexicogrammar as semiotic strata in the exchange of 

meanings; 

semiosis as simultaneously building meanings in the representational/ideational, 

orientationallinterpersonal and organisational/textual dimensions; 

syntagmatic and paradigmatic intertextuality as a complex understanding of 

social context; and 

resemiotisation as a realisation of ergogenetic discoursal change and, thus, as a 

potential manifestation of and resource for institutional transfonnation. 

Using these concepts, and associated analytical tools (Chapter 5, 5.3.2; Appendices 

D-H), I am able to look beyond the surface features of the discourse, such as the use 

of specialised vocabularies and metaphors (Tett and Wolf 1991; Whatmore and 

BOllcher 1992; Hillier 1993; Throgmorton 1993; Myerson and Rydin 1994; Rydin 

1998; Collins 1999; Hastings 1999; Marston 2002), to the underlying linguistic 

practices through which meanings are exchanged, agreed upon and transcribed. This 

type of analysis has a vital conhibution to make in the area of participatory planning, 

because stakeholders often emerge from an 'uneven playing field' in tenns of their 

resources, cultural assumptions, and control of hegemonic discourses (Marris 1996), 

and because participation may realise power and organisation in ways only 

accessible to analysis at the micro level (Forester 1999b). To better understand these 

issues is impo11ant, because 'agreements' reached in participatory procedures should, 

in an ideal world, lead to real actions with real consequences (Hillier 2000a). 

The thesis has so far described the academic context, research questions, and 

methodology of my enquiry. In the remainder of Part I, I describe the enquiry as it 
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unfolded. Chapter 4 provides an account of my experiences in the field, also giving 

overviews of the events of the case studies themselves. 
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4 In the field 

Chapter 2 outlined the theoretical context, questions and approach of my enquiry, 

and Chapter 3 described a text-analytical framework for my chosen methodology of 

critical discourse analysis. In this chapter and the next, I present the enquiry as a 

reflective nan·ative, explaining various choices I made in terms of fieldwork, analysis 

and wliting the thesis. The presentation is not strictly chronological: fieldwork, 

analysis and writing were in fact intertwined, each informing the development of the 

others (Alvesson and Skoldberg 2000; Silvennan 2000). Moreover, intemlptions to 

the progress of the case studies caused the enquiry's actual clu·onology to be 

somewhat erratic. For the sake of clarity, I have reorganised my nan·ative into 

elements, rather than stages, of the research. Chapter 4 focllses on the fieldwork 

component - the collection of data and the stories of the two case studies - before I 

describe the analysis and writing in Chapter 5. 

I begin by outlining the preparatory stages of the research, first positioning myself 

with respect to the data then detailing the reasons for selecting the two case studies, 

and the process of introducing myself into them. I then summarise my fieldwork in 

relation to each of my two case studies, outlining what I see as the key events and 

features characterising each one, as a framing for the analysis expounded in Parts 2 

and 3 of the thesis (summaries are re-presented in table form as Appendix C). 

4.1 Preliminaries 

4.1.1 Positioning 

Chapter I indicated that this research was largely motivated by a desire to make 

sense of my own rather disorienting experiences of consultation and participation in 

planning. It is against the background of these experiences that my engagement with 

the case studies should be understood. Chapter 2 explains that my interpretive 

position was critical, but in the sense of seeking 'hidden' cOIUlections, rather than 

that of aiming to expose deliberate conspiracies or tools of oppression on the part of 

tbe bureaucrats representing the state. I still maintain a belief in the value of the 

public service, and the enquiry's orientation reflects this belief. Its purpose is to 

problematise the mi cro-processes of selection, interpretation and translation through 

""!lich certain cultural values ~nd practices COine to d0l11!nate planning discourse. 
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In the process of enquiry, I have been engaged in a practice of selection, 

interpretation and translation just as those involved in the case studies have. The 

discourse of academia is no less objectifying than that of bureaucracy (Smith 1990), 

and usually far less accountable to those it objectifies. In the spirit of 'practising 

what one preaches ' , it needs to be acknowledged that social research is never value

free, and that in spite of my agreement (4.1.3) to be passive in my observations, I 

was not able to be 'impartial', either with respect to the processes or regarding the 

substantive issues discussed. I admit, therefore, that I have serious personal concems 

about the practice of participatory planning in late capitalism. I do not agree that 

principles such as nature conservation and social justice - socially constructed as 

these may be - should be given the same status as vested interests by requiring their 

'representation' in the persons of 'greenies' and 'advocates' to argue in debate. 

Rather, I believe that they should .act as explicit constraints to all deliberative 

decision making (Gutmann and Thompson 1990, 1996). One reason for this is that I 

believe participatory practice tends to be associated more with projects that challenge 

free-market capitalism than with those that support it, private development plalUling 

being protected in Australia by such tags as 'commercial-in-confidence' : 

During the 1950's and 1960's a significant change in the govemment's 

objectives for public participation came about. Instead of promoting 

participation simply for reasons of protection of individual interests, some in 

the federal govemment suggested that participation was essential to good 

govemance. Today, pmticipation is still valued, but once again as a 

watchdog activity rather than a means to liberate citizens from poverty, 

exploitation and injustice. (RelUl et al. 1995a: 19) 

The framing of environmental and social justice principles as 'stakeholders', 

therefore, can be seen as a way of limiting, rather than increasing, their influence. 

Moreover, I am uncomfortable with the apparent erosion of such principles by 'the 

one big idea' (Walter 1996) that the market is the answer, and I agree with James 

Walter that policy makers ' adoption of processes - such as consensus or economic 

growth - as goals in themselves can be seen as a sign that political leaders in 

Australia have (further?) relinquished their vision-making role in favour of that idea 

(1996: 57-58). I am aware that neither these opinions, nor my basic assumption that 
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most people - including public servants - mean well most of the time, are shared by 

all the participants in my case studies, and that, consequently, they might not agree 

with many of my interpretations. 

4.1.2 Selecting the case studies 

The two case studies were selected in consultation with various local and state 

govemment representatives. In seeking suitable cases, I focllssed on one region in 

non-metropolitan Australia, and targeted public servants working in that region, for 

two main reasons. First, I had Jived in that region for several years, including some 

as a public servant, and was familiar with some of the local issues and difficult: 

surrounding participation in policy making. This 'insider knowledge' gave I •. 

something of an advantage: 'Knowledge of [social] reality is produced by 

"immersion" in it' (Blaikie 2000: 120). It was my experience in the region, in fact, 

that led to the conception of this research project. Second, political discourse in 

regional Australia is permeated by a strong anti-centralist rhetoric which I believe 

reflects - and perhaps magnifies - broader trends associated with calls for increased 

palticipation: mistrust of traditional govemment, localism, fragmentation of interests 

and identities. The distance (cultural, as well as spatial) between state bureaucracies 

and local communities is perceived by many within those communities to be greater 

than III metropoli tan areas. was therefore confident that the 

stakeholder/bureaucratic tensions I was looking for would be evident in case studies 

from the region. 

My initial enqlllnes identified two soon-to-be-commenced case studies that 

exempli tied the central problematic of this enquiry: the attempted resolution of 

land/water use issues by decision-making groups which include stakeholders from 

olltside the bureaucratic sphere. In addition, both cases had a history of conflict 

between at least some of the stakeholders and govenunent, and in one case there had 

also been considerable antagonism between different stakeholders. The case studies 

were: 

'Alpha' - a committee established by the state 'Department of Marine 

Management' ('DOMM') to develop a management plan for a proposed marine 

reserve near a town that in this thesis I call 'Scrubfield'; and 
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'Beta' - a committee initiated by the 'Shire of Harbourtown and Environs' 

('SOHE') to identify land for industrial use within the municipality and to make 

decisions about the future of the existing industrial area, ' Lumbervale'. 

My original purpose in selecting two cases was to compare a state-led process with 

one managed locally, in order to explore the effects of the 'distance' between lay

stakeholders and the executive. While this remained an important issue, as the study 

progressed the cases demonstrated a number of additional relevant differences (4.3). 

4.1.3 Negotiating a relationship 

Having identified suitable case studies for my enquiry, I approached DOMM and 

SOHE to request access. Through several discussions with nominated officers, a 

proposed agreement (Appendix A), detailing 'rights and obligations' of each party 

(the researcher, the committee, and the executive) was drafted for each committee's 

consideration. Apparently satisfied with these tem1s, both resolved by consensus at 

their first meetings to grant me access. The agreements gave me the status of 'silent 

observer' at the committee meetings, and sought to minimise my influence, rather 

than providing for my active participation. They required, for example, that I refrain 

from actively supporting any outcome and from advising members or executive staff 

about how to achieve their aims. I was, however, able to interact individually with 

participants. I 

The nature of these agreements raised a number of methodological and ethical issues. 

Due to the imposed 'detached observer' status, my project cannot be considered 

participatory or action research, which entails the researcher and other participants 

working towards common goals (Cameron et al. 1992; Stringer 1999; Reason and 

Bradbury 2001; Mon'is 2002). However, I felt it important to acknowledge that the 

participants in these committees did have reasons for allowing me to observe them, 

and that their reasons differed from my own. As I understand it, the executives in 

these cases hoped to receive some critical evaluation that might help them to improve 

the effectiveness (in terms of acceptance by the stakeholders) of their 

consultative/participatory processes. Others expressed various purposes, including a 

desire to have the process recorded and scrutinised by an outsider (owing to a lack of 

trust between participants), and a wish to forward anonymous or collective views 

about the process to th e bureaucracy2 None of these reasons strictly accorded with 
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my own, which was to collect materials that would assist my attempts to address a 

set of esotetic research questions and to persuade my examiners that I am able to say 

something interesting. 

Moreover, my evaluative positions, epistemological and towards the cases, were not 

shared by the majority of participants. These issues led to a 'paradigm/contract 

disjunction' (Lincoln and Guba 1985: 284; also Scheeres and Solomon 2000 on 

collaborative research; Strathem 1987 on auto-anthropology) which had the potential 

not only to lead to differing interpretations of the action, but also to render my final 

product - this thesis - useless for the participants' purposes. In an attempt to 

respond to the case study participants' wishes, my agreements with the committees 

included provision of case study repol1s,l which reported the views of participants in 

accordance with a more straightforward phenomenological approach (Holstein and 

Gubrium \994; Blaikie 2000). That is , the reports attend to the cases as isolated 

phenomena, rather than in relation to their broader societal fields of production, and 

derive themes, principles and conclusions from analysis of the interviews (rather than 

from my research questions) in an attempt to match participants' concems. The 

provision of case study reports, which were subject to ' member checking' (Lincoln 

and Guba \985), also provided an opportunity for participants to give me feedback 

on my research, without assuming editorial rights over my thesis. 

Apart from the theoretical and personal issues discussed above, my agreements with 

Alpha and Beta raised practical problems. As important as our differing expectations 

was the question of observer influence. In spite of my agreement to minimise my 

influence on each of the case studies, I have no doubt that my involvement affected 

them in a number of ways. First, it is likely that the mere presence of an outsider -

especially one with a tape recorder - led to some self-censorship and/or showing off 

on the pat1 of meeting pat1icipants. In fact, it was commented to me following one 

early meeting that 'we were all our best behaviour'. There were also times (although 

not during Alpha's or Beta's meetings) when I was the only woman in the room, 

which I am sure affected the men's usual interactive style, although they never 

explicitly told me SO.4 At most of the fonnal committee meetings, however, no such 

obvious effects were evident. I did not sit at the table with the committees, but 

separately (in the case of Alpha, wi th a number of other observers), and [ believe that 
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my constant presence in the background meant that I became 'part of the scenery' 

and was generally ignored in this context. The tendency for this to occur is one of 

the principles that make naturalistic ethnography possible (Saville-Troike 1989). 

There were other ways in which my role in the construction of meanings was not 

completely inactive. I had at least two, and usually three or four, conversations with 

each participant, during which they were asked to consider the process in novel 

aspects and/or additional detail. Frequently, although I feel that I succeeded in not 

'advising' people or taking an obvious position on substantive issues, I did allow my 

own concems about the process to show. It would have been impossible not to and 

still to address these concems in the interviews. However, I felt that my need to 

obtain the perspectives of the participants outweighed any interpretive problems 

caused by this kind of involvement. The issue was discussed with the committees 

and executives at the start of the project, and a consensus formed that encouraging 

participants to think more deeply about the process was, on the whole, more likely to 

be a positive than a negative contribution. 

Finally, pmticipants ' understandings of my identity (as a student, planner, ex-public 

servant, partner of a public servant, woman, Anglo-Celtic Australian) and my role in 

their planning exercise (as an independent researcher, potential advocate, pmt of the 

institution, extra work, ilTelevant presence) must have affected their communication 

with me during interviews. This was not something I could control, or even reliably 

identify. I can only reflect upon the effects it may have had, and treat these effects, 

where possible, as additional data about participants' orientations (Silvennan 2000: 

206). 

4.2 Sources 

The data collection for this enquiry combined the four main qualitative methods 

outlined by David Silverman (2000: 90): ethnographic observation, analysis of texts 

and documents, interviews, and audio/video recording. The principal data were the 

spoken and written texts generated by the two planning processes - especially the 

audio-recorded committee meetings - and semi-structured interviews with the 

participants. The fieldwork took place from October 2000 to March 2005, mainly in 

55 



the region, though a few interviews and some documentary research were also 

conducted oppOltunistically in Perth, where I now live. 

Meetings 

During the committees' planning stages, I attended and observed all of Alpha's nine 

and seventeen of Beta's nineteen fonnal meetings. From the second meeting of Beta 

and the third of Alpha,s the meetings were audio-taped. There was, however, no 

systematic recording of any extra-linguistic features of the discourse (faciallbodily 

expression, gestures, eye contact, visual aids and so on). This is not because I did 

not consider such features relevant, but because my agreements with the committees 

did not pennit me to video-record the meetings. Such observations as I was able to 

note were ad hoc and intermittent. 

Meetings were transcribed verbatim using consistent conventions to indicate pauses, 

intonation, interruptions and so on. The meeting transcripts fonn the central 

empirical data set for the research. I attempted to be thorough in the transcription; 

however, it is inevitable that transfelTing discourse from one mode (spoken) to 

another (written) involves some slippage. The omission of extra-linguistic features 

of discourse is just one way of missing nuances: 

As useful as they are, transcripts are not unbiased representations of the data. 

Far from being exhaustive and objective, they are inherently selective and 

interpretive. (Edwards 2001: 321) 

To some extent, therefore, my analysis of the transcripts draws upon my own 

memories of events, which are not accessible to readers of the thesis. Whenever I 

felt there was ambiguity or unceliainty about speakers' intentions, I attempted to add 

their interpretation to mine by asking them what they meant. Of course, this 

introduces two levels of bias: my own, and that of the impression the speakers 

wished to give me; however comparing interpretations also provides opportunities 

for triangulation of the data6 or, in hermeneutic tenns, for complementing bias with 

counter-bias to an'ive at a more coherent whole (E. Betti, cited in Alvesson ancl 

Ski:ildberg 2000: 67, 72-73). 
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Other 'illtemai' texts 

Committee meetings are situated within what Fairclough calls 'intertextual chains' 

(1992: 130-33) or 'geme chains' (2003: 216): particular networks of texts that 

articulate a social practice, in this case that of pa11icipatory platUling. Data for my 

case studies included other texts within these networks, including: written material 

presented to the committees; draft and final minutes; media statements about the 

committees' work; reports to governing bodies (SOHE Council, DOMM's minister) ; 

cOlTespondence; and the plmming reports and maps through which the processes' 

outcomes are presented to their implementers and to the pUblic. 

There were additional 'intemal' texts to which I did not have access: private 

conversations and emails; private club meetings to which I was not invited; some 

relevant correspondence (in pa11icular, ministerial correspondence); and, no doubt, 

other texts of which I could not be aware. It is not possible for me to establish how 

impol1ant these omissions may have been to my understanding of the processes as 

series of events. However, my primary purpose in including additional intemal texts 

was not to produce an exhaustive narrative of everything that happened, but to 

interrogate processes of translation: to examine how, in these cases, the 

resemiotisation from one genre or semiotic system to another affected ideational, 

interpersonal and textual/organisational meanings, particularly within the planning 

institutions involved. The samples to which I had access, which included DOMM's 

and SOHE's entire project files, permitted such an analysis. 

Participallt illterviews 

Participant interviews complemented the meeting and other platUling texts in several 

ways. First, they provided a 'window' into participants' expectations, their values, 

their understanding of the process and their modes of expression. This was crucial to 

my purpose of identifying how tensions in participatory planning relate to 'cultural' 

framing differences, in particulai· between bureaucratic and other practices. Second, 

I wanted to explore how expectations and understandings changed over time, and 

whether such changes reflected the praclice-reconciling 'metaprocesses ' that r hoped 

to discover. It was important, therefore, to conduct more than one 'round ' of 

interviews for comparison over time. 1 conducted three rounds for each case study: 

one close to the start, one at the end, ~nd one in bet'.veen. Third, participants' 
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perceptions of the processes provided a point of comparison to my own: an 

additional source for hiangulation. Finally, the interviews provided an outlet for 

stakeholders to critique the processes - and the executive agencies and each other -

anonymously. It was this aspect that was most important to them and, consequently, 

it is given prominence in the case study reports . 

Interviews were held at times and venues nominated by the interviewees - in all but 

nine (out ofa total 78) instances, during the day at their places ofwork.7 In all cases, 

I gave pat1icipants some warning regarding the fonn and purpose of the interview, 

and I asked for their personal views, rather than the position of their employer or 

constituency. 8 Wherever possible, the interviews were audio-recorded and 

transcribed verbatim. In a few cases during the first and second round of interviews, 

circumstances such as background noise made it impossible to audio-tape, and I took 

detailed notes instead. In these cases, a 'dot-point' summary of the interview was 

forwarded to the interviewee for their confinnation before using the data. Copies of 

interview transcripts were also offered to interviewees, but refused in all but two 

cases. 

The interviews took the form of informal one-to-one conversations ranging from 

twenty minutes to (in one case) three hours, during which I probed for certain points 

if these had not emerged 'naturally'. In the first round these points concerned the 

establishment of the committee, and included the participant's understanding of: 

the background to the establishment of the committee, including the relationship 

of the executive to the community; 

the task(s) of the committee; 

how ' success' in the task(s) might be defined; 

why a participatory planning approach was being taken; 

whether such an approach was appropriate in this case, and why; 

the roles of the interviewee and other members on the committee; 

the appropriateness of the committee's membership; 

the nature of any problems that they were anticipating as the committee' s work 

progressed; 

how successful the committee had been so far, and reasons for this; and 
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the quality of the management of the process. 

In the second round I probed for pmiicipants' views on progress, specifically: 

how the process was progressing towards its aims; 

whether there had been any problems; 

where it was headed at this stage; 

the end point of the committee's involvement; 

whether any events outside meetings had affected the process; 

any general concerns about the process or its management; 

what they hoped and expected to achieve at the next meeting and overall; 

who in the committee had power to influence outcomes, and why; and 

whether their hopes or feelings about the process had changed since they staJied. 

The third round of interviews, which took place following each committee's 

adoption of their plan, took a different form. Before beginning any conversational 

exchange, participants were asked to produce an uninterrupted recount of the 

process, including as much detail as they could about their own experience of it. The 

purpose of this was to explore which aspects or moments of the process would 

emerge unprompted, how those aspects compared with those emphasised in earlier 

interviews, and the level of ' closure' evident in participants' accounts. 9 This strategy 

met with varying levels of success: although about half the interviewees produced a 

recount, some were reluctant to 'tell me things ' that they felt [ already knew, and 

others appeared to feel threatened by the apparent 'test', continually restating that 

ihey could not remember everything. In these cases, I asked them instead to tell me 

what they thought were the major steps in, achievements of, and obstacles to the 

process. Additional probes focussed on: 

main achievements and/or obstacles; 

how they felt about their own role; 

what they thought the executive agency might have learnt from the process. 

[n all three rounds, the idea behind the probes was to focus discussion on relations 

and process, rather than the substantive planning issues. 1o [n addition, [ used the 

interviews opportunistically to clarify points of fact or inference about which I was 
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uncertain, including participants' motivations for actions observed within the 

meetings. I also asked each time whether any moments had stood out as important to 

the participant as part of my sampling strategy (Chapter 5, 5.3.1), and for general 

comments. 

'External'sollrces 

Fundamental to the theory and methodology of CDA is an acknowledgement that 

texts cannot be understood in isolation, but must be considered in a framework of 

intertextuality and interdiscursivity. Such a fi·amework goes beyond the 

'intertextuallgenre chains' referred to above. The texts generated by the planning 

process are in dialogue with (Bakhtin 1981), and derive meaning from, the totality of 

texts and discourses circulating in the social field(s) in which the process takes place 

(see Myerson and Rydin 1996 on 'networks of topicality' and the 'rhetorical web'). 

[n order to place my plincipal sources within their intertextual background, I refen·ed 

to a number of secondary sources, including local and (to a lesser extent) statewide 

newspapers; newsletters and meetings of two community organisations (the 

Lumbervale residents' action group [LAG) in Harbourtown and a local naturalists' 

club in Scrubfield); and governmental policy/plamiing documents. I also attended 

and received minutes of meetings of the SOHE Council and a number of public 

meetings held during the fieldwork period which appeared to bear some direct or 

indirect relation to the case studies (for example, conceming development proposals 

within or near the two towns). 

To fU1iher enrich my understanding of the case studies, I also held additional 

interviews with various people who had previous involvement with events or actions 

leading up to the committees' establishment, or who had peripheral involvement 

during the course of the planning processes. These people were usually identified by 

one or more of the central case study paIiicipants (a 'snowball' technique [Kitchin 

and Tate 1999: 54)), though they also included two SOHE councillors whom I had 

observed expressing strong views about Beta's project at Council meetings. 

Interviews took the fonn of casual discussions and focussed on clarifying events to 

which I was not privy, as well as the interviewees' role in those events. 
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Further, throughout the project I discussed my ideas with my supervisors, other 

academics, fellow students, and various policy practitioners. I also presented papers 

at seminars and national/international conferences in May and November 2001, July 

and November 2002, July 2004 and January 2005 in order to obtain feedback from a 

wider group of scholars, and read widely in a range of related disciplines. This 'peer 

debriefing' (Lincoln and Guba 1985) was particularly useful in suggesting new lines 

of inquiry or analysis and in confronting preconceptions and biases. 

Immersioll 

Finally, the enquiry was infOimed by my personal experience and observations 

(Denzin 1997; Sarantakos 1998; Blaikie 2000). In addition to having played a 

valiety of roles in consultation processes, I had spent time living, working and 

recreating in both Scrubfield and Harbourtown, during which I had formed my own 

opinions about them and their governance. DUling the project, I again lived in each 

locality for at least six months and otherwise made an effort to become more familiar 

with the places under discussion: undertaking a self-guided tour of Lumbervale and 

other places discussed by Beta; taking a commercially operated boat cruise tlu'ough 

Alpha's study area. I discussed the general issue of stakeholder participation in 

casual conversations with various public servants and people involved with 

community organisations in the area, and listened to people's views on aspects of the 

case studies whenever the opportunity presented. 

My own experiences must have affected my interpretation of the events I was 

observing: personal bias is unavoidable in interpretive research (Denzin 1997; 

Alvesson and Skiildberg 2000; Flyvbjerg 2001). I nonetheless believe that, overall, 

the enquiry benefited from my local knowledge. For example, paliicipants in 

meetings and interviews constantly referred casually to local people, places and 

things in ways which would have been quite bewildering to a 'novice'. Indeed, 

according to many commentators, 'prolonged engagement' (Lincoln and Guba 1985) 

is the cornerstone of ethnography: in order to understand a culture well enough to 

gauge distortions within it, there must be an investment of time. Further, the use of 

numerous additional sources - to which I had access largely through local social and 

professional networks - provided complementary counter-biases for triangulation, 

and allowed me to 'double-check' ambiguous or apparently superficial 
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infOimation/interpretations for relevance and contentiousness - a technique for 

establishing 'credibility' that Lincoln and Guba (1985) call 'persistent observation'. 

Auditing 

The sources outlined above generated a large amount of potentially challengeable 

data. 'Reliability' (Yin 1984; Silvennan 2000; 'dependability' and ' confinnability' 

in Lincoln and Guba's [1985] telms) is established by means of the retention of all 

records relating to the enquiry - transcliptions and audio-tapes, related documents, 

records of my own movements and communications, regular reports to my 

supervisors, and notes pertaining to the development of my analysis and arguments 

in a fonll suitable for audit (Hubemlan and Miles 1994). Indeed, the retention of all 

records (under lock and key) for five years is a standard requirement under Curtin 

University's ethics guidelines, and was one of the conditions on my proceeding with 

this enquiry. 

4.3 Fieldwork 

The two case studies were independent of each other; II this is how they are presented 

in this section. The stories here are expository, and do not provide much detail or 

critical comment: rather, they outline the events of my enquiry to provide an 

empirical basis for the analysis expounded in later chapters. For ease of reference, 

both stories are summarised and presented in table form as Appendix C. 

This enquiry was a longitudinal study: I followed the cases from the initial 

establishment until the final meeting of each committee's planning process. Duling 

this time, each committee progressed through a number of phases, in terms both of 

the work that they were doing, and of shifting direction and dynamics. The context 

for my data collection was therefore in continual flux. 
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4.3.1 Alpha's story 

Alpha's planning process was carefully structured by DOMM to produce a 

management plan for the proposed marine reserve as 'efficiently' as possible. This 

meant that their agendas were explicitly outcomes-focussed, with most of their 

substantive items being drawn from the management plan's proposed table of 

contents. However, DOMM were also aware of a need to overcome a range of 

historical disputes arising from competition over resources in the area, which is 

exploited for commercial and recreational fishing, aquaculture, mineral/petroleum 

production, port uses, tourism, scientific research and various additional recreational 

uses centred on a number of islands (Figure 4.1). All the above interests were 

represented on the committee. 

The phases that Alpha went through were carefully planned by DOMM: an 

introductory phase was followed by work on the 'non-contentious' wordy parts of 

the management plan (to promote the development of good working relationships), 

before moving on to what everybody expected to be the most difficult element - the 

designation of zones where various uses could be controlled/restricted. 

Phase 1: Getting started 

Alpha's first phase included their first two meetings, in August and November 2000, 

and my first round of interviews, frol11 November 2000 to February 2001. The 

agendas focussed on familiarising members with the proposed planning procedure, 

with each other, and with some contextual issues pertaining to the study area. 

The first meeting consisted of introductions and briefings, 12 including Alpha's 

general instructions, explanation of the proposed public consultation program, and 

guests from several government departments speaking about aspects of the regional 

ecological, environmental, social and economic context. In briefing the committee 

about their role, DOMM stressed that individuals were to see themselves as 

representing not particular interests, but rather the community as a whole. The forum 

was explicitly constructed as deliberative, rather than bargaining (Elster 1998b): 

members had been appointed on the basis of their 'expertise', and were expected to 

contribute knowledge, rather than to negotiate on behalf of their sectoral interests. 

Such interests would instead provide input to Alpha's deliberations via an additional 
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Figure 4.1: Scrub field and the study area for the proposed marine reserve (fictionalised map) 



public consultation program. Overall the first meeting was positive: members 

expressed support for the marine reserve proposal and, in their introductions, 

emphasised hopes and experiences that most of them had in common. 

There was little active discussion at this meeting. Nonetheless, some issues were 

raised which were to have important implications: in particular, a request from three 

Alpha members to extend the study area to include 'Muddy Bay' (Figure 4.1), the 

principal location of a certain commercial fishery; and a further request from the 

management of Scrubfield's port that their area be excluded from the marine reserve 

proposal. 

The pori management's request was repeated, with support from the pOli's main 

users, at the second meeting, and the matter became the subject of a lengthy, difficult 

and unresolved debate. Eventually, the committee moved on to what DOMM had 

intended to be its main task for Meeting 2: agreement on some generic content of the 

management plan. This included a Vision Statement, Strategic Objectives, Generic 

Management Objectives and a list of Ecological and Social Values.1J The list was 

produced by brainstorming: anything 'valued' by committee members or DOMM 

was considered a valid entry. The other text was initially drafted by DOMM staff for 

discussion/amendment, setting the scene for Phase 2 of the procedure, in which 

meetings were dominated by such 'texting' work. 

Following the second meeting, I began my first round of participant interviews 

(fifteen, plus three DOMM officers who had helped to establish the process but were 

no longer involved). This round took several months because it was interrupted by 

the Christmas period and because it included a number of people who did not live 

locally. In six cases, unfortunately, it was not possible to conduct the interviews 

until following the third meeting in February 200 I. 

This delay had obvious effects. The interviews were not highly structured, as I 

wanted to allow for production of participants ' own narratives and issues. As a 

result, interviewees tended to emphasise immediate concerns, using the interviews as 

a kind of 'debriefing' on the last meeting and/or current 'extracurricular' 

negotiations. The earlier Round I interviews showed a clear preoccupation with the 

input of the port and port users, generalised as a concem with controlling the 



behaviour of observers. The interviews conducted later reflected issues that arose 

during the third meeting: a high level of concern about the public consultation, and a 

growing mistrust ofDOMM's management of the process. 

Phase 2: Words 

The drafting of the management plan began in earnest at Alpha's third meeting, and 

dominated the agendas for Phase 2 of the process, during which meetings were held 

every two months. To facilitate the drafting process, DOMM usually presented the 

committee with suggested text for each section of the plan, requesting comments, 

amendments and endorsement. Thus, each meeting's outcome was a set of words 

that could be inserted directly into the plan. 

At the third meeting, the agenda asked Alpha to draft 'Objectives' for all the 'Social 

Values' that they had listed in Phase 1, starting with the value ' Indigenous Heritage ' . 

At this point, members rebelled. As they saw it, the committee was being asked to 

endorse a set of words, regarding a highly sensitive issue, into which neither the 

committee nor any identified stakeholders had had any input; they knew of no 

consultation regarding Indigenous heritage or interests, and were painfully aware that 

local Indigenous representation was lacking at the table. 14 Discussion became tense 

and awkward as members turned to complaining about procedural issues (especially 

the public consultation program), clearly displaying a lack of trust in DOMM staff. 

Their poor opinion was exacerbated by the fact that the issue on which the committee 

had spent so much time at Meeting 2 was reso lved at this meeting by solicitors' 

advice that the port could not legally be included in the marine reserve - thus, the 

stressful debate that they had had over the pOl1 became a 'waste of time'. 

The third meeting, therefore, was a trying one for both the membership and the 

executive. The fourth and fifth meetings went more smoothly. Although some time 

was still spent expressing and dealing with members' mistrust of DOMM, Alpha 

mostly followed their agenda, endors ing most of the 'wordy' sections of the 

management plan. At the same time, however, absenteeism increased dramatically, 

culminating in the cancellation of the sixth meeting (initially planned for August 

2001) due to poor attendance. 15 Meeting 6 was rescheduled for two days in 
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December 200 I: on the second day, the committee moved on to the zoning of the 

marine reserve, and Phase 3 began. 

The absenteeism was a problem for my second round of interviews (sixteen, plus a 

regular observer of the meetings and a local DOMM officer who had been involved 

previous disputes over management of the islands), which began in June 200 I 

following Meeting 5. I wished to discuss meeting dynamics and other aspects of the 

formal process with members, and felt that this would be of little benefit if they had 

not formally participated since our last interview; therefore, some members ' second 

interviews were delayed for several months until after their attendance at the sixth 

meeting. Once again, therefore, the interview round straddled two phases of the 

process, making direct comparison difficult. In particular, between the early and 

later interviews, the planning process had moved on from Alpha's texting work to 

what most of the members saw as the most impOIiant and interesting item - the 

designation of sanctuary ('no-take') and other use-restrictive zones. Consequently, 

the interviews reflected varying levels of enthusiasm, and a shift from an overriding 

concern with procedure - particularly external consultations, the committee ' s role, 

and meeting control - to a keen interest in the content of the zoning scheme. 

Phase 3: Maps 

As any planner or politician knows, conflict comes to a head when the lines 

are drawn. (Neuman 1998: 215) 

There was a significant shift in dynamics for the third and final phase. Meetings 

were longer, taking up two days, and became less regular, both because the external 

consultation effort between meetings increased dramatically and because of frequent 

postponements through which DOMM tried (unsuccessfully) to secure full 

attendance. The zoning discussions were characterised by excitement and 'robust 

debate' in which conflict often surfaced. 

The zoning phase also differed from the texting phase in that Alpha began with a 

' blank sheet' instead of drafts for consideration. DOMM facilitated the process 

through use of a sophisticated geographic information system (GIS) which stored 

habitat, ecological, tenure and use information collected prior to the committee's 

establishment. GIS maps were projected onto an overhead screen so thai tllis spalial 
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infol111ation - any item of which could be retrieved separately or overlayed - and the 

committee's manipulation of the zoning boundaries could be given immediate visual 

form. In addition, the zoning was informed by more stakeholder presentations and 

input from the 'public', which alleviated, to a large extent, members' earlier concerns 

about the effectiveness of the consultation process. 

At the sixth meeting, the committee produced a first draft of a zoning scheme for the 

entire study area, identifying sixteen areas as either no-take or limited-take zones. 

Alpha endorsed this draft scheme on condition that it be subject to broad public 

consultation and reviewed by the committee before being released for its fomlal 

public submission period. To this end, DOMM embarked on a number of extra 

pUblicity exercises following Meeting 6. These were focussed on eliciting comment 

on the zoning scheme via a written 'feedback form'. They included static displays at 

public libraries and key worksites in Scrubfield; staffed displays at SClUbfield's 

shopping centres (held on weekends or late-night-shopping evenings and reportedly 

attracting 185 people); and fomlal presentations with a number of local clubs (mostly 

fishing clubs). As a result, DOMM received fifty-nine submissions, which staff 

summarised for presentation (as a document) to Alpha at their seventh meetiilg in 

May 2002. 

At that meeting, Alpha discussed the submissions and produced a second draft of the 

zoning scheme. Submissions had come from recreational anglers, commercial 

fishers , aquaculture companies, port users, scientists and conservation organisations, 

and concerns they expressed about each zone appeared largel y to be reflected among 

the committee membership, who had been nominated from a similar set of 

stakeholder groups. The zoning discussion thus repositioned the committee members 

as sector representatives, fragmenting the solidarity that they had adopted in their 

struggle with DOMM in Phase 2. 

Following the seventh meeting there was a second de facto public submission period, 

though without the shopping centre displays. During this time, a local recreational 

angling club, the 'Scrubfield Fishing and Diving Association' (SFDA), held a 

number of public meetings with a view to encouraging as many of their constituents 

as possib Ie to make submissions about the zoning scheme. I attended these meetings, 

where discussion focussed on five main issues: speci.fic zoning restrictions perceived 
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as an attack on recreational fishing 'rights'; likely problems in enforcing the zones; 

the ' removal' of Muddy Bay from the proposal (an act seen as 'favouring' 

commercial over recreational fishers); deficiencies in DOMM' s consultation process; 

and the laziness/apathy of recreational anglers not present. 

Apart from the last, the above concerns appeared at Alpha's eighth meeting (in 

November 2002) in thirty-five submissions from recreational anglers. In addition, 

there were two form letters requesting changes to specific zones, signed by eighty

eight and thirty-six people, and a stakeholder presentation reiterating the content of 

one of those letters. Recreational angler members of Alpha made much of the weight 

of numbers in arguing for zoning amendments. Meeting 8 - originally intended to be 

the last Alpha meeting - saw a significant rise in tension between members, as the 

process drew closer to realising its product. This tension was not unifonn, however. 

The interpersonal dynamic fluctuated between conflict and solidarity as members' 

alliances shifted according to the zones and issues at stake, and to their evaluations of 

the public/stakeholder submissions. 

Contrary to DOMM's intentions, the eighth meeting did not finalise the draft 

management plan, and another meeting was called for February 2003. At that ninth 

meeting, before Alpha proceeded with the final zoning amendments, one of the 

recreational angler members made a presentation in which he withdrew his support 

for the zoning scheme, expressing his disappointment in the committee's response to 

the public submissions, and also a view that the entire approach of using spatial 

controls was flawed. This position, expressed at the 'eleventh hour', took most of 

Alpha's members by surprise. They had devoted three meetings (five days) to the 

zoning scheme and were reluctant to overturn the results of that effort; they therefore 

decided not to reject the zoning approach at this stage. They did, however, make 

further amendments to the current version of the zoning scheme at the request of the 

committee's other recreational angler. 

Finally, Alpha also considered the management plan as a whole - including 

extensive sections on generic management strategies that had not previously been 

' processed' through the meetings - and endorsed (after amendment) a letter of advice 

to the Minister for Marine Management. As the two days progressed , the agenda 

becUine 1110re and i110re focussed on adn1inistrative tasks, and the t1W11ber of 
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attendees steadily decreased. By the end of the meeting less than half of the 

committee members were present. 

The close of the ninth meeting represented, formally, the end of Alpha's involvement 

in the initial planning process. However, I decided not to proceed with my final 

interviews until the minutes had been returned to members. In the event, this took 

six months: DOMM staff had waited until the management plan and accompanying 

letter had been forwarded to their minister before finalising the minutes. 

The third round of interviews (fifteen, no 'outsiders') took place in August and 

September 2003 and involved a retrospective look at the process as a whole. Even 

so, it was affected by immediate concerns. In particular, several members were 

aware that sections of the recreational angling community had mobilised a lobbying 

effort against the marine reserve proposal in its current form. Some members 

showed a preoccupation with this effort, which had potential to undermine the work 

that Alpha had achieved and the 'consensus' that they had reached. Another concern 

was the still-unresolved issue of Indigenous consultation. Australia's Native Title 

legislation gives Indigenous traditional owners a right to negotiate over many 

changes to land (and water) tenure; some members interpreted DOMM's failure to 

manage this within the project timeframe as leaving the traditional owners with a 

veto right, which again could potentially undermine Alpha's efforts. 

However, the issue most frequently raised in the final round of interviews, as for the 

previous rounds, was DOMM's control over the process. The product-oriented 

structure of the agendas, the mediation of public consultation by staff, the 

presentation of infOImation, and various other factors were seen by a majority of 

members as driving towards a particular outcome preferred by DOMM. Opinions 

varied as to whether such tight control was appropriate or not. 

The third round of interviews represented the end of my fieldwork with Alpha, 

although I did continue to watch for progress on the marine reserve proposal. It was 

another eighteen months before a management plan was released for public 

comment, and the plan released was radically altered from the one agreed to at 

Alpha's ninth meeting. The recreational anglers' lobbying efforts had been 

successful: a significant proportion of the sanctuary zones, and the areas between 
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them, had been replaced by a new zoning which allowed recreational take only, 

bmming commercial take (a result reached without consultation with the commercial 

sector). The public comment period closed in May 2005. 

In February 2006, Alpha met for a final time to consider the public submissions. 

was unable to attend that meeting, but the minutes show that the committee resolved 

to express dissatisfaction with the political process that followed their plalming, 

which they saw as undermining the integrity of their consensus. It also substantially 

changed the spatial plan that had gone out for public comment, reinstating most of 

the zones agreed to at the ninth meeting. There has, at September 2006, been no 

public announcement regarding the adoption of the management plan or the 

declaration of the Scrub field marine reserve .. 

4.3.2 Beta's story 

Beta's planning process was more organic, less rigidly structured, than that of Alpha. 

The committee was estab lished in an attempt to end a dispute between SOHE and 

Lumbervale residents over the removal of Council discretion to pennit residential 

uses (,caretaker dwellings') in Lumbervale under SOHE's zoning scheme,16 rather 

than to develop a specific product (see Figure 4.2). A comprehensive approach to 

industrial development in Harbourtown, including consideration of strategic 

industries associated with the local port, was seen as a means to achieve this. Beta's 

membership therefore included representatives from a Lumbervale residents' action 

group ('LAG'), the port management (a state govemment agency), SOHE and three 

additional state govemment agencies: the 'Department of Planning' (DOP), 

'Depatiment of Environment' (DOE), and 'Department of Regional Development' 

(DRD).' 7 The committee was given considerable freedom to negotiate their own 

ways of doing things, and their direction altered several times as personnel changed 

and new constraints emerged. The five phases outlined below reflect these changes. 

Phase 1: Settlillg 

During the first phase, which included Beta's first four meetings, members 

effectively shifted from an initially tense and antagonistic dynamic to productive 

working relationships. They achieved this by renegotiating their objectives and by 
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settling into a specific set of tasks that focussed their discussion on a 'joint 

enterprise' (Wenger 1998: 103). 

I was unable to attend Beta's first meeting, in September 2000, but have 

reconstructed it from the minutes/documentation and from the recounts provided in 

my first round of interviews. Most of the meeting was spent revising the objectives 

Council had set for the committee, and developing a new set of 'home-grown' 

objectives to provide a strategic foundation for Beta's work. During the discLission, a 

new source of conflict emerged. Until that time, the 'Lumbervale problem' had been 

seen as centred on the principle of separating residential and industrial uses, leading 

to conflict between SOHE and LAG about the zoning scheme. Now the port 

manager, 'Sam', claimed a stake in the dispute: he had hopes of extending the port's 

operational area into the undeveloped part of its land, which shared a boundary with 

properties in Lumbervale (Figure 4.2). The existence of residential dwellings in 

Lumbervale might impose constraints on these plans as, Sam felt, health and safety 

buffer requirements were likely to be more onerous around dwellings than around 

industrial uses. Sam therefore opposed any zoning for Lumbervale which might lead 

to an increase in the number of dwellings. As this opposition was in direct conflict 

with the LAG members' hopes, it made SOHE's planning problem more complicated 

and intractable than had been foreseen. Debate reportedly became rather heated. 

Following the first meeting, Sam raised his concerns with SOHE's senior 

management, and with staff at DOP. As a result, SOHE's CEO and mayor attended 

the second meeting to mediate and to clarify the role of the committee as a forum for 

resolving such concerns. I was also present for the second meeting, and 1 saw little 

evidence of the antagonism that, I was told, characterised the first. LAG members 

were clearly worried about the possibility that the CEO's purpose was to support the 

port 's position, but they and all other members made an effort to maintain a civil 

discussion . The sole item on the agenda was the revision of Beta's new objectives, 

both to satisfy members as to the direction(s) they implied and, in the presence of the 

mayor, to ensure Council's support for them. By the end of the meeting, the 

committee had changed their objectives again, and agreed to forward them to 

Council for ratification. 



When the material for the third meeting was initially circulated, the committee's 

objectives were again the only substantive item on the agenda. At this point the DOP 

officer, 'Sue', suggested that Beta should now stalt work on the industrial land 

issues, and that exploring land availability around Harbourtown would be a good 

beginning. Accordingly, this was added to the agenda, and the committee spent the 

third and fourth meetings, in December 2000 and March 2001, carefully evaluating 

'opportunities and constraints' associated with a number of options for future 

industrial sites. During these meetings Beta achieved a great deal in tenns of group 

cohesion: by the end of the fourth meeting, members' working relationships 

appeared largely to be repaired. 

One reason for this outcome was that at the third meeting the committee set the 

contentious issue of Lumbervale's future aside pending further infonnation, 

particularly regarding the port's buffer needs, which Sam advised were to be 

addressed via a 'port planning study' (PPS) sholily to be undertaken. The 

committee, therefore, agreed to wait for these results and diverted their attention to 

other industrial land options. After two meetings, they had reached agreement on a 

priority ranking for ten potential light industrial sites, and agreed that an as-yet

unreleased area known as 'Export Estate' (Figure 4.2), originally set aside for pOli

using industries, should be made available for general industry. 

My first round of Beta interviews - nine members, 18 plus the consultant who had 

drafted the changes to Lumbervale's zoning - was largely conducted after the second 

meeting, although a few participants who were not available at that time were 

interviewed after the fourth meeting. Unfortunately, there was one member with 

whom I was unable to arrange any time - this was the only failure to realise my goal 

of including all members in each round. That member instead had an extended 

interview in the second round, incorporating 'background' points from the first 

round. 

The changing dynamic noted above was reflected in the interviews: early in the 

round, LAG, SOHE and port representatives displayed an intense preoccupation with 

the events leading up to Beta's establislunent, focussing in particular on 'proving' to 

me the rightness of the interviewee's position. Later, interviewees spoke more about 

the meetings and the work that they were doing, praising themselves for devising a 
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satisfactory set of strategic objectives and expressing hope that the sites they had 

agreed to pursue would be realised. 

Another feature of the first set of interviews was a remarkable consistency between 

the LAG members' expositions of Beta's background: discounting differences of 

expression, they concurred on every background 'fact', every opinion and every hope 

for the planning process. My interpretation of this was that they had discussed the 

matter thoroughly and frequently among themselves, constructing both an agenda 

and a version of events that could truly be said to represent a consensus of their 

organisation. 

Three days after the fourth meeting, Beta's project manager, 'Larry', was in' a serious 

car accident, following which he was hospitalised for several months. This disrupted 

the committee's progress just as they were on the verge of making some important 

decisions. With no alternative officer to progress the project, Beta stopped meeting, 

and LAG members returned to their customary relationship with SOHE, assuming 

the role of 'watchdog' over their activities. Five months later, in August 200 I, LAG 

members approached the mayor to ask for support in re-establishing Beta, receiving a 

promise that meetings would commence again even if Larry should prove unable to 

return to work. SOHE's CEO, ' Len', reconvened the committee in October 2001. 19 

Pllllse 2: Actioll 

With Len managing the project, Beta's direction changed. During the second phase, 

the committee met four times. Meetings were shorter and, instead of being a forum 

for working together through issues, concentrated on making firm decisions and 

overseeing their implementation. After COnfil111ing previous agreements, Beta 

proceeded to approach key state government departments to enlist their support in 

progressing the release of Export Estate and their preferred sites for light industry. 

To this end, they invited officers from those departments to attend meetings (either in 

person or by phone), and resolved at their sixth meeting to establish a technical team 

to begin detailed planning for the proposed industrial sites. 

At the eighth meeting (in March 2002), however, Beta encountered an obstacle. 

SOHE's new town planner', 'Lance' , had approached DOP (among other 

depanments) to nominate an officer for Beta's technicai team. DOP repiieu lhallhey 
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could not consider progressing the release of new land unless such actions were 

justified in a strategic planning document demonstrating the need for (or desirability 

of) the new industrial sites, and endorsed by Council. Beta had been trying to 

implement recommendations that had not yet been put to any officially sanctioned 

plmming body. Lance, therefore, obtained a commitment from the committee to 

engage a consultant to prepare a strategic plan for industrial land, a Harbourtown 

Industrial Strategy (,HIS '), and it was with this commitment that Beta entered their 

third phase of activity. Also at this time, the port engaged consultants to undertake 

the PPS; the HIS and PPS projects were to nm in parallel for the next seventeen 

months. 

The second round of thirteen interviews took place after the seventh and eighth 

meetings, and included a number of new members. In addition to Len's and Lance's 

membership, a new coullcillor and an additional 'conununity representative' had 

been appointed following a Council election during Beta's enforced 'break', and 

Larry had retumed to work. Moreover, during Phase 2 the DOP planner (Sue) and 

the DOE officer had both left their jobs and been replaced; the new incumbents took 

their places on Beta. It was clear from the interviews that most of the new members 

had little background knowledge of Beta's story, and thus did not see the project in 

tenns of the conflict between LAG and SOHE, as the original members had. Further, 

the original members' focus on that conflict had been replaced by a sense of 

excitement that their decisions were, first, being taken seriously by the CEO (Len) 

and, second, apparently coming to fruition. The need to produce a documented 

strategy was mostly seen as an annoying but simple step towards the release of the 

new sites. 

Phase 3: Preparatioll 

However, the process of engaging a consultant to prepare the HIS, which constituted 

Phase 3, took nine months. The ninth, tenth and eleventh meetings - from April to 

July 2002 - were spent considering various options and revisions for a consultant 

brief, and finally endorsing a brief that had been drafted by DOP officers in 

consultation with Lance (who was still providing professional and administrative 

support to Larry). 20 The brief was put out to tender and Beta reconvened in 
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September to select the consultant, 'Colin', from a field of four. This choice was 

endorsed by Council later that month. 

Also at that Council meeting, LAG's erstwhile president, 'Barry', was nominated as 

the new Council representative on Beta. Barry, who had recently been elected 

following another councillor's resignation, had been with Beta from the start and, 

thus, had both the interest and the background knowledge to take on this role. 

The committee met twice more before work began on the HIS, in October 2002 to 

revisit aspects of the consultant brief and agree upon their expectations, and in 

January 2003 to brief Colin on those expectations and to question him on his 

proposed approach. Colin had submitted a three-stage program, which was 

endorsed, along with proposed timeline for production of the HIS - three months. 

Phase 4: Harbour/oIVII Illdustrial Strlltegy 

During Phase 4, Beta acted as a steering committee for the HIS project, meeting only 

on completion of Colin's three stages. Each time, random events meant that, 

although Colin presented his research and recommendations, his report was not 

available to Beta members prior to the meeting,21 and they requested more time to 

develop a full response. 

Stage 1 - a desktop review - was presented at Meeting 15, in March 2003. It began 

with contextual ising sections on: the Harbourtown region; current planning 

instruments; social/demographic, economic and envirolUnental profiles of the town; 

and existing service infrastructure. These sections appeared - to me and to Beta's 

members - to be ready to insert into the final HIS. The remainder of the report 

developed the study's analytical categories: defining various industrial land uses and 

locational criteria; identifying eleven possible sites to be evaluated; and 

consolidating a proposal for Stage 2 to evaluate eight of these sites for general 

industry or light industry (incorporating incidental residential uses). I was 

particularly interested in the detail of the report, because it represented Colin's 

interpretation not only of his brief, but also of the work Beta had done prior to his 

appointment. 
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Beta members were interested in the detail as well. Their immediate comments 

concerned Colin's understanding of their objectives and of the history and nature of 

Lumbervale, and they requested amendments to the wording of some of the 

introductory sections. They did not, however, comment on what was to become the 

most problematic element of the project - the identification of Lumbervale itself as a 

candidate light industry site, rather than for general industry (its current zoning). 

This implied the possibility of future pelmissible dwellings in Lumbervale, a 

desirable state for LAG, but contrary to previously stated positions of the port, SOHE 

and DOP. However, no objections were raised either at the meeting or later, when 

members submitted written comments. 

Stage 2 of the HIS was not presented to the committee until August 2003 , mainly due 

to delays in the release of the PPS, the findings of which had to be taken into account 

under the telms of the consultant brief. At that time, the committee discovered that 

Colin had recommended light industry as Lumbervale's future. This 

recolllmendation was in direct contradiction to those of the PPS, which was 

presented to Beta at the same meeting, and which stated that residences in 

Lumbervale should be phased out because they constituted a constraint to port 

development The two reports represented precisely the stalemate with which Beta 

began, and all other detail became overshadowed by conflict over the LUlllbervale 

issue. Beta agreed not to provide comment on the HIS at this time, but to meet again 

without Colin present to develop a collective response. 

Two weeks later, more than a hundred Lumbervale residents attended a public 

meeting at which the port's consultants presented their PPS. It was a fiery evening. 

Discussion was dominated by the issue of the study' s potential impact on the 

Lumbervale community and included personal abuse, threats of legal action, claims 

of dishonesty and manipulation, and requests for immediate compensation. The 

Lumbervale issue at the centre of Beta's project had become intensely and publicly 

political, radically altering the committee's dynamic and orientation. 

By the time of the seventeenth meeting, in October 2003, lobbying on the issue had 

extended to a range of agencies and politicians, both local and state. At the invitation 

of DRD, a senior DOP officer, ' Simon', attended the Beta meeting to mediate 

between paJiies and to help find a solution likely to be acceptable to DOp22 LAG. 
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reasoning that Barry (as a councillor) was no longer their representative, reinforced 

their numbers by sending their new president to the meeting in addition to Beta's 

usual members. 

The meeting was strained and awkward; all members were aware that common 

ground would be difficult to find. Larry, chailing the meeting, attempted to 

downplay their differences by focussing first on the less contentious elements of the 

Stage 2 report that did not involve Lumbervale, and establishing consensus on the 

preferred general industry site (Export Estate). Beta also agreed to request that Colin 

identify another site for light industry, either as an alternative to Lumbervale or as a 

long-term addition should Lumbervale become full. They failed, however, to reach 

any agreement on Lumbervale, in spite of Simon's efforts. The comments eventually 

fOlwarded to Colin represented a mixture of consensual and individually made 

points. 

The final draft of the HIS was presented in May 2004. Larry had wanted to wait 

until the PPS was finalised and its status (in relation to state policy) clarified; 

however, this was delayed to such an extent that other members became impatient 

and asked that the HIS be progressed. Colin had not altered the recommendations 

from Stage 2 and, in addition to presenting Stage 3 (implementation strategies), used 

the eighteenth meeting to justify those recommendations. In particular, he suggested 

that the dispute over Lumbervale's future could not be resolved technically, and 

should be decided at the political level following public consultation. In an 

atmosphere of considerable tension, committee members avoided discussing the 

matter. Citing the fact that none of them had yet read the report, they again deferred 

making comment on it. 

In the event, Larry decided against trying to achieve a seemingly impossible 

consensus by meeting again, and instead sent the final HIS to Council recommending 

its release for three months' public comment without further input from the 

committee. Thus, in July 2004 Beta's project entered the public arena without their 

consensus (though not without their consent [see MacCallum 2005: 352]), and the 

final phase of their project began. Phase 4 had taken much longer than expected, and 

seen the constructive working relationships Beta had formed disintegrate. 
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Phase 5: III public 

During Phase 5, Beta met only once, to finalise the HIS after public submissions 

were received. However, that meeting was delayed for several months, during which 

other events threatened to commandeer many of Beta's concems. 

In November 2004, the Minister for Plalming sponsored a community workshop in 

Harbourtown, principally to discuss issues associated with specific developments but 

also to develop a long-term vision for the whole town. The main outcome of the 

workshop was a list of principles and generic proposals, including affinuation of 

Lumbervale's nature as a general industrial area and a preference for phasing out 

residential uses there. That is, the repOli supported the port's position on this issue 

rather than that of LAG and the HIS. LAG, although they had been represented at 

the workshop, publicly opposed both the report and the process by which the 

Lumbervale principles had been reached, and elicited from the minister a 

commitment to revisit the Lumbervale issue. Regardless of this commitment, the 

workshop report represented a view that DOP appeared to support. There were now 

two state govemment repOlis in circulation that contradicted the recommendations of 

the HIS. 

In February 2005, SOHE held their AImual Electors Meeting (AEM), at which the 

president of LAG extracted a promise that Beta would reconvene to consider the 

final HIS in time to make their recommendation to the March Council meeting. A 

meeting - Beta's last - was held in early March. 

Four submissions had been received on the HIS, two each fi·om both sides of the now 

entrenched conflict over Lumbervale. Colin had provided a detailed response to 

those submissions in a report that formed the basis for the final meeting's discussion. 

From my perspective, the meeting was rather an anticlimax after the controversy 

surrounding the PPS and the minister's workshop. No representative of the state 

attended - Sam sent his apologies, and neither DOP, DRD nor DOE responded to 

their invitations. A proposal to change the meeting date to allow Sam's attendance 

had been quashed in discussion between LaITY and Councillor Barry, reportedly on 

the grounds that finalising the project was ' urgent ' (due to the promise made at the 

AEM) and that Sam could provide a proxy if he wished. Debate was subdued, 

limited as it was to input [rom LAG reprcscntatives (including Cr Barry) and SOl-IE 
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officers (including another new town planner) who refrained from taking a stance on 

the Lumbervale issue. 

The meeting endorsed Colin's report, and formulated a recommendation to Council 

that the HIS be ratified with minor amendments and that, further, SOHE's zoning 

scheme be amended as necessary to progress the recommendations: Export Estate, a 

new light industrial area, and Lumbervale. It was well known that Sam would not 

have supported the last recommendation. 

Following the final Beta meeting, I interviewed Beta's participants - the seven 

current members plus Colin, Simon and Sue - for the last time. The long delay 

between the second and third rounds of interviews was unfortunate, as there was a 

possibility of 'missing' commentary on events that had been important at the time, 

particularly during preparation for and Stage I of the HIS. Since Stage 2, however, 

participants' energies had been concentrated on the conflict between the port's and 

LAG's/HIS's positions and it was this issue that dominated the interviews, which 

reflected a loss of any sympathy between LAG and the port. It was interesting to me 

also that, with the overt politicisation of issues addressed in the HIS, the previous 

conformity between LAG members' representations of Beta's project had broken 

down, and that broader political differences (paliy loyalties, different approaches to 

strategy) had come to the foreground. The events that members were recounting, 

unlike the background that formed the central focus of the first round, were very 

recent, and had not been ' processed ' through LAG meetings; no coherent 

organisational version of the project had been formed . 

When Larry reported to Council later in March 2005, he knew that the state was 

unlikely to support any amendments permitting further residences in Lumbervale. 

He sepa~ated this committee recommendation from his own, suggesting that it be 

deferred until the zoning scheme as a whole could be reviewed. Even so, Council 

declined to make a decision, instead laying the matter on the table. As I write this 

account, in September 2006, the matter has not yet retull1ed to a Council meeting. 

Rather, an alternative project has been initiated: consultants have been engaged to 

develop a masterplan for SOHE, to be substantially funded by heavy industrial 

interests and to include LAG on the steering group. 
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4.4 Su11tmmy 

There were many differences between the pi aIming processes undertaken by Alpha 

and Beta, including effects produced by having multiple or single lay-stakeholder 

groups, stable or fluid membership, and a substantive orientation towards natural 

resource management or urban development. Perhaps the most significant difference 

was in the executives' processual orientation and focus. Alpha was constructed in a 

teclmical/scientific tradition as collaborating on a piece of research with a specific 

outcome in mind: the best (teclmical) plan possible in the given social envirorunent. 

Members were explicitly instructed to act as 'experts' rather than 'sector 

representatives', and both meeting agendas and the management of discussion were 

consistently outcomes-focussed. Beta, in contrast, retained an emphasis on the 

conflict resolution aspects of its brief, spending considerable time ensuring that all 

members were comfortable with the committee's objectives, and approaching 

contentious issues with great care. The process itself was rather organic, responding 

to immediate political and administrative necessities and undergoing several changes 

in direction. Neither DOMM not SORE has succeeded in producing a plan with 

which all their participating stakeholders are satisfied, and the outcomes of both 

processes have been laid outside of the public's view. 

My observation of the two case studies, and my interviews with participants, fonned 

the fieldwork element of my enquiry. In the next chapter, I present the other key 

elements: the processes of analysis and writing. 
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5 At my desk 

Chapter 4 outlined the fieldwork/data collection for this enquiry, including narratives 

of the two case studies in which the research is grounded. The texts generated by 

these cases included some 3,500 pages of meeting transcripts and [,300 pages of 

interview transcripts, plus additional 'internal' reports, minutes and correspondence, 

field notes and incidental/contextual data (newspaper aliicles, Shire minutes, 

planning policies, development reports, and so on) filling eight lever-arch files and 

six magazine holders. Confronted with such a volume of data, I needed to develop 

strategies for its management. This chapter describes how I sorted, selected and 

analysed the texts and textual fragments used in this thesis , also reflecting briefly on 

the writing process. 

Mats Alvesson and Kaj Skoldberg (2000: 248) suggest that social research involves a 

'quadruple hermeneutics', extending the 'double henneneutics' of Anthony Giddens 

(1976). In Giddens' view, sociology mediates between the 'real life ' intentions of 

the socia l actors it studies and the theoretical constructs of the discipline. The 

primary sources, therefore, represent a 'first level' of interpretation, and the 

researcher's theoretical analysis a 'second level'. Within this model , my ' second 

level' of interpretation itself involved several 'layers' of analysis: sorting and 

selection of data; a thematic framework analysis, and detailed textual analysis. 

These layers are outlined below, following which I address Alvesson and 

Sk6ldberg's additional levels of interpretation -metatheory and self-critique. 

5.1 Sorting 

My first layer of analysis is represented by the fieldwork stories outlined in Chapter 

4. It involved reducing several thousand pages of recorded detail, as well as 

unrecorded impressions and experiences, to a 'skeletal' chain of key events. I have 

not included in these stories all of the events relevant either to the outcomes of the 

two planning processes or to my research questions. For example, I have omitted 

almost all of the pressures brought to bear on the planning agencies by parties who 

were not directly involved in the participatory process (including, for instance, 

powerful corporations with a general, rather than strictly local, stake in marine 
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management or industrial planning). My choices in this regard, many of which were 

quite painful, were guided by three main principles: 

the stories needed to be intemally coherent, and contain detail that 'explains' the 

(non-)outcomes; 

the detail needed to contain exemplars that address my key research questions: 

o the culture of planning, 

o the tensions of participatory planning, 

o the 'metaprocesses' through which different processual nonns and practices 

are reconciled, 

o the meaning and value of those metaprocesses, and 

o the translation and presentation ofpalticipatory outcomes to other arenas. 

the details had to be presentable in such a way as not to compromise the cases' 

anonymity. 

The problem of maintaining anonymity was difficult, and could have been addressed 

in vaIioLls ways. Originally, I intended to name the case studies and to protect the 

identities of individual palticipants by referring to them in code. This would have 

'opened' the stories to much more detail regarding the political, economic, ecological 

and social contexts for the cases. However, it would also have 'closed ' them to 

many important details regarding the roles and actions of individuals. In the case of 

Beta particularly, the small number of continuous participants and the polarisation of 

views meant that no coding could possibl y have disguised certain people's 

identities. I This was the reason for fictionali sing the two cases. Throughout the 

thesis, names of places, groups and organisations are fabricated; names of individuals 

are coded as follows. 

Alpha: employees of DOMM have names beginning with ' D' ; Alpha members' 

names begin with 'M'; observers' names with ' 0 ' . 

Beta: local government employees' names begin with 'L'; state government 

employees' with'S'; non-bureaucrats - in this case all small business proprietors 

(including councillors) - have names begilU1ing with 'B' ; the consultant's name 

begins with 'C'. 

The ' fictionalising' solution was developed in consultation with Alpha and Beta 

when I proposed to present a number of conference papers outlining parts of the 
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analysis (MacCallum 2002a, 2002b, 2002c). At the time, the committees were still 

actively engaged in their work, and (although the chances were slim) it was 

conceivable that discussion of the cases in public could affect their outcomes in ways 

not envisaged by the participants. Later, one participant requested that their identity, 

and that of the case study, be kept anonymous in my documentation even after the 

pla1U1ing process was finished 2 

5.2 Framework analysis 

My second layer of analysis involved identifying a framework of themes through 

which to critique the two processes at a holistic level. Within the thesis, this 

'framework analysis' (Richie and Spencer 1994; Lacey and Luff2001) is represented 

chiefly by Chapter 9, which focuses on choices made by DOMM and SOHE. 

Initially, though, the need for a general critique was associated with my promise to 

deliver case study reports; as such, it was through those reports that this layer of 

analysis was developed. The thematic framework for the case study repolis reflects 

two main sources: 

themes raised repeatedly by case study pmiicipants in the interviews. For each 

repOIi, I began by reducing the interviews to short 'comments'. These were then 

organised in three steps: 

o separating 'procedural', 'substantive' and 'contextual' comments; 

o according to reculTing themes within these broad classes; and then 

o with attention to the presence of 'alien discourse' (Bakhtin 1981: 342) - that 

is, to the intertexts/habitual discourses influencing pmiicipants' 'take' on the 

issues. 

This framework was then combined with: 

my own concems about how the agencies enacted nonnative discourses of 

participation. In particular, these included: 

o inclusion/access; 

o management of difference, conflict and power; and 

o synthesis/translation of ' outcomes'. 

Within these three broad themes the analysis yielded a number of sub-themes 

which ret1ected the executive staffs orientation and strategies. 
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The presentation of the framework in this thesis differs from that in the case study 

repOlis. In particular, the thesis omits 'substantive' themes and certain other themes 

that I saw as either highly specific to the cases (carrying a ri sk of identifying them) 

or beyond the scope of my PhD enquiry (for example, Indigenous involvement). 

Chapter 9, where the analysis is presented, is also structured according to the three 

issues listed above as 'my own concerns' , whereas the case study reports take their 

fonTls from the interviews' recurring themes. 

5.3 Textual analysis 

5.3.1 Sampling 

The third layer of analysis focussed closely on the textual data. Given the amount of 

data' I held, it would not have been possible to analyse the entire corpus 

systematically. This third layer, therefore, involved the application of a brutal 

sampling strategy as well as the use of text-analytic tools. [limited myself to a 

particular genre chain that, in my view, represents most expli citly and consistently 

the practice ofpaliicipatory planning: 

meetings (the principal site ofpaliicipatory decision making); 

minutes (the 'true and accurate record' of what takes place at meetings); and 

planning documents (the formal 'outcome' of the decision-making process). 

These three genres are, from a bureaucratic point of view, driven by an instrumental 

purpose - to reach agreement on specific questions, to fix those agreements beyond 

challenge, and to justify future actions implied by those agreements to a wider 

audience, including political decision makers. Each genre achieves its purpose 

through a set of conventional stages that are usually explicit: meetings have a fonTlal 

agenda; minutes inscribe resolutions onto that agenda; planning documents have a 

table of contents. This staging provides structure - delimiting 'items ' or 'sections' 

also breaks each genre down into reasonably coherent samples. 

Of the three genres, the meetings - representing most directly the participatory pali 

of the process - received the bulk of my attention. It was in the meetings that my 

key issues of tension and resolution were realised . To select appropliate samples 

ti'OI11 the meeting transcripts, 1 followed Fairclough (1992: 230) by identi fying 
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'cruces', or 'moments of crisis', from each meeting. These included points of 

disagreement or misunderstanding, and associated conciliatory or reparative action; I 

also I focussed on moments of resolution, where discussion was resemiotised or 

reframed ' intratextually' (Reid et al. 1998: 2). From some such 'moments' - those 

that were in themselves extended conversations - I selected fragments that appeared 

to illustrate the main stages in their development. In identifying these moments, I 

appealed to my other sources, as well as to my own instincts . Minutes and other 

resemiotised records, for example, gave focus to moments that would become 

fonnally embedded in later discussions. The perceptions of the pmticipants, 

expressed in interviews, were particularly helpful in corroborating or challenging my 

own interpretations, and brought several 'cruces' to my attention. 

In addition, I made a deliberate effort to focus on 'unruly material' (Alvesson and 

Sk6ldberg 2000: 250). That is, I looked for deviant examples when I felt that I had 

identified a particular phenomenon in the case studies, and examined those 

examples' environments to see whether their deviance could be explained. This is a 

'trustworthiness' technique that David Silverman calls the 'refutability plinciple' 

(2000: 178; also Lincoln and Guba's [1985) techniques of 'referential adequacy' and 

'negative case analysis'). 

One consequence of this approach, which fits well with my general assumption of 

'well-meaningness', was that I scrutinised the texts and utterances of all participants 

- those with whom I agreed, as well as those with whom I did not. While this might 

appear to be the obvious implication of ' comprehensive data treatment' (Silvennan 

2000), it can pose emotional difficulties, particularly when the ideologies of 'socially 

disadvantaged groups or people who have been subject to abuse' (Alvesson and 

Sk6ldberg 2000: 256) are in question.) Jim Martin (1999, 2002, 2004) has responded 

to this difficulty by proposing a fonn of critical discourse analysis called 'positive 

discourse analysis', which sees the strategic use of language 'more as a resource for 

making interested truths .. . , less as a tool for distorting reality' (2004: n.p). Or, as 

Silvennan put it , 'we should aim to identify the interactional skills of the participants 

rather than their failings' (1993: 194). 
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5.3.2 Passing through the data 

Once the samples had been selected, I made two text-analytical 'passes' through the 

data. The first of these focussed on tensions, that is, on conflict and 

misunderstanding, particularly between the planners and other pmiicipants. The first 

analysis asked a number of questions: 

• Do members share a coherent view of what they are talking about? This question 

concerned the ideational metafunction: it was examined through the lexical 

choices participants made, and the retrieval of topics through reference (see 

Appendix D). 

How do members fOl1n alliances and/or practice-groups around agenda items? 

This principally concerned the interpersonal metafunction, though ideational and 

textual choices also marked sets of intertextslinterdiscourses through which 

participants established similarities and differences. The key 'tool' used to 

examine this question was appraisal (White 1999, 2002) - the use of words and 

modalities that express attitude, engagement and graduation (Appendix E). 

Broad patterns across all three metafunctions contributed to the analysis. 

How are relations enacted between members, and between members and the 

executive? For this question, I mainly looked at the interpersonal expression of 

basic exchanges, such as requests, offers and statements of fact and opinion, 

adapting the framework developed by Suzanne Eggins and Diana Slade (1997) 

for casual conversation (Appendix F). 

How do those relations affect the agreements that the committees reach? For this 

issue, I turned to the textual metafunction, specificall y by identifying how - and 

whether - certain themes were developed and/or 'closed' (Appendix G). I also 

looked at how agreements were fixed in minutes and reports. 

The results of this first 'pass' are outlined in Chapters 7 and 8 of this thesis. In 

presenting the analysis, I make extensive use of fragments fi'om the transcripts. 

These have been (re)edited: I have chosen to depict only the speakers' words and 

pauses, unless features such as pronunciation, stress and intonation are particularly 

relevant to the meanings being discussed. have also used, as far as possible, 

standard 'grammatical' punctuation (that is, suited to written English) in the 

reproduced fragments, even though this has not always accurately represented the 

speaker's stress and intonation. I recognise that this choice introduces an additional 

level of interpretation to the lIlterances of participants. My primary reason for it was 
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· to make the transcripts more accessible to the reader, but I also felt that 

'standardised' transcripts would be more respectful to the speakers (Bourdieu 1999: 

622-23), as spoken English can look very clumsy in print. 

The second text-analytic 'pass', which in the thesis is represented by Chapters 10 and 

11, asked one key question: 

How, in the face of difference, conflict, and power inequalities, do the 

committees make decisions that enable them to 'move on'? 

Through this analysis, I hoped to identify 'metaprocesses' through which groups 

reconcile different cultural practices. I focussed on one specific area of discursive 

practice - decision making - mainly to keep the scope of this issue under contro\.4 

As in the first pass, the analysis was mainly at the discourse-semantic rather than 

lexicogrammatical level, a decision made in part to avoid burdening the thesis with 

more technical linguistic jargon than necessary; the delicacy of lexicogrammatical 

choices often requires explanation in terms that I think are less intuitively accessible 

than discourse-semantic ones. It made particular use of the exchange framework 

(Appendix F) and broad pattems of transitivity, that is, the types of processes 

invoked in the discourse - material, behavioural, mental, verbal, relational , or 

existential (Appendix H). However, this passage focussed more specifically than the 

first on change: it was the logogenetic development of decisions, and the 

'ergogenetic' development of decision-making practices, that I wished to interrogate. 

The key questions that I asked of the minutes and planning documents related to the 

translation of outcomes and metaprocesses for implementation and publication 

purposes: 

What do these translations 'do to' the discourse - the relations, emphases and 

practices - realised in the meetings? 

I-low does the process of resemiotisation create hegemonic meanings? 

This anal ysis is invoked occasionally throughout Parts 2 and 3 of the thesis, and 

addressed specifically in Chapter 9, Section 9.3. 



5.4 Reflexivity 

The three analytic layers described above correspond to the second level of 

interpretation in Alvesson's and Skiildberg's 'quadruple henneneutics' (2000: 248). 

They sOli, label and relate data according to patiicular theoretical [Tames. However, 

for a critical enquiry such as this one, Alvesson and Skiildberg suggest that further 

layers are necessary. Their third level is metatheoretical, involving consideration of 

how the primary and secondary interpretations reflect underlying structures, and how 

those structures might be challenged. Critical discourse analysis models (Fairclough 

1989, 1992, 1995, 2003 ; Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999) provide a different 

fi'amework to a similar end, recalling that discourse needs to be analysed as a 

moment of the social, and related explicitly to broader societal structures and/or 

practices of which it is an element. This requires a 'transdisciplinary' interplay of 

theoretical models relating the micro and macro. As an example, my use of the 

generic staging of meetings, minutes and plans to help me with my data selection 

(5.3.1) needs also to be considered in relation to the rhetOlical and political effects of 

that staging, how it 'works for' the institutions (planning, bureaucracy, politics) in 

which it is situated (Chapter 9,9.3). 

In my enquiry, this interplay I-onns a fourth 'layer' of analysis, involving explicit 

theorising of micro-macro relations in the data ' s 'fields of production' (Bourdieu 

1984, 1993). For this analysis, I draw on a range of sociologies, separate from the 

communicative planning theory that frames my research questions (Chapter 2). The 

theorising step is presented explicitly in Chapter 6 and related to other levels of 

analysis throughout the discussions in the remainder of Parts 2 and 3. 

Chapter 12 presents further metatheoretical reflection on how the interaction of 

theory and micro-analysis worked to alter my understanding of planning as a 

practice, linking this analytical layer to the final level in Alvesson and Skiildberg's 

model. Both Alvesson and Skiildberg's quadri-hermeneutic and Chouliaraki and 

Fairclough's CDA propose a level of self-critique, a kind of extended reflexivity that 

represents a 'postmodern' response to the problem of rigour, inherent to qualitative 

research. This means consideration of how my interpretations at all other levels, and 

the presentation of those interpretations in this thesis, invoke particular discourses to 

COnstrue the social world in which I am personally involved (Richardson 1994). 
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Extended reflexivity also suggests attention to how the thesis constructs my own 

identity for the reader. Chapter 1 placed my enquiry in the context of my 

professional life. My early choice to write a 'traditional' PhD monograph reflected a 

particular, old-fashioned, stance towards academia: an understanding that a PhD 

should represent a single, sustained project within a well defined set of disciplinary 

conventions. It was not until I was engaged with my candidacy that I began to 

recognise how tenuous those conventions are: plalming theory does not provide a 

coherent, self-contained body of knowledge (Allmendinger 2002a, 2002b), nor does 

it naturalise a clear repertoire of research practices. Much of my attention in the 

early stages of the enquiry, therefore, was devoted to (re)constructing my own view 

of the discipline: the process of enquiry has realigned my professional identity. 

Moreover, my original hope was that systematic analysis (of the sort that a grammar 

can provide for) would lead to clear, generally applicable answers: in the event, it 

worked rather to demonstrate the contingency and 'murkiness' of plmming practice 

in a context of difference. This is not to say that I have 'lost faith' in empirical 

research or systematic thinking. As noted in Chapter 2, I do believe that knowledge 

is socially constructed, but I also believe that empiricism is a valid way of 

constructing it: 

Science is indeed, as Gramsci saw well, an eminently political activity. Yet it 

is not for all that merely a politics and therefore incapable of yielding ... 

truths5 (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992: 47) 

In addition to its account of two case studies, therefore, this thesis tells the story of 

my own changing perspectives both as a platUler and as a researcher. This is made 

explicit in positioning statements, in sections such as the present one, and in 

occasional endnotes. 

5.5 Conclusion 

Part I of the thesis began in Chapter I with a research problem, or motivating 

question, then developed that problem into a proposal for enquiry in Chapter 2, 

further describing a specific text-analytical framework in Chapter 3. Chapter 4 

outlined the project's fieldwork as it progressed, including the evolution and 

execution of my data-collection methods and (fictionalised) details of the two case 
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studies in which the enquiry is grounded. This chapter has completed my recount of 

the project by describing the analysis and writing processes and, thus, concludes P8!i 

I. The remainder of thesis presents the analysis and findings of the enquiry as two 

broad steps in my overall argument. In Part 2, I explore the first pati of my 

motivating question: the culture of planning and the tensions that patiicipation brings 

to that culture. Chapter 6 begins this exploration by theorising how participation 

puts planning culture(s) at risk, in preparation for the empirical examination of the 

case studies in Chapters 7 and 8. 

90 



Part 2: Strangers in a strange land 



6 Planning culture(s) at risk 

In Chapter 2, I drew upon the institutionalist stream of communicative planning 

theory to reframe collaborative planning as a 'cross-cultural' practice. This framing 

problematises the 'cuJture(s)' of planning - the tacit relations, beliefs/representations 

and other organisational principles which frame practice. In this chapter, I explore 

this notion in more detail, theorising planning as a cultural practice in order to 

develop 'starting points' from which to explore my key questions (Chapter 2, 2.3 . 1). 

In particular, I focus on how collaboration, as an encounter between different 

practices, might place planning culture(s) at ri sk. 

Section 6.1 begins by teasing out the notion of practice in relation to action and 

professional identity, then introduces the idea of power as intrinsic to practice before 

bringing these ideas together in a conceptual model of cultural institutions. This 

section draws on a range of sociologies - Jean Lave and Etienne Wenger's 

' communities of practice' (1991); Pierre Bourdieu's fields of production (1984, 

1990b, 1991, 1993); the semiotic approach of Actor-Network Theory (Law and 

Hassard 1999) - assembling them in the manner of a bricoleur in order to make 

explicit a view of institutions as constraining but, at the same time, dynamically 

constructed. I do not present my model as the Truth; nor do I imagine that the 

authors of the concepts I use would necessarily endorse my use of them together in 

this ' mixed' context. Rather, my model gives expression and form to my own 

1l1ultiple identities as practitioner, stakeholder and observer of planning practice. The 

concepts it draws upon have powerful explanatory potential with respect to both my 

personal experience and my research data and, as the remainder of the chapter will 

show, they provide foundations on which to build connections between the micro

processes of planning events and the macro-outcomes of institutional change. 

Section 6.2 applies the ideas developed in Section 6.1 to characterise traditional 

Australian planning as a bureaucratic and as a discursive practice, then outlines some 

key challenges that participation poses to tradition: a misfit between discourses of 

participation and the traditional bureaucratic field; the entry of new, differently 

habituated voices; the complex nature of the learning that takes place; and the 

conservative effects of translating ' outcomes ' for the political/public sphere(s). 
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6.1 Practice and power 

6.1.1 Participation and reification 

Planning is a practice - it is something that people do. But this characterisation begs 

a number of questions. How is that 'something' recognisable? What are its 

boundaries? How many 'people' have to do it? Who can those people be? How 

often do they have to 'do ' something for it to become their practice? Do they have to 

do it well? What might 'wel! ' look like? These questions reflect the fact that the 

word 'practice' connotes regular performance. To be worthy of the name, a practice 

must have achieved the kind of 'chronic reproduction' that Giddens (1984, 1991) 

refers to as 'structuration'. However, a sociological account of practice must also 

recognise that the instituted regularity of a practice - that which allows it to be 

identified and named - is in tension with the fact that its ' reproductions' are not 

identical, and their details cannot generally be predicted. The improvisations and 

creativity of practitioners, it is often noted, cannot be accounted for by positing 

formulaic 'rules' . As practitioners become competent, they stop referring to the 

codified procedures or instructions on which beginners rely, and their performance 

becomes less conscious, more intuitive, more responsive to context (Flyvbjerg 200 I , 

citing Dreyfus and Dreyfus 1986).1 Moreover, Etienne Wenger points out that as this 

learning process progresses the practice becomes more central to the practitioner's 

social and personal identity: the practitioner becomes part of a 'community of 

practice' (1998; Lave and Wenger 1991). The question 'what do you do?' is likely 

to attract a response of the form, ' I am a planner.' 

Practice, then, is regular but not reducible to its regularities. Aspects of a practice 

may be codified as rules or procedures, but these codifications can never fu lly 

represent or predict their own animation in practice. Wenger (1998) provides a 

framework for understanding the relationship between practice and what I am calling 

' procedure' by analysing practice as two complementary elements: participation -

human engagement in actions and interactions, through which meanings are 

negotiated - and reification - giving form and existence to those meanings through 

representation or codification (naming, writing down, and so on), thereby producing 

the infrastructure that supports institutions. The relationship between these elements 

is mutually constitutive: reification represents the projection of participation onto the 
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'real' world (1998: 58), and its products become resources upon which participation 

draws, 'as people use the law to argue a point, use the procedure to know what to do, 

or use the tool to perfonn an action' (1998: 59). 'Procedure', in this thesis, is used to 

refer to a particular product of reification: the fonnal staging of rituals or routines 

that represent the institutionalised core of the practice of planning (Dear 1986: 379)? 

For the products of pm1icipation - the actual chains/networks of events generated 

when procedures are instantiated or 'put into practice' - I will use the tenn 

'processes' . Differing contexts, the improvisations of practitioners, responses to the 

unexpected, and so on mean that processes are not unifonn. Processes are the 

foreground, the concrete, which maintain and transfonn both practices and, through 

reification, the institutions with which those practices are associated. 

Figure 6.1 summarises the relations between these elements of practice. The dotted 

line between the reification and participation 'sides' of practice is intended to 

indicate that they are not discrete but mutually constitutive and dependent. The 'U' 

shapes between 'vertical' elements represent a relation of constitution: procedures 

are 'made up of' rituals, processes 'made up of events. As both procedures and 

processes can be broken down into constitutive elements (rituals and events), I have 

extended this analysis to the more holistic notion of practices (as a count noun)/ 

allocating the tenn 'activities' to the implied new element. That is, practices can be 

seen as combining a number of distinct activities. The diagram also shows two types 

of relationship between the (arbitrarily designated) left and right hand sides: 

Wenger's reification and participation are complementary elements of practice, but 

there is also a direct relationship, in that procedureslrituals codify processes/events, 

and processes/events instantiate procedures/ri tuals. 

This Wenger-derived model of practice reframes the traditional distinction between 

social stmcture and agency, and helps to account for the well recognised dialectic 

between the two: the institutions established through reification, and which constrain 

action, are continuously and actively constructed through the participation of 

knowing agents (Giddens 1984). However, for my pUlvoses, there remain some 

imp0l1ant gaps in this model.4 First, the instituted regularities of practice are not 

always fonnally reified. There are conventions that, without requiring concrete 

'existence' , govem action no less than rules and procedures. Second, the model does 

not explicitly address lht: issut: uf puwtr. The potential of panicipation to modify 
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institutions is not evenly distributed. The social ordering of institutions does indeed 

seem to provide pre-existing and inaccessible constraints on the (inter)actions of 

many agents (Layder 1981). Sharon Hays suggests that: 

Agency ... occurs on a continuum from ... structural reproduction ... to the 

structural transformation of successful revolutionaries. This continuum is 

influenced by the depth and durability of the structural fOlln in question, by 

the level of power held by those making the choices, and by the larger 

cultural milieu in which the choices are made .. .'. (1994: 64, emphasis in 

original) 

This continuum, I think, is what makes events - the observable part of the social 

world - interesting. Events may be explored for pattems that express and construct 

social order; the continuum also makes possible enquiries into their transfollnational 

possibilities. My framework needs to be extended to allow me to desclibe the 

topology of this continuum. To do this, I tum to the sociology ofPielTe Bourdieu. 

6.1.2 The topology of social space: fields, capital, habitus 

Bourdieu's work provides a framework for understanding the 'logic of practice' 

(1990b) in temlS of social relations. He sees action as taking place within an 

instituted 'space', called a social field, a concept that is implicitly applicable both to 

society as a whole and to particular institutions (Earle 1999).5 The social field is 

structured by dimensions of capital, a teml extended to include cultural and social 

assets (such as education or 'connections') as well as economic ones (Bourdieu 

1984). Social action within a field can be seen as a fonn of economic exchange in 

which positioned agents realise and attempt to increase their capital endowment. 

Ruth Wodak and Eva Vetter make this point clearly: 

Each field has its rules defined by the following questions : Which forms of 

capital are at stake? How it is distributed? How is symbolic capital - the 

perceived and legitimized fOll11 of the other forms of capital - generated? 

(1999: 212) 

This last question is crucial to the relational ordering of institutions. Symbolic 

capital is constituted in its recognition by social agents: it represents a kind of 

consensus (or, at least, hegemony) of values. Another type of capita! (knowledge, 
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for example) is convertible to symbolic capital (prestige or reputation, say) when, 

first, it is realised in some fom1 (such as a speech) and, second, other actors perceive 

that the capital is valuable and that the fonn of realisation is legitimate. Like other 

aspects of practice, the realisation of symbolic capital may be codified (reified) in 

systems of material artefacts (awards, clothing), titles (Professor, Executive 

Manager), honolifics (Dr, Sir), edicts (delegations of authority, statutes) and so on, 

creating the relational 'hard infrastructure' of institutions. Indeed, Bourdieu has 

claimed that the process of codification/objectification is one of the defining 

characteristics of modemi ty: 

In short, there is a shift from a difftlse symbolic capital, resting solely on 

collective recognition, to an objectified symbolic capital, codified, delegated 

and guaranteed by the state, in a word bureaucratized. (1994: 11, emphasis 

in original) 

The codification of symbolic capital is an aspect of the exercise of symbolic power

the power of 'constituting the given ... , of making people see and believe, of 

confinning or transfonning the vision of the world and, thereby, action on the world 

and thus the world itself (Bourdieu 1991: 170), a power that Bourdieu sees as 

concentrated in the state through its 'mo nopolization of the universal' (1994: 17) -

confelTing of 'natural' status on its field characteristics. 

Figure 6.2 is a conceptual representation of the symbolic structure of an arbitrary 

social field. The three dimensions represent different types of capital that can be 

realised as symbolic within the field. As agents may be positioned within this three

dimensional field according to their stock of capital, their distance from the origin 

represents their total stock of (potentially symbolic) capital. The polmities represent 

an actor's implied dominance (dominating, dominated) within the field (Bourdieu 

1993: 186). 

It is in the realisation of symbolic capital that influence - and therefore the capacity 

to sustain or alter the status quo - lies. In any given field, actors are differentially 

endowed with capital that may be realised as symbolic. In addition, individuals 

respond to the contexts in which they find themselves through their personal habitl.lS: 

values and dispositions shaped by their history of immersion in particular social 

fields. J-Iabitus is the cnlbodirncnt of institutional logics of practice in people, 
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orienting them to certain types of capital, and giving them the skills to realise those 

logics unreflectively: the 'feel for the game' of the experienced player (Bourdieu 

1990a: 9), the 'gut-level' skills that allow practice to be both regular and creative. It 

is the interaction between field and habitus that simultaneously enables and 

constrains agency. A feel for the game allows actors to follow institutional nornlS 

and conventions - whether codified or not - and nonetheless to use them 

spontaneously and innovatively: 'nothing is simultaneously freer and more 

constrained than the action of the good player' (1990a: 63).6 Moreover, it is through 

the habitus - embodiment in agents through practical learning - that norms and 

conventions are reproduced and sustained (Taylor 1999). Thus, returning to the 

Wenger-derived model of practice, habitus can be seen as an 'infonnal' - that is, 

non-codified - aspect of reification. 

Although habitus operates at a non-conscious level, it may be brought into conscious 

focus. Situations in which there is the potential for conflict, for example, may cause 

agents to act more reflectively, reverting to codified rules and conventions and 

'checking' their behaviour (Bourdieu 1990a: 78). Similarly, when actors come into 

contact with those from different cultures, who react in different ways, they may 

question their own reactions. That is, cross-cultural encounters put habitus, and the 

social fields that have shaped it, at risk (Bourdieu et al. 1999; Bourdieu 2002; see, for 

example, Friedmann 2002; Waterson 2002). 

Thus, Bourdieu offers a perspective on practice which complements that of Wenger; 

one which embeds practice in instituted relations, and which adds a dynamic aspect 

by reframing institutions as sites of struggle: actors may act (consciously or 

otherwise) not only to increase their stock of capital within a social field - thus 

enhancing their positions with respect to other actors - but also to reinforce or 

subvert the symbolic structure of the field according to their own habitus and 

orientations to capital. Bourdieu also provides insight into how institutions 

differentially enable and constrain the choices of agents - the 'topology' of Hays' 

agency continuum. Agents' options and the transformational potential of their 

actions can be seen as affected by the amount of economic and socio-cultural capital 

they hold, by the degree of naturalisation of the symbolic structure of the field in 

which they act, and by the field's interaction with other, differently structured fields. 
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A number of Bourdieu's critics claim that habitus, as a concept that renders practice 

unreflective, leaves little space for reasoned or consciously transfonnative action 

(Butler 199G; Bohman 1999). I do not agree with this critique. 1 read habitus as 

enabling agents to work for QI against 'the system' from within (Bourdieu 1990b, 

1991, 1998b, 2002). Moreover, because habitus may be problematised in cross

cultural encounters, it suggests a potential for those 'outside' to challenge the 

symbolic structuring of institutions and to generate reflexive critique within them 

(Bourdieu et al. 1999; Bourdieu 2000: 161). However, while I think that Bourdieu's 

framework is a useful one for understanding the links between practices and 

institutional structure, and thus the transfonnational potential of practice, I do not 

find that it adequately addresses the processes through which institutions are 

constructed and changed. I need a way to look at how certain objects, behaviours 

and knowledges are 'capitalised' within social fields, how consensus is fOllned and 

maintained about the value of symbolic capital, and at how the resulting 'symbolic 

structure' of institutions is articulated with their htlman and other physical elements. 

Actor-Network Theory (ANT) provides such a viewpoint. 

6.1.3 Capitalisation, (re)formatioll, (re)articulatioll: Actor-Network 
Theory 

ANT arose from studies in the ethnography of science (Calion et al. 198Gb), in which 

one of the fundamental mysteries facing researchers was how the human and non

human worlds were combined in the laboratory, and the resulting 'hybrid' forms 

(knowledge and technology) released into the social world (Latour 1991; Law 

1991)7 This can be reframed as a political question: how is ' nature' brought under 

the control of scientists, and how are the (material and non-material) constructions of 

scientists given the power to act at a distance? 

ANT, then, is a perspective that treats science/knowledge and politics - two of the 

most important realms of power in modem democracies - as equivalent. It adopts a 

number of key principles: 

rejection of any a priori distinction between the social and the natural: what 

Michel CalIon (198Gb: 196) calls the principle of 'free association' ; 
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commitment to explaining different viewpoints - including those of human and 

non-human agents - in the same terms: the principle of 'generalis~d symmetry' 

(Call on 1986b: 196; Latour 1993: 103); 

' agnosticism' with regard to controversies (Callon 1986b: 196); and 

a non-Euclidean view of space/distance as defined by connections between 

actors: 'network topology' (Mmdoch and Marsden 1995; Thrift 1996; Law 1999; 

Bridge and Watson 2002). 

These principles give the theory considerable power to explain the resources (the 

socio-cultural and economic capital) upon which actors draw in social action. Power 

in ANT is seen as the ability to enlist the wills of others and thereby to act with their 

collective force. The methods by which an actor achieves this are collectively called 

'translation', a term that draws upon the Latin pun tradutore-traditol'e - translation

treason - to hint at the complexity and impurity of these methods. Wills are not 

faithflllly transferred, but transformed: 'Translation ... speaks for others but in its 

own language' (Call on I 986a: 26). 

Through translation, an 'actor-world' (Callon 1986a) is created of heterogeneous 

entities, or 'actants' - people, artefacts, nature, places, thoughts, relations, actions -

that are at once real and constructed. The trans lator - the spokesperson for the actor

world - is an actor, but is also a network of connections, him/herlitsel f constituted in 

the translations that construe the associated entities: 'entities take their fonn and 

acquire their attributes as a result of their relations with other entities' (Law 1999: 3). 

Thus, in its dynamic aspect, an actor-world is an actor-network formed by 'chains of 

translation' (Callon and Law 1995). 

The process of translation is one of definition, seduction, enlistment and 

displacement. In Calion's (1986b) classic description of how a group of marine 

biologists sought to translate the interests of both the fishers and the scallops of St 

Brieuc Bay, he distinguishes four 'moments' of translation. Each moment is not a 

discrete stage in the process, but an ongoing effort with mutually-constitutive ties to 

all the other 'moments': 

problematisation: defining the nature and problems of another entity and showing 

that the solution to those problems can only be reached through one or more 
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'obligatory passage points' (in the St Brieuc Bay case, the biologists' research 

program) controlled by the translator; 

inleressement: attracting other entities to the actor-network and locking them into 

the roles proposed for them by the translator, who thereby becomes the mediator 

between the actor-world and the 'outside' world; 

enrolment: assigning roles to and relationships between entities in the actor

world, and establishing their consent to the program of obligatory passage points; 

and 

mobilisation: fulfilment of the program through ensuring that entities follow the 

imposed itinerary and do not ' betray ' the translator. 

Translation's moments are not simply transactions between translator and translated, 

but between those two entities and a third. As spokespersons, translators require the 

faith of those with whom they speak, as well as the loyalty of their constituents . 

Actor-networks, therefore, do not distinguish between entities on the basis of their 

attributes, which are considered to be defined in the process of translation. Instead, 

actants may be distinguished by their roles. The tenn 'actor' denotes an entity that 

successfully translates others, thus becoming their representative in interactions with 

the world outside of the network. Through translation, an actor is able to simplify 

and ' black-box' (Calion and Latour 1981) passive actants as fixed points in the 

network - as ' immutable mobiles' (Latour 1987: 227, 1990: 26) - upon which the 

actor can draw without the need continually to renew them . Another type of entity in 

an actor-network is the 'intel111ediary': an entity that defines the relationship between 

actors/actants. The role of intennediaries is to can·y translations; they make possible 

action at a distance. Any actant can be an intermediary - human, money, telephone 

and so on - but one of the most effective and important kinds is ' inscriptions' 

(Calion et al. 1986a: 10): durable texts (written or otherwise recorded) that can pass 

from producer to receiver without the need for temporal or spatial proximity, thereby 

allowing actors to increase their influence and the extent of their actor-world (Calion 

and Latour 1981). Inscriptions approximate Wenger's reifications of practice and 

BO\lrdieu's codifications of s)~nbolic capital - they may incorporate practices andlor 

social relations, as well as knowledge of 'nature' or ' reality' - but their special power 

lies in their ability to represent and fix nominal 'consensus' between the actants in 

their actor-world . Intell11ediaries may also become actors and vice versa. 
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I do not propose to adopt ANT's ruthless reduction of everything to semiotic 

relations (Law 1999: 3) as an ontological framework: as pointed out in Chapter 2, I 

believe that there is a 'reality' to be translated, and that many material power 

resources can be understood without the need for semiotic analysis. However, I do 

find the notion of translation an especially useful one in describing the dynamics of 

Bourdieu 's capitai. Capital within a social field can be seen as constituted in actor

networks: an actor who successfully translates the wills of natural and/or 

social/economic actants acts with their collective force, and those actants become 

part of the actor's 'stock' of capitai. The realisation of capital, in tum, can be seen as 

the use of intermedimies (money, objects, texts, people) to extend the actor-network 

beyond its existing scope. If successful, the actor-network restructures relations 

between entities in its new, extended scale. Thus, social 'structure' is not simply a 

site of (or container for) struggle; structure, identity and knowledge are continuously 

and simultaneously being (re)created at multiple scales through the struggles of 

social actors. Moreover, ' translation' denotes an open set of practices. It extends the 

relationship of mutual production between practices and power relations to 

incorporate construction of knowledge and values (Thrift 1996). 

Thus, institutions, including their associated relations and beliefs, are underwritten 

by particular 'logics of practice' (Bourdieu 1990b). Practices (count noun) , relations 

and beliefs are dialectically related through this logic as moments of an institution: 

that is, as analytically distinguishable elements each of which, at any given time, 

intemalises continual flows between it and all the others (Harvey 1996: 62-64; 

Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999: 37; FaircioLlgh 2003: 101). 8 For example, 

practices internalise relations as certain roles that participants adopt in instituted 

rituals, and as general orientations to parti cular forms of capital that are realisable as 

symbolic. They internalise beliefs as forms of reason embedded in their reifications, 

and as (formal and infonnal) associations wi th certain issues. Relations intemalise 

beliefs as hegemonic values represented by a field 's symbolic structure, and practices 

through their embodiment in agents as habitus. Beliefs internalise practices as faith 

in the ' obligatory passage points' through which translation creates consensus, and 

they intemalise relations as the actor-networks represented by consensual knowledge 

and values. And, importantly, these three moments are continually renewed Ilnd/or 

transformed through practice without the need for overt reference to its reifications. 
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6.1.4 Cultural institutions 

It is these sets of practices, relations and beliefs that I refer to as 'culture ' (Baum 

2000). Culture, in this sense, does not confonn to either geo-political boundaries or 

divisions based on ethnicity or race; nor is it limited to the fields of art and literature 

(as in Bourdieu 1993 on 'cultural production'). ft is, rather, a fluid concept that 

connects people in shared (but ambiguous) 'webs of meaning' (Gee11z 1973: 5) 

which they continually construct in every facet of their social lives. Susan Wright, 

discussing how the concept of culture is applied in organisational studies, emphasises 

this point, also drawing attention to the implicit links between the three moments: 

... to an anthropologist influenced by Geertz's ideas, 'sharedness' is more 

likely to imply a common repertoire of ideas [beliefs] which are reworked 

continually in imaginative ways that are systematic, explainable, but not 

predictable [practices]. Not only is ambiguity essential, as it provides the 

space for this reworking, but the process is political [relations 1: meanings of 

concepts and symbols are not just not fixed, they are actively contested. 

(1994: 4) 

Thus, the 'shared meanings' that constitute 'culture' are complex, contested and 

contingent. Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe understand them as 'nodal points 

which partially fix meaning' (1985: 113), points which result from the discursive 

establishment of relationships between different social resources as moments of a 

new element, a process which they call 'articulation' (also Chouliaraki and 

Fairclough 1999: 121-26)9 Articulation can be seen as a f01111 of actor-network 

translation and, when it successfully 'fixes meaning' (for example, in inscriptions or 

in the habitus of actors), of reification. 

Through reification, culture is (perhaps temporarily) 'crystallised' (Hays 1994: 67) in 

identifiable institutions, whose moments include not only the fluid cultural elements 

li sted above, but also their symbolic manifestations as hard infrastructure, material 

products and discursive codifications such as titles, job descriptions and so on. 

Hence, an anny can indeed 'be said still to "exist" when no soldier at all is engaged 

in manifesting army membership or army-relevant practices' (Coulter 2001: 37). An 

institution's reifications sustain it through (limited) times of zero paliicipation. 
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Because society is complex, institutions are not discrete. People and other actors 

participate in many institutions as they act out various facets of their existence, 

which may involve identifying with any number of different socio-cultural 

(gendered, ethnic, religious, professional, familial, interest, and so on) groups 

(Douglas 1986; Chaiklin and Lave 1993; Clyne 1994). Hence, participants in social 

life interpret events and structure their own actions in various different ways 

according to their understanding of the institutional context, a concept that has been 

packaged by Erving Goffman (1974) and others as framing. 10 Moreover, many 

rituals are shared by a number of different institutions, which consequently overlap 

as those rituals are instantiated by events. A football game, for example, might 

typically articulate the institutions of sport, media, commerce, bureaucracy and 

technology, among others. Nonetheless, institutions are intuitively identifiable and, 

therefore, may be characterised. The next section will focus on traditional 

planning/policy making in Australia, applying the framework developed above to 

characterise some aspects of my profession's institutional inheritance. 

6.2 Planning and the challenges of participation 

Some disclaimers 

This thesis focuses on plmming as a public sector practice associated with the 

institution of bureaucracy. As such, it is the bureaucracy that is put at ri sk by 

transformational capacity of collaborative planning. I do not discuss collaborative 

planning as a threat to the institution of representative democracy, though I believe 

that this is an important issue and that my enquiry may have corollaries that would 

contribute to such a discussion. My case studies are firmly embedded in the 

bureaucracies that support our existing system of government, and it is upon this 

level that [ concentrate. 

It should also be noted that the depiction of planning offered in this section is an 

attempt to capture some moments of traditional bureaucratic planning culture in 

Australia, rather than a nonnative model for meeting democratic or social ideals. In 

this it differs from many other analytical characterisations within the communicative 

planning field (for example, Innes 199Gb; Healey 1997; Innes and Booher I 999a), 
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whose aim in problematising cultural characteristics (practices, relations, beliefs) is 

to enhance potential for building institutional capacity. 

6.2.1 Practising within a bureaucratic field 

Many actors participate in planning - planners, politicians, lobbyists, developers, 

concerned citizens. However, not all these actors can be said to practise planning. 

That is, much of this participation takes place as 'boundary encounters' (Wenger 

1998: 112): the actors do not identify with a community of practice, they do not draw 

upon planning's reified resources, they do not 'share the enterprise to which 

pm1icipants are accountable' (1998: 152). I therefore differentiate in this discussion 

between 'pal1icipant' and 'practitioner'. As a bureaucratic practice, planning takes 

place within a bureaucratic field, and internalises the symbolic structure, hegemonic 

beliefs, and other practices of that field. 

The beliefs that traditionally underlie the bureaucratic field are profoundly 

modernist, arising from the separation of the public and private spheres, and 

bureaucracy's location in the public. A practitioner in the bureaucratic field - a 

bureaucrat - is traditionally expected to embrace a particular kind of instrumentally 

rationalist ethic concerned not with his/her immediate social relations and contacts, 

but with accountability to the citizenry as a whole (du Gay 2000). The classic 

exposition of this rationalist ethic is Max Weber's 'ideal-type construction ', in which 

(an individual's or organisation's) authority to act rests on a number of key principles 

(summarised from Weber 1947): 

official functions bound by rules ; 

a systematic division of labour; 

hierarchical organisation of offices furnishing clear lines of communication and 

accountability; 

a system of technical and/or normative rules and regulations governing action; 

separation of administrative functions from personal vested interests; 

recruitment ancl promotion according to qualifications, seniority and achievement 

rather than personal 'rights of appropriation'; and 

permanent documentation of administrative acts, decisions and rules. 
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These traditional ethics represent nonns rather than 'reality '; II that is, they fonn a 

hegemony of values within the bureaucratic field, meaning that certain fonns of 

capital held by practitioners are more likely to be realisable as symbolic (and 

therefore powerfbl) than others. 

As Bourdieu points out in his own analysis of the bureaucratic field , one of its 

defining characteristics is the intense codification - Weber's 'documentation' - of 

symbolic capital: the 'official representation of the official' (1994: 2) that allows its 

practitioners to accept the bureaucracy's structure as unproblematic and its 

concerns/interests as universal. Autholity to perfonn acts on behalf of the state does 

not flow from social esteem but from statutes delimiting the division of labour, 

which concentrate and codify a number of different species of capital (1994: 11). 

The principal codification of symbolic capital shaping practice within bureaucracies 

is the practitioner's place in the hierarchy: institutional rank. Rank fonnally 

represents an actor's level of authOlity to represent part of the institution, and 

discretionary powers over policy. 

This particular form of symbolic capital construes a social field internal to the 

bureaucracy, in which at least three types of capital are important: 

cultural capital - knowledge of internal procedures, background policy, 

appropriate behaviours and so on, as well as appropriate literacies through which 

to interpret and produce bureaucratic meanings ([edema 1998); 12 

economic capital - control over institutional resourceslbudgets; 

social capital - a network of fonnal lines of communication encompassing 

codified relationships with bureaucratic and political actors at certain levels of 

influence. i
] 

Thus, an individual's rank in a bureaucracy f0l111ally realises their level of 

(theoretical) institutional knowledge, budgetary discretion, and access to the 

hierarchy. i4 Within the confines of the institution, individuals are expected to 

perceive and respect these symbolic meanings. 

However, the bureaucratic field cannot be completely characterised by its internal 

symbolic structure. iS To fulfil its purpose it must interact with, construct knowledge 

of, and advise politicians about, the world 'outside ' ; thus, alternative forms of capital 
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link it to that world. Figure 6.3 shows, in addition to rank, two such forms of capital, 

either of which may be realised as symbolic, but which are uncodified within the 

field. 16 Both fonns of capital are underwritten by the ethical values referred to 

above, and neither is economic: bureaucracies are traditionally held to operate 

independently of their members' private finances; therefore the symbolic power of 

economic capital is restricted (fomlally at least) to institutional budgets (crudely, 

wealthier bureaux have more power than poorer ones) - that is, to the field's intel11al 

structure. 17 In Weber's ideal-typical model, qualifications and experience (rather 

than personal connections, money, and so on) contribute to practitioners' access to 

higher office. 

First, there is a fonn of cultural capital - distinct from the intemal form construed by 

rank - which I have c~lled 'access to "truth'''. This means primarily, in accordance 

with the rationalist ethic, knowledge of scientifically/statistically established 

empirical 'facts' about the bureaucracy's realm of extel11al influence (Smith 1990; 

Fanner 1995). But it also includes recognised specialist lmowledge that cannot be so 

established because its variables are either secret (for instance, the intentions of 

corporate investors) or for other reasons unknown to science (for example, 

Imowledge about the culture of Indigenous communities). This form of capital is 

similar to the 'intellectual capital' promoted by Innes (Innes et al. 1994) and Healey 

(\997; 'knowledge resources ' in her later work [2004a; Healey et al. 2002]), but 

more limited in its orientation towards the 'provable'. Access to 'truth' may be 

realised in various ways - the display of academic qualifications or production of 

appropriately worded texts, for example - in order to be recognised. The ability for 

access to ' truth ' to be realised as symbolic capital is a contextualised refi'aming of Sir 

Francis Bacon 's 'knowledge is power' dictum. IS Combined with the already 

codified symbolic capital of rank, it extends my model of bureaucracy to encompass 

both managerial and professional aspects. 

In addition, I have posited a form of 'ethical capital' that individual bureaucrats may 

realise in various ways: impartiality. Impartiality can be framed both negatively, as 

the absence of personal interest, and positively, as dedication to public 

accountability. This means placing the interests of the citizenry - an actor-world 

represented by the institution' s policies and procedures - before those of an 

individual client, as well as before those of the bureaucrat's self(du Gay 1994). The 
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valorisation of impaltiality, as Weber's ideal type suggests, is traditionally central to 

public administration - so much so that codifications such as the requirement to 

declare 'conflicts of interest' (normally associated with political institutions) were 

frequently invoked at the bureaucratic level during the course of my case studies. 

Each of these forms of capital can be seen as constituted in actor-networks, a 

perspective that undermines any illusion that the bureaucratic field's structure is 

' real', 'fixed' or incontestable. Institutional rank encodes an actor's status as a 

representative of a patiicular section of the bureaucracy - a constantly shifting actor

world composed of other bureaucrats, 'clients' (black-boxed as statistics, case 

histories, and so on), hard infrastructure, memos, policies and other governmental 

technologies. In tum, the actor may be a simplified point in a higher-ranking 

bureaucrat's actor-world. The ranked bureaucrat's power to mobilise their actor

world requires the loyalty of other actants - that is, a lack of will to 'betray' their 

representative by rejecting the obligatory passage points (such as the (re)fonnulation 

of clients' 'relevant' details according to standardised fonns [Sarangi and 

Slembrouck 1996: 129]; see Agar 1985 on institutional and client frames). Access to 

' truth' - specialised knowledge - implies the translation of an actor-world external to 

the bureaucracy, rather than within it: it implies that an actor defines and controls the 

means (obligatory passage points) by which that 'outside reality' - scallops, nature, 

the population, a technology, a community - expresses itself, and is thus able to 

speak on its behalf in encounters with the state. Impartiality implies that an actor 

translates the bmeaucracy - and through it, the entire citizenry - in encounters with 

the world outside the bureaucratic field (Figure 6.3) . 

Thus, seeing capital as constituted in actor-networks emphasises the role played by 

'ethical capital' in positioning even junior bureaucrats as more powerful than 

' clients ' in certain bureaucratic transactions. From the bureau's point of view, this 

can be an important role in situations where the client may, outside of the 

bureaucratic field, hold more economic and/or cultural capital than does the 

official. 19 The ANT perspective also helps to account for an important feature of 

bureaucratic practice: seeking increased capital through the deliberate 'extra

curricular' enlistment and black-boxing of actants both within (through networking, 

seeking positions close to the minister, and so on) and outside of (collection of 

statistics, consultation, further education) the institution. 
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Many of the most important translation practices that build and rebuild these actor

networks are reified as the bureaucracy's fonnal rituals - standardised forms of 

reporting, research protocols, meeting procedures, client transactions, and so on, 

which draw upon and reproduce (usually) positivist forms of reasoning and 

knowledge production. ANT thus provides a perspective that qualitatively unifies 

the different species of capital, shows capital in a dynamic aspect in relation to the 

bureaucracy's instituted reifications of practice, and makes explicit the links of both 

symbolic structure and instituted practice to the modemist rationality underlying the 

(Weberian) bureaucracy's existence. 

As Bourdieu (1994) points out, the bureaucratic field structure is strongly oriented 

towards its own naturalisation, and consequently tends towards conservatism and 

inertia (Hall 1980; Ku 2001). However, as an institution in constant contact with 

other, less conservative institutions - most consistently politics, but also institutions 

with which individual departments are concerned (family, science, technology, 

economics, and so on) - bureaucracy is constantly at risk. A significant shift in a 

close institution, or in the nature or frequency of contact, could bring into question 

and destabilise the structure (and associated habitus) of the bureaucratic field. 

Herein lies potential for the transformation of the field through, among other things, 

collaborative planning. 

A key naturalisation teclmology is reification: traditional planning, like most 

bureaucratic practices, is highly reified. Practitioners draw upon standard mles and 

procedures, and are supported by these reifications in boundary encounters, 

particularly with politicians and clients. Planning procedures combine a number of 

rituals (Dear 1986; Byrne 1998; Abram 2000; Tait and Campbell 2000) - including, 

for example, measurements, calculations, site inspections, formal and informal 

meetings, report writing and plan drawing. As these regular activities are 

instantiated, they construct an actor-network represented in the office by the 

practitioner, building up their stock of symbolically-realisable capital (in particular, 

access to 'truth') until they have acquired enough authority to fonnally make or 

recommend a decision. Planning's procedures (chains of rituals) are instantiated as 

conj unctures - networks of events representing particular proj ects. The events in 

these networks are linked by common participants/aclants, substantive issues, and -

crucially - intertextual ties between the inscriptions and other (spoken) texts that 
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mediate between pal1icipants. As noted in Chapter 2, planning relies heavily on 

language, an issue developed in the following sub-section, which reframes planning 

as a discursive practice, and notes how contemporary trends are destabilising 

tradi tional bureaucratic discourses. 

6.2.2 Planning as a discursive practice 

When I use the phrase ' discursive practice', I do not do so with any normative intent; 

' di scursive' here is descripti ve, rather than signalling a prefelTed approach to practice 

(as in , for examp le, John Dryzek 's [1990] 'discursive democracy' ). Specifically, I 

mean that the practice of planning - traditional, rationalist plalming as well as 

paliicipatory planning - is reali sed largely by discursive activities, that is, by the 

production of linguisti c (and other sem iotic) texts. 

Mal/aglossia 

I noted in Chapter 3 (3.3.3) that patterns of texts generated by plmming practice can 

be understood through Rick Iedema's concept of resemiotisation. Insofar as these 

pattell1s rea lise formal procedures, we can understand them in their 

systematic/teleo logica l aspect as genre chains (Fairclough 2003) shaped by a 

particular purpose: ' to synthesise di fferent types of infolll1ation and give it a spatial 

interpretation ' (Lapint ie 1998: 190). Although the instantiated detail of such a 

planning proced ure may well be messy and non-linear, it has an overall monogloss ic 

'direction' from ephemeral, local meanings (rea lised as talk, for example) towards 

fi xed, uni versa li sed ones (rea lised as material change): 

It is through resemiotization, then, that ... meanings are relegated from the 

relat ive ly vo latile sphere of embodi ed semiosis, into the naturalizing contexts 

of spatio-material semiosis .... (Iedema 200 I b: 26) 

As such, planning processes - the ' progressive concretisation of policy ' (Hi ll 1997: 

24) - help to 'prepare the way' in the publi c consciousness for their durable 

outcomes. 

Monoglossic resemiotisation in planning is the discursi ve aspect of ex tending actor

networks: genre chains are chains of trans lation, mobilising actants (peop le, 

institutions, ideas and so on) that have been enro ll ed in the translator's program. ancl 
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problemati sing certain issues for future action. Thus, resemiotisation can be seen as 

a technology of governance (Burchell et a!. 1991): it naturalises otherwise ephemeral 

discursive positions, bringing increasing numbers of actors and practices into the 

regulatory domain of the translator. Like other such technologies, monogloss ic 

resemiotisati on may be structurally motivated, as the term ' geme chain ' seems to 

suggest. Alternati vely it may, as Iedema himself prefers, be an emergent property of 

discourse: the contingent sedimentation of nodal points which represent - often 

temporaril y - the 'common' (Hardt and Negri 2004) in the multi-directional 

unfolding o f discurs ive events and proj ects (compare Laclau and Mouffe 1985). 

believe, and my research data (Chapters 7-11) co rroborate, that both the teleo logical 

and the emergent are powerfull y present in pl anning practice. I therefore prefer the 

general teml ' resemiotisation' unless directed translation between genres is 

specifically the obj ect of analys is. 

Resemioti sati on as a technology of govem ance is both a lingui sti c and a socio logical 

concept, provid ing useful insights into the social and materi al power o f discursive 

acti on. The textua l intemlediaries used by plalUlers are increas ingly ' immutable 

mobiles' (Latour 1987: fi xed but mobile across time and space). They black-box 

nominal convergences of wills between ever-l arger numbers of actants , thereby 

becom ing actors in their own ri ght. However, as acto rs, these tex ts have no habitus. 

Their action/ influence depends on the mediation/ translation of appropriately 

hab ituated humans. Resemioti sation and the invocati on of p lalUling 's textual 

products become rea lisations of symbolic capita l in platUling. 

It is primaril y th ro ugh discourse that these and other rea lisations of capital take place 

within acti vi ti es that make up the practi ce of platUling. The legitimacy of such 

realisations - and therefore their capac ity to be recognised as symbolic and 

infl uentia l - depends on how they draw upon orders of discourse appropriate to the 

bureaucratic fi eld and, more specifica lly, to plann ing. Any characterisation of these 

wi ll necessaril y be tenuous and incomplete - society ' s expectations of bureaucracy 

and planning are, as Chapter 2 pointed out, changing, and their assoc iated gemes 

increasingly hybridising with those of other fi elds (Fairclough 1992, 2000b; 

Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999; Fairclough et a!. 2003; see ' Heterogloss ia' below). 

However, some general features lllay be assumed, in particular a tendency to confer 

authority on natura l is ing discourses - the teclUlical, the scienti fic, the impersonal -
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which realise both cultural and ethical capital (access to 'truth' and impartiality), 

positioning their producers in opposition to 'non-realists' (such as ideologues) and 

interested parties (such as clients). Numerous studies have shown that such 

discourses de-emphasise agency and reify contingent processes (Charrow 1982; 

Halliday and Martin 1993 ; Sarangi and Slembrouck 1996; Iedema 1997b; in the 

planning field Tett and Wolf 1991 ; Whatmore and Boucher 1992; Fischler 1995; 

Throgmorton 1996; Hillier 1998b). As such, they have a tendency towards 

monologicity (White 1999): they suppress difference and c lose opportunities for 

divergences of meaning, strategica lly creating ' lines offorce' (Latour 1991). 

Heteroglossia 

Recent trends in management show a normative direction away from Weberian 

'ideal-typical' stmctures. As noted in Chapter 2, post-modern society is seen as 

complex, fragmented and uncertain, bringing into question public trust in 

representative democracy as well as in the reductionism and 'one-size-fits-all' 

approach of traditional bureaucracy. Some key features of this shift, particularly 

since the 1980s, are associated with governments' adoption of the 'rationality' of 

market mechanisms rather than technical ones to ensure 'efficiency' (Osborne and 

Gaebler 1992; du Gay 1994; Rose 1999; see Fairclough 1992, 2000a, 2000b, 200 I ; 

Sarangi and Slembrouck 1996 for associated discursive shifts). David Osborne's and 

Ted Gaebler's (1992) exposition of such 'entrepreneurial' govemment includes, for 

example, the introduction of the profit motive, competition between service 

providers, and 'outcomes-driven' perfom1ance measurement. It also demands a 

higher level of responsiveness to the complex, fragmented demands of what are now 

often ca ll ed government's 'customers' (du Gay 1994, 2000): flexibility rather than 

rigid standards; offering more 'choices'; involving customers in direction setting 

through ' market research' and participatory decision making. Further, bureaucracies 

have introduced measures to increase 'productivity' by giving employees and clients 

a level of 'ownership' : management through incentives and a sense of 'shared goals' 

rather than by commands; decentralisation of authority and' flattening' of previously 

rigid hierarchies; achievement through teamwork within and across bureaux and 

sectors (public, private and non-profit). Thus, the trend in bureaucracies away from 

hierarchical structures and forma l discourses and towards (financial, professional and 

decision-making) paltnerships and participation - the 'conversationalisation ' 

III 



(Fairclough 1995) of govenullent - reflects not only changing 'democratic' values, 

but also the 'marketi sation' of the public sector. Increased participation in direction 

setting, both wi thin and between organisations, serves to implicate officers and 

cli ents in the market discourse: to increase people's comfort with fix ing and 

allocating resources to their 'choices' (Rose 1999; Mayer 2003). 

These organisational trends can signifi cantly change the culture of bureaucracies. 

The contemporary pub li c sector is marked by peculiar tensions: between public 

accou ntability and market rationality; public and private ' interests'; control and 

discretion; standardisation and fl exibility/creativ ity; administrative and political 

strategic concerns (see Haynes 2003: 12-13). These tensions are regu larl y played out 

in intra- and inter-sector interactions which destabilise personnel structures and 

insti tutional values previously thought to be fi xed. Indeed, interactivity has been 

identified as the key characteri sti c of a possible 'post-bureaucratic' 'ideal type' 

(Heckscher 1994). Even in Australian publi c sector plalU1ing and envirolUllental 

management, whose agencies genera lly retain traditional hi erarchies and rule-based 

accountability n0Il11S, there is a clear tendency towards teamwork and inter

departmental partnerships that cut across formal structures and often, for strategic 

plmu1ing initi atives, include 'stakeho lders' from outside of the public sector (for 

example, Searle 2004; Meadowcroft 1999 for sim ilar trends in the UK). This 

interactive tendency creates recurring contexts in which officers at all levels need to 

(re)negotiate and (re)construct procedu res, practices, values and professional identity 

with a variety of (professional and other) vo ices (Iedema 2003a; Iedema and 

Scheeres 2003). Those contexts do not have the pell11anenCe or generality construed 

by Weber's 'ideal type'. They are often local, temporary events: groupings of 

part icul ar people, for particu lar purposes, in particular places and times. Thus, the 

discursive aspect of bureaucracies, including platUling, takes on a heterogloss ic, as 

we ll as a monoglossic quality: plalUling practice and discou rse are realised 111 

continually changing contex ts and by ever-diversifying sets of voices. 

In sum, the shift towards partnership and participation in public sector practices is 

related to cul tura l change at the societal level - economic and political forces impose 

change' from above'. But this trend creates shifting wo rk contexts and increases the 

closeness or frequency of contact with other fields, thereby introducing alternative 

discourses, practices and forms of capital to bureaucratic rit uals at the event level, 
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and undermining institutional fields ' from below'. Coaffee and Healey (2003; also 

Healey 2004a, 200Sb) suggest that, if initiatives towards 'mainstreaming' citizen 

participation are to result in enduring institutional change, a number of criteria need 

to be met at all three levels (governance culture, practices and specific episodes). 

These relate, primarily, to widening the space for diversity in the three cultural 

dimensions I developed above (6.1.4): 'networks and coalitions' and 'stakeholder 

selection ' (relations); ' discourses' or issues/problem-framing (be liefs), and practices. 

Institutional capacity building is seen as fundamenta lly related to the heteroglossia of 

col laborat ive planning practices. 

6.2.3 Collaborative planning as a cross-cultural meta-practice 

Collaboration challenges the field of traditional bureaucratic planning in a number of 

ways. First, its inclusion in the plmming process is a conscious decision, on the part 

of a planner (and/or other practitioners), to restructure the institutional field by 

allowing interest (or ' stake') to be rea lised as a legitimate form of symbo lic capital, 

in clear tension with the bureaucracy's trad itiona l ethic of impartiality. The planner 

may also significantly restructure the convent ional genre network that represents the 

plalming procedure by introducing addit ional interactive genres (stakeholder 

meetings and so on), which need to be incorporated into the resemiotisation process. 

A key challenge here is to resolve a tension between the heteroglossic tendencies of 

collaboration (opening practice to a more diverse range of genres, discourses and 

styles) and the monoglossic pattem of planning's fom1al genre chains (shi fti ng 

meanings from the ephemeral/ local towards the fixed/universal). 

Second, ' collaboration' is itself a discourse conceming the administration of 

plmming and implies a certain ideological (democratic) orientation, regardless of the 

plallJler 'S reasons for embracing it. As these reasons are as likely to be pragmatic as 

democratic, this can create tensions. The discourse of collaboration represents 

stakeholder input - often unreflectively - as a ' Good Thing ' , to be maximised 

quantitat ively and qualitatively (Sandercock 1978; Tewdwr-Jones and Allmendinger 

1998; Tewdwr-Jones and Thomas 1998; Campbell and Marsha ll 2000). It demands 

that planners value all views and fonTIs of knowledge, challenging the trad itional 

capitalisation of 'truth' and potentially leaving decision makers with no clear way of 

prioritising inputs other than their own biases (Campbel l and Marshall 2000). 
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Figure 6.4 : Collaboration introduces new actor-networks and, thus, forms of symbolic cap ital into the 

bureaucratic field. 



Discursively, this tension may be realised as inconsistencies in how different stages 

of the collaborative process are framed: if traditional beliefs, relations and practices 

are 'put on hold' in collaborative action, register expectations regarding field , tenor 

and mode are revised in ways that are continuously being negotiated. However, 

contingent meanings produced in collaborative fora may be lost, become 

inappropriate or in'elevant once they are translated/resemiotised into bureaucratically 

meaningful outcomes: 

... if we define knowledge as ways of constming the world, rather than the 

simple accming of facts, then we can see that participation ... must involve 

the meeting of different form s of knowledge. Once alternative rationalities 

have been translated into existing policy discourses, then, as systems of 

knowledge, they must also be transformed. The problem for subordinated 

forms of knowledge is that once translated into the dominant (usually 

'scientific ' or ' technical') discourse, alternative rationalities, arguments and 

thoughts may lose their original force . (Abram 1998 : 6) 

Thirdly, as pointed out above, the bureaucratic field is potentially destabilised by the 

introduction of non-habituated participants. Even in cases where bureaucrats do not 

make conscious adjustments to the field of capital or to their expectations about 

orders of discourse, collaboration introduces new expectations in the persons of other 

participants, whose habitus orients them to different kinds of capital. Non

planners/non-bureaucrats are 'strangers' to the rituals of planning; they bring to those 

rituals 'strange' meanings. That is, they may draw upon foreign understandings of 

the genres (what is a 'meeting'?), alternative themes (especially private ones), and 

alien discourses and styles (non-natural ising, emoti ve, and so on). Moreover, in 

order to be understood, planners need not only to use professional skills, but a lso to 

perform them (Iedema 2003a; [edema and Scheeres 2003) : to explain and, thus , to 

open to challenge the principles and technologies (admin istrative and technical) 

underlying their institutional capita l. 

To illustrate these issues, Figure 6.4 shows collaboration as introducing a strange and 

uncertai n ' fourth dimension' to the symbolic stmctu re of the bureaucratic field , one 

in whi ch symbol ic capital is constituted in external actor-networks: that is, external 

actor-worlds, extemally mediated. The networks constituting this fourth dimension 
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have the potential to unbalance, merge with and otherwise alter the traditional, 

internally-situated ones of rank, 'truth' and impartiality in context-specific ways 

(compare Marsh and Rhodes 1992 on the interaction of 'issue', 'producer' and 

'professional' networks with 'policy communities') . 

The' fourth dimension ' is internall y comp lex and unpredictable, as it may itself 

represent the in tersection of as many institutions as there are participants (or, just as 

likely, more). It is also, from the planner's perspective, relatively uncontrollable, as 

its operation relies on (textual and other) intellllediaries which are not part of the 

genre networks that articulate bureaucratic planning. Each event in a collaborative 

process is part not only of that process, but of a number of other event networks 

(Fairclough 2003) . Therefore, any event/text generated by a collaborative process 

can be seen not only as an intermediary/actor in the formal process of monoglossic 

resem iotisation, but also as the intersection of several networks of translation which, 

for each patiicipant, may instantiate a different set of rituals and orders of discourse. 

These in tUIll may be associated with the practices of different cultural institutions: in 

this sense I say that collaborative plallJling events are cross-cu ltu ra l events. 

Collaborative plalUling events differ from the more usual types of boundary 

encounter (such as client-official transactions) that characterise bureaucratic 

practices (for example, Peters and Nelson 1979; Agar 1985; Sarangi and Slembrouck 

1996; Cedersund and Saljo 1997; Whittaker and Rojo 1999), in that the non

bureaucrat/platUler participants are directly engaged in bureaucratic/plaluling 

procedures and, in theory at least, share with the bureaucrats an enterprise of some 

sort . Under these conditions, we could predict that a new 'comlllunity of practice' 

might emerge, characterised by its own forms of mutual engagement and a shared 

repertoire of kJlowledge, social connections and strategies 20 upon which they can 

draw (Wenger 1998: 103). 

These features of a community of practice can be seen as shared understandings of 

the discourse context - both of culture and of situation. As a new community of 

(collaborative platUling) practice emerges, participants might be expected to begin 

ulU"efl ectively to draw upon common sets of intetiextual patterns (sometimes reified 

as procedures, roles and agendas) and discursive fonnations, and to demonstrate, via 

their lingui sti c choices, similar perceptions of field , tenor and mode. The 

11 5 



'metaprocesses' by which participants' understandings converge, then, can be seen 

as processes of situated learning (Lave and Wenger 1991; see Peel 2002) - of a shift 

from ' legitimate peripheral participation' to competent practice. For any 

participatory process, whether or not this learning takes place, and whether it is 

mutual (as John Friedmann [1973] recommends) or didactic would seem to be 

questions central to whether the process can be called 'collaborative' in Healey 's 

normative sense. That is, situated learning can be 'one-way' , educating non

bureaucrats about traditional institutional practices (Atkinson 1999), or it can be 

' two-way', possibly leading to the emergence of new institutional practices. 

6.2.4 Collaborative planning and its presentation to the public21 

The inscribed outcomes of participatory planning processes and metaprocesses 

predictably become intermediaries in further boundary encounters with political, 

media and other previously non-participant institutions, whose practitioners bring 

prior understandings of bureaucratic practice to their interpretation. To be effective, 

these inscriptions need to 'speak' convincingly to such 'outside ' actors. 

For the purpose of this thesis, I understand the outcome of a strategic planning 

process to be the Jllilli22 In bureaucracies, the plan is often an obligatory passage 

point between talk and action, which represents in technical- 'rational' , ' universal'

terms the meanings developed in the planning process, and the meanings to be 

construed in future texts. Figure 6.5 shows the plan's special place as the crux of 

many genre networks. 

Moreover, the plan is traditionally the first stage in the process of resemiotisation 

that needs to be meaningful to the general public (or at least to their political and/or 

bureaucratic representatives). In translating discourse from private to public, a plan 

not only presents the substance of prior and future texts , but also justifies that 

substance. One of the most common ways that plans achieve this is through a 

generic schema in which proposals for action appear to be 'logically' derived from a 

combination of 'fact' and 'value' premises (Simon 1997). This schema tends to 

consist of: 

' Issues ' (encompassing all contextual information - 'fact premises') ; 
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'Aims' (desired outcomes - embedding assumed or consultation-derived 'value 

premises'); 

'Objectives ' (analytical relation of aims to issues); 

' Strategies' (proposed means to achieve the objectives, including evaluation of 

effects); and 

'Actions' (analytical breakdown of how strategies are to be implemented, 

encompassing also regulations, monitoring, resources etc.)23 

This ' logical' structure metaphorica lly re-presents the planning process in linear, 

instrumentally rational tenns , 24 which frame local meanings and interests 

contributing to the plan as general ones, permitting them to become embedded in the 

'relations of ruling' (Smith 1990) that organise the experience of others. It is a very 

inexact metaphor - even the most conventional planning processes tend to be messy 

and affected by political factors outside the plan 's ' universe', rather than being 

strictly logica l. In collaborative processes, where discursiveness is foregrounded, 

and where sensitivity to alternative rationalities is considered critical to 

democratic/procedural quality, the metaphor might be considered not merely inexact, 

but inappropriate to account for the plan against these new criteria. Further, the logic 

of the generic schema may not refl ect the practices, relations and beliefs of any 

emergent community of practice. 

This is an important challenge for co ll aborative planning. Translation from the local 

to the general is always an ideological practice - an act of symbolic power - which 

may be either alienating or empowering to the interests involved. Actor-network 

theory reminds us that inscriptions such as the plan are critical to the ability of 

decisions and practices to act at a distance, beyond the specific events in which they 

are enacted. It seems to me that the problem of translating collaborative 

metaprocesses and associated practices for the plan may be an important aspect of 

the phenomenon observed by Coaffee and Healey (2003) - that changes at the levels 

of specific episodes and governance cultures appear to have less (or more slowly 

realised) influence on planning practices than might be expected. 
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6.3 Conclusion 

The institutional inheritance of Australian planning is located in the modernist 

bureaucracy, underwritten by rationalist values and practices, and intensely reified in 

organisational hierarchies, procedures and documentations. This inheritance is put at 

risk by contemporary trends in government, which reflect a discursive shift to market 

(rather than technical) logic and participatory (rather than representative) democracy. 

A central part of this shift is an increasing tendency to produce procedures, rituals 

and professional identities in ongoing interactions - cross-professional and 

interagency teams, cross-sector partnerships, and participatory planning/policy fora . 

Thus, many of the reifications of the bureaucracy - while sti ll crucial to its existence 

- have become less permanent, less ' natural', more explicitly constructed in social 

interaction, and so more susceptible to event-level transformation. In addition, 

events have become more multi-vocal. Teams, partnerships and stakeholder/public 

collaboration introduce non-habituated paliicipants - strangers - with different 

discourses, intertexts and orientations to non-bureaucratic fornls of capital. .That is, 

collaborative events are boundary encounters between different (actor-)worlds of 

practice. And in collaborative planning, the ' boundary' between practitioners and 

other paliicipants in these encounters is not clear-cut: the new voices reach to the 

direction-setting centre of the institutional field. In these cross-cultural contexts, 

symbolic capital and professional identities may be de-naturalised: confronted with 

alternatives, they are discursively brought into the open. They may thus become 

more available to challenge and, possibly, to change through a process of situated 

mutual (re)learning. 

In the remainder of P3Ii 2, I examine how this cross-cultural1i'spect of collaborative 

planning is instantiated in my case studies. Chapter 7 focuses on cruces in which 

procedural and interpersonal tension surfaced between Alpha's members and 

DOMM officers; then Chapter 8 looks at simi lar moments from Beta's process. 
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7 Science and politics: DOMM and Alpha 

In this chapter and the next, I examine my case studies to interrogate my theoretical 

contention that there is something 'cross-cultural ' going on in collaborative planning. 

To do this, I exp lore the meanings realised in a few cruces from each committee 

process - times when tension surfaced between bureaucrats and other participants. 

These moments exemplify a number of recurring patterns of interact ion, each of 

which (re)produces a level of mistrust or frustration, particularly on the part of the 

non-bureaucrats, who found themselves 'strangers ' in the strange world of 

bureaucratic practice. Such patterns tended fairly consistently to emerge when the 

committees entered new phases of business: when the 'tasks' embod ied in their 

meeting agendas shifted; when their procedural roles changed vis a vis other 

participants; when they encountered constraints on the scope of their action potential 

(Chapter 4,4.3). 

Chapter 7 is focussed in particular on three of Alpha's meetings, characterising some 

of the issues underlying members' disagreements with their executive, the staff from 

the Department of Marine Management (DOMM). In particular, such disagreements 

emerged over DOMM' s organisation of the planning process (exemplified by 

Meeti ng 3), members' need to keep the management plan ' open ' to input by 

exc luded stakeholders (Meeting 5), and how submissions from the public should be 

treated (Meeting 7) . All of these issues related to a fundamental difference in 

approach: DOMM staff treated planning as a rational, scientific practice, while 

severa l of Alpha 's members treated it as an essentially politica l activity. That is, 

conflict arose from participants' diverse understandings of their inst itutional frami ng. 

Before beginning this exposition, [ reflect generally on my analytica l process. 

Allalysillg meetings 

A committee meeting is a very complex text. In Alpha 's and Beta's meetings, 

participants mobili sed a range of meaning resources in addition to ta lk - body 

language; prepared visual aids (s lides, power point presentations, overhead 

transparencies); improvised whiteboard illustrations. In addition, members ' talk 

often explicitly quoted other texts - correspondence, minutes, reports, po licies and so 

on - and there were frequently several conversat ions being conducted at once, each 
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constructing meanings that would ultimately contribute to the whole committee's 

agreements. Moreover, the meetings represented, for different participants, stages in 

different networks of events (Chapter 6), and as a consequence several 'sets' of 

intertexts could be mobilised at once. Besides this practical complexity, the relative 

spontaneity of talk (compared to writing) means that generic expectations are 

continually being revised and renegoti ated in all but the briefest and most ritualised 

spoken exchanges. I 

Such data do not lend themselves eas ily to a systematic analysis using a single set of 

tools. Rather, logogenesis - the dynamic development of meaning - within a 

meet ing is better understood by tak ing account of 'syndromes of complexes ' (Iedema 

1997a: 157) of lexicogrammatical and discourse-analytic features. Therefore, the 

analysis drew opp0l1unistically on features associated with all three metafunctions -

ideational , interpersonal and textual - and uses a combination of qualitative and 

quantitative methods. For the purposes of this chapter, I am interested in how the 

discourse of participants construes the ir immediate context: what is relevant; what is 

taken for granted; what is negotiable; what is 'good'; what is appropriate (compare 

Hajer 1995) . 

Because my primary interest is in how bureaucrati c and non-bureaucrati c cons truals 

differ, [ treat participants as broad collectivities - government and non-government 

rather than as individuals . Such a trea tment glosses over many subtleties, including 

that the members of Alpha came from a variety of practice rea lms, and that four of 

the ' non-government ' parti c ipants themselves worked for publi c sector agencies (in 

the samples cited in this chapter, those four members do not feature strong ly). In 

what follows, DOMM offi cers' names begin with ' D ', members' names with ' M', 

and observers' names with '0'. 

Each section explores one crux, an item from the agenda of one meeting, broken 

down into fragments exemplify ing particular sources of conflict or 

misunderstanding. The fragments are reproduced on the unnumbered pages bes ide 

the ana lysis to provide a po in t of reference; it is not generally necessmy to read each 

fragment in fu ll. 
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7.1 Meeting 3: the logic of the plan2 

Alpha's third meeting was the committee's introduction to the 'texting' part (Phase 

2) of their work: drafting sections for inclusion in the management plan. DOMM's 

intention was to present the committee with drafted sections of the plan for 

consideration, amendment (if necessary) and endorsement - a fairly standard 

bureaucratic practice which delegates the time-consuming job of wordsmi thing to the 

executive outside of the meetings, treating the committee as decision makers rather 

than workers. On this meeting's agenda were 'Object ives' for each of the 'Social 

Values' on the li st from Meeting 2. 

There was a level of tension between Alpha and DOMM before the texting began, 

since legal advice regarding the pOJ1' s exclusion had, to many members, rendered 

most of the previous meeting a 'waste of time'. As the texting sess ion progressed, 

members' unhappi ness consolidated around the issue of DOMM 's management of 

the process. In particular, it became clear that DOMM's framing of the planning 

process as the step-by-step production of a plan was at odds with members' 

understanding of their enterprise as a political one, oriented to broad consu ltation and 

decentralising control over the marine reserve area. 

COl1tent 

DOMM 's agenda for th is texting sess ion included not only the committee's 

consideration of the text, but the executive's exposition of the consultations they had 

conducted between meetings, as Debbie's instructions in Fragment 7. 1 explain. A 

traditiona l planning text reflects a modernist separation of facts and values, the latter 

being formalised as, for example, 'v isions', 'goals', 'a ims ' , 'targets ' and/or 

'objectives' (Chapter 6, 6.2.5). There was, therefore, a certain taken-far-granted 

logic in combining the consultation report and the text as a single agenda item: the 

' Objectives' were supposed to reflect the values and aspirations of the consulted 

stakeholders. However, this logic was not made explicit, and the follow ing debate 

made it clear that it was also not shared by all members of the committee. 

Debbi e has softened the impact of her instructions by adopting the speech of the 

powerless: hesitating (the number of 'ums', repetitions and pauses); marking 
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Fraoment 7.1: Alpha Meeting 3, Objectives for Social Values· 

Debbie: Um, okay. The, the next phase, I guess, of, of the process is to look at each of the Social 

Values - and um you should've all got a list of values in your mail out? Um: Each of the 

values we've um drafted Objectives for. And these are fairly generic sort of objectives that 

have gone to protect that value. 

Um: : what I've done is ah, spoken to a number of ah conununity groups, individuals 

um, we wrote letters to, um, a variety of people as well - to get their feedback on, um, these 

Objectives, and just general feedback about how the process is going, and what they'd like 

to see with the area. 

Ah so, I guess, ah what I'd like to do is discuss each of the va lues in turn. Let you know 

what, um - and this is in that report that, that was on your desk this mOl11ing, if you want to 

follow what's going on - unl, just give you an idea of, of what people had to say about that 

value, and um, and then put up the draft Objectives for your consideration. 

Transcripts in this thesis are verbatim. A disconnected co lon ' : ' indica tes a one second pause. Elision, 

either within a nJ rn or across turns, is indicated in the usual way: 



statements for low intensity (fairly generic sort of', 'just general', 'J guess'); and 

reframing the instructions as a personal offer of service (,what I'd like to do is ... let 

you know ... give you an idea ... put up the draft Objectives for your consideration '). 

These are 'dialogic' tactics : rhetorical resources that expand the discursive space for 

divergence and diversity of meaning (White 1999, drawing on Bakhtin 198 1). As 

such, they could be seen as inviting the challenge and di vergence from the agenda 

that follow . Debbi e intends that the committee focus on the text presented to them, 

and goes on without interruption to present the first set of Objecti ves (for the va lue 

' Indigenous Heritage') ; ho wever, it is to the instructions and consultation report that 

members respond . 

This is illustrated through an ana lysis of ideational cohesion in the debate that begins 

with Debbie's instructions and finishes with a reso lution to defer consideration of the 

Indigenous Heritage Objecti ves, some twenty-five minutes later. Ideational cohesion 

tracks subj ects and themes tlu'ough a text, making it recognisably 'about' something, 

and is reali sed largely through reference and lexical relations (Appendix D) . 

Table 7. 1 summari ses an ana lysis of the reference chains in the di scuss ion, showing 

how often the subjects raised by Debbi e in the introduction - incorporating both the 

instruct ions and the exposition of Indigenous Heritage Objectives - are subsequentl y 

retrieved through reference (subjects that are not retrieved are omitted from the 

table). It shows clearly that the Objectives themselves were not taken up as topi cal 

by Alpha's members. Only three of the Obj ecti ves' 45 retrievals were by Alpha 

members rather than DOMM staff, and almost all of the 45 occun'ed only after the 

chairperson - at this meeting a DOMM staff member) - had called for a decision, 

some twenty minutes into the discussion. Even more noticeably, the objectives' 

subject matter - Indigenous heritage - was never retrieved at all following the 

exposition. Instead, mcmbers ' response focussed on the process - especially the 

consultation process - described in Debbie's introduction and summarised in 'that 

report that was on your desk this morning ,4 The most consistently topical aspect of 

that process was Alpha's ro le in relation to that of DOMM . 

This tracking of subjects was re fl ected in the debate's development of ideational 

themes through lexical relations, an ana lysis of which is partially shown in Table 7.2. 

The clear thematic focus of the discussion overa ll was to do wi th communi cation and 
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Table 7.1: Reference chains generated by Debbie's introduction 

Subject raised by Debbie Comments 

Instr uctions 

The process 17 retrievals. 

The Social Values 17 retrievals, 15 of which are by DOMM staff. 

Alpha ('you') 137 retrievals, through whole discussion. 

Debbie ('1') 40 retrievals, all in reference to Debbie's actions in the 
consultation process. 15 of the retrievals appeared within 
the introduction itself. 

What I've done 6 retrievals, all part of one request for clarification. 

The people consu lted ('a number of 10 retrievals, all part of one phase concerned with an 
commu nity groups, individuals . .. ') apparent lack of interest reported in the summary report. 

DOMM staff(,we') 41 retrievals, through the who le discussion. 

The area 9 retrievals, all after being reintroduced by a member. 

That report that was on your desk this 24 retrievals in two separate phases in which members 
morning queried the content. 

The draft Objectives (general) 45 retrievals, 38 of which were by DOMM staff. The 
other 7 were contained in two separate queries about the 
process used to draft them. 

Exposition of the objectives for Indigenous heritage 

Mary (an absent Alpha member) 10 retrievals, all by DOMM staff and one member 
concemed about Mary's potential exclusion from the 
decision. 

The Objectives for Indigenous Heritage 45 retrievals, 42 of which are by DOMM staff. 34 of these 
retrievals occur only after the acting Chair has ca lled for a 
decision. 



the plmming process - specifically, evaluating and 'visioning' the consultations 

undertaken. Highlighted categories in Table 7.2 show several themes that were 

apparently important to the executive but not to members. DOMM's attempts to 

refocus the committee on the Objectives for Indigenous Heritage were mostly 

rejected, and their references to the consultative effort that they were making were 

largely ignored: members were concerned with the quality and quantity of 

consultation, not with its difficulty. 

The lexical relations also reflect an association, on DOMM's part, of the planning 

process with sections of the management plan: although they are represented in 

Table 7.2 as separate semantic categories, plan sections and process stages were 

consistently collocated in the speech of DOMM staff. TillS association was not 

shared by Alpha's non-bureaucrat members, in spite of the fact that it was embedded 

in their meeting agendas (most agenda items took the titles of plan sections) . Rather, 

they tended to collocate the process as a whole with consultative mechanisms and 

evaluative judgements. That is , DOMM staff and Alpha members framed the 

ultimate purpose of the planning process differently - as the production of a plan; as 

community consultation. This discrepancy was central to growing tensions between 

the members and the executive. 

Tellsiolls 

The tensions were not hidden. Alpha members expressed their unhappiness in strong 

tenns throughout the conversation . Their major explicit concern was an apparent 

lack of public input into the process so far, which they saw as undermining the 

legitimacy of any decisions they might make (Fragment 7.2) . DOMM's defence 

reflected organisation of the process as a progression through the plan's text: the lack 

of wider input was a function of the stage that they were at. Objectives, they 

claimed, were uncontentious and uninteresting to stakeholders, and Alpha could be 

sure of receiving more 'community input' once Strategies appeared on the agenda 

(Fragment 7.3). 

Alpha members had difficulty accepting such assurances, because they had not 

internalised DOMM's framing of the process as product. By extension, they did not 

accept that the processual relationship between Alpha ' s participation, the wider 

123 



Table 7.2: numbers of words in the sample for each of the fifteen most frequently occurring semantic 
categories (, tota l' includes utterances by observers as we ll as by Alpha members and DOMM staff). 

Semantic category Spoken by .. . 

Words to do with ... DOMM Alpha T otal 

Communication (spoken and written) 74 56 140 

Process / progress / movement tlu-ough time 69 5 1 129 

Feeli ngs / eva luat ive j udgements 42 38 86 

Consultation / partic ipation 46 25 73 

T hought / knowledge 32 34 7 1 

Quant ity 22 25 49 

Sections of the man agement plan (including ' obj ectives ') 43 5 48 

Committee / meetings 30 15 47 

Peop le 3 1 13 45 

Group 30 II 44 

Activit ies / land uses (other than Indigenous heritage) 20 23 43 

Work I effort / difficulty 30 5 38 

Place - enc losure 20 13 33 

Visua l 18 14 32 

Indigenous heritage 28 3 31 

Fragment 7.2 : Alpha Meeting 3, Objectives for Social Values 

Mike: T his, I reckon this is ah, this is so mething - we look, touched on this las t meeting - but it 

seems to be an ongoing problem to get any involvement apart from round this table. And ah, 

in the end, when this process goes through to lim, to be ticked off, thi s is in fact what's going 
10 be looked at as being the communitis invo lvement, and if it's not sat isfactory and it's not 
done satisfacto rily, then all the recommendat ions don' t ho ld any weight at all ! And ah, I, 

\ve're about to go tluough it agai n, and it's sketchy still! 

So how, how in the end do we get the required level of input - conununity input - to put any 

weight behind anything tha t the committee says in the ti me frame we've go t, given tha t all the 

efforts by DOMM staffso far have, a lot of them have come up short? 

Frag ment 7.3: Alpha Meetino 3, Objec ti ves for Soc ial Values 

David: Well , I think, I think the answer to that is, is, is furt her down the track when you start 

looking at Strategies to achieve those Objecti ves, it's, it's when you start looking at those 

they're the sort of things that people are interested in, because it has an impact on them. 

And w, once you start doing that, then you get peop le's attention, and their ears open, and 

you' ll get lots and lots of input then. 

And so I, I would n!t be too concemed at this earl y stage abo ut, um, iknow, nllln ing too 
far ahead of, the community, because I think they'll, they' ll catch up when there's someth ing 

firmer. 

" 'Seman tic categories' are formed through repeti tion and through the grouping of words taxonom icall y 

(that is, as parts o f" a whole, or as genera l classes) or by co llocation (consistent/typical association) (sec 

Appendix D). 



consultation, and the text itself was an indirect one: that the Objectives were 

'generic', broadly reflecting stakeholder values rather than being specifically derived 

from their words (Tauxe 1995; Hoch 1996; Tewdwr-Jones and Thomas 1998). 

David's point (Fragment 7.3) raises an inherent contradiction between the framing of 

community values as abstract 'Objectives' and a consultative process in which 

community input is not expected on this aspect, but only on the 'firmer' 'Strategies'. 

Strategies, as DOMM makes explicit later in the process (Chapter 9, 9.2.1), are 

'logically' derived from Objectives: the Objectives provide planners with a defence 

against challenges to the Strategies. That is, under the modernist principle separating 

facts, values and procedures, the community's interest comes at the 'wrong end'. 

Framing the process as product, and conducting consultation according to the linear 

logic of the plan, thus empowers the plalUlers over the 'community'. I think Alpha's 

members know this intuitively. 

The problem of the Objectives' derivation became explicit only after the chairperson 

called for a decision on those for Indigenous Heritage. In Fragment 7.4, Mitch 

voices for the first time a second concern shared by many of Alpha's members: that, 

because of DOMM's focus on the text of the plan itself (rather than on gaining 

community involvement), Alpha's role had been reduced to one of 'Sigll[illg] off' on 

bureaucratic decisions. This concem was fundamental to the committee's 

unwillingness to address themselves to the agenda item. Mitch portrays the 

development of the objectives as arbitrary and casually undertaken and, by invoking 

a previous planning process,5 emphasises DOMM's apparent lack of local sensitivity. 

The problem here seems to be that although the text was being presented in 

association with sector consultations, it was not a resemiotisation of any discursive 

event(s) to which Alpha's members had been privy, and therefore did not translate 

any of their meanings. They had come, in this sense, from nowhere and, in actor

network ternls, appeared to represent only the will of DOMM - an actor to whom 

Alpha members' loyalty has not been enrolled. Dick, to whom both the process-as

product framing and the committee practice of endorsing pre-drafted text are 

'natural' (that is, habitual), does not seem to understand this issue: he does not 

address it, focussing instead on Alpha's arbitrarily con felTed authority to change the 

words before endorsing them, and responding enthusiastically to the word 

'reasonable' even though its context suggests (to me) that it is ironic. 
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Fragment 7.4: Alpha Meeting 3, Objectives for Social Values 

Chair: But if, ah, so that D, DOMM can take these ah, Objectives back to the interest groups, they 
need endorsement by the committee to say, 'yes, we are happy with these as objectives.' 
They can then go out and be discussed with ah, with interest groups. So on that basis, are 
people happy ah, with the Indigenous Heritage Objectives? 

Mitch: ['m not sure that I'm actually happy with the process that we've come to these, but what I 
would like to ask is: in the case of [lawn], how were these actually detemlined? The, the 
management objectives. How was thaI um -- : :: Because at the moment, what I see is 
we're being lim, we're being - as the advisory committee - being asked to sign off on a piece 
of work done by DOMM. 

Dick: 

Mitch: 

David: 
Mitch: 

But on behalf of the commitlee! And if you want to change anything lip there, just do it' 
mean this is Uust a draft, you know what I mean? Yeh. That's the process. 

{Yes, I know. I just want to understand what process you went through to get 
these. {So, --

{And that, and Ihat has been some {consultation, bUI obviously--
{And that's just what happened at [town], is it? 

All you guys sat down, draft it, 'hey, we think these are reasonable' , 
{threw it at the committee, 'what do you reckon?' 

Dick: {Yeh! 

Dick: That's right. The committee has to en, endorse it. They don't have any, urn, y'know, 
{ah, any,--

Chair: {The DOMM staff are working on behalf of the committee here. 



In trying to make sense of where the draft objectives came from and who controlled 

the texting process, a third tension emerged. In Fragment 7.5, Mark turns the 

conversation to recreational angling, and the presentation of the summary report 

from the consultation, which listed all views expressed by individuals under sector 

headings. Having been resemiotised into writing, the lists are understood by Mark 

and others (erroneously, as Debbie points out) as translating those views into a 

consensual position for each sector, so that a list of individual zoning suggestions, for 

instance, 'looked like' a collective suggestion that all the listed zones be adopted 

('Ihere's areas ill here ... ') . 

That DOMM had taken on the role of representing the views of sectors in this way 

may have angered Mark partly because it appeared as an attempt to usurp his own 

identity as a sector representative, a major source of his power within the committee 

in spite of DOMM's instructions not to act as such. However, equally important, I 

think, was the implication of non-negotiability associated with writing. Because the 

report was presented in conjunction with the draft Objectives as a nominal 

resemiotisation of DOMM's external consultations, Mark had inferred that the 

apparently consensual positions in the consultation report - representing not abstract 

'values' but concrete proposals for action - would be somehow ' contained' in the 

Objectives and that, having been 'lick[edJ ... off', they would be become 'givens' 

without further debate. He expected, too, that once meanings were resemiotised as 

part of a written plan, they would become part of the bureaucratic apparatus, outside 

Alpha's control. This fear was exacerbated by his expectation that the bureaucrats 

would try to manipulate Alpha into endorsing suggestions of which the community 

would not approve.6 DOMM had not gained Alpha's trust in either procedural or 

substantive matters, and members were not yet willing to be enrolled in the 

obligatory passage points - amending or endorsing pre-drafted text; accepting 

summary reports for external consultations - that DOMM was attempting to impose. 

Trust is widely considered a fundamental enabling factor for joint decision making 

(Moore \995). 

Rejramillg 

Despite Alpha's obvious mistrust of DOMM during this third meeting, members did 

not directly challenge any procedural instructions - neither the nature of their task as 
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Fragment 7.5: Alpha Meeting 3, Objectives for Social Values 

Mark: 

Chair: 
Mark: 

Can I can throw two bob in here? Just the recreational one here, ... There's areas in here that 
there is no way that, that the guys would agree to over the phone! You know? ... [reads from 
the summary report] 

Mark, can we leave that {one until we --
{No. No, they want, no. The whole reason I'm going to do this is that 

there are areas in here that we haven't had a chance to have a look at, and you're expecting us to 
(urn around in the next twenty minutes or so, and tick the bloody thing off! 
{And there are things in here which, which shouldn't be in here! {Maybe--

Debbie: {No, -- {No, that's not, that's not the 
{way it's supposed to be. 

Mark: {Maybe--

Mark: Maybe we should take these away, and maybe fix them up for the next meeting, or call another 
meeting in, in three or four weeks time, once we've had a chance to read this and see what's 
actually {in it' Because some of this stuff is rubbish! 

Debbie: {Well Mark, aU, aU that's in here is what people said to me? It's not urn, anything that 
DOMM supports or doesn't support, or that anyone necessarily supports or doesn't support. It, 
it's only what the people that I spoke to - and it's only a small group of people for recreational 
fishing, because I was actually unable to contact a lot of the people that I tried to contact - urn, 
there's only what people have said to me. So it's just individual points of view. It's not, um, in 
any way supposed to reflect what the sector as a whole: urn, thinks. 



producing a plan, nor their role as 'experts' rather than representatives, nor the 

organisation of the agenda according to the plan's structure. Rather, they initially 

ignored those instructions, and worked together to resist the power represented by 

DOMM's control of the process. They did this by adopting very assertive -

sometimes aggressive - communication tactics: they expressed opinions as 

unequivocal facts (Mike: 'if it's not satisfactOlY ... then all the recommendations 

dOIl't hold allY weight at all! '; Mark: 'There's areas in here that there's 110 way the 

guys would agree to ... '); they refused to be satisfied with the responses they 

received (Mitch: 'Yes, I know. I just ... '); they disregarded instructions from the 

chairperson (Mark: 'No. The whole reason ... '); they disrespectfully projected 

actions onto DOMM (Mitch: 'All you guys sat down ... "hey, we think ... " '); they 

gave unqualified negative appraisals (Mike: 'sketchy' ... 'come up short '; Mark: 

'bloody thing' ... 'rubbish '). 

At another level, this discussion subtly put at risk the bureaucratic framing of the 

plmming process, enabling Alpha's members to devalue the symbolic power of 

DOMM's contributions. Because Alpha was formally responsible for the process' 

outcome, its members found themselves in the position of bureaucrats with respect to 

the community consultation - trying to synthesise inputs into a cohesive, 'universal' 

statement. When the inputs failed to appear, the members began to distance 

themselves from that position, and to reframe their activity as one to which they, as 

experienced lobbyists, were more habituated: that of political negotiation. This is 

particularly evident in Mark's speech towards the end of the debate (Fragment 7.5): 

the strong boundary between the exclusive 'we' (Alpha) and 'you' (DOMM), the 

assumption of solidality with the community ('the guys ,), the assumed knowledge of 

their opinions. The 'expert' role has not been explicitly rejected, but there has been a 

discreet reminder of Mark's power as a political representative. 

Throughout the discussion, too, most of Alpha's members attributed positive value to 

public/stakeholder input (and negative value to the lack of it), and tended to 

disregard bureaucratic policy, such as the standardised plan structure and DOMM's 

statutory responsibility for developing the plan. They also shifted away from 

'bureaucratic' (or technical) styles of discourse. Indeed, Mitch's progressive 

'translation ' in Fragment 7.4, from the bureaucratic 'how were these ... determilled?' 

through the active but still nominalised 'what process you went through ' to the more 

126 



congruentlinfonnal 'all you guys sat down ... threw it at the committee ... ' suggests a 

high degree of control of these features and a conscious decision to discard them. In 

ignoring the agenda, members downplayed DOMM's focus on outcomes and closure 

in favour of keeping open a dialogic space for further creation of meanings. One 

effect of these strategies was to undennine the immediate hegemony of the 

bureaucratic field, allowing for a renegotiation of context, particularly with respect to 

the power relations between Alpha and DOMM. 

COllsolidatioll 

That renegotiation became very clear towards the end of the third meeting, when 

members recalled the debate outlined above during the committee's regular 'where to 

from here?' session to demand that DOMM encourage more stakeholder groups to 

present to their meetings, thus placing the interpretation and synthesis of stakeholder 

input under Alpha's control rather than DOMM's. The initial statement of this 

request was somewhat tentative, but power relations were quickly revised when 

DOMM staff appeared to resist. 

In Fragment 7.6, Mike embeds the request in a series of grammatical metaphors: the 

result of the proposed action is framed as a possible state of affairs ('that we in fact 

have more people .. . and that ill fact we forward ... '); this state of affairs is 

'reco/1lmend[edJ' to DOMM, and the recommendation itself is disguised as an offer 

to recommend, reducing its perfOlmative force and thus leaving open the question of 

whether Mike is institutionally authorised to instruct DOMM in this way. 7 A 

recommendation from the committee to the executive is a reversal of the nonnal 

conventions, and could be interpreted as subtle criticism, implying that DOMM, not 

Alpha, are the real decision makers. 

David's response appears to me as an attempt not only to defend DOMM's actions, 

but to reestablish some solidarity with the committee members. Although the 

statement is at first characteristically bureaucratic - replacing personal, specific and 

congruent forms with abstract ones ('they' -7 'Representatives of all ... '; 'involved in 

this' -7 'that have an interest ') - it shifts quickly into a more casual mode, with 'we' 

as the explicit agent of a material process 'force', and an implied invitation to join 

him in laughing about the situation. Mike fimlly rejects this attempt at camaraderie 
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Fragment 7.6: Alpha Meeting 3, Where to from here? 

Mike: And I, to sort of follow on from that, Marshall, I, I would actually like to recommend to 
ah DOMM that we in fact have more people available for the, as resources, and that in 
fact we forward some of this information to different people for their comment. Um, I've 
written a few things, and this is, you know, rough .... [reads out a list of interest groups 
with names against them, raising in particular the need for the 'Department of Industry' to 

attend the meetings, with agreement from Monty) 

Monty: Could be an {outstanding example of different perspec {tives needed. 
David: {Just-- {I mean just on that, there is, ah, 

Mike: 
David: 

Mike: 
David: 
Mike: 

they are invited. Representatives of ah, of all the agencies involved in this - that have an 
interest - are invited to every meeting. 

Right. {Well-- {Well--
(However we can't, we can't {force those people to attend [laughing]. 

Well {it's gonna --
{Y'know, they (find--

{That's, that's, that's fine, but, but I think that urn, somehow or 

another we, we require them here. 

Fragmen! 7.7: Alpha Meeting 3, Where to from here? 

Mitch: 

David: 

Chair: 

Mike: 
Mitch: 
Mike: 

But if, possibly something we could do as a committee is, our request to DOMM is: 
please request of those agencies that we believe they will add value to the process we're 
going through. So rather than just say 'the meeting's on; would you like to come?' You 
can use our influence to provide that. 

Yeh. 

Ah y, should that be specific ah, according to what the agenda 
{would make a (difference? 

(Yell. 
{Oh yes. I (agree. 

{Oh, I think so, yeh. 



with an unequivocal statement of opinion ('that's fine, but I think that somehow or 

allother we require them here '). This is a more powerful move, which raises the 

stakes in the struggle between members and staff. 

Shortly after this, Mitch enters the conversation (Fragment 7.7), repositioning 

DOMM as subservient not only to the committee, but generally. Mike's 

'recommendation' here becomes a direct 'request', congruently framed as an 

imperative ( 'please request of those agencies ... '). Mitch then suggests that DOMM 

present a highly modalised and incongruent appeal to those agencies' vanity ('we 

believe they will add value ... '), an extremely low status realisation of a request, and 

offers the use of the membership's (political) 'influence', implying that staffs 

(bureaucratic) own is inadequate to the task. Thus, Mitch asserts the membership's 

growing control over the framing of the planning process as explicitly political rather 

than merely procedural. Both David and the chairperson adopt relatively low status 

positions in response, one by agreeing and the other by switching from a command 

(*you should) to the less powerful request for the membership's opinion. 

The altered framing is consolidated shortly afterwards in a decisive confrontation 

between the bureaucratic and political lifeworlds. In Fragment 7.8, Mark introduces 

the 'minister' theme obliquely, referring to political events that were common 

knowledge at the time,8 before beginning to suggest that a letter to the Department of 

Industry be 'cc 'ed' to the Minister for Industry. David, seeing an opportunity to 

reestablish some solidarity with the membership, attempts to 'join in' what appears at 

first to be a tangential conversation. Dick, however, anticipates Mark's suggestion, 

and confidently rejects it, with an unqualified statement about the bureaucratic 

'reality' of such actions ('to go for a minister you go to your CEO alld then it's sell! 

up '), implying that Mark's idea arises from ignorance of the conventions in Dick's 

lifeworld. 

Mark (an experienced lobbyist) replies with an equally confident statement about the 

political reality of such actions. Uncertainty (modalisation) is placed with the 

bureaucratic option ('probably WOIl't get a respollse '), whereas the political one is 

presented as unproblematic ('[the CEO] will send somebody' ... 'you'll get whatever 

you ask for'). Mark thereby invalidates Dick's lifeworld interpretation and reframes 

the committee's tRsk Rccording to his own. That is , Mark is matching the social field 
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Fragment 7.8: Alpha Meeting 3, Where to from here?" 

Mike: 

Mark: 
Mike: 

Yeh, as I said, if we wrote, if we wro, wrote to the CEO of Industry, and said that we were 
disappointed with the input from Industry in an area that has industry in it, and potential 
{ah, conflicting 
{I think it - [conunent about the Minister of Industry] And, and (actually--

Yeh! [adds comment). 
([loud laughter) 

Mark: And C --: and ICC it --:: : {C s--, 
David: {That's (right [laughing)! 
Dick: {But to go for a {minister you go to your CEO, {then it's sent up! 
Mark: {If, if you CC it to 

the minister, :: (then [the CEO) will send somebody up. 
Mike: {Yeh! 

Mike: {Yeh. 
Mark: {If you don't - if you just send it to him - you probably won't get a response. But as soon 

as you CC it to the minister {you'll get whatever you ask {for. 
Mike: {And cer -- {Certainly it should be CCed 

to the Minister for Marine Management, because she started this whole process, and surely 
she would like to see {it, {this, this --

David: {Oh. : I, I mean {I, I would, I would prefer to, y'know make it 
clear to those agencies concerned that, that there is a level of disappointment, and that, and 
that ah, we strongly reconunend that, that they attend, before writing letters off to the 
ministers. 

Mike: Well {is it--
David: {Y'know, I mean it may be that, y'know that, I know that the Department of 

Mitch: 
Mike: 

Mike: 
Mun'ay: 

Mike: 
Martin: 
Monty: 

Industry regional manager wanted to attend this meeting, and urn, certainly I was 
encouraging him to attend. At the last moment he couldn't make it because of some other 
conrnlitment, but I, I don't think it was a lack of desire to come to the meetings. 

Oh. 1 think, {I think that they might--
(I, I can understand that you don't want to write to Pelrny Perkins and say 

[laughing) to Penny, 'I'm disappointed with the attendance!' {But the --
([loud laughter) 

{But the other side of that, David, is --
{But it's as a committee! We don't need to get DOMM to do that; as a conrnlittee we, yeh. 
{We could {do it ourselves! (We can write to them [inaudible) and--
{Yes. 

{That'S right. yes. 
{Yes. We can write to the nlinister, to the nlinister 

{as a conunittee. 
Murray: {Yeh! Marshall to sign it off as, as Chairman 
Mike: 

{for the comnlittee at this point! 
{Well,--

Mike: Well can we ah, can we perhaps ah, identify the individuals that we should be writing to? 

PelU1Y Perkins is a politician. In this thesis, the sex of politicians is randomly assigned. 



to his own habitus, rather than adjusting his behaviour to suit somebody else's 

conventions. Mike takes Mark's suggestion one step further, threatening also to 

copy the (hypothetical) letter to DOMM's own minister. Again, he does this 

metaphorically, with a statement about what 'should' happen, further modalised for 

high certainty ( 'certainly', 'surely ') to emphasise the threat. 

David often appears to lapse into bureaucratic language when under stress: although 

their next statement is in terms of personal preference ('J would prefer .. . ), the tone 

is deliberately impersonal: he wants to 'make it clear to those agencies concerned' 

(not specifying the Department of Industry, which had been named eleven times in 

the preceding conversation), that 'there is a level of disappointment '. Here, 

negatives are expressed in highly nominalised, agentless language, and positives 

more congruently (though stilI using bureaucratic lexis - Table 7.3). Mike 

unequivocally rejects the hegemony of bureaucratic discourse in this extract, 

translating David's statements into a personal, conversational register: participants 

are mostly present ('you '; 'Penlly'; '1'), and attitude is explicit ('you don't want '; 

'['/11 disappointed'). Mike's use of 'J call understand' here is ambiguous: is it an 

expression of sympathy for David's position, or a more literal reminder that his 

bureaucratese is not fooling anyone? 

The remainder of Fragment 7.8 establishes the committee's independence from the 

executive: Murray's 'We don't need to get DOMM to do that ... ' and the repetition 

and agreement from the others (many of whom have been silent until this point). 

DOMM is outnumbered. However, the membership's victory seems to be purely 

symbolic: the minister is never mentioned again, and nobody objects when Mark's 

suggestion is absent from the final motion, which reads: 

That DOMM will draft letters to heads of government departments and peak 

bodies to ask for assistance and a commitment to sending people to meetings 

when they are required. (Alpha Minutes, February 2001) 

What the committee has achieved, however, is an 'unprivileging' of bureaucratic 

capital in their meetings, and a consequent significant alteration in their power 

relations with the executive. They continued their challenge with renewed 

confidence at the fourth meeting: significantly amending the drafted minutes, openly 

conlradicling slaff on mallers of facl and inference, and insisling on actions that 
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Table 7.3: David's expression of positives and negatives, Fragment 7.8 

- 'there is a level of disappointmellt' 

+ 'we strallgly recommend that ... they aI/end' 

+ 'the Department of IlldlistlY regionolmalloger wall ted to attelld' 

+ 'certaillly [!Vas ellcouragillg him to attelld. ' 

- 'some other commitment' 



officers were reluctant to carry out. Several members commented on the altered 

power relations during their interviews with me, one of them citing Meeting 3's 

'where to from here? . session as a crucial turning point. 

SlIlIlmary 

Alpha's third meeting represented a struggle not only between individuals, but also 

between institutional cultures characterised by differing orientations and discursive 

practices. For the bureaucrats, the outcomes-oriented framing of the process as the 

step-by-step (ritual-by-ritual) production of a planning text was logical and 

unremarkable. Within this framing, conventional practices such as separating 

'Objectives' from 'Strategies', drafting text for the committee's endorsement, 

providing summary reports on external consultations, and observing specific protocol 

when approaching other departments' ministers did not need to be negotiated with 

their collaborators. Yet these practices became the basis of a range of tensions 

between the executive and the committee members, whose habitual orientation was 

apparently not to fixing and closing meanings through monoglossic resemiotisation, 

but to opening the discursive space to the actants who constituted their own actor

networks (Mike's industry connections, Mark's recreational angling friends). Many 

of them were enacting this meeting not as a planning ritual, but as a part of their 

lobbying practice. They therefore actively resisted the bureaucratic framing: while 

nominally accepting DOMM's definition of their ultimate task, they shifted away 

from the agenda and worked hard to prevent DOMM from gaining control over what 

they wanted to say. The conflict between members and executive staff, in this case, 

resulted largely from their adoption of different institutional framings. 

7.2 Meeting 5: Closing down Opell11ess?9 

The catalyst for the concerns raised in Meeting 3 was the exposition of draft 

Objectives for 'Indigenous Heritage' at a time when the committee felt that there had 

been inadequate consultation with local Indigenous people. This issue haunted 

Alpha throughout the planning process, as there was no local Indigenous 

representation on the committee, and DOMM's attempts to consult with this group 

continued to elicit very little response (Chapter 4, note 14). The problem was raised 
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again in the fifth meeting, at which the committee was again texting against each of 

the 'Social Values'. 10 

The debate, however, was very different from that of Meeting 3. There was only one 

DOMM staff member present, Debbie, a junior officer from the local office in 

Scrubfield, and the meeting was chaired by a member of the committee, Mike, rather 

than someone from DOMM. II Further, the subject of Indigenous heritage was raised 

by the acting chairperson in response to concerns expressed infonnally during the 

lunch break by an observer of the meeting, Oscar, a non-Indigenous employee of the 

local representative body.12 None of the committee members, nor the observer, felt 

appropriately authorised to speak on the issues: the cultural distance and severe 

socio-economic disadvantage that characterise Indigenous communities, in 

association with a legal right to negotiate over land use changes, tends to mean that 

they cannot be 'spoken for' by others. In this session, committee members stmggled 

to reconcile conflicting needs arising from the interaction between political, legal, 

development and plaruling fields, attempting simultaneously to perform their 

openness to new knowledge, to acknowledge the inadequacy of their 'information', 

and to produce a written outcome in accordance with DOMM's agenda. 

COllfl/siOIl 

A noticeable feature of this session, compared to Meeting 3, is the changed balance 

between the volume of members' and staffs talk: 254 to 29 utterances respectively, 

and of the staff member's utterances, two thirds (19) are either 'yes', questions about 

what the committee think, or confirnlations of what has just been said. '3 This is 

partly the result of the lesser number of staff and of the fact that the chairperson is a 

member; but it also reflects changed power relations. 

The committee sits 'between' their confidence with respect to their relationship with 

DOMM, and their lack of confidence vis a vis their subject matter, as the 

chairperson's (Mike's, in this case) opening statement (Fragment 7.9) shows. He 

confidently takes control and enforces the change of agenda - there is no uncertainty 

or hesitation in his opening. However, the rest of his statement is full of long pauses, 

fillers, and low certainty ('somehow', 'perhaps), culminating in his admission that 'J 

dOll '( 1m ow what action to take ... '. The confusion is exacerbated by his adoption of 
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Fragment 7.9: Alpha Meeting 5, Social Values 

Chair: Urn, well, we're actually gonna have a -- You should know, since I've taken over, I've just 

changed the agenda. 

Urn, but ah, there's, one of the things that we're missing whilst doing this is that there is 

um, considerable impact to these ah, social objectives by urn, Indigenous issues, which ah 

we don't have any ah, representation here to help us with. Urn,: urn my understanding 

from Oscar is there's ah -- Debbie, you're going to do some lim, consultation over the next 

month or so, isn't it'? 

Debbie: Yep. 

Chair: And that, these will be gone through {with regard to issues that um, affect the um, 

{Yeeh. Debbie: 

Chair: local Aboriginal communities? Ah, we need to bear that in mind, and I also think that we 

need to ah, make it quite urn, : quite clear that we aren't moving ahead without regard; that 

we are, : that we um, : we do feel that it's very important that the, that, that it's covered. 

And somehow I would like to : ah, be able to assist in that process, by perhaps um, : : : I 

don't know what action to take to actually do it. But urn , : : and ['d certainly [ike a 

recommendation from the committee. 



the language of closure - the temlS of bureaucratic meetings that need a recorded 

'outcome' - 'make it quite clear', 'it's covered', the nominalised 'impact', 'issues', 

'representation " 'understanding " 'consultatioll " 'action '. This language does not 

support the lack of closure that Mike is trying to perform, and becomes more and 

more confused and fragmented as the statement progresses. Modalisation returns to 

certainty at the end, when he 'names' the type of closure being sought ('a 

recommendation ji"om the committee '). 

The chairperson's next statement is less hesitant - following a brief tangent he 

returns to the point, carefully justifying it (Fragment 7.10). The solution suggested 

by Morrie in response is posed in the terms of the meeting agenda and -

consequently - of the plan's text, terms with which most of the members have, by 

this time, become comfortable. Morrie and Monty appeal to nominalisations 

('issues '; 'aspirations '; 'interests ') that are by nature generic and open to 

interpretation, but which once again represent the language of closure - the 

objectifying, dedifferentiating language made possible by writing (Ong 1982). Thus, 

they undermine the chairperson's performative purpose in opening the discussion 

and prompt an interruption by the observer who had raised the issue at lunchtime, 

who tries to prevent the monologic reification of 'Indigenous issues' ('a thing called 

... ') . However, the committee continues to struggle to devise a statement that can be 

recorded as an outcome, with various members suggesting ideas for inclusion in the 

planning text - additional 'Values', additional Objectives for other Values, additional 

Generic Management Objectives, and so 011 (Fragment 7.11). The chairperson resists 

this fonn of resolution as lacking the openness required. 

Throughout the early part of this discussion, Debbie is almost completely silent. She 

becomes active in the conversation only when it is explicitly brought back to the 

agenda, and her input consistently interprets the process as being centred on the 

planning text. For example, in Fragment 7.12, Debbie (supported by Morrie) twice 

interprets Mitch's 'the background' as referring to the management plan section 

titled 'Background' under each social/ecological value. As such, once it is 'actually 

written' and endorsed, it will become fixed - an immutable mobile - and ca!UlOt be 

reconciled with Mitch's apparent desire to use it as a temporary site for perfonning 

the committee's awareness of the process' shortcomings. As in Meeting 3 (Fragment 

7.4), Mitch shifts from bureaucratic (' ... opportunity for an explicit statement . . ') to 
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Fragment 7.10: Alpha Meeting 5, Social Values 

Chair: 

Max: 

Chair: 

Anyway we, we've, er DOMM's obviously worked a urn, : a program up of, of 

consultation. What we need to do though is to recognise that we're not just going through 

this willy nilly --

Yeh. 

-- and that. Because what's gonna happen is Debbie is going to tum up and start talking 

about this stuff, and it needs to be made quite clear to the people she's talking to that, that 

um, we haven't just forged ahead on the basis of 

{'ah well, we know that y'know you guys'd tum up {when you care.' Sort of. 

Monty: {It's not ajail accompli! 
Max: {Mm. 

Chair: So how do we go about that? I don't know. 

Miles: {One 

Morrie: {I think ooe obvious thing is: 1 look at the agenda; it just says' Indigenous heritage'. 

Maybe we need to identify almost like Indigenous: issues. {Like access for--

Monty: {Well I, I also think 

Indigenous aspirations {for the area! 
Morrie: {Interests! 

Chair: Ca'-- Ah, Oscar, you've got a comment? 

Oscar: Yeh. I, I \Vas just gonna say it might be useful for the purpose of the minutes to mention a 

couple of the examples that we talked about during the break then. To say that I don't 

think it's an issue of just having a, a!hing called 'Indigenous issues', y'know ... 

Fragment 7.11: Alpha Meeting 5, Social Values 

Mitch: A' er in, in light of that, perhaps, thinking if we went back to, for example, recreational 

fishing, ... a recognition in the background that there is an Indigenous take, of, on which 

we have very little: or no knowledge! But almost flagging in the background, so that 

when Debbie does start going through this, that we've at least identified: ' hey there'S, 

there an Indigenous dimension to this, which we don't profess to understand. But can you 

Chair: 

Monty: 

Chair: 

Monty: 

Chair: 

Mike: 

Mitch: 

Miles: 

Chair: 

please give {us specific {input on this dimension?' 

{Well,well--

{You can own that in that. Adding onto Mike' s 

{note, just say for example y'know as examples of values that have been discussed, 

{Yes. 

where y'know it's highly likely there'll be, an Indigenous component: e.g. fishing, ah, 

geomorphology, let cetera. 

{Yeh.: So if that -- So can we just note that there is going to be 
variation? I don't think we should try and preempt it 

{by deciding where they {are, {um, but um, 

{No. 
{Nup, 

{Well we're not expert in that area, {no. 

{No. 



conversational language ('stick it in ... these guys ... a bunch of white folks ". 

making a call') when he encounters resistance, at the same time 'dropping' the 

modalisation ('1 think ... probably') and grammatical metaphor ('there's .. . an 

opportunity to' v. *Do itl) that softened the request in its first realisation. The 

implication is that the conversational mode is, for Mitch, more forceful and 

dominant, reflecting his framing of this process as a political perfolmance, rather 

than a technical exercise. 

The chairperson is still unable to be decisive, relating the perfonnativity problem to 

fonnal procedural elements: their ironic appraisal of a note in the minutes as 'great, 

bllt ... '. However, Morrie and Debbie between them find a solution, and Debbie 

appears to see this as the end of the discussion: her request for confinnation of the 

action to be taken ('". did YOll wannQ add ". ') realises the usual fonnula used by 

DOMM staff to summarise. 

Yet, the suggested actions did not satisfy the committee. The conversation continued 

for another fifteen minutes (Fragment 7.12 occurs approximately half way through 

this item), with members largely repeating their suggestions and receiving similar 

responses from Mike (Chair) and Oscar, as noted above. Eventually Mike, 

recognising this repetitive pattem, puts a stop to the discussion (Fragment 7.13). 

Still/mary 

The issue of Indigenous consultation highlights a fundamental dilemma faced by 

Alpha: the need simultaneously to pursue the closure expected of the bureaucratic 

meeting genre (and its resemiotised fom1s, the minutes and planning text) and to 

create an open space for new voices and knowledges. Even after they have 

established their status and accepted (with reservations) DOMM's staging of the 

planning process, members' understanding of the political imperatives inherent in 

being observed (both at the meetings and through the distribution of their decisions) 

generates internal tensions, confusion, and 'talking in circles'. 
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Fragment 7.12: Alpha Meeting 5, Social Values 

Mitch: 

Morrie: 

Debbie: 

Milch: 

Mitch: 

Max: 

Chair: 

Max: 

Chair: 

Mitch: 

Morrie: 

Debbie: 

Morrie: 

Chair: 

Debbie: 

Urn, I think there's probably a, opportunity for an explicit statement in the background, 

that urn, to date these values've not been scrutinised by the relevant Indigenous people. 

Well hopefully they will be {by the time this plan goes out - they will do. 

{That, that will, will 've been done by the time the 

{Background's acrually written. 

{Yeh, no, but -

But I reckon you should actually stick it in now, before you even put it in front of these 

guys: i.e. explain the shortfalls up front. We, a bunch of white folks, sitting around, 

making call on this! 

Mm! 

Yeh. Well that's, {I, I mean I don't know the best way to do that

{They would certainly appreciate that, 

whether it's put it in the minutes - I mean that's great, but it gets circulated to us! 

([laughs) {Yeh, 

{Well this is go ling to the sector {consultation groups though. 

{It's gonna go to the sector consultation groups 

though, yeh. {They're one of the ah --

{At the end of this, {this meeting. 

{Well perhaps, perhaps it should be a, a note in the 

minutes, as per what {we've done so far. 
{The Backgrounds: probably won't actually go to the sector 

consultation group. That's just a, like an introduction to our discussions. 

Morrie: So that could be done in a covering note. 

Debbie: 

Per {haps when you -- Yuh? 

{Yeh. 

Debbie: Urn, did you waIllla add another ... objective about ah, aspirations of Aboriginal people? 

Fragment 7.13: Alpha Meeting 5, Social Values 

Chair: 

Max: 
Monty: 

Morrie: 

We're j , all we're doing is recognising the other social values; that there is more input to 

be had. 

{Mm. 

{Objective. number 3 {could be cut and pasted in, like Debbie's got, 

{Yell. 

Monty: to the other va lues, : {and that, 
Morrie: {We'd be able to cut and paste all of em {into , : just for repetition --

Chair: {I, I I think we're now 

Max: 

Chair: 

talking in circles! I, I reckon we've covered what we're talking about. If, if we wanna go 
into details, I reckon we should be doing that after we've had the input. 

Yeh. 

And we can, we ca n't make any further detenninations on what should or shouldn't be in 

there, because that's, it's not for us to do that. : So unless somcbody's got something ihat 

directly relates to that , I'd like to go on to the next one. 



7.3 Meeting 7: the power o/the public 

By their seventh meeting, Alpha had progressed from Phase 2 to Phase 3: from 

texting to mapping spatial controls (zones), considering the feedback from their first 

de faCiO public consultation period and revising the zoning plan in the light of those 

comments. As they worked through the submissions some members displayed 

growing discomfort as they grappled not only with their substantive disagreements, 

but also with the complex bureaucratic work of evaluating the public's input, 

synthesising the comments and giving them spatial expression using the GIS. 

Conflict arose repeatedly as members enacted differing roles: as technical planners, 

as advocates, as adjudicators, and as political representatives. 

Finding meaning 

There was a continuing struggle over how the submissions should be treated: what 

types of meaning(s) should be given to individual and/or collective comments? 

There is evidence that, as a group, the committee used the submissions to provide 

focus to discussions about matters that were outside of their own interests. For 

example, Table 7.4 compares the debate about a sanctuary zone around 'Sandy 

Island ', about which none of Alpha's individual members expressed a strong 

personal view, with a zone around 'Fishy Island ', which was vehemently opposed by 

at least one member. The sessions were not greatly different in length, but in the 

case of Sandy Island the submissions or their authors were invoked more than twice 

as often to initiate arguments. Moreover, opening invocations fairly consistently 

generated more than four times as many follow-up references. 

It seems that in the case of Sandy Island, the submissions provided the basis for 

discussion, whereas the committee instead talked about members' own views and 

interests in the case of Fishy Island. That is, the consultation took on a special 

importance where the committee members' views were unclear, ambivalent or 

disinterested. Submissions were actors representing the actor-worlds of their 

authors; however, without the additional power of speech, their 'voice' had to be 

explicitly raised by other actors - especially Alpha members - who tended not to do 

so when their own interests/actor-networks required strong representation. 14 The 

consultation did ' fill a gap' in the participatory process, giving voice to actants 
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Table 7.4: number of times submissions and/or their authors were invoked in discussing Sandy Island 
an d F' I I IdS Al h M ' 7 IS ly san anctuary zones, Ipl a eetmg 

Sandy Island (-40 minutes) Fishy Island (-35 minutes) 

Opening Othel' Opelling Olhel' 

Members 18 48 9 II 

DOMM 7 41 (including initial summary) 2 5 (no initial sunmlary) 

Observers 0 0 I 3 

Total 115 31 

'Other' includes prolonging, developing and reacting moves: that is, it indicates that the initial (opening) 

invocation of the submissions led to further discussion about them, 



unrepresented (Briggs 1980; Sarkissian et al. 1986; Innes 1992; Mansbridge 1992; 

Godschalk et al. 1994; Graham and Healey 1999; Stocker and Moore 1999; Nichols 

2002), but in this case the gap was more geographical than social, in that the 

significance of those extra voices was strongly related to 'competition' from 

members' own actor-networks in the context of particular places. 

Within this general framing of the submissions there were internal struggles over 

their meaning. DOMM's summary report analysed the submissions as 'issues' for 

systematic consideration by the committee, listing these 'issues' against each zone 

(or against each sector when comments were not zone-specific). For example, 

Fragment 7.14 is the verbal summary of input for Sandy Island, the first zone that 

Alpha considered. David's use of the word 'issues' in this summary is typical: 

throughout the seventh and eighth meetings, the contributions of DOMM staff 

consistently discuss submissions in ternlS of the issues they raise. Here, 'issues' 

includes not only 'neutral' matters - framed in the submissions as 'facts' about the 

ecological or administrative environment (for example, 'this is a nesting site for 

seabirds'; 'this is a mining tenement') - but also social and economic interests ('my 

friends and I fish here'; 'my business relies on this area'). Either type of comment 

may influence the committee, depending on the values members wish to foreground. 

The chief difference between 'neutral' and 'interested' comments is the use, or the 

implied use ('everybody fishes here'), of the first person - knowledge and interests 

are unified under ANT as the representation of different actor-networks (constituted 

by actants that are natural, institutional, social and so on). DOMM's request to 

Alpha to consider both 'types' in the same way is, in this sense, an invitation to the 

committee to decide which types of actor-network to capitalise. 

In contrast, some of Alpha's members - particularly (but not exclusively) the 

recreational anglers - consistently refer to the submissions in quantitative tenns such 

as 'majority', as in the summary, by an angler member, of the same submissions 

(Fragment 7.15). The constant collocation of the submissions with quantitative lexis 

suggests that, for these actors, it is the size in human terms, rather than the type, of 

the actor-network that matters. The submissions are seen as a fOlln of 'voting' (itself 

a kind of translation) framed by a democratic ideal that the wishes of the majority 

should rule. The difference between DOMM's ' rational' and Malt's 'democratic' 

framings became a significant source of conflict throughout the seventh and eighth 
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Fragment 7.14: Alpha Meeting 7, Day I, Sandy Island Sanctuary Zone' 

David: So I guess er, I think the, the, there's two, there's two major i', issues that the conunittee 

needs to deal with. Um, and that, and that, relates to, I guess, one: whether or not there um, 
there should be areas on the western side incorporated into that, that zone; and, and also: 
whether or not the, the ... boundaries should be amended to taking account of the comments 

from the um, sort of West Scrub field communities. 

Fragment 7.15: Alpha Meetin" 7, Day I, Sandy Island Sanctuary Zone 

Matt: Well what I'm reading from ... West Scrubfield people here is: resi', reduce the zone around 
the northern and eastem sides, to allow recreational fishing around the edge of the island. 

Basically the only recreational fishing area available to people in West Scrub field that has 
good beaches and reefs! : : : :: And I think the majority are saying reduce the ah, that 

northern boundary! : : Is how I'm reading it. 

Most of the submissions regarding Sandy Island came from recreational anglers who lived in a different 

part OftO\\11 (,West Scrubfield ' ) than did Alpha's recreational anglers. 



meetings, not only between the membership and DOMM, but within the 

membership, several of whom supported DOMM's 'issues' framing. In Fragment 

7.16, for example, Matt suggests that, far from merely raising issues for the 

committee to consider, the ' comments', as expressions of the desires of stakeholders, 

carry the authority of instructions: the majority are 'for ... not enlarging' the zone; 

therefore the zone should not be enlarged even for practical reasons. Miles' view of 

the committee's role is different: sometimes the right decisions are 'hard decisions' -

the public, at least as represented by the submissions, is not always right (Gyford 

1991; Campbell and Marshall 2000; Fischer 2000; Beierle and Konisky 2001). The 

interpersonal dynamic between Matt and Miles (an amateur yachtsman who rarely 

goes fishing) becomes antagonistic, characterised for instance by non-supportive 

interruptions, exaggeration ('size of matchboxes '; 'they're all for reducing') and 

emphatic intonation (indicated by exclamation marks). It did not improve over the 

course of the next two meetings. 

There was an obvious strategic advantage to Alpha's anglers in the 'majority' 

framing, which rendered symbolic their own key source of capital - the 

representation of many humans (as distinct from nature or economic wealth, for 

example) . It also particularly empowered the submissions which tended to support 

their own positions, because about two thirds of the submissions came from people 

who identified as recreational anglers. It was, therefore, a source of considerable 

frustration to Matt and Mark that this framing was not accepted by Alpha as a whole. 

Early on Day 2, Matt attempted to make his concern explicit (Fragment 7.17). He 

poses his criticism as a question, asking DOMM staff to reflect upon how they have 

'represented' the submissions in their report - this suggests to me that he feels that 

the presentation of DOMM's report has imposed a 'wrong' frame on the committee. 

David and Dick both answer in tenns of the 'issues' raised in submissions (whether 

all of those issues have been included in the report), and continue throughout the 

session to defend their report according to this framing. 

Matt's next statement reveals his real concern, a matter of the report not mentioning 

the force of numbers behind some submissions (Fragment 7.18). But David does not 

seem to hear this concern, responding again in telms of 'issues'. In Fragment 7.19, 

David ignores Matt's concern about numbers completely. Rather, he identifies a 
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Fra2ment 7.16: Alpha Meeting 7, Day 1, Sandy Island Sanctuary Zone' 

Morrie: [' I' I propose we bring that - think, thinking of the, the, the West Scrubfield people - bring 

the provisional red line closer to Sandy Island, and, and stay out at least as far as that green 

line, if not right to the boundary of the reserve. {: And then offer that to the --

Matt: {Why do we want to increase it? Why 

Morrie: 

Miles: 

Morrie: 

Matt: 

Morrie: 

David: 

Matt: 

Miles: 

Mark: 

Miles: 

Matt: 

Miles: 

Matt: 

Miles: 

Miles: 

Matt: 

Miles: 

do we n, why do we need to increase it? 

Well, {I'm thinking 'why not?' I mean do you think people will find the edge 

{Can 1--

of that line somewhere, and say 'there's this little block we could, we can--

Well, [ don't think we should be putting in, ah red', urn, enlarging boundaries just for the 

sake of making it easy for urn, DOMM to control! ... And I mean most of the um, 

conmlents are about reducing it! 

Yeh, --

Yeh, {but--

{And not, not enlarging it! So I think we should stay within er, within those 

{boundaries. {Yeh! 

{Yeh, but we come here today knowing we have to make some hard {decisions! I mean to 

say, if you all wanna roll over, we'll make em all the size of matchboxes, we'll go down the 

pub, and have a nice lunch! {So that's very easy! 

([laughs] 

But, you know you're gonna have to make decisions here. This is why we're 011 the 

comntittee! 

Exactly! {And, and we're not about rolling over - what we're about is taking the 
{['m,I'm-

considera {lions of these comments! {And they're all for reducing! 

{I, I agree with you there! No, I agree! But, {but--

Yeh. {Yeh, but--

(Not enlarging it! 

They'll always be for reducing! 

Fral!;mcnt 7.17: Alpba Meeting 7, Day 2, introductory session 

Matt: Um, through the chair, what, Debbie, I've just got one question wha', while we're moving a 

bit away from the zoning that I'd like to -- I guess um, David, you're in the chair, but um, 

do you perceive that you urn - being DOMM - have ah, represented the public submissions 

adequately? 

David: 

Dick: 

David: 

Dick: 

Matt: 

Dick: 

Well, I think, [ think in this sort of forum, Matt, it, it's hard to go through every, : every 

issue that's been brought up in those submissions, because y'know we're talking about, was 

it fl', fifty submissions? ... It's just, {it just becomes too much! : Urn, going tlu'ough the --

(But everything's been, everything needs to be 

considered! 

Yep. 

But you can't act on everything, obviously, Be {cause they're not all-

{No! 

But everything should be considered. 

The dam is full of intertextual references to the GIS display, such as ·tlre. red lille' here. I will not 

continue to note them. 



possible criticism according to DOMM's own 'issues' framing, and elaborates his 

counter to that criticism at length. Matt's contribution is reduced to minor clause 

agreements in the face ofDOMM staffs defensiveness. 

The point I wish to make here is not that either DOMM's or Matt's framing has more 

'objective' justification (though each certainly has strategic advantages to their 

proponents). Rather, they represent different institutional perspectives on the 

purpose of consultation - a discourse of 'rationality' versus one of majoritarian 

democracy (Phillips 1996; Burgess and Harrison 1998; Hastings 1999; Burgess et al. 

2000; Hajer 2003). For DOMM staff, the rationalist framing is so intemalised that 

they are unable to respond to Matt in his terms, or even to recognise the 'fault' that 

Matt has identified with the report. This is a major source of tension throughout 

Alpha's last three meetings. 

As Fragment 7.19 indicates, Matt is unable to assert the democratic frame: he 

responds in DOMM's terms, appearing to agree. Later, he tries again and is similarly 

implicated in his opponents ' position. In Fragment 7.20, Matt again appears to be 

agreeing, and this is how his input was interpreted at the time by DOMM staff and by 

sympathetic members such as Morrie and the chairperson. However, I am certain 

that this interpretation was incorrect. Matt's dissatisfaction with the presentation of 

the submissions, and with the committee's reaction to them, continued to be a source 

of conflict throughout Meetings 8-9, and was forcefully expressed in Matt's final 

interview with me. Moreover, Matt's 'democratic' perspective was reflected after 

Meeting 7 in his involvement, through the Scrub field Fishing and Diving 

Association, in organising three 'public' meetings - explicitly an attempt to enrol 

more numbers to the weight of recreational angling in Alpha 's deliberations. His 

repetition of 'yeh ' in Fragment 7.20, then, seems to have some interpersonal function 

other than expressing agreement - most likely as attempts to conclude/terminate the 

conversation. 

Throughout the three last meetings of Alpha, tension between ' issues' and 'majority' 

discourses surfaced in exchanges which showed an increasing level of frustration on 

the part of Matt and his allies. The latter discourse tends to equate the 'majority' of 

submissions as the voice of the 'general public' (Fragment 7.20) - the ultimate 

authority in a representative democracy. The rationalist approach adopted by 

137 



Fragment 7.18: Alpha Meeting 7, Day 2, introductory session' 

Matt: Just, some of those urn, submissions were from clubs, organisations; some of those clubs 
have members of something like two hundred and fifty people! There was sort of no 
mention of that, y'know if it carries, y'know? It's-· 

Fragment 7.19: Alpha Meeting 7, Day 2, introductory session 

David: I, I am sure that there is issues in here lhal we didn't discuss yesterday. 
{There'S, there's no doubt about it! : Urn, but it's, it's, it ' s a matter of having, having time. 

Matt: {Yeh. 

David: It's, I mean you ob, you've obviously gotta focus on the big issues, to get them resolved, and 
then start focussing on the, on the lesser issues? ... So it's, it's a good point, because y'know 
it's, it's always hard. {It's, it's hard for us, to sort of bring all that, 

Matt: {Oh' 

David: so much information to the committee and urn, : y'know we, we've gotta decide what's a 
major issue, what's a minor issue, and try not to miss anything? 

Matt: Yeh. 

David: But invariably you do miss some things. But um, it, it's hard, it's hard not to do that! . .. 

Fragment 7.20: Alpha Meeting 7, Day 2, general comments 

Malt: Yeh, it, and, and given that, then, : really w, we didn't have a role then to go through these 
submissions; to present the general public's -- So that, I'm saying now - for future 
committees - it was then charged with DOMM to present the general public'S submissions! 

David: Which is what this is! 

Matt: Yeh. 

David: Yep. 

Matt: And {I think that's what you, you're saying. [speaking to Mitch] 
Morrie: {And I'm, [ think you've done it well' I think this is a really good lVay of doing it! 

Bit hard to {get them all, but --
Dick: {Yeh, we just --

Matt: Yeh! 

Chair: Ah, yeh! [think we, [ think we've had what we've, what wc've needed y'know ... 

Matt: Yeh. 

Chair: alii IVanna do is to get the, the main points! {And that, and certainly DOMM's done that, 
Morrie: (Checkpoints. Yeh! 

Chair: I think, in the, (in the way that it should be. 
Matt: {Yeh! 

, A club's financial membership is a simple sort of actor-world; membership fees can be interpreted as a 

form of enrolment ensuring loyalty to the positions of the club 's elite. Matt does not, of course, extend 
this principle to other forms of enrolment which could be mobilised in support of the power of other 
submissions - for example, employment by corporations or other large organisations. More complicated 

is the question of who governmenl deparlments might be said to 'speak for', particularly when - as in the 
case of Alpha's submissions - different departments express contradictory positions. 



DOMM staff (and several members), on the other hand, places the force of the 

'better argument' above the force of numbers. This approach appeared at the time to 

prevail, sustaining a framing of the 'public consultation' process as an 

administrative, rather than political, one: the committee's role as planners is 

'speaking tmth to power' (Wildavsky 1979), and the representation of human 

numbers is assumed to be taken care of outside the process, through the election of 

the ultimate decision makers. 

Fillding value 

Parallel to the struggle over meaning, in which a few particular members were in 

opposition to DOMM throughout Meetings 7 to 9, was a second struggle over the 

question of how much credence to pay to each submission. This struggle over value 

was not a contest between fixed positions, but a continual series of negotiations and 

explorations by the committee. Various principles were invoked at different times to 

help carry decisions, often with little or no input from DOMM staff. 

One such principle related to the expressed importance of an area to the 

person/organisation making the submission. This principle was useful in a number 

of cases, as it bracketed the question of whether submissions expressed 'issues ' , 

according to a scientistic perspective, or 'votes'. Fragment 7.21 represents the 

beginning of a temporary settlement regarding perhaps the most controversial 

sanctuary zone proposed in the draft plan. The wording of the museum's submission 

is brought to the attention of Mark, who until this point has been arguing in general 

temlS against the Rocky Island zone. There is a conscious and deliberate attempt to 

evaluate the authority of this submission and its use of the word 'must' - a 

modulation expressing high obligation which can be read, metaphorically, as a 

command. The modulation is contrasted with the submission's wording regarding 

other areas: Mark finds that there is more to the claim than simply a dogmatic style, 

and states an explicit evaluative principle C ... ifit's the only place .. . where they've 

stipulated "//lust include" ... they must be pretty serious ... if they're really serious, 

... maybe we should be '). 

It is, for Mark, the museum's restrained use of 'stipulations', rather than their access 

to ' truth' (as an actor representing nature by acquiring and disseminating scientific 
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Fragment 7.21: Alpha Meeting 7, Day 1, Rocky Island Sanctuary Zone 

Chair: Now that's the, is that the area that's the concern of the museum? 

Murray: Their advice was that, that, is that must be in the --

Chair: 

Mark: 

Mark: 

Matt: 

Matt: 
Mark: 

Matt: 

Mark: 

Matt; 

Mark: 

'Must include bay at northwest of Rocky Island" . . 

It's the next bay up .... : 'Must include bay northwest of Rocky Island'. 

: : I mean in the light of that, that sort of makes you think, well , 
{there is a good -- Y'know maybe, maybe we've gotta leave that' 
{Yeh. 

Well, : yeh, 1 would agree if s, er er er, I guess in that area, {but move it along! 
{And if it's, ifit's the illllY place 

they're, it's the only place where they've stipulated 'must include.' 

Hm. 

You know, everywhere else, they've sort of said 'yeh, it's pretty good for this and this and 
this!' But that's the only one that I've seen where they got 'must' in there, really well. 

Yeh, hm. 

So they must be pretty serious about it. So if they're really serious about it, maybe we 

should be. 



knowledge), that renders their submission worthy. Indeed, to several of Alpha's 

members, the museum's 'knowledge' is no different from any other stakeholder's 

'interests'. In Fragment 7.22, Matt construes the museum unequivocally as holding a 

personal/vested interest: they 'want that area '; the committee has the power to 'give 

it to em '. In this discourse, those submitting comments to the committee about 

zoning become supplicants: there is no neutral or public interest to consider, just 

more and less worthy requests . 

This became clear at the eighth meeting, when Alpha considered a second museum 

submission that more constantly 'stipulated' for increasing the sanctuary zones 

(Fragment 7.23). Mike's 'cynicism' was not shared by all of Alpha's members -

several saw the museum as a neutral, scientific and therefore trustworthy party - and 

the appropriate treatment of the second submission became a matter of dispute. 

Another principle for evaluating the worth of submissions was a perception of 

general disadvantage, for which sympathy and affirmative action are appropriate 

responses (Wagle 2000). Fragments 7.24-25 show that West Scrubfield people were 

constructed as doubly disadvantaged: procedurally, because they were 'not 

represented here', and substantively, because 'That's their only island .. . '; 'that's 

their one little spot '. Disadvantage is the result of a kind of deviation from 

nomlality, in the standard appraisal framework (White 2002). Judgement tokens 

such as 'only' or 'little' can be seen as cues for the affective reaction of sympathy, 

which carries with it an implication of benevolence: of not only good will towards 

the unfortunate, but also power andlor superiority over them. 

Mark, in Fragment 7.25, uses explicit 'authentic' appraisal (Iedema and Grant 2004) 

regarding the committee's role: insecurity ('worried') regarding the possibility of 

committing a morally dubious act ('I'd hate to ... pass judgement .. , '). This is a 

risky move in bureaucratic discourse (Chapter 8, 8.2), but in this case Mark is 

supported by co-members, whose intemlptions express agreement, compliance with 

the request to 'put it somewhere else' and solidarity ('Yeh', 'What about ... [name) 

... instead " 'that was Illy argument '). 

However, invocation of the sympathy principle was not always successful. Later in 

the meeting, an attempt to portray another group of anglers as disadvantaged led to 
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No, b, I mean include that area! If that, the museum want that area in there, then I agree! 

Give it to em! Y'know? 

Fragment 7.23: Alpha Meeting 8, Day I, zoning discussion 

Mike: I, I must say, I'm turning into a cynic! And I've re', I, I selectively read all the museum 

comments, and they all said: 'make it {bigger. Extend this way. : Change it that way!' 
Mall: {More? 

Chair: That'S, that's a cynical com {ment! 

{[loud laughter] 

Fragment 7.24: Alpha Meetin~ 7, Day I, Sandy Island Sanctuary Zone 

Mark: I, I'mjust,just a little bit worried about this one in particular, because West Scrub field 
basically isn't represented here, {and--

Morrie: {That's their only island, really. 

Miles: Yeh! 

Mark: I, I really don't know where they fit' I'd hate to sort of sit here and pass judgement and say 
'hey, no, leave it as it is' if that is one of their prime areas to fish! {If, if, if, if we can--

Debbie: {From talking to people--

Mark: If we can juggle it, and put it somewhere else, then let's put it somewhere else! 

Fragment 7.25: Alpha Meeting 7, Day I, Sandy Island SancmaI}' Zone 

Morrie: What about, [mean if we had [place] in there instead ... ? Would we just be shifting a 

problem, or would we {be better--

Murray: {Yeh, you'd just be shifting the problem to East Scrubfield-based 
fishers. 

Morrie: But they've got more choice ... than {West Scrubfield people. 
Miles: 

Mark: 

Miles: 

{Yeh. That, that was my argument: thatlhe 

{West Scrubfield people - by, I'm just going on what they are saying-

{Yeh' 

they were saying that they, that's their one lillie spot, where we saw from the other diagram. 

Where the East Scrub field people go, it's in a totally different area. 



conflict, rather than solidarity (Fragments 7.26-27). Matt's discursive tactics are 

interpersonally clumsier than Mark's. Rather than beginning with his own feelings, 

Matt starts with a statement modulated for high obligation ('it's gotta .. . ,), a high

status realisation of a request which can be interpreted as aggressive. On meeting 

resistance, Matt's sympathy for the anglers is so exaggerated with its repetition of 

sympathy cues ('poor little recreational guys in their little boats ') that, without 

knowing much about the context, it could easily be heard as sarcastic. This dialogue 

escalates (Fragment 7.27) from non-supportive interruptions into the personal 

accusations of arrogance implied in 'They haven't all got big boats, like you .. . ' and 

'Consider the small boating population!', which are met with general disengagement 

and a change ofsubject. 

However, the interpersonal dynamic may not be the only factor underlying Miles' 

and Morrie's lack of sympathy for Matt. Most obviously, the nature of the 

disadvantage Matt is claiming (having small, rather than big, boats) is substantive 

only - there is no suggestion that the anglers who use Fishy Island are procedurally 

disadvantaged. Indeed, Matt is arguing for his own interests, rather than for the 

authors of submissions - he represents the use of the area as his personal knowledge 

('a lot of people fish ill there '), rather than as something arising from the 

consultation. Further, the repetition syndrome that undennined the power of the 

museum's submissions at Meeting 8 (Fragment 7.23) may be operating. For most of 

the day, Alpha's attention has been directed to submissions from recreational anglers, 

which have almost exclusively demanded the reduction or elimination of sanctuary 

zones. 

At Meeting 7, the repetition syndrome was certainly a factor in Alpha's evaluation of 

comments from a group of commercial aquarium collectors. In this case, the 

mitigating factor of procedural disadvantage (the group had no representation on 

Alpha) led to a growing sense of discomfort on the part of the committee. That 

discomfort was eventually allayed by a DOMM officer who provided focus for 

members' general fmstration, and justification for devaluing the sector's claims. 

Fragment 7.28 occurred towards the end of Day 1, after several of the proposed 

zones had already been discussed. For each zone to that point, the consultation 

report had noted comments from the aquarium collectors that the proposed zone 

would interfere with their business. Merv's query about how to ·deal ... with that' 
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Fragment 7.26: Alpha Meeting 7, Day 1, Fishy Island Sanctuary Zone 

Matt: No. It's gotta pick up that, that bay! 

Miles: Why? 

Morrie: Why? 

Matt: Because a lot of people fish in there! {: It's the same for--
Miles: {Well that's, that's the old B.L. syndrome! 

Matt: Well, you {know--
Miles: {Bad Luck! 

Matt: Yeh, but what about, y'know we're supposed to be giving em half of the island. Yeh! 
That's, that's okay? : 
{Poor little recreational guys, in their little boats, that can't get out there 

Mon'ie: {No, that wasn't the --

Matt: in, in all, in, in the middle of weather? Protection -- [interrupted] 

Fraument 7.27: AlpJ" Meeting 7, D"jI 1, Fish),Island Sanctuary Zone 

Miles: The point is boats can still go in there to shelter, but have a cup of {tea instead ofa fish! 
Matt: {Yeh! 

Matt: I know that, Miles. I'm trying to cater for an, {for ill others. 
Miles: {I know! I know that's -

Matt: They all haven't got big boats, like you, that can get way out to the [name] and other areas! 

Miles: I know {that,--
Matl: {Consider tl,e small boating population! 



was to DOMM officers who, as usual, defended their actions with reference both to 

the effort they had already made, and to difficulties that were out of their control: 

specifically, that the aquarium collectors had changed their information. 

Dick's response establishes a hard line between 'us' and 'them' in explaining these 

difficulties: repeated reference to the collectors as 'that group opt/lOse people '; 

greatly exaggerating the extent of the shift ('it was 110 overlap' -'? '/lOW there's a 

hundred percent overlap '); attributing positive actions to 'we (DOMM) and 

negative ones to 'they' (Table 7.5). 

Dick's talk goes further than merely 'blaming' the collectors: framing 'the problem' 

in terms of 'two sets of information ' - importantly, quantifiable information 

('hundred percent '; 'sets of data,) - he constmcts the committee as a group of 

technicians. At the same time, the committee's agency is missing, replaced by an 

impersonal nominalisation ( 'we actually looked at ... '-'? 'part of the zOlling took into 

account ') a classic bureaucratic shift that institutionalises what might otherwise be 

perceived as personal responsibility (Iedema 1997b). Thus, Dick endows the 

committee with the bureaucratic power - the cultural and ethical capital - of the 

impartial expert. This power was enthusiastically embraced by all of Alpha's 

members when, at the eighth meeting, they dealt with the aquarium collectors face

to-face. Faced with what they saw as ' unreasonable demands ', they argued for a 

'public good' against sectoral interests; they refused to be swayed by 'emotion'; they 

refused to consider a 'trade off proposal on the grounds that it did not confoml to 

the meeting agenda; they perfomled 'balance' by repeatedly thanking the collectors 

for their input and expressing understanding of their position. In sum, they assumed 

the identity of bureaucrats par excellence. 

Summary 

The difference between the seventh meeting, in which Alpha was closely engaged 

with the task of zoning, and the earlier 'texting' meetings was profound. Although 

perfonning opelmess was still important to members, it became secondary to 

achieving their strategic aims. As a consequence, the membership's previous 

solidarity, largely based on treating DOMM as a common enemy, began to break 

down, to be replaced by traditional sectoral conflicts over resource sharing 
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Fragment 7.28: Alpha Meeting 7, Day I, zoning discussion 

Merv: ... My only comment in regards to this area ... with those . . . particular aquarium collectors, 
given all the comments that we see pop up, where do we start compromising on their 
behalf, to accommodate their needs? And just how real ah, is it all? .. . Or how, how are 

you deal, how are we dealing with that? 

Dick: Well the, the problem, the initial problem was that we actually did get from that, from that 
group of people areas that they considered to be important. : But once they saw the draft 
zoning scheme, the, they {then said ' the real areas of importance are, 

Mark: 

Dick: 

Mark: 

Dick: 

{All the zones! 

happen to be in the areas that you did.' So the two maps - we've got two sets of 
information: one prior to this draft zoning scheme, that was done originally at the start of 
the planning process along with everything else, in consultation with those people; and now 

a completely different view: 
{o' of that. So we, we have to talk to them to try and reconcile why we've got ambiguous ". 
{Because we actually looked at those guys' set areas up there! 

It does make it very difficult when the industry gives us a, a set of areas that are important, 
and it, and it, and it was no overlap, and tha', and that's what the z, part of the zoning took 
into account er, at that last meeting. : But since they've sa' , s, - as I say - since lhey've seen 
this, they've revised [laughing lightly] that, and now there's a hundred percent overlap! : So 
we've gOlla talk to them about why the two sets of data they've given us are so different. : 
And, and what we're gonna do about it. Cos they have presented us, through that process, 
with a, with a difficult issue! 

Table 7 5 . Positives and nenatives in Dick's speech Fragment 518 , .-
+ IVe actually did get from ... thai group a/people ... 

- once they saw the draft zoning scheme, ... they thell said ... 

+ Ive have to talk to them to II)' Gild reconcile .. . 

- wlren the illdus/I)' gives us ... a sel ... But ... since lhey've seen (his, th ey've revised that ... 

+ lVe've galla talk to them 

+ what we're gOl1no do abO/it it 

- they have presented liS .. willt ... a difficult issue 



(particularly between recreational and commercial users). Sectoral positions were 

strategically supported by different framings of the meaning of consultation: as 

information; as the voice of a public 'majority'; as a fonn of supplication or 

bargaining. 

Members found pmticular solidarity in the latter framing, which construed the 

committee as institutionally powerflI1 (reifying the symbolic capital of authority), 

able to dispense mercy or justice according to the perceived worth of the submissions 

(see Hillier 2002a on local councillors). As members became increasingly fhlstrated 

about how to sort and manage conflicting comments, they negotiated and 

renegotiated ways of valuing and devaluing the input of palticular parties, especially 

by constructing a dichotomy between 'fair/reasonable' and 'greedy/unreasonable' 

demands (whether grounded in 'interests' or 'knowledge'): the committee became 

negative towards authors whose demands/'stipulations' were persistent or numerous 

as this meeting and subsequent ones wore 011. I believe that the structure of 

DOMM's consultation report and agenda exacerbated this tendency: single 

submissions that addressed several/all zones were presented over and over again as 

each zone came up on the agenda. 

That the principles j lIstifying Alpha's constructions of authors had to be continually 

renegotiated suggests that their use of those principles was strategic, rather than 

consistent: members invoked different principles to reinforce or to downplay their 

own identification with particular sectors as and when necessary. This oscillation 

between different framings and evaluative principles highlighted some members' 

sophisticated ability to make strategic use of bureaucratic conventions while -

equally strategically - refusing to embrace fully the bureaucratic construction of 

themselves as technical experts, of stakeholder input as 'infonnation', or of the 

zoning issue as requiring closure. 

At earlier meetings, members had forcefully rejected the bureaucratic field in favour 

of a more political one, oriented to heteroglossic rather than monoglossic 

resemiotisation (bringing m more vOIces rather than fixing meanings as plalUling 

text). They managed this without challenging their explicit instructions, 

demonstrating a high level of control over the conventions of the meeting genre and 

a willingness to use them to their own ends (MacCallum 2002a, 2005). Yet, 
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confronted directly with problems inherent in their unaccustomed role as bureaucrats 

- in particular the need to reconcile heteroglossic and monoglossic resemiotisation 

by sythesising inputs as 'ontcomes' - they became confused and frustrated. During 

the seventh meeting, as their personal stakes rose and their solidarity against DOMM 

evaporated, confusion and frustration led to overt conflict and, eventually, to the 

surprising (to DOMM) decision by some members to abandon the planning process 

in favour of more conventional political tactics such as lobbying. 

7.4 COllclusion: institutional tensio1l, misunderstanding, withdrawal 

Alpha's planning process was characterised by recurring tension and anxiety, which 

tended to find expression as concems over the committee's relationship with the 

broader community. Such moments tended to emerge when the committee entered 

new phases of action and, consequently, members needed to renegotiate their 

immediate context: to 'learn' and personally stamp the planning rituals; to stake their 

claims; to 'discover' relevant alliances, oppositions and power relationships. At such 

times, pattems of interaction involving 'strange behaviours"; on the part of the non

bureaucrats suggested that tensions arose at least partly out of divergent framings of 

the contexts of situation and culture. In particular, Alpha's case seemed consistently 

to reveal discrepancies between technical planning, as practised by DOMM, and 

politics, as practised by some ofthe members. 

The planning model imposed by DOMM reflected its institutional inheritance as an 

agency dominated by scientists (chiefly marine biologists) and governed by scientific 

conventions. Participatory planning was new to DOMM staff: until recently, their 

methods had been more in keeping with a rational-comprehensive approach, 

involving extensive data gathering, systematic analysis of options, organisation 

according to a standardised table of contents, and endorsement by a series of 

increasingly senior actors culminating in the minister. These habits, and associated 

orientations to symbolic capital in the fOHns of 'truth', impartiality and rank, 

sustained DOMM staff through the daunting task of managing a collaborative 

planning exercise in an area characterised by numerous and conflicting interests. 

Officers applied their habitually reductionist thinking not only to the substantive 

planning task, but also to the participatory process itself, mapping out the entire 

procedure at (he start and allocating well defined roles (0 the participants (Chapter 9, 
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9.1.1). Alpha members' reluctance to keep to either the procedure or their allocated 

roles was, therefore, a source of considerable stress. 

During the early part of the process (before zoning discussions began) members 

struggled with an intrinsic contradiction within collaborative plalming practice: the 

need simultaneously to achieve mono logic closure in order to progress, and to be 

dialogically open to diverse knowledges and ideas. This struggle led to their most 

consistent 'strange behaviour': complaining about the management of the procedure 

instead of working towards consensual solutions. That is, members resisted the 

closure that 'consensus' implies and instead used the meetings as arenas in which to 

perfol1n openness, as well as to keep their own strategic aims on the table. At times, 

this prevented the committee from moving on according to the linear model that 

DOMM was attempting to follow . Indeed, I maintain that the problem was 

exacerbated by that model which, in spite of its generic relation to the products of 

planning (plans), was an unrealistic representation of a plmming process (Chapter 9, 

9.3). 

When the committee progressed to the zoning, the generalised tension between 

DOMM and the members gave way to more specific conflicts between different 

members. While these conflicts were both strategic and historical, they found 

expression in divergent interpretations of key actor-networks: DOMM's summary 

reports of the public submissions, and the submissions themselves. The submissions 

were framed qualitatively by DOMM as issues/information - as representing an 

external ' reality' which included (but was not limited to) the interests of 

stakeholders . Some members, taking DOMM's reports at face value, adopted this 

framing. However, other members resisted it, and instead interpreted the 

submissions quantitatively as 'public opinion' - as representing the will of the 

populus, the Q!lly significant authority in a democracy. Such framing differences are 

deeper than substantive disputes (Goffman 1969; Tannen 1993; Roe 1994; Gray 

1997; Boltanski and Thevenot 1999). Different framings appeal to different 

institutions - planning, science, democracy - to shape practice and, consequently, 

confer authority on different types of capital. DOMM staff and Alpha members gave 

various different meanings to their interactions, resulting in ongoing tension and 

misunderstanding between them. Institutional habits and constraints - not only those 

of the bureaucrats, but also those of the stakeholders - resulted in identifiable 
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dissatisfactions which, eventually, led to the withdrawal of some members' support, 

threatening the whole project. 

Thus, Alpha's case illustrates the embedded nature of conflict in some collaborative 

plalUling exercises. In the following chapter, I look closely at Beta, a very different 

case, in which explicit institutional constraints (such as the need to produce a 

standardised plan) were for a long time set aside in favour of a more 'relational' 

approach (Graham and Healey 1999). 
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8 Practice and practicality: SOHE and Beta 

Chapter 7 showed how framing conflicts arose from DOMM's attempts to impose 

certain institutionalised practices on Alpha's planning process: a rational

comprehensive style of planning; linear organisation of the process according to a 

standard plan fOimat; 'balanced' roles for committee members; and treatment of 

public/stakeholder input as infonnation. In the case of Beta, there was little evidence 

that such institutional constraints were enforced by the Shire of Harbourtown and 

Environs (SOHE). The committee was much freer to set its own directions, and 

members largely defined their own roles and relationships. Nonetheless, Beta was 

no less troubled by misunderstandings, tension and frustration than Alpha. This 

chapter explores why. 

To do this, the chapter follows a similar fonnat to that of Chapter 7: I analyse three 

meetings in which tensions between members were evident, relating these tensions to 

particular institutional/cultural practices. In Beta' s case differences emerged not 

only between bureaucrats and lay-participants, but also between bureaucrats from 

within and outside of the practice of planning. In particular, this chapter examines 

struggles over the meanings of particular planning conventions such as 'objectives' 

(Meeting 2), over lay-members' participation in bureaucratic negotiations (Meeting 

6) and over the delegation of their work to a consultant (Meeting 10). In each case, 

the source of tension appears to relate not to explicit institutional structures and 

functions, as in Alpha's case, but to divergent habits, understandings and inclinations 

- that is, from participants' embodiment (as habitus) of conventions associated with 

different institutional cultures. Thus, Beta's interaction shows that, even when 

national and/or ethnic difference is not at issue, cultural tensions can be deeper than 

the fonnal dimensions of planning and governance. 

8.1 Meeting 2: When is an objective not an objective? 

The context for Beta's second meeting included a good deal of tension carried over 

from the shocks of the first: for members of the Lumbervale Action Group (LAG), 

the port's objection to residential uses in Lumbervale; for the port manager, the 

constraints posed by existing dwellings in Lumbervale and the fact that 

LUl1lbervale's future zoning was still in question. There was also tension resulting 
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from the presence of SOHE's CEO and mayor, who had been active in the earlier 

dispute over Lumbervale's zoning and whom LAG members mistmsted deeply. 

The only substantive item on the agenda was the review and/or confirmation of the 

objectives that Beta had devised for itself at its first meeting. LAG members had, in 

the interim, decided that those objectives did not accord well with their 

understanding of the committee's aims, and prepared a revised set. Through this 

meeting, they hoped to authorise their new objectives with the added power of the 

mayor's and CEO's enrolment. This item dominated three hours of discussion, as 

members simultaneously tried to ensure their interests were met and performed 

reconciliation. As they did so, there surfaced underlying differences regarding the 

nature and purpose of planning 'objectives' as a passage point. 

Council's original objectives for Beta, and the committee's objectives from the first 

meeting are reproduced opposite for the sake of comparison. 

Understanding objectives 

A key concern of the CEO, Len, and mayor, Cr Bob, at this meeting was that the new 

objectives should not contradict the intentions of the SOHE Council in establishing 

Beta. They make this point strongly, causing project manager Larry to defend the 

committee (Fragment 8.1). LaITy's discomfoli with his superiors' implicit criticism 

is obvious in this fragment, which is long, repetitive, and barely coherent. However, 

it is also revealing. Larry's point (as [ understand it) reflects a conception of the 

committee as a planning group, requiring 'strategic direction' in the form of 

'objectives' - a central feature of planning as a cultural institution and of plans as 

texts (Chapter 7,7.1) - rather than being 'task-oriented'. It seems, though, that the 

non-planners who were present at the first meeting, when the objectives were 

devised, have not internalised this requirement and, when the committee is later 

questioned on the matter, it falls to another planner to explain it (Fragment 8.2). 

Sue's explanation - 'they're 110t really objectives; they're tasks' - contains a range of 

embedded assumptions: that ' objectives' and 'tasks' are different; that the features of 

Council's telms of reference are not those of 'objectives' ; that 'objectives' are 

necessary to the committee's work; and - as no interpretation is provided - that 

others share the definitions underlying these assumptions. In spite of her obvious 
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SOHE Council's original resolution(November 1999) 

That further investigations be undertaken within the next eighteen months (subject to budget 
considerations and the timing of relevant strategic planning initiatives by the Department of Planning) 
into strategic options for industrial location, including the feasibility of zoning Lumbervale for light 
industry, in consultation with the community independent from the finalisation of the Zoning Scheme 
comprising the following: 

Defining the preferred strategic roles for existing and new industrial areas in the entire 
municipality, 

Comparing the comparative investment by the community in dwellings and light, general and 
other industrial developments in Lumbervale, 

Studying the economic and financial implications, for both individuals and the community, from 
the selection of options for the future of Lumbervale, 

Modelling and mapping the off-site impacts of existing industry in Lumbervale in relation to the 
location of dwellings, 

Identifying management options for limiting off-site impacts of industrial activity; 

Defining a strategic fumre for Lumbervale, 

Preparing stamtory policy and design responses for managing long term land use changes and 
development in Lumbervale, and 

Establishing a program of implementation and monitoring. 

Committee Objectives, Meetine: 1 (September 2000): 

Develop an integrated industrial land strategy. 

1.1 Protect strategic industrial interests of the key stakeholders in the municipality. 

1.2 Limit fumre residential/caretakers dwellings in Lumbervale and examine the feasibility of 
zoning Lumbervale for light industry. 

1.3 Provide suitable area for general industry in the municipality. 

t .4 Provide suitable land for light industry in the municipality. 

2 Develop implementation strategies and management options (stamtory/policy) for the above 
objectives. 

Fragment S.l : Beta Meetin 2,Ob·ectives 

Larry: Ah, I think ah, as part of the ah, committee member was represented at the meeting itself, I 
think what we intended to do was look at where the original, initial resolution was. And 
part of the committee recommendation was one: we've sort of established the objectives, 
we see as part of the ah, requirements ah, to fulfil some of the parts, ah, set up as part of the 
reso lution of Council is to create much more clearer objectives, which then the task itself 
can be taken on board as part of fulfilling that requirement. 

At the moment it's very task-oriented, from what we can get as part of committee. Or 
why we spelt out exactly what's needs to be done, as part of the overall process, so we as 
conunittee then take this further, and say 'alright, let's have a bit of objectives in terms of 
how we can further, I guess, meet this ob, ah, er ah, goals or task-oriented set up by 
Council resolution, but to more strategic direction in terms of fulfilling that requirement.' I 
mean when you look at the ah, resolu' , resolution itself, it's very specific in terms of what 
needs to be done. And we as conmuttee then took it further, and said 'right, this is what we 
see as the main objectives to fulfilling, taking into consideration what is ah required at, as 
per Council's resolution.' I think when you look at the objective, objectives itself, ah, it 
takes into consideration some of the task identified as part of the re', resolution, to fulfil the 
objectives. :: 

Ah, is there any further conmlents that the comnuttee wants to add on? 



effort to be clear and inclusive, Sue is using a planning discourse rather 

unreflectively. 

This discourse is not unproblematic. A crucial difference between the committee 

objectives in Meeting 1 and LAG's 'second set' (opposite) is that the material 

processes given thematic position the first set ('develop', 'protect', 'limit', 'provide') 

have mostly been replaced in LAG's by mental processes (,identify', 'examine', 

'investigate ').1 This suggests to me that the planners' requirement for what Lan), 

describes as 'strategic direction' (Fragment 8.1) - ultimate goals to work towards -

is not shared; LAG members have reframed the objectives as things that the 

committee can do through reflection and talk; in Sue's language, it is 'tasks' that they 

want, not 'objectives'. 

The exception to this pattern is Objective 2, in which 'Develop implementation 

strategies ... ' has been replaced by 'Implement strategies . . .': 'strategies' and so on 

are no longer framed as ends in themselves. This relates to another significant shift 

in LAG's set of objectives: they have reframed the committee's primary focus as the 

identification of land, rather than the development of a strategic plan. A LAG 

member complained in an interview in November 2000 that at the first meeting they 

had been pressed by the bureaucrats: 

into wild and obscure ah. ah wossnames which ah. had no bearing - or we 

didn'tfeel. like it certainly didn'l ill. address Ihe crux of the malter. 

That 'cmx' was: 

what it was sel up for, iI. it really is all issue of um, .' for the committee. you 

know the industrial land .... 

The strategic plan, a cmcial element of planning procedures (Chapter 6, 6.2.5), was 

apparently not seen as a relevant part of the process by LAG members - an issue 

which was to have major ramifications later in the process. However, the 

bureaucrats did not challenge either the reframing of the objectives as tasks or the 

elimination of the strategic plan. Rather, they worked with these features of the 

'second set' (Chapter 1 I, 11.1), raising a range of issues surrounding the committee's 

scope of authority. 
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Fragment 8.2: Beta Meeting 2, Objectives 

Len: Barry, can I ask urn, why you've, you've put together some aah, some different group 
objectives, rather than the objectives, terms of reference that Council promulgated on its ... 
November meeting? In other words, were there aspects of the terms of reference that you 
weren't happy with? 

Barry: No Len, it was {urn, the objectives that were --
Sue: {It was the whole project. {: It was the whole {group. 
Cr Bill: {Whole --
Barbara: {The whole group did that. 

Sue: Yeh. At the, at the first meeting, the objectives that Council endorsed at its, at its meeting, 
ah, I guess round table discussion we said they're not really objectives; they're tasks. And 
maybe it would be best for the committee to revisit the objectives as a whole, and then put 
them back up to Council to see if they're okay with the objectives that the group came up 
with. So that's, that's the background to that. 

LAG's revision of the Committee Ob'ectives, resented at Meetin 2 November 2001) 

Identify land suitable for general industry use in the municipality of the Shire of Harbourtown 
and Environs for those industries that are not suitable to be located in Lumbervale. 

1.1 Identify and protect strategic industrial interests of the key stakeholders in the shire. 

1.2 Examine the feasibility of zoning Lumbervale for Light Industry. 

1.3 Investigate the availability of land for the expansion of Lumbervale. 

1.4 Implement strategies, management options and statutory policy for the above objectives. 

Notes to 1.1: Identify key stakeholders. 



Fragment 8.3 is one example from the discussion of 'Objective 2', in which the 

exception noted above ('implement strategies') is reversed. Len actually uses the 

word 'task' in relation to the objectives - the committee's discussion has 

comprehensively reframed 'objectives' as 'tasks' (things that Beta can do), not 

strategic outcomes. This means, as Len suggests, that all of the objectives need to be 

expressed as mental andlor verbal processes. Fragment 8.3 lies towards the end of 

the discussion on the objectives, and the time and effort they have put into the detail 

of what, from a planner's point of view, can be seen as a standard but relatively 

minor element of procedure is evidently beginning to frustrate Sue, whose last 

utterance is flippant. Fragment 8.4, from Beta's following meeting (in December 

2000) suggests that for Barbara, in contrast, the key issue is the enrolment of the 

councillors to that program - an important political achievement. Sue's view, as a 

planner, is that the objectives are a necessary step towards focussing the 'real work', 

but they are 'nothing real(ly) ' in themselves. The objectives, as a passage point 

within a larger strategic project, represented quite different achievements for the 

planners and the LAG members. 

FOCIIS ••• 

In Chapter 7 (7.1), I outlined lexical content and reference analyses of a segment 

from Alpha's third meeting, showing that when DOMM first attempted to introduce 

'Objectives' to Alpha, the response was a lack of attention to the agenda item and a 

shift of focus onto DOMM's management of the process. As Fragments 8.1-4 might 

suggest, the dynamics of Beta's second meeting were quite different. It is Barry, a 

LAG member, who first reads a set of proposed 'objectives' to the committee, 

explaining each as it is read. The principle reference chains generated by this 

exposition - chains that span the entire discussion - concem: the objectives 

themselves (collectively and individually); the Council resolution to which they are 

being compared; the committee ('we') and the objectives' main object of concem -

Lumbervale. 

The lexical strings similarly show a focus on the objectives. Table 8.1 summarises a 

lexical content analysis of the talk from Ban-y's exposition to the final vote. It 

suggests two key conclusions: that the bureaucrats and councillors (who are included 

under 'local government' here) did most of the talking and that, unlike Alpha at its 
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Fragment 8.3: Beta Meeting 2, Objectives 

Barbara: {You're right. You're {right. 

Len: {l suppose it's not {this committee's ah --

Sue: {Hm. Making it sound complicated. 

Cr Bob: {No, we need --

Len: {I suppose it's not the committee's task to implement the policy, but certainly to ah, to 

identify appro {priate policy. 

Cr Bob: {'Ident ify' would be the word . 

Sam: How about ' recommend ',? 

Belle: [ would have thought ' reconunend' too. : 'Identify and recommend.' 

Sue: Ha. Hm. : Now, our objectives are our foundations as a group. [exaggerated intonation; 

high pitched voice] 

Fragment 8.4: Beta Meeting 3, Land Availability 

Sue: And, ah in all fairness, like, nothing really happened at the last meeting much, apart from 

going over the objectives. 

Sue: {Seriously--

Barbara: {I thought that was major! 

Sue: To go over {the objec {tives? 

Barbara: {To Cou-- {No! It went to Council! 

Table 8.1 : numbers of words in the sample or the eleven most frequentl y occurring semantIc categories 

Words to do with ... Spoken by ... 
Non:gov't Local gov't State gov' t Total 

Communication 34 61 55 150 
Industry 22 30 82 148 
Location in space (places) 29 36 74 139 
Thought/knowledoe 28 46 54 128 
Land 34 48 45 127 
Progress/movement 16 49 33 125 
Planning regulations 11 33 72 124 
Time 14 37 38 120 
The objectives 16 27 38 81 
Judgements/feelings 17 31 28 76 
Decision-making authorities 10 31 24 65 



third meeting, the committee was generally focussed on the objectives. Their 

conversation revolved around the regulation of industry in particular places 

(particularly Lumbervale, which accounts for more than half of the entries under 

'location in space') - exactly the issue that the objectives were intended to address. 

The other notable thing about Table 8.1 is that at this level there are few significant 

differences between the non-bureaucrats and the local and state government 

representatives. The main exception to this is the state officers' more frequent 

invocation of planning regulations. While this relates largely to Sue' s and Sam's 

domination of discussion about how to reword Objective 2, it also suggests a 

possible tendency to draw upon such reifications of practice for authority 2 Fragment 

8.5 illustrates this. Sean, a Department of Environment (DOE) officer who is not a 

planner, asks how residences came to be in Lumbervale and receives three responses, 

reflecting three different framings of 'reasons '. Barbara's answer draws on an 

identification of Lumbervale as 'light industry ', a framing central to LAG 's identity; 

LAG members ' interviews repeatedly complained that the 'general industry' zoning 

undermined the community's historical understanding of Lumbervale as the town's 

light industrial area, an understanding that both SOHE and the state were seen to 

have participated in constructing.3 Len, in contrast, attempts to explain the 'public 

interest' rationale for Council's approval of such development. And Sue sees the 

reason as related to 'previous zoning schemes' - reflecting an emphasis on formal 

institutional inscriptions. 

On closer inspection of the lexical content, a further interesting pattern emerges. 

'Progress' and 'movement' lexis are merged as a single string, because the 

overwhelming majority of the 'movement' words appear as metaphors for progress 

through planning processes (principally the Beta process, but also related 

development approval processes). These metaphors are sometimes fairly general 

('move', 'shift', 'go', 'away', and so on), but at other times they relate to linear 

motion in a particular direction ('proceed', 'forward', 'back ', and so on). These 

directional words account for well over half the movement metaphors used by state 

employees (18/33), for over 45% of those by local government representatives 

(21/49), and for only one quarter of those by non-bureaucrats (2/16). While hardly 

conclusive, this trend does suggest a bureaucratic orientation to linearity. The 

establishment of 'objectives' for the Beta planners - as for the DOMM staff - is part 

150 



Fragment 8.5: Beta Meeting 2, Obiectives 

Sean: 

Barbara: 
Sue: 

Len: 

But the reasons that, that residents are there in Lumbervale, and caretakers are there? Wh, 
why, wh, how come they've, they've, they've come there? What are the reasons that 
they've, (they've come? 

(Cos it was light industry (originally. 
{Schemes permitted it. Previous zoning schemes 

pennitted (caretakers' dwellings. 
(And that, the reason that that was permitted originally aahm, probably a 

number of factors, but one would've been the ah, the fact that it was easier to get people 
with those sorts of services and, and skills to offer to come to a place like Harbourtown ... 



of a linear procedure: a 'first step' towards an outcome, which can be treated as self

contained, requiring little or no detailed interrogation of the world outside the 

planning process (this comes later, in the research stages). 

'" alld refoclIssillg 

In Meeting 2, however, the discussion of the objectives was used to explore a range 

of 'extemal' issues and infomlation; as a consequence the focus of discussion shifted 

constantly, with various issues being raised repeatedly, generally without resolution. 

This was, by her own account, a primary source of Sue's frustration with the meeting 

(Fragments 8.3-4). 

In Fragment 8.6, Cr Bill inserts his voice into a discussion between Len and Sue 

regarding the need for a non-residential buffer zone around the port, raising a 

concem which is unrelated to the previous discussion. The reaction of the public 

servants, to my mind, is rather dismissive. Len's reframing of 'a huge amounl of ... 

mangroves' as the 'greenie' formula 'sensitive wetland ecosystem' is clearly ironic4 
-

stress is exaggerated, his eyes are smiling and looking at Sam rather than Bill, and 

reflexive laughter follows. Following Cr Bill's rejection of this irony, Len makes 

explicit a view that Bill's values are relative rather than universal ('iI's a matter of 

what's sacred ... 1 suppose). The planners, Larry and Sue, are even more 

dismissive, invoking institutional reifications - jurisdiction, another state policy - to 

suggest that the issue is either none of the committee's business (LaITY'S turn) or that 

Bill's - local - worry about the mangroves has already been pronounced unimportant 

by a higher authority (Sue: '1101 regionally significant '). 

Cr Bill does not have an opportunity to respond to this, as Barry enters immediately 

with another, unrelated issue. In Fragment 8.7, Barry rehearses an argument in 

favour of allowing caretaker residences in Lumbervale: that, as other regional towns 

allow caretaker residences in light industrial areas, SORE would be 'culfling] of! ... 

busilless ... ' by not doing so. This argument, as its lack of endophoric reference 

shows, bears no relation to the discussion about mangroves which it intelTupts, nor to 

what follows . The pattem is typical of the debate about substantive issues during 

Meeting 2, which constantly shifted from one topic to the next without resolution, as 
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Fragment 8.6: Beta Meeting 2, Objectives 

Cr Bill: Through the chair, what's never been made clear though is what buffer zones currently 
would exist if ah -- Y'know from the air there's a huge amount of, of mangroves; it's not 
just a --: If, {ifah, what what, (what huffer zones--

Barry: {No, --
Len: (Sensitive wetland ecosystem! {[laughs] 
Sam: ([laughs] 

Cr Bill: Yes. 

Sean: What, (: {what would you make --
Len: {Well, (it's a matter of what's sacred as well, [suppose, but what, what buffer zones 

could currently exist across the top of those wetlands? 

LatTY: Yeh, I think at the ah, moment the ah port boundary itself is under the jurisdiction of the 
port management and, therefore, anything that falls within that category it's up to them to 
decide. Whether the wetland would be ah, is part of 
{the s, environmental impact statement ah, the part, process for development ah, proposals. 

Sue: (Yeh. 

Sue: There's also - sorry - the DOE have released Guidelines for Mangrove Protection, and 
that, that's a draft policy, but it, they, DOE consider that the mangroves within the 
Harbourtown area are not regionally significant. : So they're accepting development as 
something that could easily occur there. 

Fragment 8.7: Beta Meeting 2, Objectives 

Barry: 1 think also that we should urn, consider the desirability and urn, the necessity, in a lot of 
cases, where caretakers' quarters and ah, and light industry aah, go together. U nml, I think 
it's starting to be recognised by the state government that it's a unique situation here, and 
unmml, : perhaps at some time we've got to revisit it. Unml, you can't just cut off ah, any 
business that's co ming to town - a panel beater, a builder or what have you - and no longer 
li ve on ah, the premises when you can go to [town 1], they can aah, go y'know [town 2] or 

[inten'upted by Len] 



various members tried to raise their own concerns and government officers 

responded. 

Eventually, Barbara, motivated by this apparently directionless pattern, attempts to 

stop the 'substance talk' and refocus the committee on the objectives (Fragment 8.8). 

After this point, however, a new pattern emerges, in which the committee's focus on 

the wording of the objectives is continually interrupted by (re)statements of 

particular arguments. For example, in Fragment 8.9, the textual cohesion between 

Barry's turn and what precedes it is again rather strained: there is no endophoric 

reference, ellipsis or textual conjunction linking them. 5 Rather, he draws his 

(hyper)theme from his own previous turns (Fragment 8.7), rather than from those to 

which he initially appears to be responding. That is, he is not following the debate, 

but, as discussion turns to substantive matters, interspersing into it a monologue in 

which he rehearses LAG's arguments in favour of its position. 6 This strange 

behaviour, not unique to Barry but evident from most of the non-bureaucrats 

(including councillors), led to a rather disjointed and repetitive pattern of (non-) 

cohesion throughout the meeting (Barbara's 'going around and around and arolllld 

the table " Fragment 8.8). The repetitiveness and shifting focus was a source of 

frustration to at least one of the public servants, Sue, whose approach to planning 

was more linear and justified principally in terms of inscribed (already decided) 

institutional positions - policy, strategy and statutory documents endorsed by state 

and local government. 

Summary 

Beta's second meeting, unlike the first, saw very little overt antagonism. Members' 

awareness of the potential for conflict, and the fact that the mayor and the CEO were 

present, appear to have encouraged them to seek consensus on an obligatory passage 

point for their work: their tasks, framed as 'objectives'. They were successful in this 

aim: once established, the new objectives provided a constant frame of reference for 

the rest of the process, with members recalling them whenever conflict threatened. 

Through the enrolment of all Beta's members and also of Council, the objectives 

became a (symbolically) powerful actor in their own right. 
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Fra ment 8.8: Beta Meetin 2,Ob'ectives 

And I think we're - through the chair - I think we're wasting our time going around and 
around and around the table. Why not define, we have to define the objectives first, solid. 

Fragment 8.9: Beta Meeting 2, Obiectives 

Sean: What about the security issue - is that, will that likely come up with the new area? The 
company that {says that--

Cr Bob: {They give them any {other area in the [inaudible] 
Sue: 

Sean: 

Barry: 

{Yeh, im come up, but it's not a argument for 
variation. 

Well--

I know this is not unique to ah, to Harbourtown either. We have the situation up in [town I] 
where you have a light industry area where caretakers are approved, and ah heavy industry. 
You did have it down at [town 2] at one stage, ah, and I think there's other areas as well. ... 



However, at the same time there was tension resulting from different underlying 

perceptions of the purpose of objectives. First, the 'strategic' framing of the planners 

was at odds with the more practical 'tasks' framing of the lay-members, which led to 

a complete reworking of the committee's previous efforts. Second, various 

participants used the discussion not only to fix their starting point, but also to build 

up their own stocks of cultural and ethical capital by attempting to enrol other 

members to positions on the substantive issues (Lumbervale's zoning, protection of 

the port's development potential, mangroves in the harbour): to present rationales for 

those positions in order to establish them as in the public (rather than a personal) 

interest. This use of the 'objectives' debate - both exploratory and strategic - led to 

a disjointed and meandering logogenesis which contrasted sharply with a more 

'conventional', linear model of planning, 111 which institutional 

reificationslinscriptions fix certain positions as starting points, and discussion is 

generally directed towards a specific end. As such, the discussion was frustrating to 

the professional planners. 

8.2 Meeting 6: doillg deve[opmellF 

Meeting 6 occurred during Phase 2 of the project, with Len acting as chairperson and 

the committee's attention on implementing the decisions that they had made during 

Phase 1. The sixth meeting was attended by Scott, an officer from the Department of 

Industry (DOl), whose support would be necessary for the release of new industrial 

land. The purpose of this meeting was to convince Scott of the need to release their 

industrial sites, especially 'Export Estate', a site previously identified by the state for 

future port-using industries, which Beta had identified as their preferred general 

industry area.s It was a special type of negotiation in which services were being 

requested of a powerful govemment department. As the meeting progressed, clear 

differences emerged between the negotiation styles of the bureaucrats and the non

bureaucrats. These differences were highlighted in a context where the stakes were 

high, and became a significant source of tension, reinforcing relations of mistrust and 

anxiety. 
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Face protection 

For the first twenty minutes of the meeting, local government officers explained the 

committee's background to Scott, and nobody else made any significant utterances. 

Scott's first substantive contribution was to outline, on DOl's behalf, the position 

that, because the state wanted to attract investment in export industries, Beta should 

be careful not to implement any actions that might constrain such investment. 

Fragment 8.10 shows Len's response, in which he notes that the committee has 

already considered the issues Scott has raised (that is, those issues are redundant to 

the current discussion) - a rebound, in Eggins' and Slade's (1997 : 212) tenus, and 

potentially a rather damaging point to make. Len makes the point indirectly, 

disguising it as a fonn of agreement, emphatically conferring positive value on 

Scott's statement CYeh, and that's a velJl important point' v. * We know that) , and 

giving credit for having worked the issues out not to the committee, but to one of 

Scott's state-level colleagues, Sue. Thus the potential insult is transfonned into a 

kind of compliment. 

Len 's strategy in Fragment 8.10 is a 'face-protecting' strategy (Sarangi and 

Slembrouck 1996, drawing on Goffman 1959): by reversing the potential negative 

impact of the utterance, Scott's status is maintained. Len goes on to restate the 

committee's problem - they need to find an area for general industry, and they think 

that Export Estate is the best site for it - and to ask Scott for his opinion (Fragment 

8.11). I interpret Len's tum as consisting of two strategic moves: a statement of 

opinion on behalf of the committee (* We think that Export Estate should be made 

available for general indllstry), and a request for Scott's opinion on the matter 

(* Would the slate support this proposition?). An alternative interpretation would be 

to see these two moves together as a request for service (*1v1ake Export Estate 

available for general industJyJ); however I have not done so for empirical reasons. 

First, Scott is a junior officer with no authority to make such a decision, and Len 

knows this. Second, Len is an experienced negotiator in bureaucratic contexts. I 

have observed him in a variety of fora , and I have never seen him make direct 

requests unless a positive response is assured. Rather, I see the two moves outlined 

above as constituting the preparation for such a request, clarifying the conditions 

under which it might be made, and protecting both Scott's and Len' s own status by 

allowing a retreat before a face-threatening refusal becomes necessary. Even the 
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Fragment 8.10: Beta Meeting 6, General Business 

Scott: 

Len: 

.. . Cos I think that is very important to ah, make sure that they're not constrained: urn, in 

any way from perhaps stopping industries and {port facilities. 
{Yeh! And that, that's a very important 

point. And. and certainly Sue Smith all, has done a, a lot of work in ah. in ah, in assessing 
those sorts of issues. And of course Sue was intimately involved in, in the preparation of 

the urn, ah, HarbourtolVn Planning Study, which was done a few years ago and which, 

which really gave a broad brush ah, concept of, of where those industry development and 

infrastructtlre corridor needs might be. 

Fragment 8.11: Beta Meeting 6, General Business 

Len: 

Scott: 

Len: 

Belinda: 

Scott: 

Len: 
SCOII: 

.. And ah, [sighs] ah, really that's er - as far as the item 3.5, which is, this is leading onto 

- ah, the, the most favoured site for that er, sort of industry area 
{is the site that's currently identified Export Estate. 

{Mm. 

And ah, what we need ah, and what we're seeking at the moment from, ah, s er, Realty 
Australia, and from the Department of Industry, is an indication of where that is, and how 
the ah, they might view ah, the {: establish {ment of that general industry zoning there, 

{Mmhm. 
{Ohright. 

in the context of the original, the original concept of ah, of ah {Export Estate. 
{Yeh. 



relatively benign request for Scott's opinion is expressed incongruently as a 

statement rather than a question, is framed in general and modalised terms, and 

avoids the confronting second person *YOII (' What we need ... is an indication of how 

they might view ... '). Thus, Scott can 'escape' the need to utter a face-threatening 

challenge to Len's opinion, and he does so, by saying that DOl have no detailed 

plans as yet. 

Following - actually, interrupting - Scott's reply to Len, one of the non-bureaucrats 

on the committee makes a very similar point to Len's in Fragment 8.10 (Fragment 

8.12): that the committee has already worked through the issues that Scott has been 

expounding, and is now 'looking for progress '. However, unlike Len, Belinda 

makes no attempt to reverse her negative interpersonal meanings: the interruption is 

explicitly made ('Can I just say .. . '); there is no attempt to distance the agency of 

'we' and 'you' by referring to Scott's agency in the third person; unambiguous 

appraisal positions the committee 'ahead' of the state. Belinda is treating Scott as an 

equal partner, rather than showing deference to his status as the decision maker in a 

sensitive negotiation, and she assumes a shared commitment to local interests. 

In this context, such an assumption is face-threatening - even without the direct 

criticism, it would expose Scott to the possibility of having to deny it - and Len steps 

in immediately to mitigate. Len's tum in Fragment 8. 13 interrupts Belinda and stops 

her from continuing. It also 'repairs' her assumption of mutual interests, by shifting 

that assumption from the interpersonal dimension (expressed as appraisal) into the 

ideational - explicitly stating that Belinda's 'what we need' is in the state's interests 

as well. Once again, any negative implications in Len's statement are discursively 

reversed. Instead of * You need to recognise that it's in the state's interests, 

obligation is placed on the committee: 'We ... need to look at it on ... a statewide 

basis '. And the implied request in this statement is not left naked, but quickly 

justified with reference to generally accepted 'facts' about international competition. 

Such' facts' are a central part of the state's own economic discourse, and as such not 

open to dispute. 

However, Belinda and Barbara continue to explain their demands with reference to 

local interests (Fragment 8.14), and to make explicit judgements in their lexical 

choices ('bac/....·vards ', passing us by '). \Vhile Belinda foHovy's Len)s lead by 
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Fragment S.12: Beta Meeting 6, General Business 

Scott: {Urn, ju' --

Belinda: {Can I jnst say that I think - as Len said - as a Council, and as a community, I think we're 

sort of ahead of you, and what we're saying is, we're looking further ahead. At this point in 

time we can see what we need as a community - urn, like as in a town-overall view - and 

that we're looking for progress for it. Like we're waiting for sort of, like those sorts of 

things to happen, ... so that we can sort of move forward. And so I think that's probably 

where we're at! 

Fral!ment 8.13: Beta Meeting 6, General Business 

Belinda: {Cos--

Len: {We, we, we really do need to look at it on a, on a statewide basis too, because we, er, 

y'know we're n, we're not just competing with, with Scrubfield down the road, ah, 

Belinda: 
{for the establishment of some of these plants. We're competing with other sites in, within 

{No. 

Len: 
Scott: 

Australia, {and, and in many cases ah, in other sites within the ah, within the, the world! 

{Mm. 

Fragment 8.14: Beta Meeting 6, General Business 

Belinda: This town needs to attract more industry. [ mean it's, it's going backwards at the moment, 
because we can't provide --

Barbara: And they're passing us by! 

Belinda: _. urn, these sorts of op {portunities. 

Scott: {Mm. 

Belinda: And [ think it's sort of not just from our point of view - it's no good having a great tract of 

land there that's earmarked for something, urn, that effectively can't be used unless you've 

got a big proponent {that's possibly not in the wings at the moment. 

Scott: (Mm. 

Belinda: And, and, {and so, but there were, 

Scott: {Mm. 

Len: {So it's not just a Harbourtown issue. 

Barry: 

Len: And the state needs to consider it seriously! 

{No! It's-

{Mm, no. 

{It's, it's, it's, it really is a state {issue. 

{Yeh. 



shifting the focus of the justification from the local to the state (' ... it's not just from 

our point of view,), negatives continue to be expressed more directly than 

bureaucratic etiquette demands. The sense of obligation is not assumed by the first 

person; rather, the state's policy is emphatically criticised ('it's no good have a great 

tract of land ... that effectively can't be used ... '). When Belinda becomes tongue

tied, Len takes the opportunity to interrupt again, this time categorically closing the 

discussion. The state needs to consider it seriously' is his first explicitly powerfill 

move, though it still avoids confronting Scott with a direct imperative (*Col1sider it 

seriously!) or the second person *you. 

The short phase outlined above demonstrates an important contrast between Len's 

face-protecting style - as I maintain, a typically bureaucratic style - and the more 

direct style of Belinda and Barbara, who make explicit complaints and generally treat 

Scott as an equal. This contrast is sustained throughout the meeting, and leads to an 

increasing assertion of control by the bureaucrats and an accompanying sense of 

unease on the part of the non-bureaucrats. 

There follows a lengthy discussion about planning technicalities, in which the non

bureaucrats play very little pmi. When the theme of timing is introduced, Belinda 

and Barbara find an opening to express their frustration about the lack of progress to 

date, in quite strong terms. However, Belinda then 'softens' her approach, 

demonstrating an increasing sensitivity to the face-saving mode of negotiation. In 

Fragment 8.15, Belinda makes a request for service, but follows Len's lead by 

beginning with an agreement ('] think you're right ') and placing obligation with 

'we', the committee. In spite of this, she still displays an assumption that the state is 

interested in 'dragging the chain' for the sake of local interests, and the associated 

face-threatening risk that Scott will have to disagree. 

At this point, another bureaucrat, Sam, steps in to mitigate, by clarifying the nature 

of the request (Fragment 8.16). Sam's institutional rank as a state public servant is 

more senior than Scott's, and he assumes the position of one whose opinions ought to 

be listened to ('] agree '; '] think '). However, Sam has no direct authority over Scott 

(being from a different department), and uses a series of mitigating tactics in 

presenting the request to move the Export Estate 'Native Title claim ,9 'up the priority 

lists a bit'. Firstly, the request is prepared for by justifying/clarifying moves ('ifit's 
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Fragment 8.17: Beta Meeting 6, General Business 

Scott: Ah, we have been doing something that probably hasn't been done for Export Estate, we've 
done, been doing that for the Scrubfield areas. And that is preliminary structure plans --

Belinda: {Mm. 
Scott: -- {for industrial areas, so rather than just showing the proponents um, big chunks, we've 

actually, well my job ah, has been previously to design industrial areas, and subdivide in 

hectarage amongst the proponents, {and allowance for ser {vice trade-ofCs. 
Belinda: {Well! 
Sam: {So you understand what we're 

talking about! 

Belinda: Yes! {So, so that's what we're after! {That's what we're saying, isn't it! 
Lance: {That would be an integral point {here. 
Scott: {So that, I think that's what you're after, 

{is a, is a structure {plan for Export Estate? 
Belinda: {Yes! {Yes! 

Scott: Something that can be done, with the right resources of course, --

Barbara: For general industry. 

Scott: Ah, for general industry. And also ah, for the heavy industry. Because, I mean, {on your --
Sam: {It goes 

together. Yep. 

Fragment 8.18: Beta Meeting 6, General Business 

Sam: You really need to work it out in the not too distant future, because ah, just something like 
{[company] wants to put their {ah, facilities {in that general {area. Mm?: {So. : Yeh. 

Scott: {Mm. {Mm. {Mm. {Yeh. Yeh. {Yep. 

Barbara: [('s a priority! 

Belinda: {[laughs lightly] 

Fragment 8.19: Beta Meeting 6, General Business 

Belinda: {[laughs lightly] 
Sam: {Well it's, {it's need, {it needs to be moved up {the priority list a bit. 
Scott: {Well, we {do -- {Mm! 
Barbara: {Top! 

Scott: {Yes. 
Sam: {That's, I guess that's the s, essence of what I'm saying. It needs to , I'm sure that there's 

heaps of things that your office is, is charged with doing. 

Scott: Mm. 

Sam: And I, and I appreciate that to date it's been down there somewhere. [gesturing] 

Scott: Mm. 

Sam: But I, I think that there's pressure from this area, saying, 'can you move it up there please?' 

Belinda: Mm. Thank you' 



your role ... and if that role includes '" '). Secondly, it is expressed not as a request 

- which would expose Scott to the risk of a face-threatening refusal or disavowal -

but as an observation about the (factual) state of the world ('1 think there's an 

opportunity for ... '), giving him a relatively benign set of response choices: 

acknowledgement or disagreement on factual grounds. 

In this case, Scott responds to the underlying request. In Fragment 8.17, he prepares 

to make an offer. Not only do requests need to be prepared for in bureaucratic 

negotiation; so too can offers, especially when, as in Scott's case, the rank of the 

offerer does not authorise him to make a promise. Here, he makes four pre-offer 

moves: a justification (' ... we've ... been doing it [elsewhere]'); a clarification ('1 

think that's what YOli 're after '); and two qualifications ( 'with the right resources of 

course'; 'and also ... for heavy indllstIY'), one in response to Barbara's direct and 

unmitigated request that Export Estate be for general industry (to cater for local 

needs). Also notable in Fragment 8.17 is Belinda's excitement that an actual offer 

appears to be imminent. 

Although there has not yet been a direct offer made, Scott's preparatory moves are so 

obvious than Sam feels able to push the issue further (Fragment 8.18). Congruent 

imperatives (* Work it out!) rarely appear in bureaucratic negotiation, but the 

modulated advice 'You ... need to ... ' is ul1l1sually direct and forceful. It is mitigated 

by the vagueness of 'the not-tao-distant jitture " which allows for fairly open 

intellJretation, and by the justification drawing on external authorities ('[company) 

wants to put theirfacilities ... '). Barbara's move builds upon Sam's confidence, but 

removes his hedging. While it appears to be a confident statement of fact, it is in fact 

a projection of an opinion onto Scott's agency, an extremely high status realisation of 

the request * Treat it as a priority! This status positioning is a breach of bureaucratic 

etiquette and, once again, Sam steps in to mitigate (Fragment 8.19). He qualifies 

Barbara's statement Cit needs to be moved up .. . a bit '), treats it as an interpretation 

of his own advice ('that's .. . the essence of what I'm saying '), and clarifies his 

understanding of Scott's position, before shifting the interpersonal dimension of 

Barbara's demand - her (metaphorical) mood choice - into the ideational ('there's 

pressure from this area '). This move allows Sam to state the request very directly, 

by projecting it ('saying: "call you //love it up there please?"'), while still -

grammatically - appearing merely to provide Scott with information. Belinda 's 
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'thank you " as I understand it, is for the congruent expression of the demand. At this 

stage, the non-bureaucrats have sat through approximately forty-five minutes of 

hedged, indirect and unresolved exchanges, and all their attempts to communicate 

directly with Scott have been interrupted by either Len or Sam. 

In sum, bureaucratic negotiation seems to be characterised by a face-protecting 

dynamic enabled by some specific discursive strategies, including: mood metaphors 

that provide a potential retreat (by reframing) from face-threatening moves such as 

requests and offers; rhetorical preparation for or mitigation of such moves (through 

strategic clarification, justification and qualification moves); reversal of agency 

and/or cliency (placing obligation on the speaker, positioning the respondent as the 

beneficiary); and ideationalising the interpersonal dimension (so that risky exchanges 

and opinions can be framed as information). However, this dynamic contrasts with 

the orientation of the non-bureaucrats at this meeting - all small business proprietors 

- to efficiency (and, concomitantly, directness and speediness) rather than to 

institutional rank and status. This led to a tens ion in this meeting that was evident on 

both sides: the bureaucrats' anxiety about the others' interactions with Scott, and the 

non-bureaucrats frustration and impatience. This may have exacerbated the already 

high level of mistrust between the non-bureaucrats and the meeting's chail1)erson, 

Len, which showed in their unwillingness to allow him to close the debate. 

Closure? 

Len appears to have considered his role to include summarising pat1S of the 

discussion. For example, in his turn in Fragment 8. 14 (,So it's not just a 

Harbour/OWl! issue! .. .It really is a state issue. And the state needs to consider i/ 

seriously,), the textual conjunction 'so' signals this, implying a logical connection 

with Belinda's previous turn. All the foregoing opinions (about the need for the state 

to hurry up) are packaged into the generalised, semantically dense 'a slate issue " 

which, combined with the refusal to be inten'upted ('1/ 's, it's, it's ... ' as others try to 

enter), disinvites further input. Rhetorically, the parallel clause structure and the 

repetition of 'stale' as theme in the ultimate opinion/demand leave no doubt in any 

listener's mind that this is a concluding statement. In spite of this, the non

bureaucrats do not allow the 'issue' (the need to progress the release of Export 

Estate) to rest, opening it again at the first opportunity and several titHes thereafter. 
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Fragment 8.20: Beta Meeting 6, General Business 

Belinda: So do we sit down and write a set of objectives and set, send you away with, not only do 
YOIl find out whether you've got support 

Lance: 

Belinda: 
Scott: 

Belinda: 

Bany: 
Lance: 

Scott: 

Lance: 

Belinda: 
Lance: 

Belinda: 
Lance: 
Scott: 

{from the upper levels, but if you have got, if you get the 'yes', 
{Mmlun, the ones who get some work? 

then {this is the {next level, straight away? 

{Yes. {The next step. Yeh. Yeh. : Yeh. Don't have to 
here and say 'yes! I've got sup {port.' And then -- {mm. 

{ Is that alright? 
{wait to come back 

{And then we wait a {nother two months? 

then, {then write a list away-
{No, no. 1--

{And give you, {[inaudible] 
{Precisely. And 

I think, yeh. If we have a, a s, the objectives spelt out by the committee, urn, then getting 

the support; getting the structure plan; and working through those things; urn then we 

report back to a mee {ting with the --
{Might add more weight {to your request, too! Because if they c--

{Er, and I think it, I think it will help with 

the support, because they can say, 'well what do they want you to do?' 
{' This is what they want me to do.' 
{'This is exactly what they want!' But -- {Oh, yeh! 

{Mm. 
{Yeh. 

Fragment 8.21: Beta Meeting 6, General Business 

Belinda: But -- {Oh, yeh! 
Lance: {Mm. 
Scott: {Yeh. 
Sam: 

Scott: 

Sam: 

Scott: 

Sam: 

{Scott, er er, are you in a position to er, say that ah, your agency can work on a 
structure plan? Or, or do you need to go back and check with {people? 

{I need, I will need to go 
back {and check_ 

{Make sure the ah, er, resources can be allocated to it, and so fOlth. So it might 

help you to have a bit more definition as to what we're asking forI So a, a letter from us --

Yes. 

-- as a, as cr, a, a committee, asking Council to write to you on, on the ah - because this is a 

committee of Council- --

Scott: Yeh, 

Sam: -- um, Council to write to you, indicating what the conmlittee is ah, suggesting? 

Scott: Mmhm. 



Another issue which evades closure is developed in Fragment 8.20. Belinda initiates 

the phase by shifting from abstract to action talk, signalling her intent with the 

textual conjunction 'so '. 10 The two junior public servants - Scott and the town 

planner Lance - are quick to join in, cooperating to develop a justification for the 

request. Although they constantly interrupt and talk over each other, all their moves 

are supportive: repetitions, elaborations and enhancements of each other's turns, 

largely signalled by explicit agreements such as 'mill 11m " 'yes " and so on. 11 The 

overlapping talk, therefore, appears to be a sign that the participants are jointly 

constructing an ideational consensus and, at the same time, building interpersonal 

solidarity (see Eggins and Slade 1997: 276-78 on gossip). 

Immediately following, Sam reconstructs this consensus. What I find striking about 

Fragment 8.21' is that, although the ideational content of Sam's talk is almost 

precisely that of the preceding phase, there is no textual cohesion (anaphoric 

reference, ellipsis, textual conjunction, thematic development) at all linking it to that 

phase. Sam appears to be completely ignoring the chaotic solidarity talk, and 

reinitiating the action-talk phase (signalled by the attend move 'Scott, .. . '), 

reorganising it in a more formal mode. The suggestion is posed as an offer from one 

negotiating party to the other rather than jointly constructed; and the clarification 

('you need to go back alld check ... ') and justification ('So it might help ... ') precede 

the offer. Further, Sam 'corrects' a matter of protocol ('asking COllncil ... because 

this is a cOlllmittee of Council'). Sam states the committee's request in vague and 

general temlS (,what the committee is suggesting') thus eliminating the specifics 

demanded by Belinda's '/ist of objectives '. 

The proposal becomes even vaguer when Len, the expert in Council protocol, 

reinterprets the suggestion again (Fragment 8.22). Len is clearly having the last 

word on this matter. His use of the past tense ('I'd envisaged that that was ... going 

10 be contained in the letter ... ') rather than the irrealis (*that could be ... ) places the 

proposal beyond debate. Even more pronounced is his recapitulation of the previous 

phase, which is organised by nominalisations more suited to written than spoken 

English ('formal support '; 'a level of cOlllmitment '; 'a structure by which we do 

that '). Len appears to be dictating the minutes rather than inviting any response. 
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Fragment 8.22: Beta Meeting 6, General Business 

Len: Well that was going to tha', er ah, I'd envisaged that that was ah, going to be contained in 
the letter to [name], --

Sam: {Yell. 
Lance: {Yep. 

Len: -- seeking formal support and ab, and, and ah, and a level of conmlitment to, to working 
within a ah, particular ah, structure --

Scott: Mm. 

Len: -- to further progress all of these areas, and answer some questions, as well as mm,: and 
proposing a, a structure by which we do that. 



Through this abstracting, dedifferentiating language, the key idea motivating the 

earlier consensus-building talk - that the committee write some objectives now, to 

enable a speedy start on the work - has vanished. Moreover, Len, as the senior 

SOHE representative, has assumed the responsibility for interpreting such abstracts 

as 'these areas '; 'some questions '; 'a structure' on behalf of the committee. Because 

some of the other members do not trust Len, they are reluctant to leave things to his 

discretion. Later in the meeting, whenever the talk diverts from technicalities, 

Belinda and Barbara return to the issue of the objectives, eventually persuading the 

committee to write a list at the meeting while they were themselves present. 

Thus, although the LAG members were expressly eager to progress the committee's 

proposals, they were reluctant at this meeting to permit the chairperson to perform 

the closure that, in conventional bureaucratic practice, fixes meanings and allows 

discussion or procedure to move on. This is likely to relate to both interpersonal and 

ideational considerations - they were resisting SOHE's exercise of the power that 

rests in controlling closure, and also the generalisation of input that may have 

originally been local, personal, and specific. Therefore, Belinda and Barbara kept 

returning to meanings (urgency, state culpability, 'objectives') that they felt had been 

lost in the process of resemiotisation, continually reopening conversations that had 

been bureaucratically 'wrapped up'. 

SUfi/mary 

Beta' s Meeting 6 was atypical, in that its focus was on negotiating the 

implementation, rather than the development, of planning decisions - a task usually 

unde11aken by public servants without the direct input of 'stakeholders' (other than 

those who may be contributing financially, for instance in development partnerships 

[Skelcher et ai. 1996; Atkinson 1999; Raco 2000]) . Therefore, the role of the non

bureaucrats was underdetermined by the institutional context. They found 

themselves in the position of having to perform in an institutional field to whose 

cultural norms - such as face protection and power relationships defined by rank -

they were not habituated. This led to a growing tension between the lay-members 

and the local and state bureaucrats. The non-bureaucrats ' attempts to negotiate 

directly with their visitor, Scott, were continually resisted by Len and Sam; in turn 

Belinda. and Barbara. res isted Len's atten1pts to translate and fix their n1eanings as 
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Fragment 8.23: Beta Meeting 10, Consultant brief 

Sam: Yeh. I, I, I had a read of it ... , and I thought that the study objectives were aligned er, to 
what should we do with Lumbervale, rather than what we need in terms of alternative 
indnstrial areas. Like ah, we've been talking to ah, DOl about Export Estate, and we've 
been looking at ah, an alternative ah light industry area urn, round the water tank out there. 
Er, the objectives er, I actually made a conunent: this brief almost seems like the brief of 
Our committee; {it's ah, y' {know. And, and it starts off talking about Lumbervale er Ulll, 

Belinda: {Mm! 
Barry: {Mm. 

Sam: er, in the, in the first, well it's the fourth word, {first line of background! 
Lance: {Mm. Yep. 

Sam: And ah, that's what I say: it seems to be aligned with that; whereas I thought we were 
needing to address how do we get ah, Export Estate up as ... a general industry area and 
that. So that was --



inscriptions for later interpretation. As a consequence, I believe that this meeting 

served to reproduce and exacerbate the mistrust that already characterised relations 

between the Lumbervale residents and their local public servants. Cultural 

difference can be a key source of tension in participatory fora: even though 

participants may share an etlmic and national background, institutional culture shapes 

the habitus. 

8.3 Meeting 10: doing planning? 

By the tenth meeting, Beta had entered Phase 3: having agreed to engage a consultant 

to write an industrial strategy, they were taking the necessary steps through the 

tendering process, starting with consideration of a consultant brief. On the table for 

discussion at Meeting 10 was a brief that had been developed at the start of the 

process by the project manager, Larry, and a consultant, Chris (who had drafted 

SOHE's previous zoning amendments). This brief was based on Council's original 

'objectives' for the committee. As members read through it, it reminded them of 

how they had changed the nature of their tasks, and raised questions about the point 

of what they were doing. As those questions surfaced, the professional knowledge of 

the planners was exposed and challenged in strange terms: new meanings were 

poured into the proposed planning document (the industrial strategy) via the 

intennediary of the consultant brief. 

Delegation 

When Lance, who chaired Meeting 10, opened discussion for comments on the draft 

brief, Sam was the first to speak, voicing a concern that the draft brief did not appear 

to be 'aligned to' his understanding of Beta's task(s) (Fragment 8.23). In making 

this concern specific, he recalls what the committee have already achieved: the brief 

is about Lumbervale (which Beta has not yet addressed) rather than Export Estate 

and the 'alternative light indZlstlY area ... " which represent the land decisions that 

they have been trying to implement ('we've been talking to DO!'; 'we've been 

looking at ... '). This point is made in keeping with Sam's face-saving orientation, 

without recourse to negatives. 

Sam's apparent desire to eliminate the question 'what should we do with 

LUl}lbervale J froll1 the brief relates to Beta's prior decision to defer consideration of 

161 



Fraement 8.24: Beta Meeting 10, Consultant brief 

Sam: Can we, we talk, can we talk about that? What, what are we wanting the consultant for? I, 

I, let's just talk about that, without worrying about the, detailed {words in there! 

Lance: {Yep. 

Lance: Okay. Well, what we g, I see the t, the stud, strategy's there for, industrial strategy: urn, or 

the study is to set a scene to inform the decisions that Council've been making in relation to 

the future of industrial land within this town, in relation to what its decisions are to existing 

land, i.e. the future of Lumbervale: the whole issue of is it gOlUla stay industry; is it going 

to swap to a different type; what's gonna happen with the caretakers; are they gonna stay in 

this list; --

Sam: Can I, can I stop you there? What's ah, who's, who's the, who's the ah, report going to go 

to? : Cos I, I d, : you're, you're talking about a different report to the one I thought we were 

aiming at. : I think you are. 

Lance: Okay. 111e report, as far as we're aware - and we discussed last week with -- Larry and 

myself would oversee the report per se, {but it would come back --
Sam: {No. Who who who who g, who's, {does it go to? 

Barbara: {Who's it 

coming --

Sam: I mean, we, we're going to arrange for a consultant to do this report - what are we gonna do 

with it? Who {is it for? What's it to establish? 

Barbara: {Ym. 

Lance: It's for two things : one is to establish a decision that Council's gOIll1a make; and two, that 

will also be justification for that, when it goes to the state government, as to how we came 

about to that decision. 

Fragment 8.24A: Reorganisation of Lance's list (Fragment 8.24) 

... to inform the decisions that Council've been making in relation to: 

I. The future of industrial land within this town, in relation to: 

1.1. What its decisions are to existing land (i.e. the future of Lumbervale) -the whole issue 

of: 

1.1.1 . Is it going to stay industry? 

1.1.2. Is it going to swap to a different lype? 

1.1.3. What's going to happen with the caretakers? 

1.1.3.1. Are they going to stay in this list? 

1.1.3.2. 



this issue: a contrast is established (partly by means of intonation) between 'the brief 

of our committee' and 'talking about Lumbervale '. Sam, as the port manager, may 

have a strategic purpose here: the reason for the deferral was to wait for the delivety 

of the port's planning study, and the identification of the port's buffer needs. 

However, it is not only this 'vested interest' that is at stake, but the committee's 

' unfinished business', which Sam is reluctant to delegate. LAG members support 

Sam's views throughout Meeting 10, protecting both the work that the committee has 

already completed and their ongoing role. 

At the same time, a struggle ensues to reconcile this aim with the requirements of the 

consultant's task as a strategic planning task. In Fragment 8.24, Sam attempts to take 

control of the meeting by getting back to first principles. He assumes an 

authoritative rO.le in setting the direction of the discussion, asking direct questions 

('what are we wanting the consultant for?' and so on) and making direct requests 

( 'let's just talk about that .. . '). Lance, who is nominally chairing the meeting, 

consistently accepts this direction with no struggle ( 'Okay'), but fails to satisfy 

Sam's demands, leading to growing tension in which neither party seems to be able 

to understand the other's concems. 

Lance's response to Sam's first question includes the point that, to properly 'set a 

scene', the industrial strategy will need to consider the future of existing industrial 

land (Lumbervale) as well as other sites. However, this point is framed in terms of 

the planning document (rather than of the consultant's relationship to the committee) 

and is, I think, lost on Sam. The organisation of Lance's utterance - as I believe it is 

intended - is as a series of embedded lists, which is typical of a plan's list of 

objectives, and which would work more effectively in print (Fragment 8.24A). 

However, transferred to oral mode, such organisation becomes merely a string of 

paratactic elaborations C ... is it .. . ; is it ... ; what's ... ; are they ... ') with no overt 

embedding, and it is not, apparently, clear to Sam that the study Lance is proposing 

goes any further than an 'alignment to' Lumbervale. Indeed, Lance does not get the 

chance to include any other points before being interrupted. 

The misunderstanding continues as Lance interprets Sam's question 'Who 's the ... 

report going to go to?' as a concel11 about consultation ( 'but it would come back -- '), 

i."ather than as a return to first princ~ples: Lance, in his professional role as a plal1ner, 
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Fragment 8.25: Beta Meeting 10, Consultant brief 

Sam: Is the consultant going to er, redo all of Our work, or is {the consultant go {ing to take --
Belinda: {No. 
Lance: {Nuh. 

Belinda: Which is --

Lance: Some of this stuff - and we mentioned this before - has already been done. 

Sam: Right. O{kay. 
Lance: {And what the consultant would be doing is just collating it. We've got the 

information; they'll just be putting {it all in one document. 
Sam: {So they collate it and write it. Okay. 

Sam: So you just, er you really want somebody to document the work that we've done! 

Lance: Definitely. Because when we go to state government, that's the major concern that [name] I 
know's raised - and I know other people within the DOP have - about any rezonings or 
changes to the scheme: is we need to explain our decision. We can't just seem to pick an 

arbitralY decision out of the air. There needs to be something justifying 
{that. And this study--

Sam: {Mill. So, but, but you, you're really saying er, er er, accepting that we've done all that 

work, and all that justification, {: {and, and --
Lance: {It, the {vast majority of the work we have done. 

Sam: You could almost, : you've almost no need to get a planner. You could almost get 
somebody who can just write a, a report! 

Barry: Mm. Basically, yeh. 

Sam: Yeh. 

Lance: It could definitely be that. It doesn't necessarily need to go to a planner. This is a 

consultant brief. 

Barry: Mm. 

Lance: Urn, and that's to discuss too - who's it gOl\1la go out to? There probably is some need for 
some studies to be done, to justify the things we've talked about anecdotally - : about this 
need for this future land. : Um but yes, er a lot of the work could just potentially be done 
by a, a report company. : If there is such a thing as a report company. 



is taking the need for the document as self-evident. By this point, Sam's frustration 

is starting to appear in overt negativity ('No ') and forceful interruption (repeating the 

theme until Lance stops talking - 'Who who who who ... '). The string of simple 

(single-clause) questions (,What are we gOlllJa do with it? Who is it/or? What's it 

to establish? ') also suggests impatience with Lance - Sam is no longer explaining 

demands ('cos ... you're talking about a different report ... '), but reducing them to 

their basics. There are some face-threatening implications here: that Lance is unable 

to cope with complex questions; and that demands have been made ('we're going to 

arrange ... ') with no justification. For perhaps the first time since the committee's 

first meeting, Sam's normal bureaucratic politeness has faded. 12 

In response, Lance's talk becomes generic ('establish a decision '; 'justification '), 

removing reference to substantive issues, places and actions. The word 

'justification' here establishes a string of lexical cohesion in Lance's talk that 

continues throughout the rest of the meeting, associating the consultant's work and 

the proposed strategy with words such as 'justifo', 'explain', 'rationale " and so on, 

as illustrated below. 

At this stage, though, most of the other members - not planners themselves - do not 

understand the nature of that 'justification'. They feel that the decisions they have 

made are 'justified' - by the systematic work they put into making them, and by the 

fact that they reached consensus. That is, they frame justification in local, processual 

terms, rather than those of rationalist public accountability. Lance's difficulty in 

imposing the planning frame is, I think, exacerbated by his desire not to offend. In 

Fragment 8.25 , Lance's reluctance to directly counter Sam's claims causes him to 

repeatedly reframe them, leading to continuing confusion about the scope of the 

consultant's task. [n Sam's first question, the word 'document' is stressed, indicating 

that this is the new idea. This only makes sense in the context of a contrast with 

previous ideas about what the committee wants 'someone ' to do - 'You really want 

someone to document [as opposed to redo] the work that we've done '. The question 

is answered elliptically, but the justification Lance provides makes his meaning clear 

- 'Definitely. [/ really want someone to document, as opposed to not-documellt] '. 

When Sam attempts to clarify - 'you're .. . accepting that we've done all that work 

' " . - Lance again ans\vcrs positively J but alters the goal to 'the ... ·ast lnajority o.f the 
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Fragment 8.26: Beta Meeting 10, Consultant brief 

Sam: Urn, if the consultant, you could need to go on and say the consultant ah, has got enough 

flexibility to question ahm, er judgements of the group where the consultant, and resolve 
that where the consultant has a different view. 

Lance: Yep. 

Sam: So that gives the consultant some chance to ah, {play the part of professional, 
Lance: {Involved in the process. 

Sam: ah be part of the process, and satisfy themselves that what they're documenting for us ah, is, 

is justified in their own mind as well. So there's the chance to resolve that with the group. 
'" I ah er, think it, er, if you write a specific brief for that, then you're not asking the 

consultant to go back to step one and start Ire in {venting the wheel. 

Belinda: {Mm. 

Lance: {No' 

Fragment 8.27: Beta Meeting 10, Consultant brief 

Barry: 

Lance: 

Barry: 

Yeh. Well, th these objectives that Council um, passed: 'identify and recommend strategies 
to seek provision for land suitable for general industry use in Harbourtown. ' We already 

done that, with the Export Estate. 

Yep. 

So we've done that particular--

Belinda: But there's a project team now working on that; and that's Department {of Industry, and--
Lance: {W, we are. We 

have been looking at y'know {how that's actually gonna --
Belinda: {That'S right. So that's already streamed off. So there's that 

project {team now working on that. 
Lance: -- {that's gonna lay on the ground. And you are right, Barry. There are, there are 

Barry: 

Lance: 

two things on that: um, yes, that decision has been made, um, but - like I said - what the 
government is gonna want is a land strategy which outlines the rationale behind that 
decision. We've got some minutes, and we've got a few other things we've collated 

together, but nothing which cohesively: shows the evolution of our thought fr0111 when we 
started to coming to that decision. 

In which case then it requires either officers of councilor a consultant to put that particular 

{alun -- {Yep. 
{Item together. {Correct. 



work '. His marked syntax in this tum - mood at the end of the clause and goal as 

theme - downplays how Sam's meaning has been changed, by placing the changed 

part in the position of given, stressing the unchanged part, 'done '. Thus, Sam 

receives no discouragement from considering the consultant's task as involving only 

documentation rather than planning, as his tentative suggestion (that a planner is 

'almost' not needed) indicates. Lance's reply to this suggestion again reframes it as 

about whether the decision has been made, rather than about the nature of the task 

(,This is a consultant brief .. . And that's to discuss too .. . ') . The need for further 

study to 'justify' (quantify) their claims is modalised and placed in an inconspicuous 

position in the middle of the tum (neither hyper-theme, nor hyper-new), eliciting no 

response. The brief is a crucial intermediary between the committee, their previous 

work, and the unknown consultant. However, the role of that intermediary is 

understood very differently: to the planner, it is an obligatory passage point to 

translate desires into policy; to the others, it is a direct inscription to empower their 

prior decisions. 

It is not until later, after the committee has agreed to remodel the consultant brief 

according to the committee objectives, that Sam concedes that there may still be 

work for 'a planner' to 'play the part of professional' (Fragment 8.26). But he is 

careful to qualify that concession, by limiting the consultant ' s creative scope to 

evaluating and renegotiating the committee's prior work, rather than engaging with 

new problems such as 'what should we do with Lumbervale '. When the non

bureaucrats enter the conversation, it is to recall the work the committee has done on 

their objectives, at last providing an explicit framing for evaluating the consultant 

brief. Fragment 8.27 is a typical illustration of the non-bureaucrats' overriding 

concern with implementation, rather than with the planning process. LAG's revision 

of the committee objectives (8.1) shifted the project's focus from the development of 

a plan to the identification ofland; now those revised objectives are being invoked in 

terms of the committee's achievement ('We already done that ... '; 'So we 've done 

that ... '; 'So that's already streamed oj!'), in an attempt to find what remains for the 

consultant to do. 
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Fragment 8.28: Beta Meeting 10, Consultant brief 

Stan: I suppose in terms of the, from ahm, from from, the department's point of view would be 
that you'd wanna have it justified in terms of the whole of, or a holistic view of how 
everything should fit together, and then you'd work out the details. But you've gotta have 
the big picture sorted out first. So as, and I think that's what you're heading with the brief 
now{is. 

Belinda: {So we're heading in the right direction, {with hindsight? 
Stan: {You're heading in the right direction, because 

Belinda: 

Stan: 
Larry: 
Lance: 

Stan: 

any rezoning - or at, at the end of the day you're gonna have to rezone some land, 

potentially. 

Mm' 

For any rezoning application, there's gotta be some sort of {justification as to {how, 
{Justification. 

{Yep. 

how it all fits in together; and how it relates to the surrounding land uses; and: where the 
demand comes from; and what, what you're trying to get at; and where, where you're going, 
I suppose. 

Belinda: So did you write all those things down? [to the secretary] 



Rationale and rationalisation 

Fragment 8.27 also represents a key moment for the tenth meeting; it is here that the 

industrial strategy is successfully reframed for the non-planners as a necessary step 

to achieving the release of the land (that is, it is subsumed to the committee's 

Objective 1, rather than being an end in itself). Lance's and 'the government{'s)' 

concem with 'rationale' - culturally, I maintain, a planner's concem 13 - is not shared 

by Barry and Belinda; however, they come to rationalise a commitment to writing an 

industrial strategy as an implementation step ('In which case then it requires ... '). 

This set of framings surfaces again towards the end of the meeting, in an exchange 

between Stan (a DOP planner) and Belinda. In Fragment 8.28, Stan responds to a 

pragmatic query about what 'the department' would expect the industrial strategy to 

look like. His reply is generic ('the department's point of view would be .. . '; 'For 

any rezoning'). It fleshes out the (cultural) idea of 'Justification ': first, by outlining a 

particular form of logic in which details should follow from having 'the big picture 

sorted out first '; and then by detailing what that 'big picture' should include. As 

might be expected, he emphasises logical relations between elements ( 'how it all fits 

... how it relates,) and empirical evidence ('where the demand comes from ... '). Stan 

is attempting to make explicit the features of a plan as an instituted practice: to 

perform, in this 'cross-cultural' context, his own professional habitus (Iedema 2003a; 

Iedema and Scheeres 2003). 

However, Belinda does not engage with this performance on its own tenns. Rather, 

her cone em remains local and practical: ensuring that they are 'heading ill the right 

direction' and that in this case the brief is written according to the relevant criteria 

(,So did you write all those things down? '). The small business proprietors' general 

orientation to efficiency, and to local rather than generic issues, again surfaces as 

discursive difference. 

SlImm {/ry 

In the tenth meeting, Beta's members were forced to confront the institution of 

planning itself, due to the imposition of DOP's requirement that land release and 

rezoning be justified according to a reified 'big picture' strategy. This inten'upted 

the committee's direction, just at a time when members were feeling confident about 

being able to progress their first outc0111eS, the ~chievenlent of their Objectives 1 and 
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1.3. Neither the small business proprietors nor the port manager shared the plalmers' 

logic of accountability, and it took the better part of an hour to gain everyone's 

acceptance of the need for the strategy - and consequently for the consultant brief -

at all. In addition, and in part due to the fact that the brief had been written before 

the committee's establishment, members displayed anxiety about the possibility that 

a plmming consultant would either undennine work that they had already done, or 

appropriate tasks that they had not yet addressed. This fear of losing control of the 

work led to a struggle over the scope and nature of delegation that the brief 

represented. 

The brief was an important document, whose role was to mediate between Beta's 

past - work already done and decisions made - and its future - translation of that 

work and those decisions through the passage point of a consultant's program. As 

such, members recognised their endorsement of the brief as a voluntary surrender of 

power: a point through which their agency would be subsumed to another actor's. 

Their struggle to reduce the scope of this surrender became a power struggle between 

planning and non-planning networks of meaning. 

The planners' power came from their institutional knowledge, and the committee's 

recognition that that knowledge would enable them to achieve their strategic aims 

(Friedmann 1987; Krumholz and Forester 1990; Healey 1992; Sandercock 1998b; 

Forester 1999b; Phelps and Tewdwr-Iones 2000). However, this form of cultural 

capital was in direct symbolic competition with Sam's superior bureaucratic rank, 

which allowed him to assert control over the meeting when Lance's perfomlance 

failed to satisfy. Moreover, generic plalming knowledge needed to be reinterpreted 

according to the small business proprietors' orientation to getting things done. The 

planning and non-planning frames were never fully reconciled, in spite of Lance's 

and Stan's efforts to explain. Nonetheless, a contingent reframing of the industrial 

strategy as a necessary implementation step allowed the committee to move on in 

spite of their institutional/cultural differences (see Chapter 11). 
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Fragment 8.15: Beta Meeting 6, General Business 

Belinda: I think you're right. I think we need to keep pushing! And we have to keep - and this aha', 
part of the whole process - we have to get everyone who's involved in this whole process at 
the table, so that they can see our reasoning, and what we're looking, and where we're 

going, and urn, get them to sort of start dragging the chain! 

Fragment 8.16: Beta Meeting 6, General Business 

Belinda: {dragging the chain! 
Barbara: 
Sam: 

Scott: 

Sam: 

Scott: 

Belinda: 

Sam: 

{We have to be proactive! 
{I agree with you. I think you're right. And I think the way to move it forward is - if! 

can just make a couple of suggestions - I, I think er, I think there's an opportunity, as I said, 
for ah, probably your agency ah, if er, it's your role um, to ah, provide a, er an industrial 

estate that's ready to go, and hand it over to Realty Australia to flog --

Mm. 

-- urn, then ah, I, I th, and if, if your role includes getting clearance of Native Title, then I 
think there's an opportunity for your agellCY to pursue that Native Title claim, and ah, try 
and get that moved up the pri {orily lists er, a bit. And {I think, I think at the same time, 

{Mm. {Yeh. 
{Great. 

[Goes on to suggest how 001 could progress things by developing a subdivision plan and 

getting the necessary approvals for Export Estate 1 



8.4 Conclllsion: cllltliral difference, disagreement, disquiet 

Like Alpha, Beta was troubled by intennittent tension and fmstration, which fonned 

a cmcial element of the ergogenesis of the committee's project. However, Alpha's 

(non-substantive) tensions were often clearly ideationalised in debate about 

procedure, and can largely be attributed to the imposition of well defined (though not 

universally accepted) institutional constraints. Beta's tensions were more subtle. 

They were not usually realised as explicit topics of discussion, but rather as strange 

lexicogrammatical and discourse-semantic syndromes in the talk of paliicipants. 

That is, the types of difference played out in Beta's meetings represented not fonnal 

institutional conventions, but cultural mores whose 'reification' rested in 

participants' habitus, rather than official inscriptions. Moreover, Beta's case 

highlights the position of planning as a specialist practice, with its own cultural 

conventions not necessarily shared throughout the rest of the bureaucracy. 

Patterns of transitivity in the non-bureaucrats' reframing of the committee's key 

passage points (such as the objectives and consultant brief) suggest a pragmatic, 

rather than procedural, interpretation of the planning process: 'objectives' were to 

provide concrete, here-and-now tasks, rather than generalised and long telm 

expressions of values. The non-planners (including those who were themselves 

public servants) showed little interest in engaging with such planning intern1ediaries 

on their own terms; they did not share the planners' pleasure in understanding the 

logical fonn and purpose of an industrial strategy as a rationale for action. In short, 

their embodied orientation was to practicality, rather than professional practice. 

This orientation was manifest in other strange behaviours. Particularly important to 

the interpersonal environment was the non-bureaucrats' use of (contextually) face

threatening discourse. Though Beta rarely displayed the open hostility that at times 

characterised Alpha's debate, their talk did realise unmitigated negative appraisal, 

congruent and unqualified demands, blame and openly self-interested assumptions. 

Such discursive behaviour is an anathema in bureaucratic negotiation, whose typical 

face-protecting dynamic reflects a widely recognised discursive orientation to 

eliminating personal involvement and responsibility. However, it also engenders an 

indirectness which the non-bureaucrats found frustrating, because they saw it as 

responsibie for retarding the committee 's achievement of its aims. They aiso saw 
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that indirectness, paradoxically, as both impolite and strategically motivated, 

exacerbating already low levels of trust between LAG, SORE and the port 

management. 

Further, like Alpha's members, Beta's non-bureaucrat members resisted closure, 

refusing to permit the chairperson to synthesise and resemiotise the 'outcomes' of 

discussion as required by the meeting geme, and continually reopening past 

discussions or shifting from one issue to another. This resulted in recurring patterns 

of 'talking in circles', a phrase used by bureaucrats and non-bureaucrats alike when 

speaking of their frustration with meetings. As one of the Beta planners pointed out 

in an interview, the continual return to prior issues and arguments reflects a 

particular 'expertise' of lay-participants: an emphasis on local knowledge and 

support for local claims, rather than technical analysis. But, equally importantly, this 

behaviour was driven by an interpersonal dynamic of mistmst. The non-bureaucrats 

were simply reluctant to give public servants control over implementation of the 

committee's outcomes. 

In both Alpha's and Beta's cases, the strange behaviours of some members were in 

tension with the conventional mode and tenor of the meeting geme, and with 

planning and wider bureaucratic practice more generally. They suggest different 

institutional fTamings of the process in which the meetings playa part: orientations to 

different discourses/intertexts (administration, science, democracy, local politics, 

business) and forms of capital (institutional rank, impartiality, technique, knowledge, 

social connections, economic power, achievements in other fields, charisma). 

Moreover, manifestations of difference in the case studies (particularly in Beta) were 

at times associated not overtly with official institutional structure, but with embodied 

culture as habitus. 

Paliicipants gave different implicit meanings to common intermediaries, and drew 

practical guidance from different reifications: planners tended to look to established, 

documented policy, statutes and land use plans; other state bureaucrats tended to 

invoke intertexts associated with their own mandates (ecological protection 

agreements and management plans, trade facilitation agreements, economic 

development discourses); and local stakeholders used Council and other collective 

decisions (for example, those of fishing clubs or LAG) as constant points of 
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reference. And, in both cases, planners consistently organised their own 

contributions (in Alpha's case, that of other participants as well) around the linear 

logic of the plan, in which details follow logically from analysis of 'big picture' facts 

and values. Other participants often tried to go straight to the details (where to put 

certain zones, where to release land), shifted randomly from one issue to another, and 

constantly revisited issues and agendas that, procedurally, had been 'closed'. 

In sum, the 'strange' behaviour of participants provides evidence of cultural 

difference, and of the potential barriers that this implies for participatory plmming. 

In Part 3 of the thesis, I examine how these potential barriers are handled by the 

executive agencies and by the committees themselves. The key question 

underwriting the analysis is how substantive disputes can be resolved in the face of 

such cultural difference: the effects of the agencies' procedural choices; whether or 

not differing practices/discourses need to be reconciled; and how this might be 

achieved if so. 
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Part 3: Adaptation 



9 Adjusting to strangeness 

Part 2 concluded that there are both formal institutional and informal 'cultural' 

differences to be overcome in collaborative planning. In this chapter, I look at how 

the two planning agencies adapted to these differences, commenting on how their 

choices enacted discourses of participation. After a brief contextualisation of each 

case study, I discuss how each committee was initially set up to incorporate diverse 

meanings and practices. I then examine the ongoing management of difference and 

conflict as these emerged during the projects. Finally, I look at the translation 

problem identified in Chapter 6 (6.2.4): the 'fixing' of meanings - particularly in the 

minutes and the final plan - that may facilitate the transfer of decisions, relations and 

practices to other arenas. The chapter concludes with a brief discussion about why 

neither committee has succeeded in producing a consensus, relating this outcome to 

issues of power and institutional creativity. 

Illstitl/tio1lal capacities 

Planning is nominally concerned with material problems: in this enquiry's case 

studies, how to protect ecological assets and where to provide land for industrial 

investment. However, recent debate about participatory/collaborative planning 

(Chapter 2) is equally concerned with institutional problems: how to create planning 

arenas that are open and sensitive to diverse lifeworlds; how to manage conflict, 

power and strategic action; how to sort various claims and stakes; and how 

collaborative planning relates to institutional capacity building (see Healey 1996: 

222-24). The managers of a collaborative process might be concerned not only with 

substantive outcomes, but with building and maintaining knowledge, relational and 

mobilisation resources for govemance (Healey et a1. 2002: 14). 

From the perspective of a public sector agency, there are at least two aspects to such 

capacity building. One concerns the agency's ability to implement the plans and 

strategies produced by a process: to mobilise new policy and associated discourses 

across arenas and practices - of regulation and investment, for instance - which are 

grounded in different discursive frames and (actor-)networks of influence (Healey 

2006). The second aspect relates to the agency's future capacity for collaborative 

planning: institutional resources for tapping into and articulating diverse knowledges, 
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practices and relational networks within new plalUling contexts. Both aspects are 

positioned in the relationship between govemance practices and planning events, 

though the need to develop snch capacities is driven also by broader socio-political 

trends, as noted in Chapters 2 and 6 (Coaffee and Healey 2003; Healey 2004a). This 

enquiry's case studies were positioned at particular moments in the executive 

agencies' histories, which had important implications for those agencies' institutional 

culture and capacity. 

DOMM 

The adoption of paliicipatory planning practices by DOMM was compelled by a 

review of the state's policy framework for marine management, in response to 

specific political disputes about commercial activities - especially oil drilling and 

fishing - in marine reserves. Fallout from the disputes was contained in significant 

amendments to DOMM's policies, which institutionalised an interesting enmeshing 

of corporatist, populist and democratic discourses. Of particular relevance to this 

enquiry were two changes. First, the nominal purpose of marine reserves shifted 

from nature conservation to 'multiple use management' , an idea promoted in this 

context to provide flexibility for commercial uses. Second, proclamation of marine 

reserves now required prior publication of management plans and evidence of 'fu ll 

consultation ' with the community, something DOMM decided to achieve tlu'ough the 

establishment of 'community-based' planning committees. The new policies 

represented significant inst itutional change, including the sudden extension of 

customary 'scientific ' modes of govemance to include participatory modes. 

However, in spite of the conceptual reframing of 'marine reserves', there were few 

associated changes to DOMM's statutory mandate, or to the practices by which it 

actually managed (as distinct from planned) reserves. Therefore, staffs 

understandings of the requirements for the management plan - the outcome of 

Alpha's process - remained relatively static. 

Moreover, while the policy required participation, it provided little guidance, to 

officers accustomed to a rationalist approach, about how to cope with the 

'strangeness' inherent in participatory processes. i In interviews wi th the officers 

involved, procedural decisions were usually credited to officers' ongoing experience 

and reflection. Alpha was DOMM's second participatory planning committee; the 
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first had been fraught with conflicts and other problems that officers were anxious to 

avoid repeating. Moreover, staff explicitly used the Alpha process as a learning 

experience, critically reflecting upon and documenting their decisions and 

experiences in order to build up DOMM's corporate knowledge and practices. 

SOHE 

[n the case of SOHE, the state had imposed various participation requirements on all 

local govemment agencies several years earlier, and SOHE had responded to these 

requirements by establishing a number of consultative committees to oversee 

ongoing planning tasks. However, the adoption of participatory methods for 

industrial land planning was a reaction to a more immediate situation: LAG's 

protests regarding Council's amendments to the zoning scheme. The newly non

permissible status of caretaker dwellings in Lumbervale remained a local problem: 

little interest was attracted from those not directly affected. No state- or national

level non-govemment organisations, and no globally circulating discourses were 

enrolled to support the Lumbervale residents' desire to preserve the pem1anent 

legitimacy of their homes 2 

The protests were conducted by a small , cohesive community and, in addition to 

written submissions, took the fOlln of direct personal engagement with councillors 

and SOHE staff. LAG's members (with their consultant, Colin) made regular calls 

or visits to senior staff about the matter, while one group of Lumbervale residents 

held twice-weekly drinks, inviting councillors to hear and discuss their views. Thus, 

within a few weeks, LAG members altered their status from 'outsider' lobbyists to 

'insider' negotiators (Hillier 2002b: 156): their meetings with councillors and staff 

became geared to reaching a mutually acceptable outcome. In the event, that 

outcome included: 

ongoing rights for the existing residences in Lumbervale, commensurate with 

those of permissible uses; 

a moratorium on ftuther dwellings in Lumbervale; 

a commitment by Council to undertake ftlrther strategic planning for industry in 

Harbourtown, including a review of Lumbervale's zoning and, concomitantly, 

the status of the residences; and 
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a promise to involve LAG in that planning. When the time came to initiate the 

project, Beta was set up to honour that promise. 

This promise reflected an acceptance of the value of participation. Throughout many 

of the written submissions on the zoning scheme amendment and later reports of the 

events outlined above, there was a clear underlying assumption that SOHE's 'to-the

letter' interpretation of its consultation obligations for the zoning change was morally 

and ethically - if not legally - inadequate. That even councillors and some SOHE 

staff claimed to share this view suggests that the controversy may have effected some 

change in (perfoffi1ed) institutional values. However, the decisions to undertake the 

Beta project and to use participatory methods to do so were reactive, and did not 

represent the adoption of new practices; the establishment of committees was already 

a well instihlted process at SOHE. Moreover, in contrast to Alpha, throughout the 

Beta project procedural decisions were repOliedly made according to the planner's 

(and others') perception of immediate political or administrative need, and were not 

formally reified in such a way as to allow them to travel into other arenas. 

The management of both Alpha and Beta reflected an orientation to immediate 

consensus building rather than lasting institutional change. Consensus building 

theory combines participation discourses with negotiation techniques, both of which 

have been successfully popularised in widely circulating metaphors, thereby 

providing accessible conceptual ' tools ' for resolving disputes ('Arnstein's Ladder' 

[1969]; 'Getting to Yes' [Fisher et al. 1999] - DOMM explicitly invoked both these 

texts during Alpha's planning process). In the following discussions, therefore, 

consensus building theory usually provides the framework for explaining andlor 

evaluating officers' choices. I also reflect, at the end of the chapter, on some 

institutional implications of those cho ices. 

9.2 Meeting with strangers: setting up the committees 

As suggested in Chapter 6, opening planning processes to broader paliicipation 

necessarily affects planning practice. At the most concrete level, it formally 

introduces new actors, new forms of social and cultural capital, new logistical 

requirements. Discourses of participation also establish specific 'goods' -

inclusiveness; broad access to the process; respect for all views, knowledgcs and 

claims; dC!centralisation of puw<::r; ' guuu faith' in n<::gotiation~ - as givens] This 
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creates a social field in which performance of such principles becomes a kind of 

symbolic capital. Two important aspects of an agency's response to 'strangeness' , 

therefore, are how it manages a process according to these principles - largely a 

logistical matter - and how it demonstrates that management. 

9.2.1 DOMM 

As the second process under DOMM's new policy, Alpha represented an early stage 

in the agency's implementation of patiicipatory planning. Officers, supported by 

considerable administrative infrastructure (including dedicated staff and a significant 

budget allocation), made conscious effOlis to work according to a 'best practice' 

informed by consensus-building theory, and to use their experiences as Alpha's 

executive to improve their practice. In establishing Alpha, DOMM staff explicitly 

considered principles of inclusiveness, access and empowerment. 

Inclusiveness 

The Alpha process combined a participatory approach - a stakeholder committee -

with broader consultation in two complementary procedures. Formally, the 

committee was the focus for the consultation effort, the site where competing claims 

and interests were sorted, and had nominal decision-making power over the proposal 

to be put to DOMM's minister. As such, Alpha could be seen as an elite among 

'stakeholders', raising questions about how it represented 'broad participation' 

(Weeks 2000). In practice, a key issue for deliberative groups tends to be 

representativeness as a proxy for inclusiveness (O'Neill 2001; Little et al. 2002; 

Margerum 2002; Hopkins 2004). 

In DOMM's first participatory planning committee, members had acted as 

representatives of particular organisations. Staff felt that this had led to problems 

because some members had been bound by the broader agendas of the groups they 

represented, and had not been free to compromise or to negotiate in good faith. For 

Alpha, therefore, it was decided that the principle of representation should be more 

abstract: the committee should represent the community as a whole, rather than 

individuals their sectors. This raised its own issues. How a procedure construes' the 

community' is a choice with both practical and moral implications. Some 

commentators consider the key imperati ve to be giving voi ce to sections of the 

175 



community that are marginalised by traditional political processes (Young 1990, 

2000; Bollens 2002), an ideal that places identity politics centre-stage (Gould 1996). 

On the other hand, there is a persuasive argument that participatory practice should 

target those most affected by the decisions at stake (Stocker and Moore 1999; 

Margerum 2002; Nichols 2002). It was the latter consideration that dictated 

DOMM's path. It was pragmatically appealing, because 'stakeholders' can be 

expected to self-select, to be most 'knowledgeable', and to complain most loudly if 

excluded. The inevitable exclusion of players whose stakes are only indirect, or who 

cannot be personally involved (such as non-humans and future generations [O'Neill 

2001]) was seen as a lesser risk both politically and in tenns ofa focussed outcome. 

Plior to establishing the committee, an extensive scoping exercise was undeliaken,4 

which identified a range of concems and interest sectors, as well as a high level of 

general cynicism about the planning process due to perceptions of power 

inequalities, conflict between recreational and commercial users, and 'previous poor 

community consultation processes' (DOMM report, 2000). This suggested to 

DOMM staff that the composition of the committee would be critical to its success. 

The selection process emphasised inclusion of a number of specific sectors: 'local 

government, conservation, recreation and tourism, recreational and commercial 

fishing, indigenous interests, science and education, industry, pearling and 

aquaculture' (call for nominations, Scrubfield local newspaper, 1999). DOMM went 

beyond the nominations received to ensure that all the above 6'TOUPS were included, 

appointing a number of public or peak-body administrators to 'fill the gaps'. These 

appointments were in apparent tension with some of DOMM's own principles - in 

particular that of individual non-representation - but were seen as necessary to 

ensure the committee's legitimacy. The most conspicuous result of the process, from 

another perspective on representation, was a committee that was overwhelmingly 

male (12/13 members), Anglo-Celtic (11113), and middle-aged, in noteworthy 

contrast to the broader demographic of the region.s 

To further perform inclusiveness, DOMM provided for an unusually comprehensive 

consultation program and, as Chapter 7 shows, there was continual pressure on 

DOMM to 'prove itself in this regard. Central to the program was the establishment 

of 'sector consultation groups' (SCGs), originally concei ved as del iberati ve fora in 

lht:ir uwn right, lhrough which st:ctor representatives could formaliy feed their views 
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into Alpha's meetings. The intent seemed to be that the SCGs would be self

organising, forming from existing clubs and peak bodies. However, this did not 

happen, and the 'SCGs' instead became a list of organisations and individuals 

(growing from about 50 to over 120) to whom a summary of committee decisions 

was sent after each meeting, with an invitation to comment. The input thus received, 

therefore, did not represent 'consensus' on the part of any sector, as many members 

had hoped, and DOMM was criticised as the committee found itself having to 

synthesise a range of conflicting comments into a position to which members could 

commit - a bureaucratic task that some recognised as difficult, if not impossible: 

The challenge is, when you have a process which is based on individual 

interviews, how you actually amalgamate that in a responsible lash ion, 

without stamping your own desires, beliefS, myths right across the top olit? 

(Alpha member, February 2001) 

From my perspective, a key issue with the consultation program (including both the 

SCGs and additional methods used during the zoning phase [Chapter 4, 4.3.1]) is that 

the focus was always on encouraging written input - input with a material fonn that 

could be presented to the committee and thus act at a distance. While this provided 

for DOMM's translations to be checked against the originals, it also placed 

constraints on the discourse: written submissions are by nature monologic and 

associated with celiain expected/acceptable register choices. Further, DOMM's 

summaries reduced each submission to its key substantive points, altering much of 

the originals' interpersonal content and, at times, separating those points from their 

supporting arguments. This presentation reflected a pmiicular view of how 

submissions were to be understood and considered - as ' issues' for consideration -

and this led to considerable tension between DOMM and some members (Chapter 7, 

7.3). While the Alpha process was opened up to an increasing diversity of actors, 

then, the processes for giving those actors voice remained relatively limited. 
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Access 

The first Alpha meeting was held at DOMM's local office in Scrubfield. However, 

staff decided at that meeting that this venue was too small: they were concerned that 

members might feel constrained by close proximity to each other from expressing 

their views candidly. Moreover, it was felt that there was a need for both members 

and observers to be able to come and go without drawing too much attention to 

themselves. That is, the deliberative space (Forester 1999b: 64) was seen as crucial 

to creating an arena that was comfortable (physically and culturally) and conducive 

to open debate. To this end, and to remove Alpha's interaction from DOMM's own 

territory, all subsequent meetings were held in a 'neutral' venue at a local hotel.G 

The hotel also provided for lunch together, one of a number of opportunities 

provided by DOMM for members to build relationships. However, deep divisions 

remained, with a number of members declining to participate in all 'extra-curricular' 

social events. 

More generally, poor attendance was a major problem for Alpha, leading once to 

cancellation of a meeting and at other times to allegations that some members had 

not been fully involved in decisions. In interviews, members identified three main 

reasons for poor attendance: the timing of meetings, occasional poor communication 

regarding meeting dates, and boredom. 

All meetings were held during the working week, and took one or two full days. 

Some members claimed that this made it difficult for people (both members and 

observers) to attend if the project was unrelated to their normal work. It appeared 

particularly to affect those members from the recreational angling sector, who raised 

the problem several times when Alpha was setting its meeting dates. However, in 

every case the issue vanished without resolution, and the status quo - DOMM's 

preference - was maintained. In Fragment 9.1, Monie and Murray remind the 

committee of earlier claims by other members (Matt, Mark and Mary, who have 

since left) that two-day meetings during the week would present access problems, 

implicitly suggesting that a one-day meeting would be more appropriate. Mitch 

supports that suggestion with a new point: the content of the meetings is too 'similar' 

to be sustained for two days in a row. However, as Dick takes up that point, the 

focus of the conversation shins. Dick defends DOMM 's text-focussed agenda7 by 
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Fragment 9.1: Alpha Meeting 4, final housekeeping 

Chair: The other, the other comment was made earlier on was whether or not ah, you'd have a two

day meeting? Are you --

Morrie: I'm, I'm always happy to do that, but I know, {I think Matt would, 
Murray: {Mark, and Mary. 

Morrie: I think Matt mentioned he would find it very difficult ah from a bllsiness point of view. 

And Mark would be {an, possible--
Murray: {Yeh. Mark's, wouldn't be able to unless it was on the weekend. 

Mitch: One of the things I'd raise, in temlS of a couple-of-day meeting, is in the namre of the work 
we're doing at the moment, we're just sort of getting through a process of spending a whole 
day going through a whole pile of 'Ecological Values', 'Social Values'. I wouldn't wanna 

be fronting up to something next day [laughing). 

Dick: Mm. 

Mitch: It's, it's very similar work. 

Dick: Yeh. 

Mitch: And [ think we'll be given the lion's share, and the next thing we go to it. And whether 

there's a need to acmally break that work up? 

Dick: [ think YOII'll find though y'know that: 

Mitch: 

Dick: 

Chair: 

{yoll can see, y'know like today you were speeding up. 
{That I'm wrong. 

After you got, we got the initial issues out in the first one or two, it was starting to speed 
up, becallse y'knolV it becomes quite, quite {[inaudible] in a {sense. 

{But, but, {but the comment, Dick, 

that I'd make, er to my, to my mind, being a lay person in this area, I would preter to have 
y'know the experts put the infonnation with before me and, and me to have a bit of time to 
think about it, and then, y'know come in here and sort of go through that .... 



saying that the work becomes easier as the committee progresses through it, and the 

chairperson's tum completes the shift: the field of discussion has become how best to 

manage the texting, and nobody ever responds to the access issue raised by Monie 

and Munay. 

In later meetings, where Matt and Mark themselves requested one-day and/or 

weekend meetings, the access issue was similarly suppressed as incidental matters 

were thematised and, in every case, Matt and Mark submitted to the status quo 

without much protest. It is possible that this was deliberate: paradoxically, a position 

of procedural or social disadvantage can be strategically favourable to a group 

(Wagle 2000; Margerum 2002), enabling them to claim a right to greater policy 

benefits and also to challenge the legitimacy of decisions on the basis of access. This 

phenomenon is well known and often exploited by stakeholders who see themselves 

as inadequately endowed with other fon11s of power. Alpha - Matt and Mark in 

particular - invoked it in valorising the submissions they received on the zoning 

(Chapter 7, 7.3) . 

Apart from inflexibility with respect to two-day meetings, DOMM tried hard to 

ensure full participation, frequently postponing and manoeuvring meeting dates as 

other commitments interfered with members' attendance. This seems to be the basis 

of claims regarding poor communication. It also seems to have been unsuccessful 

(attendance continued to be a problem), and begs the question of why members so 

often found other priorities. 

One answer to this appears to have been boredom, which was at least paltly a result 

of the structure of the procedure. As Mitch points out in Fragment 9.1, during Phase 

2 of the process whole days were spent 'going through (/ whole pile of [text]', an 

activi ty that was not how most members would have chosen to spend their time. The 

chief purpose underlying DOMM's organisation of the process was to deal with non

contentious items first, allowing members to establish constructive working 

relationships before progressing to the more controversial zoning. It was also hoped 

that by progressing through the plan's structure, its logic would come to be 

understood and accepted by participants. However, the agendas' dedication to the 

plan-as-outcome left little scope to pay attention to issues that may, superficially, 

have seemed tangential to that outcome. and precluded opportunities for free 
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exploration of members' visions for the area. The process lacked the 'structured 

unpredictability' (Forester 1999b: 141-42) that allows new questions to be asked, 

new solutions to be found and new understandings, relationships and skills to be 

developed. Further, most members' primary concern was the potential for the 

marine reserve to impose restrictions on their activities through such measures as 

zoning. By delaying discussion on this matter for a full year, DOMM put 

participants' interest at risk. Access is not simply a question of logistics, but also of 

style: the rigidity of agendas meant that they did not cater to the focus of many of 

Alpha's members. 

Even more alanningly for some members, the consistent foregrounding of their task 

as the production of a planning document privileged the skills of some - including 

DOMM staff - at the expense of others, and controlled the entry of non-technical 

discourses. Similarly, the committee's often-repeated instructions to act as 'experts' 

rather than sector representatives created restrictions on the range of acceptable 

claims that committee members could make: 

there is a need for members to take an expansive view of issues rather than a 

narrow personal or sectoral view. Members have been chosen for their 

knowledge and expertise and general standing in the community and as such 

they are expected to take a considered position of the issues and actively 

promote balanced outcomes. (DOMM, Alpha's administrative framework, 

2000) 

The establishment of the committee as a non-representative team of experts was 

intended to equalise power relations, making irr~levant the power of numbers and 

economic resources and allowing the power of the best argument to prevail. 

However, the need to 'take an expansive view of issues' , and the admitted 

dispositions of many Alpha members, conferred particular power on scientific and 

institutional discourse, undermining the symbolic capital normally associated with 

discourses of natural justice, rights and political representation. Though these 

discourses were given voice, it generally held more weight to speak for nature (as a 

scientist) or the system (as a bureaucrat or decision maker) than it did to speak for 

identifiable people. Those on the committee who saw themselves as community 

representatives, and who were accustomed to drawing on that status for their 
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authority, felt disadvantaged by the 'expert' framing, and resisted it throughout the 

process. 

Empowermellt 

To assist the committee with their 'expert' task, the process drew on an enonnous 

amount of empirical infonnation. Talk alone, without instrumental rationality, was 

not considered enough to provide faith in the outcome (Voogd and Woltjer 1999). 

Alpha, adopting this orientation and not wishing to miss anything important, 

continued to request more information and technical reports at every meeting. This 

was in contrast to members' general distrust of teclmical planning (Campbell and 

Marshall 2000: 337) and in spite of the fact that eventually many said that the 

volume of infonnation had become overwhelming, and stopped trying to read it all. 

There was a fine line to tread between empowering the committee to make 

'infonned' decisions and intimidating some of its members. The presentation of 

information as maps, however, was of benefit to everyone. There were 

disagreements as to specifics, 8 but the use of spatial representations and GIS 

teclmology was unanimously appreciated. One member described a day when the 

technology was not working properly: 'it was like having our arms and legs cut ojJ' 

(Alpha member, July 2003). 

Nominally, DOMM devolved decision-making power over the details of the 

management plan to Alpha. DOMM itself had no [onnal representation on the 

committee and officers were not granted voting rights, a point frequently emphasised 

in their statements to the committee (9.2.1), and to me in interviews: 

DOA1JvI's 1I0t actually I'll/wing the thing WH, as sllch; we're facilitating it. 

So the committee actually makes the recommendations / suppose; wejust um, 

come up with some of the words alld, and that sort of thing. But, and we, we 

get that from pe', what people are saying to us, in part, and what the 

committee's sayillg as well. So evelythillg goes through th.e committee. So / 

guess it's an attempt also to get away from the thillg that, that DOMM's 

driving it ail, alld that this is what DOMM wants, and y 'know it's that Big 

Brother sort ofgovemment thing again. (DOMM officer, February 2001) 

181 



Further, the CEO of the local government authority was appointed as an 

'independent' chairperson, a careful choice distancing the position from DOMM 

while giving it undeniable legitimacy as a local stakeholder. The appointee, 

Marshall, lacked any expertise in marine management planning; the advantages of 

his ' neutral-but-interested' status were considered to outweigh this lack, especially as 

DOMM could provide such expertise as part of their executive support. 

Formally, then, the committee was constructed as powerful in their relationship with 

DOMM, the latter playing a subordinate 'support and information' role. At the same 

time, though, DOMM retained control over Alpha's membership; organisation of the 

meetings; expenditure of resources; structure and content of agendas; mode of 

expression of interests; range of acceptable claims; presentation of information; 

provision of ' expert' advice in substantive matters; and synthesis of deliberations 

into an ' outcome'. It is common knowledge - frequently invoked in popular culture, 

as well as in the academy - that the executive's/advisor's position (the eminence 

grise) is one of enormous power. 

9.2.2 SOHE 

Beta was different: it arose from a specific dispute and was established at the request 

of stakeholders from Lumbervale who wished to participate. Therefore, in spite of 

Council's desire to place the dispute in a broader context, inclusiveness and access 

were lesser issues for SOHE than for DOMM. Rather, the key problem facing 

SORE at the start of the process was the deep conflict and ill feeling that existed 

between LAG and the shire, described by one participant as: 

It was virtually a war situation back t!zen. (Beta member, November 2000) 

Consequently, SOHE's main concern in constructing Beta was to demonstrate 

Council's good faith towards this group of constituents. 

Goodfaitlt 

Council delegated no decision-making authority to Beta. Rather, the committee's 

role was to assist SOHE staff, who would ultimately be responsible for the reports 

and recommendations that resulted. The resolution to establish such a committee, 

therefore, arnounted to an instruction to staff to 'vvorlc \vith specific peaple in 
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pursuing the issue - an assurance to stakeholders who felt that they had been 

wrongly excluded from previous planning (Lumbervale's zoning amendment). Beta 

was chaired by a councillor and, in addition to LAG, included representatives of a 

number of state government departments (the port, OOP, DOE, and ORD) seen to 

have an interest in industrial land.9l10 In contrast to Alpha, members were treated as 

representatives of their organisations, and were invited to contribute their 'views' 

rather than their 'expertise'. 

Also in contrast to Alpha, SOHE councillors and staff were considered 'full' 

members with the same 'rights' to contribute and (if necessary) to vote as the others. 

On the surface, this left the Lumbervale members severely outnumbered by public 

agencies, and when LAG sent not one but three representatives (Barry, Belinda and 

Barbara) to the first meeting, the chairperson, and later Council, accepted this 

without question. 

Beta was an opportunity for SOHE to combat the negative views of LAG members 

by exposing them to realities and constraints faced by the Shire in planning matters: 

I think aah, the committee was set up ... to ... let them understand the process 

involved with making decision[s] ... and then to sort of ah, have them 

participate //lore, as opposed to sort of all, I guess, pointing fingers without 

really understanding the process. (Larry, November 2000) 

Normative discourses of participation and dispute resolution, following Habermas, 

often stress the importance of reciprocity - providing opPOItunities for disputants to 

understand each others' positions (Gutmann and Thompson 1990, 1996) - one of the 

recognised benefits of participation and a key component of 'good faith '. The above 

statement, by the officer who managed the Beta project, seems to me to represent a 

special version of this benefit: to make our critics be clear about their position, and to 

help them to understand our position - reciprocity as a form of defence for the 

executive's actions. Unlike many other participants, who in interviews emphasised 

substantive matters, Lan'y consistently framed Beta's purpose in terms of conflict 

resolution. As such, SOHE's procedure was oriented to communication rather than 

outcomes or technical analysis, in marked contrast to OOMM's approach. For 

example, the first three meetings' initial agendas were empty of any substantive 

items: other than housekeeping, the 'items to be discussed' were limited to the 

183 



committee's membership, role, objectives and whether to engage a consultant to 

conduct the industrial land study. II Larry was determined that Beta should be 

involved in such decisions: procedure (including constraints such as Council 

instlUctions and state policy) was seen as the site of justification for SOHE's actions, 

and palticipants' understanding of procedure might best be developed by their 

immersion in it. Moreover, like DOMM staff, Larry wished to allow the committee 

to settle into working relationships before dealing with contentious matters. 

Such an orientation to process and relationship building suggests a concomitant 

orientation to reaching understanding and consensus, rather than to achieving 

strategic outcomes (Habermas 1970, 1984, 1987, 1990, 1998a, 1998b); that is, 

communicative action might be considered a suitable framework for instituting 'good 

faith' in Beta's procedures. Larry was explicit regarding the need for consensus; it 

was Beta's only overt discourse 'rule': 

The committee can only take one path... and the decision does not reflect 

anyone persons [sic] decision but the committee as a whole[.] (Beta Minutes 

Meeting I, September 2000: Evaluation of the Meeting) 

This point, about unity of the committee's decisions, was repeated whenever Beta 

was faced with the need to resolve two contrary positions (Fragment 9.2). The 

approach was characterised - both favourably and unfavourably - by some 

palticipants as 'one in, all in'. That is, the 'consensus' requirement was equated with 

a right of veto, an understanding that perhaps contrasts with Habermas' perspective 

on consensus as the result of practical discourse (1990): the underlying rights and 

norms for reaching decisions were not described as relevant; and the 'rule' that 

'evelyone voles the same' was not itself a norm whose 'knowable consequences' 

were acceptable to all those affected. 12 However, in the early stages of the process, 

when contentious substantive decisions were not at stake, this rule was generally 

endorsed. Like SOHE staff, other stakeholders wished to demonstrate their faith in 

the capacity of the participatory process to reach a 'mutually acceptable outcome' 

(Fisher et al . 1999). 

In sum, SOHE's key concerns in setting up Beta were to resolve conflict with, and 

demonstrate 'good faith' towards, a group of disenfranchised stakeholders. As such, 

Larry avoided dictating the committee's norms too strongly, limiting his explicit 
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Fragment 9.2: Beta Meeting 12, selection of consultants' 

Larry: By the way, ... any ah, I guess ah, voting we do - it, it is for the whole, everyone votes the 

same! And the outcome will be the same. We work as a team. 

Lance: Yep. 

Larry: And what the outcome is irrespective of what our personal views are. We'll go with 

{that actual {decision-making process. 
Belinda: {No. {Yep, no, I agree. 

for non-Au:;;lraliau n.~adt:r~, 'y~p, no' or 'yeah-no' is a common way of expressing strong agreement. 

The expression's range of alternative meanings and socia-cultural distribution are discussed in Burridge 
and Florey 2002 . 



instructions to enforcing consensual decision making and allowing flexibility on such 

matters as membership and agenda setting. Such a vaguely defined set up - open, 

fluid, and largely self-regulating - seemed to have the right qualities to facilitate 

'creativity' (Healey 2004a): to hold potential for the negotiation of new institutional 

practices. 

9.3 Working with strangers: negotiating difference 

As Chapters 7 and 8 showed, difference cannot always be planned for - it is often 

subtle and can take unexpected forms. Agencies were confi-onted repeatedly with the 

need to negotiate difference under pressure: to react to the use of 'strange' (and 

sometimes face-threatening) discourse practices, to reconcile divergent 

understandings of the principles and practices involved, to find a path towards 

closure while demonstrating openness. 

Consensus building approaches suggest that, through what Judith Innes and David 

Booher (2002, 2003) call 'authentic dialogue' based on Habennasian principles, 

difference can be channelled into institutional capacity building (also 1998, 1999) 

and/or it can be directed into the renegotiation/affirmation of shared moral 

frameworks for policy making (Gutmann and Thompson 1990, 1996; Benhabib 

1995; Webler 1995; Chambers 1996; Campbell and Marshall 2000). Some recent 

theory suggests that difference and conflict are inherent to any democratic setting, 

providing the dynamic through which: social life is renewed and kept relevant 

(Young 2000; Hillier 2002b; Mouffe 2002); a local 'relativised justice' is developed 

(Hillier 1998a: 16); 'multiplex' place identities are realised (Graham and Healey 

1999; Healey 2000, 2004b); and peace is attained (Dale et al. 1999). As Forester's 

'transfoll11ative theory of social learning' (J 999b: 130) suggests, difference provides 

us with necessary surprises, allowing planners to learn 'not only ... ft'om what others 

say or do .. . but ... from the way they do it' (1999b: 131, emphasis in original). 

DOMM and SOHE handled these challenges in very different ways. Though both 

were careful to perform a slllTender of power to the stakeholders, their strategies for 

doing so, and their other responses to conflict and difference, suggested that they 

framed their processes in different ways. For DOMM, the Alpha process was central 

to their project, and staff directed their efforts towards ensuring that the committee 
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Fragment 9,3: Alpha Meeting 6, Day 2, consultation process 

David: .. , so that, that's one option - we can do that, if you're supportive of that. That we'd, 
y'know that DOMM develops up a very urn, brief package, which basically has a map with 
these areas on it, with some rationale, justification ah, outline for it? 

Mark: I would definitely like to see thaI. I wouldn't trust you buggers to put it past us out to the 
public! ([laughs) 

David: {Yeh. [laughs) {Fair enough. 
Mark: {Being a cyni', being a cynical sort of person, [inaudible)! 

Murray: They're putting it out on our behaW So {we, we, we, : {we, we have to go through it! 
Dick: {That's right. {Yes. 

David: {Yes, that would, that's 

{right, yeh. 
Miles: {Been there; done that. 

Murray: Not that we don't trust you. David, but--

Mark: Much! 

David: Urn, now the, the other thing we did: 

Fragment 9,4: Alpha Meeting 4, acceptance of the minutes 

Mitch: '" My read of the minutes is that because we went through in a sequential process, which 
somehow etched in stone behind us what each of these ah slides we saw urn were, with, 
with minor changes. When in fact I think by the end of meeting we called for the need to 
actually go back through all of these .... And I don't think tbat that essence, or tbat flavour 
of OUI' review of those values is reflected in any way in the minutes. 

Morrie: In fact I could add to that: in the urn, note that's gone out to the sectoral groups it actually 
says that a bunch of them were agreed in principle um, in one statement. And urn, again I 
don't think we actually got to that point on any of those objectives .... So I'm not sure if 
that's a message that is correct to send out to sectoral groups, ah that they actually, we have 

agreed those Objectives. 

David: Part, part of the -- If urn, if you like, I'll just, just put the overhead up, which might help 
just with these, with this discussion, in terms of, where we're at. Urn, I guess we we've, 
we've started sort of opening up this box here in terms of the um, y'know, the social values 
and the ecological values. We're working through all of these various points .... And my 
suggestion would be that the, the issue of specifics of those, those issues that were raised 
for the management objectives, probably better off dealing with those when we come back 
to look at each section in total? : Because we, we could spend a lot of time 

Mitch: 

David: 

talk {ing about the specific objectives now, --
{If -- My, my comment, David, would be if that's the process we're gonna move 

through, that's fine ; however the record of the last meeting, I think, incorrectly reflects that 
by the end of meeting we'd agreed on all those {Objectives. 

{Right. Okay, yep. 



guess ... sort of... my suggestion would be ... probably ... '). At the same time, he 

consistently uses the inclusive 'we' as the agent of all procedural actions, expressing 

a solidarity that is almost entirely absent in the utterances of members. David is 

enacting a decision that staff had made following Meeting 3 to reassure Alpha, first, 

that the procedure empowers the committee to make the decisions and, second, that 

decisions can be reviewed as they progress through the plan. The 'overhead' to 

which David refers is a flowchart overview of the reserve planning and gazettal 

procedure, which explicitly emphasises those two points ofreassurance. 13 

As part of their reassurance strategy, DOMM staff were careful to frame their role as 

' facilitators' rather than as key stakeholders, strategically underplaying their vital 

interest as the end users of the management plan. This stance was particularly useful 

to them·after the cancellation of the sixth meeting due to poor attendance: 

1 mean psychology's interesting, where, y 'know if. if you go to people, 'listen, 

DOMM thinks this is really important, ... and we're gonlla make sure this 

happens', and people tend to push back and they go, 'well 1201 Maybe we 

dOIl't wallt itl' You know? But then if you, if you tum around and go 'well, " 

" well y'know if you don 'I wallt this Ihing, we'll go dowll to [place} , because 

... quite frankly, we're not gOllna wasle our time y 'know flogging a dead 

horse ... here if you, if you 're nol interesled .. . I' And, alld, and 1, 1 think in a 

way the, the sort offailed meeling was a bit like that. (DOMM officer, April 

2002) 

That is, in seeking members ' recommitment to the process, the proposal was 

presented as a response to local community desires, rather than as part of a broader 

government agenda, and DOMM presented as a servant to the locals who 'wallt this 

Ihing '. Nonetheless, DOMM's control of the committee's output was the issue most 

foregrounded in Alpha members' final interviews with me: most of the conunittee 

perceived that DOMM staff had an agenda from the start, including detail on the 

final f01111 of the marine reserve, which they were unwilling to relinquish. Their 

constant effolis to convince members othelwise do not seem to have been successful. 
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Promises 

During the zoning period, DOMM conducted extra consultation exercises in order to 

reach as many local people as possible. They did this, according to their own 

statements, at the request of the committee, as a way of reassuring members that their 

output would properly represent a 'community' view (Fragment 9.5). 

This matter was an explicit agenda item from the fourth meeting onwards - DOMM 

staff would report on their consultative actions, and Alpha would discuss ideas/needs 

for further consultation. Through this process, the range and scale of consultative 

techniques evolved and expanded and a relatively large number of public 

submissions was elicited. 14 However, the concerns of some members were never 

completely allayed. Four main reasons emerged in the interviews: a failure to give 

certain submissions 'adequate' weight (Chapter 7, 7.3); the fact that the SCGs did not 

yield any consolidated/collective sectoral 'positions' (9.1.1); a lack of public 

meetings; and the absence of direct committee involvement. 

DOMM's reluctance to hold public meetings related to an assumption that such fora 

produce a skewed representation of public opinion (Brown 1988). As attendees 

perform dissatisfaction with what may be (from the administrators' perspective) 

minor aspects of a proposal, negative views tend to ' snowball' - in their number, 

their relative impOltance and the vehemence with which they are expressed - and to 

suppress alternative perspectives (Healey and Hillier 1996; Campbell and Marshall 

2000). On the other hand, some Alpha members felt that public meetings were a 

necessary palt of a proper consultation program - they are popular, widely familiar, 

and provide opportunities for open deliberation; as such they serve as a symbol for 

public participation (Edelman 1964). Moreover, and crucially in this case, public 

meetings allow decision makers to face the 'community' and to be called to account 

in accordance with their responsibilities. IS 

These reasons underlie Matt's and Mark 's decision, through the Scrubfield Fishing 

and Diving Association (of which both were prominent members), to hold public 

meetings following Alpha's seventh meeting, during the second draft of the zoning. 

The meetings had the nominal purpose of gaining input to an SFDA submission - (0 

increase the power of the association as an actor-network (and, concomitantly, the 

power of Matt and Mark themselves) - but the organisers also wished to mobilise the 

188 



Fragment 9.5: Alpha Meeting 7, Day 2, general zoning issues arising from consultation 

Miles: ... So I think the, your idea of putting that extra layer in that you had has been a very good 
one. : Because it's made us think more about it! 

Dick: Well! {It was in response to {the committee saying, 'are we reflecting the community's 
Miles: {Yeh. ([inaudible comment] 

Dick: concems here?' And we need to do something and make sure we are. 



recreational sector's direct input to Alpha and increase its influence by sheer force of 

numbers. DOMM supported SFDA by sending at least one officer to each of the 

meetings, but it was made clear that this was not part of the formal planning or 

consultation processes. In the event, the meetings realised an almost univocal 

dynamic of negativity towards DOMM, reinforcing officers' views that public 

meetings were not a wOlthwhile exercise. 

However, the meetings were appreciated by Alpha members (including non-SFDA 

members) who attended, because they represented the only public consultation not 

mediated by DOMM: written submissions, workplace presentations, one-to-one 

conversations and input from the shopping centre stalls were all received by staff and 

reported with promises of accuracy and fairness. This was problematic, because a 

majority of members would have liked more direct contact with the 'public' that they 

were supposed to be collectively representing. This desire was not only a matter of 

not trusting DOMM, but also of needing to feel a level of control commensurate with 

the committee's responsibility. While members' authority to instruct staff had been 

established by the end of Meeting 3, their ownership of the process continued to be 

undermined by DOMM's mediating role. 

Moreover, that mediating role extended to the substantive product of the process -

the management plan - itself. Frequently, when deliberation failed to resolve details 

(such as precise wording or zone boundaries), Alpha closed sessions by accepting an 

offer from staff to draft a conclusion reflecting the ' general feel' of discussion, for 

later consideration/adoption by the committee. This was a useful way of moving on 

when discussions had become 'bogged down' , but eventually led to some discomfort 

on the part of members who perceived a tendency for the resolutions drafted by 

DOMM to become absorbed into the outcomes, as text or graphics amalgamated with 

others in the resemiotised material produced after each meeting. Moreover, members 

feared that drafted resolutions could be presented to stakeholders as though the 

committee had finalised them as decisions (Fragments 9.2-3). 

The strategy of promising to draft resolutions out of session was also used by 

DOMM to retain control of matters about which officers did not feel confident. For 

example, Fragment 9.6 shows Alpha brainstorming ideas for further public 

consultation after the first draft of the zoning schen1e. It seen1S to l11e that n1e!nbers 
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Fragment 9.6: Alpha Meeting 6, Day 2, consultation process' 

Chair: Alright, so an, anything more on that consultation process? 

Murray: I think we should have: : a couple of meetings - community meetings. 

Chair: Community meeting? :: In areas, obviously around the, up, up at West Scrubfield? 

Murray: West Scrubfield, and,: {and East Scrubfield, South Scrubfield, --
Chair: (South Scrubfield, 

Chair: Okay. 

Morrie: I think you need a whole bunch.of posters like, like this to be put up : as a static --

Chair: Yes.: Just for comment. 

Murray: Yep. 

Martin: [s that what you described? 

Monty: We need to hit the greenies. [interrupted, but continues through next several turns to 
suggest making and selling stubby holders] 

Chair: Well when do you wanna start the --

Murray: Oet one of lhe PR people in town to start the organising, and we'll --

Mark: I would suggest probably do it about November, December, January type thing. Cos there's 
no bugger in town, and you might just get away with it! 

[laughter] 

Murray: January! [laughs] :: Just before " . red alert! 

Matt: 

Mark: 

Obviously needs to go inland as wel!, ah cos a lot of people in [town I] , [town 2), 
{obviously have an interest. 
(1 would suggest, I was suggesting that you, Marshall, go onto FOil}, Corners, and do a half 
hour program on it. That's what we used to do. 

Fragment 9.7: Alpha Meeting 6, Day 2, consultation process 

Chair: 

David: 

So you got posters, public meetings - we were looking at ah, at having those meetings in 
the three, our three suburbs - .... 

We're not, obvious, obviously we've got to urn, look at the resources that we've got to do 
this, because it, I mean doing, doing these sort of meetings is, is quite time consuming! : I 
mean obviously, so we've golla sort of balance that with what we've got available to do it. 

Fragment 9.8 : Alpha Meeting 6, Day 2, consultation process 

Morrie: (Can ah, --
David: {I mean we'll, we'l! perhaps look at this and, and maybe come up with some ideas, y'know 

based on the discussion, and, and um, circulate round that with the, : with the rationale? 

To explain a few local references: 's tubby holders ' are hollow foam cylinders designed to keep 

'stubbies' - 375ml bot ties of beer - cool in the hand, and they are often printed with company logos and 

given out in promotional exercises; 'red alert' is the final stage of public warning before an emergency, 

when all res idents are requested to remain indoors; Foul' Corners is a long-running television current 

affairs program produced by the Australian Broadcasting Corporation. 



were enacting ownership of this task, fully involving themselves in 'solving' a 

'problem' that had concerned them throughout the process: the discussion was 

marked by full participation, collaborative enhancement of suggestions, and good 

humoured banter. 

DOMM staffs reaction to this chaotic but productive perfornlance suggested a 

degree of alarm: rather than replying to suggestions, they remained silent except 

when incidental matters pertaining to their expeltise - marine management or 

bureaucratic protocol - were raised. It was not until the chairperson attempted to 

summarise the discussion (about ten minutes after Fragment 9.6) that staff fonned a 

response. David's tum (Fragment 9.7) is an incongruent refusal to hold public 

meetings. 

The committee ignored both David's renlsal and the chairperson's attempt to close 

the discussion, continuing with their brainstonning session until David made another 

attempt to regain control. The suggestion in Fragment 9.8 contains several promises: 

to 'come up with some ideas '; to base them '011 the discussion '; to 'circulate ". that' 

and to provide a 'rationale '. These combine to place the consultation process back 

within DOMM's realm, to be planned and administered according to DOMM's 

rationality, reducing Alpha's role to the passive one of sighting and consenting to 

staff actions. In this context - not an unproductive, 'bogged down' conversation, but 

a fruitful and enthusiastic (albeit potentially lengthy) one - the pll1'pose of David's 

promise appears to be precisely to prevent the appropriation of procedural matters by 

the 'strangers' on the committee. Although they have been granted decision-making 

authoIity over the product, administration of the process and its budget remain 

DOMM's responsibility. This may have been particularly important to staff, because 

DOMM was explicitly using this process to learn and consolidate methods for 

participatory planning; interference by non-staff could be seen to undennine that 

goal. 

Education 

Alpha's resistance at the third meeting (Chapter 7, 7.1) was stressful to staff not only 

because it called the quality of their practice into question, but also because it 

interrupted DOMM's agenda and threatened to delay the production of the plan. 

190 



Discussions among staff after the meeting identified as a key problem members' lack 

of understanding of the principles underlying the planning procedure. As such, an 

important element of DOMM's response to conflict was ' educational'. 

The most immediate action was to revise the intended strLIcture of the meeting 

agendas from that summarised in Table 9.1 to that in Table 9.2: instead oftexting all 

the Objectives then progressing to all the Strategies and so on, the committee would 

address each of the Social and Ecological Values, covering the whole progression, in 

tum. The purpose of this revision was to underline the 'logical' relationship between 

the elements of the plan: 'Objectives' follow analytically from ecological 'Pressures' 

and 'Targets', or from social 'Requirements'; 'Strategies' follow as means to achieve 

'Objectives' (Chapter 6, 6.2.4). It was hoped that, by repeating the full progression 

in each meeting session, members would intemalise its rationality. Moreover, 

DOMM staff explicitly focussed on that rationality, explaining it at some length in 

the introduction to the texting sessions in Meeting 4. In Fragment 9.9, David draws 

on an example from outside the field of marine management, presumably on the 

assumption that the field of the 'human health model' would be more familiar and 

accessible to the majority of participants, but more importantly to demonstrate that 

their approach has a universal rationality: it is drawn from fundamental ' laws' of 

cause and effect, not simply from DOMM's cunent ideas. 

The detailed introduction to potentially difficult agenda items became a central 

strategy in DOMM's repel10ire. Staff antic ipated framing differences, and attempted 

to mitigate their potential for creating conflict by 'educating' members according to a 

consistent frame, foregrounding that frame wherever the opportunity presented itself. 

When the zoning plan was first drafted, it was listed on the agenda as: 

Reserve ... zoning to achieve Committee endorsed management objectives 

and strategies' (Alpha Agenda Meeting 6, December 2001, emphasis added) 

Thus, the 'logical' link between the zoning and the text to which Alpha had already 

agreed - which included 'spatial controls' as a Strategy for all Ecological Values -

was carefully emphasised. In the introduction to the item, David reminded members 

of all their previously agreed Strategies that had a spatial component, as a 

justification for creating zones restricting access or extractive activities. 
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Table 9.1: Outline of Alpha's original agenda structure for texting management plan (Meeting 3)" 

Session Tcxting task 

I Identify Social and Ecological Values 

2 Objectives (for all Social Values) 

3 Objectives (for all Ecological Values) 

4 Strategies (for all Social Values) 

5 Strategies (for all Ecological Values) 

etc. 

T I 92 0 r f I I ' ab e : ut me 0 Alplla s revIse d d aoen a stmcture or textmg management plan (M eetmgs 4·6 
Session Tcxting task 

I Identify Social and Ecological Values 

2 Ecological Value I (tunles): pressures - targets - objectives - strategies. 

3 Ecological Value 2 (marine mammals): pressures - targets - objectives - strategies. 

4 etc. 

5 Social Value I (Indigenous Heritage): requirements - objectives - strategies. 

etc. 

Fragment 9.9: Alpha Meeting 4, introduction to Ecological Values 

David: [at the front, using overheads] Okay. Um, : the um, I'm just going to do a bit of an 
introduction to - before we stan talking about the ah, Ecological Values sections - and ah, 
just, I'll talk about two things: I'll run through the, the, the health model as an example of 
what we will do urn, this afternoon, and talk about the relationship of the, the Pressnres to 
the Management Objectives to the Strategies and Targets - how it all slots together. ... 
And then I'll just then talk a bit about rhe strategies, and how um, how we should look at 
the, the development of the strategies, um, and how we can use different approaches, ah, 
depending on what the actual issues are! : : I'll just run through um, y'know, basically 
today we'll be, we'll be looking to identify urn, y'know the, the existing urn, potential 
pressures? We'll then have a bit of a discussion as to what is - based with the expertise 
round the table - um, what is, we think is the current major pressure, if there is any, for that 
value. Um, based on that, we will then look at um, development of a, a a management um, 
goal, or objective. 

Now in the case of the, just running through this human health model, ... essentially we, 
we eith, y'know we have this guy who's um, doesn't have a particularly healthy life. And so 
we'd have a number of existing and potential pressures, sort of that: (A) smoking, 
overeating, unbalanced diet, whatever. And then from those, basically the, we say 'what 
are the most critical things in terms of his current level of health?' And we say 'well s, 

excessive smoking and overeating are the major ones that, the critical things that y'know 
we'd need to look at'. 

And, the process that we'll go through is, is very similar to that, that health example, 

where we'll look at all the ecological values and say well 'what are the, what, what are the 
things wetre trying to achieve, and what are the targets?' And then, and then once we, once 

we know that, we can then say 'well, how are we going to achieve that; i.e. what are the 
management strategies?' : :: Is that, is that fairly clear, how that all sits - that sort of 
structure? 

... : : [There is no visible reaction.] 

• Tables 9.2 and 9.3 do not represent actual agendas; for example all 'extraneous' items, such as the 

;nforrnation, housekeeping and feedback sessions, are omitted. 



Moreover, throughout the zoning phase, 'education' as to the importance/benefits of 

zoning was a recurring theme. David's introduction went on to present a set of 

'rigorous criteria' (developed by marine management specialists for another location) 

as a 'scientifically valid' basis for the selection of sanctuary zones. Later, guest 

presentations included summaries of research projects whose 'scientific' findings 

emphasised the need to control regional recreational fishing take and the positive 

effects of sanctuary zones on fish populations. These presentations were scheduled 

in explicit contrast to the position statements/appeals by 'stakeholders ' - presenters 

were there at DOMM's request rather than their own, and the material was treated as 

objective information rather than as demands. The presentations consistently 

reinforced the symbolic value of scientific method, and emphasised the alliance 

between that paradigm and the 'best practice' of zoning representative areas as 

sanctuari es. 16 

Participants' learning is commonly seen as an important - indeed, a central- benefit 

of participation in planning (Sarkissian et al. 1986; Susskind and Field 1996; 

Susskind et al. 2000). However, formal education has also been extensively analysed 

as a form of social control, a key contributor to the reproduction of (class/structural) 

power (Willis 1977; Bourdieu 1984). DOMM's efforts to educate the committee 

were equally efforts to impose a specific 'field of power' (Bourdieu 1994: 5) which 

preserved the institutional framework for DOMM's governance practices: a fi eld in 

which staffs marine management expertise (scientific, bureaucratic and procedural) 

carried symbolic value, and in which an institutionally appropriate outcome - a 

management plan meeting DOMM's policy requirements - could be expected. 

Overall , DOMM's key adaptations to Alpha's 'strangeness' were oriented ·ld 

bringing the committee's discourse under control and to reinforcing DOMM's 

framing of the process as product. In particular, by identifying the central needs as 

being to 'educate' - to rehabituate - members and to provide resolution whenever 

completion of the product was at risk, DOMM staff avoided renegotiating their basic 

assumptions about where the process was leading, and maintained the power to 

ensure that their institutional requirements were met. In spite of staffs efforts to 

disguise the agency's essential interest in the proposal, other participants sometimes 

perceived this power as manipulative and conspiratorial, aimed at ensuring a specific 

outcome (described by more than one member as a 'land/water grab') rather than 
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genuine community participation. The emergence of diversity and agonism, then, 

was treated as a problem, not an opportunity; established institutions tend not to be 

able to cope with conflict, and work to eliminate it rather than embracing it (Pll1!ger 

2004). 

9.3.2 SOHE 

Compared to DOMM's careful, strategic management of strangeness, SORE's 

adaptations were relatively ad hoc. The Beta process was administered by one 

officer (at a time) rather than a coordinated team, as in Alpha's case; there was both 

less opportunity and less need to discuss strategy or to establish a mutual approach 

and position. Further, unavoidable disruptions (such as Larry's accident) and high 

tumover of personnel (three different councillors, three town planners and three 

secretaries over the course of the project) meant that SORE's administration of the 

process was constantly in flux. The themes discussed in this subsection reflect this. 

SORE 's management appeared to vary between extremes of submissiveness and 

dominance. 

Elltrustmellt 

Larry, Beta's project manager, was a qualified town planner and a senior employee 

of SORE. In spite of these advantages, he assumed little authority to shape the 

committee's discourse or position. Rather, he limited his input mostly to 

administrative matters (scheduling meetings; reporting tol from Council), usually 

entrusting both decisions and the exposition of planning knowledge to other 

participants (in the case of the latter, to other planners). Re appeared to see his role 

as being to ask for stakeholders' opinions, rather than to provide his own views either 

as a planning expert or as a stakeholder in his own right (Fragment 9.10).17 

Lan)' also welcomed any input - opinions, stories, facts, queries, demands - without 

challenge, regardless of their apparent relevance, their accuracy or whether they had 

already been addressed. 18 Committee motions were accepted even when they 

contradicted known stakeholder positions or institutional constraints. The most 

striking example of this was at Beta's final meeting, where only LAG and SORE 

were represented. A resolution to initiate an amendment to the zoning scheme, 

making uWdiings permissible in Lumbervale, was duly minuted without question, ill 
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Fragmcnt 9.10: Beta Meeting 17, response to consultant's Stage 2 report 

Larry: Where: do we want: to head: with Lumbervale? Do we want to sort of ah change the use 
of the land from industry to something else? Or do we want to still retain that industry, 

with the additional component of residential , of ah caretakers' dwelling? And depending 

on where we want to go with this, we need to be : decision! : And we need to make a 

decision on that as well. : Because: if we don't, the same issue will be raised: --

Barbara: Yes. 

Larry: 

Barbara: 

Barry: 

Larry: 

-- what: are we going to do : with Lumbervale? 

{Wellwe-

{Right. {Wcll, --

{My, can I get some guidance from you people? 



Fragment 9.14: Beta Meeting 7, housekeeping 

Len: Yeh, it's very timely! : Did, did you want to move a motion along those lines, Barry? 

Barry: Yeh, I'd move a motion {that we .. 
Len: {Okay! :: Ah, that ah, the committee aah, ah er·· 

Cr Bob: Request Council support? {Or .. 
Len: {Yeh! Request Council's ah, support in principle to the ah, 

options that've been identified for light industry an, ah, general in {dustry. 
Cr Bob: {Yeh. 

Barry: 
Len: 
CrBob: 

Barry: 

Yell. And en, en {dorse the, the action .. 
{And, and endorse the plan of action to progress {it. 

{Yes. 

And that we whatsiname, we try and push it along. But·· 

Len: I'm sure we'll have a seconder for that motion? Thanks, Sam. 



spite of the fact that the port management's opposition to such an action was known 

to all parties, and in spite of the state's previous refusals to consider such an 

amendment. In Fragment 9.11, Larry's response to LAG's resolution ('Can / have 

that? ') implies that he intends to use it without significantly changing it. His 

discomfort with initiating such an amendment for Lumbervale - an amendment with 

almost no chance of succeeding - is not evident until later, following a long 

conversation about a range of planning matters during which he speaks very little. 

In Fragments 9.12-13, Larry somewhat obliquely tells the committee that he intends 

to prioritise the release of 'those two areas' and not pursue the Lumbervale 

amendment at this stage. His report to Council did not endorse the Lumbervale 

amendment, recommending instead: 

'that future zoning amendments to the Lumbervale area be undertaken as part 

of the review of the current zoning scheme which is due for review from 

August 2005' (SOHE Council Agenda, March 2005). 

That report was the first explicit indication that Larry did not support the resolution 

from Beta's final meeting. During the meeting itself he consistently expressed his 

views positively ( 'we'll make it a priority for those two areas ... '; '/ would still like 

to follow that ... avenue initially'), avoiding negatives (* / won't prioritise 

Lumbervale) in keeping with bureaucratic discourse (Chapter 8, 8.2), and avoiding 

conflict with the stakeholders on Beta, one of whom, Barry, was currently a SOHE 

councillor. 

Larry ' s openness to apparently supporting any suggestion extended to procedural 

matters. Any member of the committee was allowed to add to the meeting agendas, 

and frequently did. For Meetings 2-4, all substantive agenda items were suggested 

and led by members from outside of SOHE: the review of the objectives by LAG; the 

assessments of land availability by Sue from DOP. Decisions about the timing of 

meetings, especially during the consultant phases of the process, were also often 

delegated to the participants, in particular to Cr Bany. It is possible that, at such 

times, Larry saw timing as a political decision rather than a purely administrative 

one: meeting dates affected attendance and, with views on the committee polarised, 

attendance was politically significant (Chapter 4, 4.3 .2). 
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Fragment 9.11: Beta Meeting 19, response to HIS submissions 

Bruce: 

Larry: 

Bruce: 

This is the amen, oh well I'd like to put forward a motion that [reading]: an amendment to 
the zoning scheme be prepared, for the purpose of identifying a new zone - : to be known 
as ... Lumbervale Industrial Precinct - with a strong, well defined policy framework, for 
Lumbervale to exist as a live-work environment. 

... Point 3: that the reconmlendations regarding light industrial land, at least, be 
implemented. And number 4: that the recommendations regarding Export Estate be 
implemented. 

Can I have that? [referring to the written resolution that Bruce has been reading] 

Yep. 

Fragment 9.12: Beta Meeting 19, response to HIS submissions 

Larry: So, : that'll be part of the ah, com, committee resolution, reconmlendation, which is that 
plus that. [refen'ing to the wrilten resolution] 

Belinda: You can reword it, but that's a {bout, that's {: the nuts and bolls of {it. 
Larry: {Yep. {Yeh, n'·- {That's right. Yep. : 

: And what I'll do there, in terms of the release of land, we'll make it priority for those two 
areas that we've identified prev, previously ... 

Fragment 9.13: Beta Meeting 19, response to HIS submissions 

Larry: Ah, based on the ah, recommendations we've put forward, : : : I need to look at the 
previous one - the previous resolution - ah) in terms of ah, : ins, initiating that amendment 

for those two areas. I s, I would still like to follow that particular avenue initially. 



Moreover, at critical moments - when conflict surfaced and upon achievement of 

'milestones' - external parties were often invited by stakeholder members of the 

committee, rather than by the project manager. The fraught debate at Beta's first 

meeting, for example, was brought to the attention of SOHE's senior management by 

the port manager, with the result that the CEO and mayor attended Meeting 2. Later 

in the process, the LAG president asked the mayor to attend a Beta meeting to 

confirm Council's support for the committee's initial recommendations about land 

release. The attendance of these senior players from SOHE, therefore, was not a 

strategy of control on SOHE's part, but a result of the stakeholders' desire to enrol 

them as actors and thus strengthen the authority of their jointly developed positions. 

Following the simultaneous release of the conflicting port planning study (PPS) and 

Stage 2 of the Harbourtown Industrial Strategy (HIS), the attendance of a senior 

DOP planner to mediate was not at SOHE's request but that of DRD, who saw a 

need for the state's enrolment and a measure of state control over the direction the 

process was taking. 

Overall, Lan'y performed a classic facilitator role, underplaying his own expertise, 

perfonning a ' neutral' position and assuming a passive role in the meetings, trusting 

the other members to negotiate their own meanings and to develop a position that 

could be called independent of his influence: 

... I'm relying on the ah : ah, I guess decision Fom the committee. All, and 

... it's not my recommendation - it's the recommendation of the committee, 

based on tile information that's been received Fom the ah. participants. in 

this case the stakeholders . ... (Lan'y, March 2005) 

In adopting this role - which might be labelled the 'uncritical friend' (see Forester 

1999b: 193-97) - Larry perfonned his own good faith, and by the end of the process 

had established highly sympathetic relationships with LAG, an impressive 

achievement given the hostility that LAG members showed towards him at the start. 

He also, as Chapter 11 will show, created space for the evolution of situated 

decision-making practices. However, by not placing his own knowledge and 

opinions at risk, he reduced a participation exercise to one of 'mere' consultation, 

separating his professional role from the relational networks whose articulation the 

project facilitated: 
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Ah, I think we've ah, : made it clear from the start of where, : what good 

planning principles are. And we've made that stand. However, we need to 

also: : give the ah, committee the opportunity to provide the impact in terms 

of what's best for the community.19 And then Council must decide exactly 

what the ah, request or the comments from the community will have 011 the 

/ilture : ah, responsibility of the Shire - as Council. 

Ah, to a certain extent, in terms of this report, I have to admit in terms of the 

planning principles, if Council was to go with the decision, these are some of 

the impact and implications ... ji'om the professional officer's point of view. 

So I've taken on board all that information, and then provide an assessment 

as to what ah : the impact will have : ah to Council, if this was received. 

(Larry, March 2005) 

Larry is proposing here to report Beta's recommendations (the 'Lumbervale 

amendment' from the final meeting) and to provide his separate professional 

assessment of those recommendations' implications. This is an unusual 

interpretation of participation, whose purpose is generally thought to include the 

construction of agreed meanings, with the planner an interested participant in the 

discourse (Sarkissian et al. 1986; Gyford 1991 ; Innes 1995, 1996b, 1998; Healey 

1997, 2004a, 2004b, 2005a; Sandercock 1998b, 2003; Forester 1999a, 1999b; 

Susskind et al. 1999; Booher and limes 2002; limes and Booher 2003) - an active 

member of an 'interpretive community' (Fischer 2000: 253). Lan-y's idiosyncratic 

version of the planner's role was a reaction to pressure from two competing 

normative frames: one political, the other professional (Tewdwr-Jones 2002). His 

personal inclinations (including, I suspect, a desire to be liked by everyone) led him 

to separate the two, relegating each to its own discursive arena: a consultative forum; 

a Council report. 

Theatre 

While the strategy of entrustment served to demonstrate openness to stakeholder 

views and discourses, there was also a need to demonstrate substantive progress - it 

is well-known that stakeholders can become disillusioned and cynical if the 

outcomes of their participation lead nowhere (Hillier 2000b). Chapter 8 showed that 

the businesspersons' orient2.ticn to efficiency positioned thel11 as critics of the 
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slowness of bureaucratic practice, placing pressure on SOHE to show that its 

methods were capable of producing timely outcomes. Before the consultant was 

engaged, Beta's project lacked the fom1al structure to provide clear milestones 

('Stage 1 report', and so on); it therefore fell to staff to invent altemative assurances. 

This need was addressed by the CEO, Len, in his position as chairperson during 

Phase 2 of the process: through the staged recontextualisation of the committee's 

decisions, the meetings became a form of theatre in which progress was perfonned. 

In contrast with Larry, Len retained tight control of proceedings, adhering to 

Robert 's Rules 20 and taking charge of outcomes. He took it upon himself, as 

chairperson, to dictate the minutes, disallowing such moves by other patiicipants 

even when he had invited them (Fragment 9.14). A meeting resolution is a 

morphogenetic resemiotisation of the discussion leading up to it, a 'fixing' of the 

committee's intent which allows them to move on. Len, here and elsewhere, 

interrupts other members' attempts to perfom1 such resemiotisations, appropriating 

that responsibility on behalf of SOHE. By dictating the resolution in front of the 

members, he demonstrates SOHE's willingness and intention to implement Beta's 

decisions. 

During the period of Len's involvement, implementation was the key concern of the 

committee, and discussion centred on the enlistment of state agencies responsible for 

planning, developing and releasing industrial land. Representatives of those agencies 

were invited to Beta meetings, or contacted for lengthy teleconference calls, so that 

negotiations could take place in full view of the stakeholder members, although those 

negotiations were nonetheless treated as bureaucratic ones and non-bureaucrats 

allowed little input (Chapter 8, 8.2). This led to some confusion over the role of the 

LAG members, who knew that 'stakeholders' were rarely involved in such 

implementation actions; that they had become enmeshed in additional layers of 

bureaucratic procedure: 

Well J sort of wOl1dered whether we were beillg finished up now, because W71, 

from now all we've sort of gone to this other little, we're going up another 

level again. Like /lOW we're back IIp into sort of governmental um, : y'know 

up the lop level there again obViously. (Beta member, January 2002) 

One member perceptively concluded that their job had become to applaud: 
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I mean what was the point of that teleconference the other day? ... It was 

just to show us that something's happening? (Beta member, January 2002) 

The setting for Len' s perfonnances diminished the role of the non-bureaucrats, 

refi'aming it from that of 'participants' to 'audience' (Rajer 2005; also Grant 1994: 

168-75 on participants' potential roles in the 'drama' of planning). In spite of this, 

the Phase 2 period was a dynamic and exciting time for Beta. Stakeholders were 

impressed to see action on the decisions they had made, and found the process of 

enrolling influential actors fi'om SORE and the state positive and empowering. It 

was a disappointment to them when, finally, implementation stalled for want of a 

strategic planning document. 

Avoidance 

When DOP raised the need for a strategic document, Beta was made to return to its 

original goal of producing an industrial strategy (see Chapter 8, 8.1). Due to 

different framing rationalities, there was little understanding on the part of the non

planners of the strategy's purpose or requirements. They saw it as a tedious but 

necessary step towards implementing their previous decisions, and did not expect it 

to go further than those decisions, for instance by addressing the question of 

Lumbervale (Chapter 8, 8.3). 

Up to that time, the issue of LUl11bervale's future had been avoided, although LAG 

members had attempted to bring it to the table at times. In Fragment 9.15, for 

example, BaITY puts forward an argument in favour of reinstating the pennissibi lity 

of caretaker dwellings in Lumbervale. It is an argument he has made before and Len, 

recognising this, changes the subject by developing the incidental theme of block 

size before the issue can generate further discourse or conflict. Earlier in the process, 

the Lumbervale issue - fi'amed as 'Objective 1.2' (Chapter 8, 8.1) - had been 

deferred in favour of 'Objective 1.3 ', identifying altemative light industry sites. 

However, because the strategy (HIS) had to comprehensively justify its 

recommendations, it also had to deal with Lumbervale's zoning; DOP could not be 

expected to endorse the release of further industrial land while there were still 

vacancies in Lumbervale. Thus, Beta was forced into confrontation with the issue 

that had been dividing its members. However, avoidance was still possible: rather 
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Fragment 9.15: Beta Meeting 7, General business' 

Barry: Yeh! Of course our concern, from ah, from Lumbervale, is urn, : : basically the future of 
Lumbervale and caretakers' quarters ahm, hinges round the port's um, basically what youse 
guys come up with. 

Sam: 

Barry: 

Len: 

Mm. 

And um : ah, I know that we do have ah, a light industry area: in other areas of the town, 
but there are, there are a lot of businesses that are a little bit too big to fit in those areas, and 
would fit in Lumbervale. And ahm, and currently we're, : there's blocks available, ah, but 
they don't bave a caretaker's quatters allowed on em. And that's {um--

{It's an interesting point, 
BaITY! Obviously when we're doing the structure planning for the light industry zone, we 
need to take account of the variety of lot sizes to accommodate those sorts of businesses. 

'General business ' , in Beta's agenda, might be translated as 'any other matters members wish to raise ' . 



than undertake to develop the HIS internally, the committee decided to delegate the 

task to a consultant. Thus, the process of developing a position on Lumbervale was 

removed from the committee's deliberations - the consultant would present a 

consolidated position for consideration and endorsement. In the event, the 

committee was presented simultaneously with two contradictory recommendations -

those of the HIS and PPS .21 Those recommendations did not morphogenetically 

resemiotise any shared discourse on Beta' s part; rather, they represented 'raw' 

adversarial positions, each supported by its own rationale and 'fixed' by non

negotiable epistemic claims. As individual members adopted one or the other of 

those positions, they were (re)placed in antagonistic relation to each other. Thus, the 

positive relationship building that had been facilitated in the earlier stages of the 

project was undone. 

Confronted with strangeness and conflict, SOHE's approach was as different from 

DOMM's as I can imagine. Instead of trying to ' tame' strangeness, the project 

manager gave it free rein, valorising any forms of capital that were realised and 

relying on the participants themselves to negotiate leadership and to find their own 

ways of doing things. Senior SOHE staff generally limited their active role to 

performing ' doing a good job', and did not take any opportunity to reflect upon or to 

document their practice. Unfortunately, attempts to overcome conflict in the 

meetings meant avoidance of the key contentious issue (Lapintie 1998; Neuman 

2000; Gregory et al. 2001), which ultimately led to profound reinforcement of the 

conflict itself. 

9.4 Meaning with strangers: presenting the outcomes22 

Platming for and negotiating difference in meetings is only part of the challenge of 

participatory planning. Planning decisions also need to be made meaningful to a 

wider audience. This is achieved through resemiotisation: outcomes are synthesised 

and repackaged in fonus (principally written forms) that can act at a distance. As 

such, the written synthesis of plmming outcomes is one mechanism through which 

the qualities of specific episodes might enter other arenas. In this section, I explore 

how the minutes and reports/plans produced by the agencies (and, in the case of 

Beta, the consultant) incorporate/resemiotise strangeness and its management. 
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In Chapter 6 (6.2.4) I argued that one of the chief means by which the 'outcomes' of 

planning processes such as these - plans - are made broadly meaningful is a generic 

schema that presents proposals for action (,Strategies'; 'Actions') as the logical 

response to the 'facts' (,Issues'), given certain explicit 'values' (,Aims'). That is, the 

structure of a plan is a rhetorical metaphor, an impoltant aspect of its persuasive 

function (Throgmorton 1991). The rhetoric is founded on an instrumental 'means

ends' rationality which is increasingly being questioned as the basis of procedural 

quality (Chapter 2). 

In Australia at the time of this enquiry, most published strategic plans conform to 

some version of the generic schema outlined in Chapter 4 (Figure 9.1). The plan 

genre appears to be a conservative element of planning; in spite of some significant 

adjustments that open planning processes to new voices and rationalities, those 

adjustments seem not generally to extend to the re-presentation of those processes. 23 

9.4.1 DOMM 

Outcomes to process 

The explicit goal of Alpha from its inception was to produce a management plan. As 

Sections 9.1.1 and 9.2.1 make clear, DOMM put considerable effOlt into ensuring 

that the committee did not waver from this goal, structuring each agenda according 

to the plan's proposed table of contents and providing, through overheads and use of 

the GIS, for the production of precise text and zoning maps within the meetings. 

Thus, the collaborative process was pressed through the logic of the plan, and the 

translation of talk to a written or diagrammatic 'outcome' was made simple by 

placing that outcome at the centre of the field of talk. The minuted resolutions of the 

committee mostly took similar fonns to the following: 

The Committee agreed to the draft management objectives for scientific 

research with some amendments as noted. (Alpha minutes Meeting 3, 

February 2001) 

The Committee resolved to move the western boundary of the proposed 

Rocky Island sanctuary zone ... to accommodate recreational fishing, 

spearfishing and crayfishing: (Alpha minutes Meeting 9, February 2003) 
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Issues ('fact premises') 

Aims (,value premises')...J .~ 

t 
Objectives 

~ 
Strategies 

~ 
Actions 

Figure 9.1: Genenc schema of the plan, showmg logIcal connections 



The referents of such resolutions - text or zoning maps considered at the meetings -

were not embedded in the minutes, but kept as separate attachments to be transferred 

directly into the draft management plan. 

Thus, DOMM overcame the translation problem by beginning with the outcome and 

fitting the process to it. This simplified the resemiotisation process; it also served a 

rhetorical/educational purpose (9.2.1) - to clarify for Alpha members the logic of 

DOMM's management plans, facilitating their understanding of the agency's 

accountability requirements and also giving them a common fi'aming within which to 

defend the legitimacy of their decisions (as members did at SFDA's meetings). 

However, the strictly linear organisation of the procedure disguised the reality of a 

much more complex process, in which information, constraints and the desires of 

stakeholders often became known and/or relevant at the 'wrong' moments. In 

practice, moreover, a plan is rarely written from beginning to end according to the 

logic embedded in its structure: decisions about strategies and actions (such as the 

inclusion of spatial controls) are frequently taken before the identification of issues, 

and the planning document is written 'backwards' to meet the need for rational 

accountability (Flyvbjerg 1998; McRae 2005; see Edelman 1988). 

In Alpha's case, contingent meanings from 'elsewhere' (consultation, ministerial and 

legal advice, 'scientific consensus', 'best practice' in other jurisdictions, relevant 

current events, and so on) were brought to the committee by DOMM staff. In the 

early part of the process, these were resemiotised as the text drafted by staff, pre

sorted and ready for endorsement. As Chapter 7 (7.1) and Section 9.2.1 have shown, 

this strategy imposed the high cost of reinforcing members' mistrust, followed by 

boredom with their 'rubber stamping' role. During the zoning phase, Alpha 

perfonned crucial resemiotisations itself, sOliing through the meanings (re-)presented 

in the written reports and translating them into a spatial semiotic. Only the last few 

sections of the plan, concerning management actions other than zoning (including 

enforcement and monitoring), did not involve the committee in the texting. 

Figure 9.2 represents the overall shape of the translation chains underlying Alpha's 

management plan, showing ' clean' transferral (with or without minor amendments) 

as straight black lines and 'messy' translation, involving extra sOliing and reframing 

of claims, as scribbled red lines. Loops in the scribbled lines loosely imply extemal 
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influences/intertexts. The messy translations largely happened externally to the 

committee's procedure, and the relationship between Alpha's deliberations and the 

final presentation of the outcomes (the plan) is straightforward and clear. 

Framillg strallgeness 

The structure and content of the management plan were constrained by strict 

institutional requirements: it was intended as a document for DOMM's future use 

and, as such, could not include recommendations that overstepped DOMM's 

statutory mandate. This became clear at the final meeting when Alpha considered 

the plan as a whole: several amendments suggested by members were deemed 

inappropriate to the document's official purpose. For example, Fragment 9.16 

occurred during a discussion about whether or not the management plan should 

specify management targets for social values. The current draft of the management 

plan simply stated that such targets are 'to be developed as required', which some 

members felt suggested that Alpha had not done its job. Staff replies to this concern 

emphasised that most of the social values fell outside ofDOMM's responsibilities.24 

DOMM's management plans follow a standard fonnat, from which temp late Alpha's 

proposed table of contents was taken. There was little scope to alter it to incorporate 

members' altemative understandings, which reflected different conceptions of the 

document's intended audience. Fragment 9.17 concerns the management plan's 

perfoonance indicators. Morrie's suggestion is explicitly related to his 

understanding of the concerns of the public - the management plan is seen as a 

means, first, to display the committee's observance of the input they have received 

and, second, to place pressure on govemment to respond to the detail of that input 

('Does that assist '" '). David, on the other hand, is concemed with DOMM's 

obligation to implement the plan through internal procedures (audits and work 

programs) and officer decisions as to the 'better way to ... achieve the outcome '. In 

spite of the fact that many of Alpha's public submissions expressed an interest in the 

detail of implementation, particularly with respect to 'polic[illg] it', the plan 

contained very little such detail, which was apparently still considered an internal 

matter. 
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Fra!!ment 9.16: Aloha Meeting 9, Dav 2, Draft Management Plan 

Monie: Marine parks do seem to at, : try to attract visitors - they provide all the facilities, they do 
the ah, the information centres 

Monty: That could {maybe--

Monie: {For more than just that purpose. The purpose is to provide a, a r, a, a 
recreational oppor {!Unity! 

Monty: {Opportunity! Right? 

Morrie: And on that basis ... perhaps those urn, urn sort of human interaction values: could have a 
sensible target on there. So you don't put the rest out of, you put a few boxes 
{out of it, but--

David: {Yeh. The only thing is, if you written, I mean as a marine conservation agency we, 
{\V--

Morrie: {Youlre multiple-use managing now! 

David: Yeh. But, but primarily as a conservation arm. W, we have a tourism department which 
obviously promote tourism! It's not, it's not the department's job to promote tourism! ... 

Fra~mcnt 9.17: Alpha Meeting 9, Day 2, Draft Management Plan 

Morrie: .. , But there's no ... indicators, 'are we, are we implementing our management plan?' 
'Did we get our lll11, : our education material out?' You know? ... 

David: That, : tho, those sort of things would come under, within the internal DOMM audit, and 
with anything to do with -- We would monitor. But there's nOl--

iV[orrie: Yeh. In a way, given y'know a lot of the comment we1ve, we've heard is, 'how are you 
gonna manage it? How are you gOlll1a police it? ' There is a, I imagine a fairly um, high: 

ah kind of interest in that, and it would seem some key p, points indicate that government 
should be looking y'know, ... that, to see that, whether those, those things are, are being 
done. 

David: We urn, ah, there is actually, part of the process is being that the government ah endorse 
this each year. The um, the depaltment produces a set of work programs for all of the 
reserves? 

Morrie: If we said, so e.g. patrol, number of patrol boats as a key performance indicator in this 

plan, does that assist when you go to ah, look at the ah, the costings? Does that assist in 
getting someone out there, {for the --

David: rUm, no' I don't think it does. And I, and 1 think the only tit, 
the problem with that is that um, y, your'e better off setting your key performance 
indicators as outcomes rather than process! Because purely driving around and spending 

hours in a boat ab, may be very ineffectual' And there may be other ways of achlally ah, 
getting a high level of compliance, through say education. You don't \Vanna really s, 
specify in, in here exactly the detail of how that should be implemented, because you may 
find there's a much better way ro do it, and achieve the otl(come [hat YOll want. 



Similarly, the draft plan did not explicitly present processual aspects of Alpha's 

decision making, which were not seen as relevant to future implementation. For 

members, however, the plan represented an opportunity to communicate to the public 

their effort, the reasonableness of their decisions, and the value that they placed on 

the consultation. In Fragment 9.18, Maliin expresses a desire that the management 

plan do 'justice' to their decision making process: the document's audience is 'the 

public out there' rather than the agency with responsibility for implementing it. 

Similarly, in Fragment 9.19, Martin and Murray (with the agreement of all others 

present) wish to use the plan to defend their zoning decisions by including specific 

reasons for each zone; the document's audience is specified as' 'the community ill 

Scrubjield '. 

The result of the committee's discussion about the draft plan was a number of 

amendments to the version that would eventually be released for public comment. 

As well as providing more detail about the rationale for zones and other measures, 

several changes were made to foreground the role of the committee (by explicitly 

attributing decisions to it) and the additional consultations undertaken in developing 

the plan. For example, the section on the zoning was amended to begin: 

The zoning scheme for the proposed reserves was derived primarily through 

an interactive consultative process with [Alpha] and with key community 

stakeholder groups. (draft management plan, 2005) 

In such small but important ways, DOMM set members ' 'strange' interpersonal 

needs within the management plan. However, for staff, the plan - a document for 

future implementation within an institutional context - was not the principal site for 

presenting strangeness or difference. Rather, they used the minutes of each meeting 

to outline in unusual detail the committee's arguments, performing attention to 

members' contributions. At the very least, the minutes included a summary of the 

issues raised, leading to a specific justification for the resolution: 

Discussion ensued regarding the land-based access to the western end of the 

passage, the original reason for this zone (to represent mangrove .. . 

communities) and the possibility of moving the western boundary of this 

zone. 
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Fragment 9.18: Alpha Meeting 9, Draft Management Plan 

Martin: ... If you could tell me then where it, how it's explained to the average reader - to the, :, to 
the public out there - when they pick up this document, how are they gonna understand 
what we've done in the context of that .. component --

David: Yeh. 

Martin: -- why it's been done? Ah, I think it should be reflected on the maps, which it isn't at, this 
point in time. I'm sure {it will be! 

David: {Yeh. 

David: We, yeh. We've, we will be doing a um, y'know, redraw all the {maps, y'know--
Miles: {Are you 

Martin: 
talk ling more about a definition, Martin? Of--

{Yeh! I mean it, w, we talked about it at some length last meeting, and I m, I just feel 
like we haven't really done that discussion or decision process any justice in the 
documentation here! 

Fragment 9.19: Alpha Meeting 9, Draft Management Plan 

Martin: I think specifically for the community in Scrub field, it's gonna be important. Because, as 
you say, they're not, they're gonna struggle to identify: specific issues to these: zones 
within the document. Y'know I think you'd need to pull that out, and just succinctly put it 
into a, a nice little summary document. 
{: Er it doesn't even, it could be appended at the back. {Er um--

Murray: {Yeh. {I think it still needs to be part of 
this! 

Martin: Yeh. 

Murray: Just, people are going to get, heaps, some people are gonna r, gonna grab this straight away, 
and say 'why is Sandy Island a sanctuary zone?' 

Martin: That's right. 



The Committee noted that comments received suggested both increases and 

decreases in the size of the zone. On the balance of discussion it was decided 

to maintain the original boundary of this zone. (Alpha minutes Meeting 7, 

May 2002). 

Often, the minutes went further, showing arguments as they unfolded: 

... David advised that the permitted activities must be consistent with the 

legislation ... . Marshall asked for the Committee members [sic] views on this 

matter. The Committee agreed that this activity was not appropriate in 

sanctuary zones. MUiTaY and Miles had concems about allowing this activity 

in mangrove protection, benthic protection and intertidal reef protection 

zones. Morrie felt that petroleum drilling and mineral production should be 

[permissible] in all zones (except sanctuary zones) as this would provide the 

necessary flexibility for future developments. Mitch and Monty agreed that 

for consistency it should be [penuissible] in all zones (except sanctuary 

zones). Merv felt that this activity should not be pemlitted in mangrove 

protection zones given the target for mangroves is 'no loss of biomass' and 

felt the [zoning] table should reflect this commitment to mangrove protection . 

... (Alpha minutes Meeting 9, February 2003) 

A clear delineation of roles is evident in the way such discussions are presented in 

the minutes: committee member statements are almost always projected by mental 

processes ('agreed '; 'had concerns '; 'Jelt '), while input from the DOMM officers 

and from Marshall, the chairperson, is consistently projected by verbal processes 

(,advised'; 'asked'). The strangeness of members is framed by their role as 'opinion 

holders' - as those consulted - in contrast to the neutral/objective positioning of the 

bureaucracy-habituated administrators. Thus, DOMM's govemance processes and 

culture, in their presentation to the public, sustained a modelllist separation of 

stakeholders and plmmers, of values and facts, of personal and public interests. 

Illstitlltiollalisillg adaptatioll 

Finally, DOMM officers documented, for intelllal use only, their own procedural 

adaptations, fOllllally reifying their learning about how to manage strangeness and 

conflict in collaborative planning. 25 After DOMM's first participatory planning 
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Fragment 9.20: Beta Meeting 10, Consultant brief 

Stan: You've just gotta document it and say how it: I suppose had a logical progression to how 
you've thought about it - what the issues were, and how you got to {this point. 

Lance: {Yep. 



project, a reframing of 'community representation' was adopted for Alpha. 

Similarly, subsequent projects have included innovations resulting from reflection on 

the Alpha process: reframing of 'sector consultation groups' (with added 

organisational support); incorporation of some 'public' fora into committee 

procedures; 'logical' restructure of agendas; and extensive 'educational' components. 

Thus, these choices were able to 'travel' into new planning arenas in spite of 

persolmel changes within DOMM (Coaffee and Healey 2003; Healey 2004a, 200Sb). 

9.4.2 SOHE 

Process to outcomes 

As Chapter 8 (8.1, 8.3) showed, Beta removed the strategic plan from their objectives 

shortly after they began meeting. The task of producing such a document was 

imposed by DOP to meet a need for (instrumentally) rational accountability: to 

explain and justify their proposed land release. The document was to communicate 

Beta's decision-making process as a 'logical progression', as the planners explained 

(Fragment 9.20; Chapter 8, Fragment 8.28). 

The committee delegated the production of the HIS to a planning consultant, Colin, 

who had produced many strategic plans in the past and had his own standard 

format/structure which generally met DOP's requirements, a version of the generic 

schema outlined in Chapter 6 and above. However, this template did not cater for 

translation of sOUle C"ruciiirmeailil1gs--c-onsiructed by the committee, including in 

particular the work that they had done on the objectives and site evaluations - both of 

which represented not only substantive achievement, but also the development of 

shared values (Chapter II, 11.3) - and acknowledgement of participants' legal and 

moral 'rights'. 

Following presentation of Colin ' s Stage 1 repOIi - a summary of a desktop review

some of the above concems were raised. First, Colin had taken as his study direction 

the objectives adopted at Beta's first meeting, which the committee had worked so 

hard to replace at its second. Members requested that the revised objectives be used 

instead, citing in particular the fact that the revised objectives had been adopted by 

Council. In the event, this - to Colin - minor amendment was never made, as more 

signi ficant and controversial issues overtook the process following Stage 2.26 
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Second, in outlining the strategic planning context, the Stage 1 report quoted from 

the latest version of DOP's Harbourtown Planning Study (HPS), a document that 

most members had not yet seen. The quote included: 

Lumbervale was established as a general industry area and permitted the 

establishment of caretakers' dwellings. (HPS, 2002) 

The description of Lumbervale as 'general industry' was a contentious matter and, to 

LAG members, a deeply felt one. LAG members pointed out to Colin that their copy 

of the HPS (an earlier draft from 1998) consistently referred to Lumbervale as a light 

industrial area (Chapter 8, note 3), and that the above quote contradicted the public's 

10ng-telID understanding of the area - a question at the heart of LAG's identity. The 

source of this confusion (two different documents 27) was not understood by 

participants at the time, but the committee identified a solution: to include in the 

strategy background a historical account demonstrating the legitimacy of popular 

perception and the Lumbervale residents' right to be there. Such an account - rather 

briefer than members had intended - was added to the final HIS. 

Also at this meeting, the committee reiterated a key requirement of the brief: 

... The consultant must be mindful of previous decisions of the Committee. 

(Beta's consultant brief, 2001) 28 

They drew attention to their 'opportunities and constraints' matrix for potential light 

industry sites (Chapter 11 , 11.3), and requested that Colin include a similar matrix in 

the HIS, which led to a 'site assessment matrix' being included as a table via the 

Stage 2 report. Thus, members' 'strange' concel11S were catered for with minimal 

interference to the planning template. 

Following the presentation of the Stage 2 report, members' attention was redirected. 

Because of the contradictory positions in the report and the PPS, and most members' 

affiliation with one or the other position, the substantive conflict, rather than the HIS 

text, became the focus of their efforts. Indeed, the majority of utterances at the 

meeting Beta held to comment on the Stage 2 repOli concel11ed the PPS 

recommendations for Lumbervale, rather than the HIS. After the meeting, Larry 

circulated draft comments on Stage 2 by email. These comments were restricted to 

the few matters on which the committee had reached consensus - endorsement of 
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their agreed general industrial site (Export Estate), and a request that the 

recommendations include an alternative light industrial site (Chapter 11, 11.4.2) -

and did not mention Lumbervale 's future. However, the message eventually 

fOlwarded to Colin included a number of additional comments provided by the port 

manager, questioning the identification of Lumbervale as a light industry/live-work 

area. That message did not represent a consensus: Beta's unity, and also that of its 

output, had broken down. 

After presentation of the Stage 3 report, with its unaltered recommendation for 

Lumbel"Vale, Larry did not even attempt to achieve consensus on Beta's response, 

instead sending the HIS directly to Council for public release (Chapter 4, 4.3.2). 

Thus, from Stage 2 onwards, the committee's disunity - and LaITy's reactions to it -

prevented them from having significant influence over the recommendations or final 

format of their 'own' report, and the traditional rationality of the plan was preserved. 

Figure 9.3 represents the translation chains involved in the HIS . In comparison to 

Alpha's process it is evident that, first, relatively little of the text was processed 

through committee meetings and, second, what did emerge from Beta's own work 

was subject to much messier translation - Colin, as the author of the HIS, sorted and 

reframed the committee's meanings, and brought in a range of additional intertexts. 

Incorporation of committee understandings involved additions to strategy template 

and messy translation processes in the early stages. Later, when conflict divided the 

group, non-consensual queries and comments were answered in the document with 

justi fication for, rather than alteration of, the recommendations (broken red an·ows). 

Ullity ami fragmelltatioll 

In spite of Beta's explicit orientation to process and the relative messiness of the 

translation chains, their 'outcome' - the HIS - is fonnatted and packaged in teclUlical 

planning discourse for its intended audience (planners at DOP), and calTies only 

minor vestiges of the 'strange' conversations underlying it. The site for 

documentation of Beta's dynamics, like Alpha's, was not the plan but the minutes. 

As Beta moved tlu·ough its different phases - initial conflict, working together, 

negotiating with the state, delegating the planning task, then back to conflict - their 

!ninutes changed tnarked!y in style and content. The changes \vere in part ~ result of 
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Figure 9.3: Translation chains in Beta's process.' 

• I have not included Colin's Stage I and Stage 2 reports in the translation chains, because it would have made the diagram even messier than it is. Translation processes leading to 

the Chapters ' Introduction', 'Study Area' and 'Planning Context' should be shown via Stage I, and those leading to 'Candidate Sites' and 'Recommended Strategy' should be shown 

via Stage 2. The exceptions to this are any red lines whose arrows point 'upwards' - these represent translations from the working group's comments on those Stage I and 2 reports. 



changing personnel (different secretaries in particular), but also seemed to reflect the 

project manager's desire to maintain and present Beta as a consensual forum: the 

more fragmented the committee became, the more unified they appeared in the 

minutes. 

In Phase I of Beta's meetings, the minutes, like Alpha's, tended to present the 

unfolding of discussions, with specific statements listed and attributed to individual 

participants, for example: 

Sue mentioned that we should have Department of Land involved 111 the 

meetings for the purpose of both land negotiations and marketing. 

Larry sought a decision as to whether Department of Land should be involved 

.. . or just be used as a referral body ... . 

Steve also indicated that perhaps Department of Industry should be a part of 

the Committee, as they would provide a holistic approach to the meeting. 

Sam of the port agreed that we should use these agencies as referral bodies .... 

[and so on.J (Beta Minutes Meeting 1, September 2000) 

In part, this style of presentation reflects the chairperson's and project manager's 

desire to show good faith by accepting any input, regardless of its relevance. Even 

tangential conversations or, as below, conversations arising from misunderstanding 

of technical terms were often recorded: 

Sue suggested looking at infill opportunities ll1 Lumbervale and 

Harbourtown. . .. . 

Barbara asked if any proposals had been made in regards to Sea Baniers to 

prevent flooding of the low lying land. Sue answered that Sea Baniers would 

most probably be more dangerous .... 

Sam clarified that a Sea Wall will heed the pressure of breaking waves .... 

Steve suggested awaiting state Govel11l11ent's decision on inputting sea walls, 

levy banks etc before going tluough with any plans to alter the land. 

Sue clarified that what she meant by infilling was resubdivision, not raising 

the level of the land. (Beta Minutes Meeting 3, December 2000) 
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Here, Beta is presented as made up of individuals, each of whom takes an equal part 

in the conversation: all utterances are projected by verbal processes. Later in the 

process, when the committee was negotiating (as a collective) with the state, minutes 

tend to present it as a single subject, for example: 

The committee noted the following constraints associated with this land 

parcel: .... (Beta minutes Meeting 5, October 2001) 

The committee noted that the 'dry' part of this area was located adjacent to 

[road]. (Beta minutes Meeting 5, October 2001) . 

The use of 'the committee' as subject was particularly useful in presenting opinions: 

the results of debate and (in two instances) voting could be expressed as agreement 

on a single position: 

The committee agreed unanimously to object in principal [sic] to Dianna's 

[sic] request .... (Beta minutes Meeting II, July 2002) 29 

The conunittee felt that Colin [should] outline more specifically.... (Beta 

minutes Meeting 12, September 2002) 

Still later, when the committee's solidarity had broken down, minutes became very 

fOllnal, and agency tended to be deleted altogether from any utterances where 

appraisal could be infelTed, for example: 

It was requested that an altemative site ... be considered .... (Beta minutes 

Meeting 17, October 2003) 

Moreover, these later minutes were very brief, showing only the planner's advice to 

the committee and the consensual decisions. The lengthy and passionate discussions 

about the future of Lumbervale were simply not recorded. The committee, in 

disarray, was no longer to be shown as a collection of individuals. Difference and 

subjectivity - presented positively when people were working well together - had 

become negatives to be hidden from the public 's - and from Council's - view. 

Similarly, apart from the instruction regarding consensual decision making, there 

was no formal documentation of procedural decisions in Beta's case. As indicated 

above (9.1.2; 9.2.2), such decisions were often made unreflectively and/or in 

infollnal discussions between staff, members and councillors. Often, too, those 
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discussions enacted SORE's lack of professional input, members' underlying 

conflicts and individuals' 'extra-curricular' political strategy, the very aspects of the 

process that SOHE staff least wished to be made public. 

9.5 What went wrong? 

Neither Alpha nor Beta succeeded in producing a plan acceptable to all its members. 

In Alpha's case, two members joined their recreational angling colleagues to lobby 

(successfully) for significant changes to the management plan before it was released 

for public comment. Beta, more than six months after the public comment period for 

the HIS was closed, endorsed their plan via a recommendation that would not have 

been supported by any members who were absent from the final meeting. Neither 

plan has yet, in September 2006, been ratified by the relevant (local or state) 

govemment. 

[t could be said of both cases that conditions for consensus building (Innes and 

Booher 2003; Innes 2004) were not met. Although both agencies made an effmi to 

perform operll1ess and respect, to encourage mutual understanding and to 'avoid 

positional bargaining' (lImes 2004: 7) by orienting the committees' decision making 

to consensus, they were unable to remove intrinsic power inequalities. As a result, 

neither has succeeded in taming the agencies' 'warrior clients' (Sarangi and 

Slembrouck 1996: 183): members who began the process antagonistic to the 

bureaucracy remained so, continuing to prioritise their substantive challenges to 

govemmenl decisions over the agencies' procedural integrity. 

In Alpha's case, the final decision on the marine reserve and its management plan 

rested with the state govemment, which left committee decisions open to lobbying. 

Early in the process (before the committee began to meet), the project's scope was 

limi ted by demands from the resources and fishing industries. Towards the end, 

recreational anglers who felt that their sector had not been properly recognised 

withdrew their support for the committee's proposal, and pursued their 'best 

altemative to a negotiated agreement' (BATNA [Fishel' et al. 1999: 104]) by 

pressuring the government in the persons of their local member and the Minister for 

Fishing. They had been unsuccessful in adjusting the plam1ing field to capitalise 

their own actor-worlds (Chapter 7), and decided directly to em'ol actors whose 
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institutional power exceeded all bureaucratic rank. This option was particularly 

attractive to them as experienced lobbyists whose habitus was well attuned to such 

political 'games'. 

Similarly, in Beta's case, the power of the state ultimately to detennine whether or 

not SOHE's proposals would be implemented meant that state public servants could 

pursue a satisfactory BATNA outside of the collaborative process. The port 

manager, Sam, delayed the cOlllmittee's discussion of Lumbervale for almost three 

years while he commissioned the port's own planning study, fully expecting that the 

HIS would take the PPS recommendations as given. When this failed to happen, 

Sam distanced himself from Beta's output, submitting detailed objections to the HIS 

during its public comment period. The statements about Lumbervale in the report 

from the Minister for Planning's Harbourtown community workshop (Chapter 4, 

4.3.2) were initially drafted not in the workshop sessions but by a technical support 

group at the insistence of the port manager and planners from SOHE and DOP, all of 

whom had been involved in Beta at various stages30 In the face of these strategic 

moves by the state, some LAG members have resorted to overtly political strategies, 

playing 'numbers games' on Council and developing close relationships with 

relevant state politicians. Even more than in Alpha's case, Beta's planning process, 

the field(s) in which it took place, and the associated capitals (especially 'stake' and 

planning expertise) have become subordinated to political networks. 

The issue of power networks interfering with the negotiation process is hardly unique 

to my case studies. Indeed, if the conditions for consensus building include a 

requirement that no party has a satisfactory BATNA (Innes 2004), it seems to me 

that, at least in the context of government policy making in Australia, those 

conditions are rarely likely to be met. 31 Consequently, consensus building may not 

always be the most appropriate model for collaborative planning when conflict 

exists. I prefer to see collaboration as a potential for mutual learning (Friedmann 

1973), for developing a new community of practice - perhaps with its own 

conditions for success - on the boundaries between the bureaucracy and its 

stakeholders (Chapter 6). Such a model might apply not only to substantive disputes, 

but also where conflicting rationalities and ethical frameworks are at stake (Watson 

2003) - a situation that, I argue, may be more the norm than the exception. 
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In both case studies, creative mutual learning was constrained by decisions and 

positioning of executive staff. DOMM's 'learning' was processed through officers' 

strategic efforts to ensure an institutionally appropriate outcome from the process, 

and their adaptations to 'strangeness' were framed by this aim. The power they 

developed and enacted was that of redundancy (Iedema 1997a) - maintenance of the 

status quo - rather than of creating new meanings from interaction (morphogenesis, 

in Iedema's [1997a] terms). As such, staffs dedication to enacting 'good' 

participatory practice, while representing a significant change in governance culture, 

was limited in its institutional effects because it manifested only in small alterations 

to meeting procedure, leaving most dimensions of govemance practice - issues 

framing, routines for acting, formal reifications - intact (Healey 2004a). 

Bela, though much freer in its discourse, was prevented from engaging with the key 

issue that divided its members. By delegating the plan's documentation to a 

consultant, members lost an opportunity to work with/through their differences, to 

experiment with solutions and to create new meanings for themselves32 Equally 

importantly, while Beta's meetings had many creative qualities - diversity, 

flexibility, openness, experimentality (Healey 2004a) - their potential to influence 

SORE's govemance practices was lIndemlined by their segregation from the 

planner's professional role and his relationship with the decision makers on Council, 

which Larry consciously maintained as conservative ones ('speaking truth to 

power'). 

In Chapters 10 and 11, I focus more closely on the meeting discourse to identify 

what each committee's lost opportunities for mutual learning might have meant. In 

particular, r look for evidence of the 'metaprocesses' flagged in Chapter 6 - the 

development from boundary encounter to community of practice - which, if given 

'capacity to travel', may hold potential for institutional change (Coaffee and Healey 

2003; Healey 2006). 
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10 Deliberative ideals: Alpha's decision making 

Chapter 9 discussed a range of conscious adaptations to the' strangeness' problem as 

manifest in my two case studies, noting the stark choices that agencies made between 

increasing and relinquishing their control over the process. In this chapter and the 

next, I examine adaptation at another level - the emergence of each committee as a 

local community of practice. In particular, r focus on a specific area of practice: 

making decisions. The analysis shows that, in spite of being troubled by 

strangeness/difference at the institutional and cultural levels, each committee 

developed its own cohesive modes of decision making. 

I begin this analysis from the positioned assumption that making decisions is 

necessary (though not sufficient) for the success of a collaborative plarllling exercise: 

that decisions constitute the basis for substantive achievement, and that substantive 

achievement (whether it changes or sustains the status quo) is the aim of most (if not 

all) participants. r recognise that this assumption is not incontestable, and that at a 

holistic level outcomes other than substantive decisions may also be considered 

'successes': learning; exploration of individual, group or place identity; construction 

of new knowledge and practices; participants' satisfaction with the opportunity to be 

heard, or to hear other voices (Innes 2004). Such outcomes are usually understood, 

in institutional tenus, as capacity building - as resources which may be mobilised 

towards future substantive achievements either within the planning system or outside 

it (Innes et al. 1994; Healey 1998, 2003). Alternatively, local processual 

achievements may be seen as more or less self-contained, as perfonnative moments 

whose influence need not extend beyond the event - as shooting stars. 

I will return to these n011l1ative questions in Chapter 12. For the purposes of 

Chapters 10 and 11, my position is influenced by my case studies, during which (in 

spite of an apparently lesser orientation of non-bureaucrats to linearity, noted in 

Chapters 7 and 8) 'moving on' was - always and by all paIiicipants - spoken of in 

positive terms, while 'talking in circles' was always negative. Under the conventions 

of committee meetings, it is decisions (whether consensual or not) that provide the 

closure that allows groups to move on (see Garfinkel 1967 on interactional 

accomplishment more generally): ' working together' in this context means making 
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decisions together. How, then, in the face of both conflict and strangeness, did these 

two committees manage to do so? 

Makillg decisiolls 

When a group of equal individuals are to make a decision on a matter that 

concems them all and the initial distribution of opinion falls short of 

consensus, they can go about it in three different ways: arguing, bargaining, 

and voting. I believe that for modern societies this is an exhaustive list. .. . 

Groups can reach a decision by using one of the three procedures, two of 

them in combination, or all three. (Elster 1998b: 5) 

r find this claim by Jon Elster extremely seductive. For policy makers faced with 

pluralism and framing conflicts, being able to exhaustively list the decision-making 

options suggests a high potential for control over the process of reaching an agreed 

outcome. When those options are both smail ill number and (at least as folk 

categories) well understood, control appears even more within reach. However, the 

categories are complicated by the 'strange' framing differences discussed in Part 2 of 

this thesis: argument and bargaining, as communicative processes, are usually 

understood as predicated on a shared worIdview, and voting, while it might be 

considered exempt from this condition (199Sb: 6), at least requires that pmticipants 

respect the institution of voting. This suggests, to many authors, a 'layered' model of 

decision making/consensus building, in which the principles underlying deliberation 

themselves become ' embedded in understandings, practices and institutions' by 

deliberative means (Innes 1998: 52). That is, before decisions can be made on 

substantive matters, a series of 'meta-decisions' on 'decision premises' (Weiss 2000: 

lIS) need [0 be made regarding, for example, problem definitions, participant roles, 

and procedures for dealing with conflict. Following Habennas, deliberative norms 

need to be consensual before final agreements can be considered meaningful 

(MacCallum 2005: 352-53; Renn et al. 1995b; Benhabib 1996b; Chambers 1996; 

Lapintie 1998; Susskind et al. 1999; Pellizzoni 200Ib). 

This ' layering' introduces a second dimension to decision making, without 

challenging Elster's typical categories. In Chapters 10 and II I focus on details of 

decision making in each case study through a metafunctional and logogelletic/ 

ergogenetic iens (parricuiariy focussing on the interpersonai dimension) rather than 
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from a claims-based Habermasian perspective, in order to examine how the two 

theoretical dimensions - of 'type' and 'level' - are played out in the event (Putnam 

2001). The analysis identifies 'strategies' for decision making by their discourse

semantic and lexicogrammatical features, rather than by intuitive n01111S. In this 

chapter, I examine several ' consensual' decisions made by Alpha to show that this 

committee, under the tight control of their executive and chairperson, generally 

confonned to a deliberative democracy framework. 

Alpha did not receive explicit instructions regarding how decisions should be 

finalised, although there was an implicit orientation towards consensus in their 

instructions to act as 'experts', rather than sector representatives. As expel1s 

working together on the teclUlical work of developing a management plan, all of 

Alpha's members were to sign off as contributors/authors on the product of their 

deliberations. Often, this was very difficult to achieve - Scrubfield had a long 

history of conflict over resources, especially over fishing country. Nonetheless, they 

achieved a kind of consensus on several controversial substantive issues, usually 

relying on standard conflict resolution approaches: voting and negotiation. As the 

meetings progressed, the committee members themselves problematised and found 

their own intellJretations of the ambiguous and contested notions of consensus and 

consensus building. 

10.1 Votillg: agollistic CO/lsensus problematised 

Alpha resOl1ed several times to voting on matters of apparently intractable conflict. 

As they did so, they not only established substantive 'agreements' but also developed 

local , 'procedurally just ' strategies for ensuring that the implied 'consensus ' was 

meaningful even in an environment of agonism. To illustrate this, this section 

summarises my analysis of three of Alpha's decisions: to exclude the port from their 

area of influence ('the study area'); to accept the exclusion of Muddy Bay from the 

study area; and to retain a particular sanctuary zone in the face of stakeholder 

objections. 

10.1.1 Meeting 3: exclusion of the port from the study area 

The issue of the pOl1's inclusion in the study area had dominated Alpha's second 

meeting, foliowing presentations by the port managemenr and its major ciiems. it 
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had been a difficult meeting, throughout which the presenters remained as observers 

and interjected frequently in the committee's discussion. No resolution resulted from 

the second meeting; rather, the committee requested that DOMM obtain legal advice 

on the issue and defelTed the decision until that advice was received. 

At the third meeting, DOMM presented legal advice that the seabed within the port 

boundary was vested with the port management, and that this precluded vesting for a 

different purpose with another authority (such as DOMM). Staff therefore 

recommended that Alpha accept the port's exclusion from the marine reserve. At the 

same time, they indicated that the pOli management had agreed to discuss 

amendments to their boundary (to include certain areas of ecological significance in 

the proposed marine reserve) and a review of management mechanisms (to improve 

management consistency between the port and the reserve). In response, though not 

before a lot of complaints, a member, Mitch, proposed a motion to conditionally 

exclude the port (Fragment 10.1). This action was according to formal meeting 

procedure - mobilisation of a proposal followed by debate and then a vote - and this 

was the decision-making procedure subsequently followed by the acting chairperson 

throughout this meeting. 

Delis ex machilla 

The solution to the port issue was imposed from outside, by legal constraints. 

Nonetheless, the committee were not immediately prepared to accept it, and 

following Mitch's motion debate continued for over an hour until the meeting broke 

for moming tea. The debate ranged across a number of implications, substantially 

repeating the arguments of the previous meeting. I Discussion never reached a point 

at which the committee either accepted the motion or agreed to vote on it; it was not 

until after the break that a solution began to appear. The suggestion that Monty 

makes in Fragment 10.2 was a crucial moment which shifted the discussion from 

factual, legal and 'public perception' issues - that is, from factors originating outside 

of the committee - to the values and preferences of the members themselves ('not 

our preferred option'). Suddenly, conflict over the issue of the port's exclusion 

evaporated, and from this point, debate centred on procedural matters: principally 

about whether the suggestion was an 'amendment', a new motion, or simply a 

comment. 
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So, based on Crown Law's advice, I'd like to propose a motion that we accept exclusion of 
the port boundary on the proviso that the port boundary gets reviewed. 

Fragment 10.2: Alpha Meeting 3, exclusion of the port (transcript from shorthand notes) 

Chair: We have a mover and a seconder. Do we need more discussion? Monty? 

Monty: What about an amendment that the area should be all integrated under one body? 

Cha ir: Would you like to propose an amendment? 

Monty: I'd like to propose an amendment that suggests integrating the whole area including the 
port, but if that's not an option then the exclusion is okay. . . 

Morrie: We've already established that we can't! We got legal advice. 

Monty: Yes, but we need to note that that's not our prefened option. 

Audio-recording of this meeting did no! begin until shortly after morning tea. 



Fragment 10.3 typifies much of the discussion following Monty's suggestion. 

Interpersonally, there was: a high level of participation (conversation tended to 

include several members at once, rather than just one or two); a high frequency of 

agreements and suppoliing moves, often interrupting each other; frequent modulation 

(,should '); and other forms of 'authentic' appraisal ('wants', 'happy', 'objections', 

'strongly'). Ideationally, the discussion was dominated by verbal ('say'; 

'proposing '; 'registering '; 'talking '; 'recommend ') and mental ('want '; 'think ') 

processes, and nominalisations of such processes ( 'advice '; 'objectio/lS '; 'statement '; 

'motiol1 '), with other nominal groups mainly invoking people present at the table 

('the committee '; 'members '). 

The patterns noted above, and the absence of extemal referents, suggest that what is 

at issue is no longer a substantive dispute but evaluation of procedure. The key point 

of controversy - producing unsupportive moves such as disagreements and counters 

- was whether recording the committee's 'preferred option' was a useful thing to do 

if that option was not feasible. For example, Fragments 10.4 and 10.5, while they 

include disagreement, are still firmly centred ideationally on evaluating procedure. 

To me, what the committee has achieved here is to develop a local notion of 

procedural justice: unhappy with having had their decision made for them - the dells 

ex machina of the legal advice - they enabled themselves to accept it and 'get off the 

subject' by establishing a mechanism for that unhappiness to be recorded. The 

'consensus' that Alpha reached tlu'ough this debate, therefore, was complex. It was 

explicitly agonistic: at least in tell11S of the pOl1 exclusion, it did not represent 

agreement or reciprocity, but reluctant acceptance in the face of persistent 

disagreement and domination (Mouffe 1996; Hillier 2002b, 2003; Pl0ger 2004) - in 

this case, by external institutions. Further, because of this agonism, their 'consensus' 

had both a substantive and a procedural dimension. Through this phase, the 

committee committed to a conflict resolution procedure that did not rely 011 

persuasion or bargaining, but on the explicit statement of members ' values. That 

statement achieved, voting was able to become a key decision-making mechanism. 

At subsequent meetings, under Alpha's regular chairperson, this procedural 

commitment took a very specific form: where 'consensus' was not reached by other 

lneans, each !11elUber \vas asked to state their opinion and the irnpEed votes counted. 
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Fragment 10.3: Al!Jha Meeting 3, exclusion of the port' 

Dick: So what you're trying to say is 'we accept it, cos we've got the Crown Law advice. ' That's 

the position. There's no, we're not going back to Crown Law to say 'give us some more 

advice'; they'll say 'you've got the matter' . But what you, what, my understanding is the 

committee wants to say 'we're not happy with that, and as a resull of that we want that 

registered' . 

Malt: 

Dick: 

Miles: 

Yes, I agree. That some of us, what members are proposing is 

{really registering our objections! 

{But you c, a strongly worded statement is, that's what you're talking {about, isn't it? 

{Yes, yeh, that's, 

{yell. 

Matt: {Yeh. Just registering our objections. 

Miles: Yeh, but I think that should be a strongly worded statement or something from the 

conunittee, not a motion on the actual what we're talking about - the, {which is that --
Monty: {You're right. 

Maybe it shouldn't be a mo-- Mr Chaimlan, I withdraw my motion, and ha, 

{recommend that ah we register --

{[intenupted] 

Fragment 10.4: Alpha MeetinlLJ, exclusion of the port 

Morrie: I, I believe we're just making a non-decision. Obviously with that motion, I think to make a 

comment - whether personal or as a group - on that is, is a, is a wise thing. But really it's 

important to move forward, and that motion doesn't move us forward. 

Mark: I I I think it does; I think it does it in a couple of ways .... Um, the the most important way 
is is, as I said earlier, if, if somebody along the line doesn't bring this to the attention one 

way or another to DOMM that we have a problem .. tilen you will never ever get this 

problem solved ... 

Fragment 10.5: Alpha Meeting 3, exclusion of the port (following passage of Monty's motion) 

Mitch: Just, well, I, I think we've just done a whole lot of nothing. 

Matt: 

Mitch: 

I disagree with that. 

I think we have, what we have gol is a, is a fundamental gap we're trying to cover. And the 
way we've covered that is to pass both motions. And in my view that, thaes not going lO 

move us forward I 

Murray: Mm. [nods] 

Mark: It, it is, because we can get off the subject! ... 

• All further fragments are transcribed from audio-recordings. 



10.1.2 Meeting 7: exclusion of Muddy Bay from the study area 

In contrast to the port, Muddy Bay - a key productive area for a local commercial 

fishery - had been excluded from the study area before Alpha began to meet. This 

left a conspicuous visual 'hole' in the study area map (Figure 4.1), drawing attention 

to the exclusion, and to the implied concession to the commercial fishing industry. 

Early in the process the committee received a number of requests, from members and 

others, to consider including Muddy Bay in the reserve. Several members supported 

this idea but there was also strong opposition from others, and no agreement could be 

reached. Because extending the study area was outside their fomlal tenns of 

reference, Alpha asked DOMM to approach the Minister for Fishing to ascertain 

whether he would support the inclusion. The minister's reply was presented at the 

seventh meeting in May 2002. It stated that not only would he oppose the inclusion 

of the bay; he would request that the studylreserve area be reduced to exclude all of 

the commercial fishing grounds, part of which had originally been included only by 

accident. Once again, the committee was faced with a deus ex mClchinCl decision 

imposed from outside. 

II/tractability 

The Muddy Bay question was a particularly intractable one. It appeared to me that it 

became the symbol of a deep historical dispute between commercial and recreational 

fishing interests. Initially the debate that followed DOMM's presentation of the 

minister's advice was dominated by this dispute, begilming with two unequivocal 

conflicting statements of opinion (Fragment 10.6). Such an opening - staking 

positions in a zero-sum game - might be expected to lead to a bargaining process. 

However, in this case, it was apparently the symbolism of the issue that mattered, 

rather than its resolution. This surfaced in a number of exchanges between Max, a 

commercial fisher, and the recreational anglers Mark and Matt, who used the 

discussion to perform their knowledge and positions on commercial and recreational 

fishing rights, with frequent non-supportive intenuptions (Fragment 10.7). 

In Fragment 10.8, Max and Matt review the basis of their long-standing dispute. 

Although it is, for a time, framed in tenns of the marine reserve's implications, the 

real issue appears to be the comparative levels of control - the fail/lless] ' of the 

govenunent's treatment of two sectors which are competing for the same natural 
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Fragment 10.6: Alpha Meeting 7, Muddy Bay 

Mark: [ think, given that, then um, it should stay the same as [the minister] set it out! : Leave the 

boundary right where it is ! 

Max: [ reckon it should be less' 

Fragment 10.7: Alpha Meeting 7, Muddy Bay 

Max: But the reason the Minister for Fishing is saying what he's saying is: cos he doesn't 

IVant fourteen ... fishermen, who have had access there since: forever, basically, 

Matt: {Yell. 1966. 

Max: {when licenses were granted, to have their rights taken away from them! 

Fragment 10.8: Alpha Meeting 7, Muddy Bay 

Max: I just, I jllst think that it's really unfair on the people that operate within that area! They 

already have restricted themselves to on a bad year two days fishing in the bay, and on a gi', 

good year a maximum of three months fishing in the bay! The rest of the year it is totally 

closed - you're not even allowed to drive your boat in there' ... And the complications that 

would arise from those people having to operate within not only a [licensing] framework, 

but a [marine management] framework, I think are unfair on those people. 

Matt: But iv[ax, just, just, I know that, from your previous discussions, that you're concerned 

about the more legislation and I c, I can agree with that! Um, the other thing is that, I 
guess, the same things've now been placed onto the recreational fishing sector! Not only 

are we govclued by bag limits ... we're also now controlled by zone, zoning if this gets up 
in this marine reserve! So when you're saying it's not fair to those people, iCs the same, 
y'know! It, it's a mol, multiple lIse--

Max: It's not the same, MatI. {[, I beg to eITor, mate, {because --
Matt: {It is the same. {Yeh. Lots ofmo {ney's changed hands! 

Max: {No, hang on! Hang on! 

Matt: Yeh. 

Max: There's fourteen boats-

Matt: Yep. 

Max: -- that are allowed to fish with certain fishing gear, with spatial controls, within those areas, 
that have govenunnent deciding on whether their fishery is sustainable or not and 

implementing rules to maintain that! : Recreational fishing is not sustainable! It doesn't 
have: a top limit {of what can be taken! Of what can be taken! You have a bag limit, --

Malt: {Yes, we --

fV(att: They're controlled, {mate. 

Max: -- {that eighteen million people in Australia can go and get! : When the 

Mark: 

recreational fishing industry faces up to the real issues within: their um, : areas: - which .I 
doubt is ever going to happen - then -- That's the reason we're putting sanctuaries in place, 

so that people can't go fishing there! Because they're not prepared to I, look seriollsly at 
bag limits or the numbers of people that are going into areas, you can't say reeref, 
recrea tional fisherman are even {controlled! 

{\Ve . we, we're, we're no1 discussing recreational versus 

commercial fishing people .... 

-.";-



resources. There is a sense in which this 'fairness' issue allows the recreational 

fishing sector to support controls on commercial users not for the 'official' purpose 

of conserving stocks, but to promote a perception of equity with other users - from a 

rationalist perspective, almost as ends in themselves. Such a position is almost 

indistinguishable from pure emnity. 

The discourse quickly becomes confrontational, with the two protagonists 

interrupting to contradict each other, and to generalise negatively about each other's 

sector ('Lots of money's changed hands '; 'they're lIot prepared to look seriously 

". '). The use of the normally friendly vocative 'mate' by both parties here - highly 

unusual in the data as a whole - appears to signal conflict; perhaps it is intended to 

'soften' the impact of their disagreements, or to evoke their past relationship with 

(and thus their knowledge of) each other. When Mark steps in to mediate, 

'recreational versus commercial fishing people' is treated as a palticipant, an 

established 'thing' that can be 'discuss[ed] '. The entire set of substantive issues 

regarding controls, license numbers and sustainability can be symbolically packaged 

as a decontextualised feud. 

As a symbol of that feud, the Muddy Bay question was intractable. The quest for 

'fairness' (or advantage) represented an enterprise which fonned a central part of the 

two sectors' collective identities (Gray 1997; Forester 1999a; Kong 2000). As Mark 

makes clear in Fragment 10.9, the issue is related to some members' continuing 

perception of themselves as representatives rather than 'experts'. The fear of 

alienation from their communities - here, in the discourse of the recreational anglers, 

framed as 'the public' (Chapter 7, 7.3) - prevents some committee members from 

making a decision on the issue. This fear is explicitly linked by Mark to 

'accommodat[ing] the commercial fishing'. 

Resoilltioll 

In spite of the intractability of the Muddy Bay issue, in Fragment 10.9 a solution also 

begins to appear: accepting the deus ex machin(l of the minister's advice, and thus 

avoiding personal responsibility. As with the port's exclusion, the interpersonal 

pattems begin to show more general participation and frequent supportive 

interruptions as the solution statts to emerge. 
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Fra!!ment 10.9: Alpha Meeting 7, Muddy Bay 

Mark: 

Dick: 
Murray: 
Morrie: 
Mark: 

... I believe the biggest problem that we're gonna have with all of this is going back to the 
public and saying, 'hey, listen, guys! We've just taken another, we've just taken the rest of 
Muddy Bay out to accommodate the commercial fishing!' 

Nah, I {mean that's {not --
{Well we're {not doing it! 

{Yeh, well they can 

better beli', {yeh. 

{We're not doing it. 
{lobby the minister! 
{The minute you do that, you've just wo', we'd 

Murray: {Well that's a political decision! 

Morrie: {Yeh. 
Mark: {And that's, that's the, the whole reason that -- It's exactly what Marshall's saying, is, is 

that -- {I'm in agreeance with Marshall! The line stays where it is! If the minister wants 
Murray: {Yeh. 

Mark: 
Chair: 

Mark: 
Matt: 

Mark: 

Chair: 

Murray: 

Mark: 

to change {it, the minister changes {it. 
{Yeh. Yep. {He changes, it's not, it's not out of, 

{it's not out {of our--
{And it takes {the onus--

{Not out of the conunittee! Yeh. 

It takes the onus off this committee for changing it! 
{Because if this committee changes it, --

{Well if--

Y, yeh. 

-- in my view, you1ve just blown YOUT credibility outa the water. 



The chairperson takes advantage of this emerging procedural consensus to clarify the 

next step forward (Fragment 10.10). His suggestion is a repeat of the procedure 

devised by Monty to resolve the POlt issue (Fragment 10.2): by explicitly shaping the 

committee's output around the members' own preferences ('if we believe ... thell we 

should say so '), it allows for agonistic acceptance of the imposed decision. 

However, Muddy Bay symbolises a question of deep values (Forester 1999a). Max, 

seeing that a decision is approaching, makes a personal claim for procedural justice, 

to which there is general agreement (Fragment 10.11), and the chairperson invites the 

committee to vote (Fragment 10.12). 

The voting method of 'goring] round the table' often - including in this instance -

led to the opening of new arguments and issues just as debate was being concluded, 

exemplifying a key contradiction - between opening and closure - that characterised 

Alpha's process throughout. Moreover, because people's preferences were complex, 

framing them in tenns of stark choices such as 'leave as is ... or change' sometimes 

required adjudication on the chairperson's part. For example Matt's preference 

(Fragment 10.13) was recorded as 'leave as is', and Morrie's ambiguous preference 

(Fragment 10.14) was recorded simply as 'reduce' . 

In spite of sllch interpretive complexities in the ideational dimension, however, the 

final 'count' of the votes, and the decisions that those counts represented, were rarely 

challenged. The procedure - including the option of minuted objections - appeared 

to meet all members' requirements for accountability. The Alpha experience, then, 

suggests a strong case for a deliberative, procedural justice approach to 'agonistic 

consensus' . 

10.1.3 Meeting 8: inside Rocky Island 

At a later meeting, Alpha's procedural principle came to be spelled out. Following 

discussion of public submissions, the chairperson called for a vote on retaining part 

of a controversial sanctuary zone on the 'inside' (shorewards) of Rocky Island. One 

member questioned the procedure and, for the first time, the committee was made to 

define 'consensus' explicitly. 

In Fragment 10.15, the chairperson collocates 'some sort of vote' with 'col/sensus', 

later explicitly eqLtating 'col/sensus' with 'the lI1ajurity oj people '. This faileu 
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Fragment 10.10: Alpha Meeting 7, Muddy Bay 

Chair: But I think we as a committee, if we believe that it should remain where it is, then we should 

say so, and say, it's up to him to make that {decision! 

Mark: {Yep. 

Chair: If we believe that it should be altered, then we can say 'yes, we agree with your comments', 

and ah, er and the comments that Max made - in regard to taking it up the ah, ah, further up .. . 

- ah, might be applicable! As I said, the decision's yours! 

Fragment 10.11: Alpha Meeting 7, Muddy BlI}' 

Max: Um, : : if the conunitlee wants to go ahead and recommend that it should be included, the 

minimum that I would ask is that it be minuted: that I strongly, s, strongly object! : And that I 

am sure the commercial fishermen will be putting their views to the Minister for Fishing to 

make sure that that area is reduced: as I suggested. 

Chair: 

Matt: 

Dick: 

Matt: 

And I think that's a, {y'know that's a fair conunent. 

{Yeh. 

{I! is! 
{Yeh! {Yeh! 

Chair: {And if you, we got {anum, request on that, and if you y'know, if you reel that strongly about 
it, then Ihat's an appropriate way to go. 

Owen: 

Dick: 

Morrie: 

Matt: 

Mm! 

Mm! Yep. 

{Mm' 
{Yeh! 

Fragment 10.12: Alpha Meeting 7, Muddy Bay 

Chair: We'll just go round the table, and ah -- Murray? 

Fragment 10.13: Alpha Meeting 7, Muddy Bay 

I think: leave as is Of, or change? .. , 

Matt: Yell, I've deci\ I've, I've, I've got problems with it as well, UlTI, and I guess that·· 

Chair: Just give me one or the other! 

Murray: [laughs) 

Mark: (laughs) 

Matt: I'd like to see the minister make the, the decision, {cos I have, yeh, {no', not this conm1ittee. 

Chair: {So you, {But, so you're s--

Chair: You're saying, leave as is, basically? Or extend? : Leave as is! 

Fragment 10.14: Al ha Meeting 7, Muddy Bay 

Chair: ... Morrie? 

Morrie: Um, reduce, but add in some additional area: elsewhere. 

Murray: Yeh. So extend! 



immediately to satisfy Mike, who had not been present at the previous two meetings 

and had not accepted voting as a decision-making procedure for zoning ('J don't 

think we 're about that ... '). There followed a reopening of the arguments against 

imposing a sanctuary zone, and ideation ally the discussion oscillated for about ten 

minutes between evaluation of the committee's decision making (Fragment 10.16: 

' ... we should be talking about ... ') and extemallfactual issues ('there are other sand 

flats '). This was apparently frustrating for the chairperson, who attempted three 

more times to close the debate ('J think the discussion's finished'). 

The problem was solved - that is, the majority vote was transfonned into an 

agonistic consensus - once again by the minuting not only of Mike's (and Mitch's) 

opposition to the outcome, but also of the reasons for that opposition (Fragment 

10.17). 

10.1.4 Summary 

The procedural principle that Alpha derived from their third meeting onwards 

allowed for the imposition of a decision by either an extemal authority or a majority 

vote but required that members' objections, and sometimes the values underlying 

them, be recorded. This principle is not a novel one. Allowing minority objections 

to be voiced publicly accords with a traditional liberal conception of procedural 

justice (Rawls 1971), and is standard procedure in many [01111al settings. In Alpha's 

case, the principle itself was, as Habennas might have hoped, subject to debate and 

consensus, and it turned out to be very robust: decisions made by vote remained 

stable, and the pattern of bowing to 'consensus' became so established that, at the 

final meeting, one decision (regarding a complicated amendment to the management 

plan's zoning table) was reached by a possible maiority stating that they were not 

happy but would go with the majority. 2 As a metaprocess, the discursive 

establishment of procedural norms worked well in this case. 

10.2 Negotiation 

Voting, even where it requires minuting of objections and/or an additional statement 

of values, is a relatively straightforward procedure, easily identifiable by generic 

conventions ('all those in favour0' or, in the style of Alpha's regular chairperson, 

'we'U go round the tabie '). However, Alpha did not aiways, or even mosliy, make 
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Fragment 10.15: Alpha Meeting 8, Rocky Island sanctuary zone 

Chair: 

Mike: 

Chair: 

Mike: 

Chair: 

Chair: 

Mike: 

Chair: 

Mike: 
Chair: 

Mike: 

Chair: 

Alright? So the, the inside's left as it is. Ah, outside! : : Men'? 

Hang on! 'The inside's left as it is'? In terms of a comment, "" 

Yeh. 

"" that, that means that you're saying that there was some sort of vote taken, and that ah, and 
{that the, the ayes mu', the ayes won it? 
{We've golta come to a consensus! Yeh! 

Yeh. 

Cos that's, I don't think we're about 
(that! We're not making votes to make decisions like that! 
(Yeh. 

(would like the minutes to reflect the discussion, which is (that,"" 
(The conunittee "" (Yeh? 

"" that there was strong opposition to the inside remaining the same! 

Mm! But the majority of people - the consensus - was, Mike, y'know you can't get away 
from that! You've ah, : we've got two ah that ah, m, think there needs to be some change, 
and four, and possibly five, that think we should leave it as it is! ... 

Fragment 10.16: Alpha Meeting 8, Rocky Island sanctuary zone 

Mike: Yeh, okay, well then rna', maybe that'S the sort of stuff that we should be talking about! . 

But we're, we're not even, we're not even gonna discuss that; we're gonna discuss getting rid 
of it! : We're gonna say that those sand flats in there are too, too : valuable to allow 

anybody to go ... fishing there! 

Murray: (Well there are other (sand flats, "" 
Chair: (I think"" (Look, I, I think the discussion's finished 

Mike: 
Murray: 
Mitch: 

Chair: 

(now. If {you've got that, we've (got the"": {So we'll move onto the outside now. 

{Yeh, it is' {Yeh! That's right. (It's"" 
{Yeh. 

back on that, {please? 
{Yeh.: Mm. 

{Could you read the, the last thing 

Fragment 10.17: All'ha Meeting 8, Rocky Island sanctuary zone 

Deidre: Ahm, so 'strong opposition by Mitch and Mike.' : Ah, and then I've got 'Mike - there is no 
good evidence that ... fi shing should be exc luded, and highli ghted, and [they] highlighted 
that this is an important area for small boat use.' 

Mike: Okay. I'm happy with that. 



decisions this way. Apart from at the third meeting, with its guest chairperson, 

voting tended to be used as a last resort, when negotiation did not produce a timely 

consensus. Negotiation, as realised by Alpha, combined elements of both bargaining 

and argumentation: claims and requests were made and justified with reference to 

facts and 'public interest' arguments. 

The most difficult decisions the committee faced were decisions to delineate 

sanctuary zones. Some proposals for such zones attracted many comments! 

objections, particularly from the recreational angling conm1unity, and were the 

subject of lengthy debate both in the first instance (Meeting 6) and following the two 

de/acto public submission periods (Meetings 7 and 8). Below, I illustrate the nature 

of Alpha's negotiations by examining the resolution of debates surrounding one of 

the most contentious proposed sanctuary zones: Rocky Island. 

10.2.1 Meeting 6: Rocky Island 

Meeting 6's zoning session began with a 'blank sheet', and committee members were 

encouraged to suggest places where they felt spatial controls would be appropriate. 

The Rocky Island zone was first mooted during this session by Monty (Fragment 

10.18). Monty's tUlll is a suggestion - a demand for a service (* Let's take from 

[reef] ... ) - incongruently framed as giving an opinion. It is the first specific 

suggestion to be offered for a zone around Rocky Island, and provides a basis for 

discussion for the next fifteen minutes or so, also continuing through the tea break. 

The suggestion is explicitly framed in tenns of the premise that a zoning system 

should be representative of a range of habitats ('If you wanted a representative 

area '), a premise that DOMM had imposed (Chapter 9, 9.2.1) and which the 

committee is assumed, apparently, to share. 

In explaining his suggestion, Monty appeals to trustworthy scientific knowledge -

objective facts - about habitats C),ou 've got ... two different exposures ... ')3 He also 

acknowledges that subjective interests are an important consideration, but objectifies 

and generalises those interests, distancing them from anybody present (' ... to keep 

everyone happy'; 'to satisfj' all the users '). As such, Fragment 10.18 captures what I 

see as the essence of Alpha's negotiation discourse: phases are initiated and 

punctuated by demands for service; those demands are justified andlor qualified with 
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Fragment 10.18: Alpha Meeting 6, Zoning 

Monty: Urn, for my two cents worth, if you wanted a representative area, ... I'd take from [reef] 
right through to the whole lot, and say that's a very good representative group of habitats 
for this area. Now how you manage that, or zone it is urn, the tricky bit, y'know to keep 
everyone happy. But it is, you've got er two different exposures to the offshore reefs ... 
urn, and you've got all that ah, island associated fringing reef, and then big flats in the back 
there. And you'd capture it as a representative area - a host of habitats in that y'know fairly 

Chair: 

Morrie: 

Monty: 

Murray: 
Monty: 

compact {arrangement. 

{Can you, can you, can we get that marked on the--

Yell. 

But [ reckon that if you could come up with something to satisfy the, all the users is --

{[laughs] 
{um, y'know, ah, no take, um, sanctuary, multiple use, whatever - in that, then all of those 
habitats you'd eapll.re at least one block. And if you could match say in another area 
within the reserve as an offshore area, you, you'd be doing pretty well. But it's a big block! 
I mean--



reference to facts and to interests external to those of the committee members. As 

Jane Mansbridge puts it: ' ... negotiation denotes a mix of power and influence. It 

stands between pure conflict, based only on power ... and pure persuasion, based 

only on influence' (1992: 42). 

Knowledge and process 

This pattem accords well with DOMM's construction of the committee as 'expelis': 

they negotiate from their knowledge, rather than from their personal interests. The 

evolution of the debate raises opportunities for different members' 'expeliise' to be 

foregrounded and perfolmed. In Fragment 10.19, the discussion splits into two 

streams foregrounding local and technical knowledge respectively, each generating 

its own suggestion for modifying Monty's initial proposaL The mention of 

'recreational fishers' raises two lines of discussion: from Mark's point of view, it 

makes the proposed zone a 'real big [political] problem', which might be mitigated 

by reducing the size of the zone; for Monty the issue is about managing the impact, 

which, as Miles suggests, could be achieved by 'get[ting} rid of anchoring '. In this 

case, it is Mark's suggestion that prevails, in that further negotiation concerns the 

spatial extent of the zone, rather than the specific management measures involved in 

the zoning. A key reason for this, I believe, is that the local knowledge contributing 

to this spatial theme - knowledge of where particular habitats are, of where 'the 

guys' go, of seasonal events (such as whale migration), of existing and proposed 

developments, and so on - is shared by more of the committee members than either 

the scientific knowledge ('fish communities where ... snapper aggregate') or the 

tec1Ulical management knowledge that Monty is perfolming. Thus, the spatial talk 

provides more members with better opportunities to be involved. 

Indeed, as discussion progresses, knowledge perf0l111ance becomes the principal 

feature structuring the conversation. In Fragment 10.20, for example, as tlu'oughout 

most of the negotiation phases in Meeting 6, opinions C'J could happily see ... ') and 

suggestions/demands are given meaning by accumulating items of information/ 

knowledge (coral, geonlorphology, whales, turtles, dugongs), most often realised in 

existential clauses ('there's a .. , '; 'there 's SOllie ... ') and in identifying clauses where 

the identified is a location/ reference to the Illap ('the tip there ... is a ... '). 
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Fragment 10,19: Alpha Meeting 6, Zoning 

Monty: 

Mark: 

Monty: 

Murray: 

Mark: 

Dick: 

Mark: 

Dick: 

Monty: 

Miles: 

Monty: 

Max: 

Mark: 

Max: 

Mark: 

For example, I know there's a lot of recreational fishers fish along the edge of the shoal. 

Ooh, yeh. I, I can see it, a real big problem with that one! 

But their{only impact, probably, on a lot of that area, will be, there's anchor damage, okay? 

{[laughs] 

If you brought the line in so that you're on top of the red, or just the other side of the red, 

would that, would that still help or not? 

Er and I think that, I think that's exactly how you do it! I think you suggest one perspective, 

{Yeh. 

{and someone else goes 'well I, I think if you did this you would mu', you'd get ninety 

percent of what you want, or you've suggested, but you'd get rid of this major {conflict!' 

{There might be in an area like -

{Then you'd get rid of anchoring. 

{Now. 

There might be in an area like that some special features of say the fish conununities where 

ah s, snapper aggregate at cenain times of year, or, or whatever, but that doesn't have to be 

(dealt with. There's no --
{I think what Mark's trying to say is that red is shallow {reef! Very few fishermen go 

{That that's the one we would -
and sit on top of it with their boat! {But just outside of it's good fishing! {And so --

{Yeh. So we'd, we'd -- {Yep, if you 

came into the, to the red line there, to, to where your, your main exposed reef is with your 

green line, so okay, it starts from there! Then you, yeh! I couldn't see a problem with that, 

cos the guys would fi', mainly fish on the other side. There's the odd one or two that come 

inside, but not that many, so you really wouldn't be affecting that. 

Fragment 10.20: Alpha Meeting 6, Zoning (not in sequence) 

Morrie: 

Monty: 

Morrie: 

Monty: 

Monty: 

Morrie: 

David: 

Monty: 

Murray: 

Monty: 

MOJTie: 

0' on the ah, north west em end there there's, there's just a really thin veneer of coral --

Mm. 

-- there, but there's some other overhang like, overhangs which grows and things. 
{So, got some interest for divers, but not necessarily for fishing. 

{Yeh. 

Yeh. 

You wouldn't nece {ssarily {prefer to have that end in a no-take -

{So --

{too! They're no'-

{Humpbacks? Or--

Humpbacks, I meant ' Yeh. 

{And the s, the sperm whales come in pretty close to there 

The other thing is that the tip there, it is a major turtle aggregation area - just on the very tip 

of Rocky Island - pre-nesting. And ah I, I for one would, I could happily see a box like 

that being ill a high level pre-tectio!!, ber;a~se it's fool!! of dugongs inside it; it's full of nh, o.h, 3 

turtle feeding area; and it's difficult to access anyway. 



Returning to Fragment 10.19, another notable feature is that Dick's meta

commentary on the negotiation procedure C ... that's exactly how you do it! ... ') is 

almost completely ignored (apart from Mark's brief acknowledgement). In contrast 

to the voting phases, Alpha's non-executive members generally did not engage with 

procedural issues during negotiation phases. Rather, they enthusiastically embraced 

opportunities both to suggest 'concrete' ideas, and to perfornl their own knowledge. 

10.2.2 Meeting 7: Rocky Island 

In later meetings, negotiation phases followed similar patterns - suggestions or 

requests punctuating input that appealed to external ' facts' - but with some key 

differences. 

OWllership 

First, suggestions often came from the written submissions received following 

DOMM's de facto public consultation periods. In responding to those suggestions, 

discourse often turned to setting principles, both for evaluation of the submissions 

(Chapter 7, 7.3) and for the zoning. While principles the committee developed in 

this way were often similar to those that DOMM had attempted to impose at Meeting 

6 (Chapter 9, 9.2.1), it was through their negotiations at Meeting 7 that members 

explicitly began to adopt them for themselves. 

In Fragment 10.21, Mark 'owns' the principle ('my philosophy ') - previously 

expounded by DOMM - that fewer and bigger zones would be better than more 

smaller ones, and invites the rest of the committee to share it by contrasting low 

probability of the doubt ('mavbe my philosophy's wrong,) with high probability of 

his own authority ('I've certainly looked at this'). As an argument against the 

suggestion that the zone be reduced, the principle differs from the 'facts' that 

dominated debate in Meeting 6, in that it is expressed as an opinion (not a fact) using 

'authentic' appraisal ( 'the belle,. off we're gOIlIl{l be'). However, there is still no 

appeal to personal interests: it is the inclusive 'we' that will be better off, and for 

abstract reasons - the notion that bigger zones are more effective is a management 

principle, not a justice one. 
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Fragment 10.21: Alpha Meeting 7, Rocky Island sanctuary zone 

Mark: Um, : the only problem: I can see: [coughs] : is while, while I understand where they, 
where they were coming from, um there are other areas in the archipelago that they could 
utilise for the same thing. :: Um, and whether there are other areas in the archipelago that 
we could actually get that much diversity from one area. 

Morrie: No way! 

Mark: I mean my, my : - maybe my philosophy's wrong, but ['ve certainly looked at this - and if 
we can get tluee or four big ones that cover everything, rather than: fifteen or twenty small 
ones that cover bits and pieces, the, the better off we're gonua be. . .. 



Barter 

As the debate over how to respond to submissions progresses, however, a new 

pattern emerges, in which quantities begin to structure suggestions, and abstract 

negotiation becomes personal. Matt's suggestion in Fragment 10.22 for amending 

the zone is framed as 'reduc[illg] ' it to/by a quantitative proportion ('half way 

down '; fifty percent') . This quantitative framing suggests a limited resource which 

must be shared: a zero-sum game (see Dale et al. 1999: 943 on the impOliance of 

'expanding the pie' to avoid a zero-sum game). Here, Matt's suggestion is pre

justified in terms of the concerns and desires of people outside the committee -

recreational game fishers and divers. There is still a strong division between 'they' 

in Matt's justification and the inclusive 'we' in the suggestion itself ('we could brillg 

it .. . '). 

However, when an objection appears, that division vanishes. In Fragment 10.23, 

given the received assumption that their zoning system needs to be representative, 

Miles, Morrie, Munay and Dick are clearly raising an abstract objection to reducing 

the Rocky Island zone. They are doing so cooperatively; their inten'uptions are 

suppOliive. Faced with this apparently unified opposition, Matt assumes solidarity 

with the recreational fishers and divers, and reframes the suggestion as a direct 

request from the first person ('what we're askillg for ... '). And the justification is no 

longer in tenus of either extemal 'facts' (such as habitats or the concems of other 

stakeholders) or management principles (such as 'bigger is better'), but in tenns of 

fairness ('a fair request '). 

It seems to me that Matt shifts here from generalised and abstract considerations to 

personal ones, at the same time framing the debate as a zero-sum game ('what we're 

asking for is just fifty percent '). That is, he is batiering - resolution is to be a fair 

quantitative compromise (a matter of give and take), rather than an objective best 

solution. In sum, such an approach to negotiation might be called (in Elster's tenus) 

'bargaining' rather than 'argument'. 

Ratiolla/isatioll 

However, the bartering approach never comes to dominate the debate entirely. 

Where factual, abstract and rational arguments are used to justify or counter 
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Fragment 10.22: Alpha Meeting 7, Rocky Island sanctuary zone 

Matt: There's a couple of concerns from the urn, recreational fishing side ah, game fishing side. 
The, the northern boundary --: And also the diving side - those dropoffs - :: I've spoken 
to a lot of divers in relation to it as well - and urn, they'd like to see that nOlthern boundary 
reduced. 

Morrie: From which end, do you think, Matt? 

Matt: Well, probably thinking with this other deep port and whatever, it, maybe that, if we could 
bring it maybe half way down or something like that, that ah y, I guess you'd call it the 
western end? : On the northern side? :: : Reduce it about y'know sort of fifty percent, or -
: There is a really nice dropoff --

Fragment 10.23: Alpha Meeting 7, Rocky Island sanctuary zone 

Miles: Have we got other dropoffs? We must have {other drop {off. 
Matt: {We have! 
Mark: {We have. We've got--

Matt: We have. 

Morrie: Like {Rocky Island, though? 
Murray: {But we --

Murray: 
Dick: 
Morrie: 
Matt: 

Morrie: 
Matt: 

But, n, not {like Rocky [sland, 
(No. : 

{Like that. 

{cos it's (the only rocky {island' 
(No. {It's the only {rock-

{Rocky Island's --
{No. 

(Yeh. But, but what we've, but what we're asking for is just fifty pel'cent! And I mean, and 
[ think that's a fair request. It's a, an area that does get fished a lot, and dived a lot, : and I 
think fifty percent is Ulll, is a fair request! 



requests/offers, they are often responded to in kind. Fragment 10.24 illustrates how 

the discussion shifts between bargaining, based on requests and offers to share a 

quantified resource (using the lighthouse as a boundary indicator, congruently 

rejected by Matt), and argument, based on facts and distanced/generalised interests. 

In this case it is a DOMM officer, Dick, who conducts the shift, with a statement of 

facts about 'the museum 's point of view ,4 and the site's uniqueness. In their 

responses to Dick's counterargument, Morrie immediately adopts the 'fact' 

approach, albeit softening it by projecting it as their own opinion ('J reckon ... that ... 

that first third ... ') and Matt, though initially sustaining the zero-sum framing, 

likewise shifts after a shOli delay ('The ... further south you come ... '). 

This shifting between bargaining and argument is the key discursive characteristic of 

what I am calling 'negotiation'. Requests and offers, even when made on personal 

grounds, are debated in rationalist tenns - of facts, abstractions and generalised 

principles which the negotiating parties can be assumed or persuaded to share. 

Through such rationalisation, the zero-sum game of compromise becomes, 

discursively, one of mutual gains; the value of fairness becomes that of correctness. S 

At Meeting 7, as we have seen (Chapter 7, 7.3), the resolution of the Rocky Island 

zone actually hinged not on negotiation but on the committee's acceptance of the 

museum's expression of their views (Fragment 10.25). In spite of lengthy 

(approximately 35 minutes) negotiations, then, the zone was left unaltered. 

10,2.3 Meeting 8: Rocky Island 

After the seventh meeting, the Scrubfield Fishing and Diving Association held their 

three public meetings. Matt and Mark, who each chaired at least one of these 

meetings, strongly encouraged SFDA members to submit comments in writing so 

that their concerns could be mobilised in Alpha's meetings. It seemed to me that, 

along with those Alpha colleagues who attended, they also defended the committee's 

previous decisions in the face of some hostility, portraying those decisions as based 

on 'the best information at the time' and, thus, adding impetus to the need for written 

input from the recreational sector. 

The sanctuary zone at Rocky Island was one of the key points of contention at 

SFDA's 111eetings. [t becnnlc the subject of a fonn letter, of VV'hich 88 copies were 
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Fragment 10.24: Alpha Meeting 7, Rocky Island sanctuary zone 

Miles: 

Matt: 

Matt: 

Dick: 

The I, the light {house'd be a good reference point. 
{Oh. 

No, we'd like to come further down past the lighthouse! 

This is OIle of the most important sites from the museum's point of view. 

MUlTay: Yep. 

Dick: There is no other site like this in the area! : So take that off and, or you take significant 

amounts of that off, and I reckon you •• 

MatTie: Yeh. {Well I, I, I reckon, Dick, that, though, that first third of the island, 

Matt: {Well, we're not talking about all of it! That's·· 

Morrie: from the north west tip, is physically, looks exactly th, the same. 

Matt: Yes.: And it·· 

Morrie: Y'know I would, I IV·· 

Matt: The, actually er the further south you come, y you get more gutters and, and more um, 

different corals! : It's more rocky up the northem end. And, and from the lighthouse down 

it's a big slab. You'd need to see what on, w, where that big dropoffis is a big slab that's 

fallen off that's y'know probably about seven or eight ton!: Whereas up this end it's, it's 

more ahm, as I was saying, gutters and small corals, coral colonies. 

Fragment 10.25: Alpha Meeting 7, Rocky Island sanctuary zone 

Mark: I mean I d, : the gllys have told me they want it taken alit. BlIt after reading that, reading it, 

I have to say that there's nowhere else that I've seen that the museum has said 'must be 

included'. : So, so that to me means that it must be very significant for them to've, have 

gone to those lengths, to put that, to call that word! 



submitted to Alpha for consideration at Meeting 8, and which suggested that a 

certain bay on the island be removed from the proposed zone and left open to 

exploitation by recreational anglers and divers. The proposal of the form letter was 

substantially repeated in a presentation by a local diver, Otto, on Day I of the 

meeting, following which the committee agreed to compromise, conditional on 

keeping the site of concern to the museum within the zone (Fragment 10.26). 

However, the actual location of the museum's site was now in doubt (apparently due 

to somebody misreading a map). The committee returned to the issue on Day 2 to 

finalise the zone boundaries. 

DOMM had conferred overnight with museum staff, and it transpired that the 

museum's site for inclusion and the recreational users' site for excision were 

precisely the same bay. The committee, therefore, was faced with a new dilemma, 

forcing them to revisit their decision (Fragment 10.27). 

Impasse 

By this time, members had adopted the role of powerful dispensers of justice - in the 

form of zoning changes - to the supplicants who came before them either personally 

or by writing (Chapter 7, 7.3). Grammatically, in Fragment 10.27 'we' consistently 

acts to benefit (or not) others ('cater ... for Otto '; 'satisfy them'). In this case, they 

have attributed worth to both the museum's demand and that of the recreational 

groups represented by Otto. The total incompatibility of those demands, and the fact 

that neither party is now present (Otto did not stay for the second day; neither did 

Matt or Mark), make the decision difficult and bring framing conflicts to the surface. 

Thus, the previously easy oscillation between rational argument and compromisel 

bargaining that characterises Alpha's zoning negotiations now becomes a tension. 

In Fragment 10.28, Mun'ay focuses on the rational achievement of outcomes 

('doesn't service that ... '; 'if shifting it up 's not gonna do that .. . '), while Mike's 

opinions are structured by quantity, making bargaining possible ('the whole lot '). 

The two framings are no longer compatible - means-ends argument is not (or cannot 

be) used to justify a compromise - and the moves become non-supportive negations 

and rechallenges. 
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Fragment 10.26: Alpha Meeting 8, Day 2, Rocky Island sanctuary zone 

Mike: Okay? Then, : then my recollection of our discussion yesterday was that we were going to 
include that, include the museum site, but that we were gonna remove a section of this: um 
: seaward side : to reflect the fact that there needed to be public access: on that side of the 
island. 

Fragment 10.27: Alpha Meeting 8, Day2, Rocky Island sanctuary zone 

Mike: Yeh, but I, I don't think Otto's site in particular is, I don't know that we're, : : can cater 
entirely for Otto! {I think that that .-

Murray: {Yeh! Well,: Otto and eighty others! 

Mike: Yeh! But the museum was pointing out that that area, and as 
{you said yester {day, is, is the area {of high diversity! So--

Murray: {Mm. {Yep. {Yep. 

Murray: Yep. But by, : by changing it where [sighs] that, that particular group want the exclusion, 
are we really going to satisfy them? 

Mer,, : Probably not. 

Martin: No. 

Murray: So why exclude it? 

Fragment 10.28: Alpha Meeting 8, Rocky Island sanctuary zone 

Murray: But, but the chunk that services the boating reqnirements, which was that top end. S, 
coming back further south down the island doesn't service that safe boating. 

Mer\,: 
Mike: 
Murray: 
Mike: 

We ll hang {on, just {back-
{Yes, it {can! 

{They still safe, {they've still--
{It can't, because they put up that whole lot! They 

preferred the end bit, but the whole lot was put up! 

Jvlurray: I don't think moving it up er, wiB service what --: \Vhy are we shifting it? Just to, to 
appease an interest group! And so if shifting it up's not gonna do that, we'll have to shift it 
down if we do anything. 



Escape 

The catalyst for resolving this decision was a 'scientific perspective' presented and 

later elaborated by DOMM staff, which undermined the museum's position ('must be 

included j and provided for ' rational' compromise with the recreational sector 

(Fragment 10.29). David presents this new perspective in general terms, phrasing it 

as an abstract principle rather than a statement about Rocky Island ('in a ... place 

where you've got ... j ; this is in keeping with DOMM's assumed role as advisers and 

infonnation resources, rather than paliicipants in decision making. Mike's checking 

move relates the principle directly to the issue at hand, through the use of specific 

referents ('the museum '; 'it's [the Rocky Island site is] high fish diversity'; 'it should 

remain ... '); that is, Mike asks David to commit to an opinion about Rocky Island 

itself. However, that opinion remains abstract, a management principle expressed as 

modulation rather than personal preference ('you don 't think ... it should' vs. *you 

don 'f want it to). Rationality dominates, allowing the committee to escape their 

dilemma by countering the museum's (rational) opinion. 

When the chairperson calls for a decision, the debate's mixture of compromise and 

rational argument is invoked explicitly as the 'rationale' for what is to become a 

unanimous position. In Fragment 10.30, MUlTay gives two reasons: one is about 

distributing justice to interest groups ('the committee has given something '), and the 

'public perception' that creates ( 'the process will look a bit flawed '), and the other is 

about (modalised) fact ('fish diversity is probably all the way along ... '). Each 

reason is then paraphrased by another member. Thus, the nature of Alpha's 

negotiation discourse - rationally argued compromiselbargaining - is neatly 

packaged in this example. 

10,2.4 Meeting 9: Rocky Island 

The ninth meeting was the last time the committee met before the release of the 

management plan. Its purpose was to finalise the plan, including the zoning system. 

There had not been any 'official' public consultation following Meeting 8, apart from 

the usual mailout to sector consultation groups; however, there had been vigorous 

discussion within the recreational angling community, including an article damning 

the Rocky Island zone in a popular fishing magazine. 
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Fragment 10.29: Alpha Meeting 8, Rocky Island sanctuary zone (not in sequence) 

David: 

Mike: 

I er, I mean, I mean really from a, : I guess from a scientific perspective, in a hi', : place 
where you've got high diversity would be, is, is great to put in a sanctuary zone, : obviously, 
for obvious reasons, because it's an area of high biodiversity!: Um,: but it doesn't, : the 
fact that, if you didn't put that in a sanctuary zone it's unlikely you're gOllIla lose that 
biodiversity: by having activities, if they're managed in an appropriate way. ." 

So y, so you don't think that because the museum has said that it's high fish diversity that it 
sh, that it necessarily means that it should remain as a sanctuary? 

Fragment 10.30: Alpha Meeting 8, Rocky Island sanctuary zone 

Munay: I:: accept the boundary coming back to the: land boundary on the lighthouse land, for: 
boat users. 

". [clarifying locations on the map] 

Merv: For c, what's your rationale behind that? 

Munay: Going on what David said before - that: (I) : public perception: of: : the conunittee has 
given something: that a m, majority of em want, and it may benefit the whole reserve. [f 

we don't do it, : : maybe the process will look a bit flawed. And the other comment David 
made is that that fish diversity is probably all the way along that,: that reef. ." 

Miles: 
Chair: 

There's enough of em under {there, and um·· 
{Olive branch! 



The first substantive item at Meeting 9 was Mark's dramatic withdrawal from the 

planning process, citing opposition to zoning as a management tool. Following this, 

Matt made a less 'radical' presentation requesting significant changes to tlu'ee of the 

proposed zones, including Rocky Island. 

Ambiguity 

Fragment 10.31 shows Matt's introduction. His requests are explicitly framed in 

tenns of 'compromise' - in this context, a zero-sum game in which the committee 

'gives' to supplicants. But this introduction contains two important additional 

moves. First, Matt displays authority in terms of local politics, both as a 

representative ( 'representing the ... wider community') and as an expert ('/ have a lot 

to do with the gelleral cO/1llllltllity ... '). Second, his criticism of the process so far 

('the committee hasll't absorbed ... ') is related to 'the information that we've 

received', a face-saving move which is immediately elaborated at length: the 

influential input from the museum was flawed. 

There are, therefore, three elements to Matt's presentation: the requests; an 

infonnation-based argument against the committee's previous decisions; and a 

political dimension which is foregrounded in the presentation's final words 

(Fragment 10.32). These final paragraphs - the prominent 'macro-new' (Martin 

1992: 437) of Matt's monologue - are explicitly political. The key justification for 

the requested changes is that, without them, 'the general public will not support this 

... proposal " and the potential of that lack of support is emphasised tlu-ough 

invocation of particular politicians whose influence over the reserve's eventual 

implementation is known to the committee. Further, in spite of positioning himself 

as a supplicant ('cap in hand,), Matt displays his own power as president of the 

SFDA (,members '; 'I've asked them ... '). This show of power (or at least of 

nuisance value) might be understood as a (thinly) veiled threat - a common element 

of negotiations. 

In spite of its prominence, though, this political element was not highlighted in the 

debate itself. Rather, the discussion centred, as usual, on factual/abstract 

justifications and on 'faimess' associated with quantitative distribution. Matt uses 

both framings freely, adapting to cues from other members (Fragments 10.33-34). 
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Fragment 10.31: Alpha Meeting 9, Member presentations 

Matt: Yeh, I guess: um, as you can see, today.,. I'm sort ofwearillg the urn, the hat of 

representing the um, the community - the wider community. As you know, . .. I have a lot 
to do with the general community that do get out there and fish, dive, fish extraction, and 

whatever else .... And I guess: : one of the things that - hearing what Mark's got to say, 
and er the general public - I think it's, : er its' probably a good time to introduce a word 

called 'compromise'! 

Murray: [laughs lightly] 

Matt: We've been using that quite a lot, : this conunittee, towards the general public in relation to 

their submissions. My honest opinion is that this committee: hasn't absorbed and taken on 
board that word, : especially when we come into consideration of all the public 
submissions, and the, and the general people's feelings that are out there. :: Urn, a lot of 

that's to do I guess with the information that we've received 

Fnlgmcnt 10.32: Alpha Meeting 9, Member presentations 

Matt: ... These: : appear to be the three main issues: that: the general public will not sUppOt1 : 
this um, proposal for a marine reserve in its CUlTent state. So I come here today, with my 
cap in hand, requesting that this conunittee : consider making these, these changes. :: Urn, 
it would be greatly appreciated. :: 

I know that: members've already had meetings, with [the local member] and, and with 
[the Minister for Fishing] in relation to it. : I've asked em to hold off until the outcome of 
this meeting, to see whether we can compromise. I really believe there is room in there for 

us to manoeuvre and satisfy everyone . 

Thanks for that time! 

Fraument 10.33: Alpha Meeting 9, Rocky Island sanctuary zone 

Matt: ... I've been up there and made a point of diving this area, and I'm very very concerned 
about the small size of it, er cos I really believe - honestly - that if it's left at that size - it's 
a very very popular dive site, because of the deep water - and that, : with the extraction 
rate, that area wi ll be completely denuded; I, 1 would say it'd be a couple of years. And, 

and I really believe that {part of the solution would be to : : 
Debbie: {Yell. 

Matt: I guess spread the p, the ah, pressure further over: um,a bigger area! And also, as I 
mentioned earlier, the species of fish that are there that are targeted by the recreational 
users : um, aren't that great. ... So it really is tiust a couple of species. 

Miles: {Well, --

Miles: So on the northern side it comes halfway down the island? 



Thus, the political dimension does not come into overt play during the negotiation. 

However, I believe that Matt's political comments actually frame his apparent 

acceptance of the committee's (majority, rather than unanimous) resolution, which is 

to change the zone more or less as Matt requested (Fragment 10.35). 

In Fragment 10.32, a (negative) logical association was created between Matt's 

'members' lobbying politicians and the committee's 'satisty[ing] everyone '; there is 

an implication that Matt wi ll pursue, or allow his 'members' to pursue, political 

means if the 'outcome of this meeting' is not satisfactory to them ('I've asked them to 

hold off lIntil ... to see whether we can compromise'). If this logical connection is 

taken as the context for Matt's comment in Fragment 10.35, the invocation of 'the ... 

comlllullity' can be understood as a reminder that his support is conditional. Thus, 

the comment takes on quite a different meaning than personal agreement - which 

was how it was understood by everyone present (including me) at the time. 

In the event, 'the community' - that is, Matt's colleagues in the SFDA - opposed not 

the amended Rocky Island zone specifically, but a range of general issues to do with 

the marine reserve, including the number and size of zones, the apparent concessions 

made to commercial industries, and the lack of explicit commitment to involve 

recreational anglers ('the community') in ongoing management. This led to Matt's 

and Mark's lobbying effOlis, and consequent major alterations to the committee's 

management plan before it was released for public comment (Chapter 4, 4.3.1). 

While negotiation frequently led to consensual agreements, then, those agreements 

were not as consistently stable as those made by voting; they were revisited 

repeatedly not only in the light of new informationlinterests, but also in relation to 

implicit framings that rendered some members' consent conditional. 

10.3 Conclusion: deliberative democracy at wOl'k,jol' now 

Alpha successfully achieved agreement and made decisions according to a traditional 

deliberative framework. Their most consistent strategy was a discursive mix of 

quantitatively structured bargaining, which appealed to values such as faimess and 

equity, and rationalist argument, which appealed to facts and abstract principles that 

were assumed to be shared. I have labelled this style of decision making 

'negotiation'; the rationalist element justifies the compromises reached - even where 
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Fragment 10.34: Alpha Meeting 9, Rocky Island sanctuary zone 

Matt: Go down further. Yeh. 

Don: 

MatI: 
Don: 

Matt: 
Monty: 

Murray: 

Monty: 

Matt: 
Monty: 

To there? 

Yeh. Just {give us a--
{About five and a half Ks. 

Five, {: I think five Ks {is fair! 
{But, er {I think if we just, that 

{bay where it ends, it might be a little bit too far. 
{[inaudible 1 the sanctuary! 

Just because you see that the nature of the reef, the fringing reef starts to extend: south of 
there, and you're getting into slightly different --

The gutters, {you mean? 
{So it would be good to get just a little bit back, so that you've still got some 

of that straight drop off edge. 

Fraament 10_35: AI ha Meeting 9, Rocky Island sanctuar zone 

Matt: Thank you very much for that' We, I'm cer, sure the, the ah community will really 
appreciate that' 



these are reached in the context of threats or coercion - in temlS of a public interest 

or 'mutual gains' (Fisher et al. 1999). While some of the agreements reached this 

way were conditional and/or temporary, they generally received the endorsement of 

the whole committee when they appeared in the minutes. Where agreement was 

difficult to achieve tlu'ough negotiation, a 'consensus' was accomplished via a 

'procedurally just' voting technique that met most of the members' needs for 

accountability. 

In Slim, Alpha's decision making discourse appears to suPPOtt the framework posited 

by Ion Elster. Moreover, the committee constructed deliberative norms - in 

particular their voting procedures and methods for acknowledging and 'taming' 

agonism - tlU'ough discourse, reaching consensus on such procedural matters with 

relative ease. Thus, the case study seems broadly to support Habennasian principles 

of deliberative democracy (Barber 1984; Dryzek 1990; Young 1990, 2000; Benhabib 

1996a; GutmatUl and Thompson 1996; Elster 1998a): Habennas' practical discourse 

can be (in my tenns) an appropriate metaprocess through which shared nonns can be 

constructed in the face of strangeness. 

Yet, after the achievement of Alpha's major goal - the management plan - many of 

the committee members remained unhappy with the process and/or its outcome. In 

pruticular, a majority felt that DOMM's control of the process had undemlined 

members' sense of ownership . This disconcerting result suggests that, as a number 

of critics have suggested (Tewdwr-lones and Allmendinger 1998; Fischler 2000; 

Phelps and Tewdwr-lones 2000; Yiftachel and Huxley 2000; Pleger 2001), the 

adoption of communicative action principles at the micro level is insufficient either 

to secure consensus, to satisfy participants as to procedural fairness, or to address the 

problem of unequal power relationships. Alpha's deliberative arenas, at the meeting 

level, were transparent, supportive of different opinions, and self-regulatory: all 

qualities that Healey (2004a) associates with creative potential. However, such 

qualities were less evident from a more holistic perspective. Neither DOMM's 

substantive values (such as scientific knowledge and administrative integrity), nor 

their shaping of the overall procedure, nor their ultimate control over Alpha's 

resources (for example, for public consultation - Chapter 9, 9.2.1) were open to 

challenge. 
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Moreover, members' success in establishing norms for decision making can be seen 

as actually reinforcing DOMM's power, by allowing the committee to move on 

according to DOMM's linear agenda. The better Alpha became at resolving 

immediate conflicts 'for now', through established negotiation and voting 

conventions, the less likely members became to step outside of the agenda to deal 

with meta-issues such as power and trust (as they did in the early stages of the 

process - Chapter 7, 7.1). Alpha's decision making thus illustrates some complex 

tensions between institutional 'levels' (Coaffee and Healey 2003). Alpha were able 

to control and politicise their meetings to and, thus, to take ownership of institutional 

n01111S and relations within 'specific episodes'. However, by doing so, the committee 

may have reduced its ultimate influence over DOMM's overall govemance processes 

and cu Iture. 

While it is beyond the scope of this enquiry to pursue Alpha's negotiated practices 

into these 'deeper' levels, DOMM's reported 'lessons' from Alpha (Chapter 9,9.3 .1) 

appear mostly to be the product of officers' own reflections. These included 

reflection on Alpha 's consensus-building practices, both in staff meetings and in 

iliterviews with me. On the basis of those interviews, DOMM officers have no 

intention of imposing similar practices on future committees, preferring to leave such 

details to members and individual chairpersons. However, two points might be 

noted: the officers have leamt that such strategies are effective, at least in achieving 

immediate closure; and Alpha's deliberation was subject to tight constraints - most 

importantly a palticular kind of 'balanced' rationality - imposed by DOMM, many 

of which are likely to be repeated. It would be interesting to see how the evolution 

of future committees' decision making reflects these lessons and constraints. 

Alpha's achievements occUlTed in the context of an outcomes-driven process with 

strong leadership from the chairperson and a reflective executive. In Chapter 11, I 

intelTogate the very different decision making discourse of my other case study, 

whose initial conditions included neither strong leadership nor a clear outcomes

oriented task. 
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11 Strange Practices: Beta's decision making 

Chapter 10 described the deliberative construction of and agreement to Alpha's 

decision-making nonns. The processes through which Alpha achieved this 

agreement were ordered and, like the committee's negotiation of framing conflicts 

(Chapter 7), often explicitly ideationalised (for example, Fragments 10.15, 10.30). 

They may have been made possible by the strong role played by Alpha's 

chairperson, who continually kept in mind DOMM's need for an outcome, and who 

demanded closure of every agenda item, using a voting procedure if necessary. In 

this chapter, I present some of the decisions, and non-decisions, made by Beta, which 

was not subject to the same level of control as Alpha (Chapter 9). The analysis 

suggests that, in this case, successful resolution of agenda items relied on the 

emergence of more idiosyncratic approaches which allowed expression of different 

rationalities. The chapter concludes with a summary of the approaches noted in the 

two case studies and the identification of some discursive symptoms of constructive 

dialogue. However, it also notes that such a summary is temporal and contingent; 

that is, what worked for these cases was so context-sensitive that it does not translate 

straightforwardly into any universal principles. 

Beta, as Chapter 9 (9.1.2) explains, had conflict resolution at its heart from the 

beginning. Originating in the dispute between the LAG and SOHE over changes to 

the Shire's zoning scheme, the issues became more complex and unwieldy with the 

introduction of the port management's concems in Meeting 1. Nonetheless, conflict 

continued to revolve around a single issue: the permissibility of residential use in 

Lumbervale. Below, I look at three instances of unsuccessful decision making' on 

issues related to this conflict, followed by fi ve instances of successful decision 

making, where agreement was reached. What emerges is that, for Beta, 'standard ' 

deliberative approaches of argument and bargaining tended to lead nowhere. 

Substantive decisions made were more often the incidental outcome of the 

committee's 1V0rking on organisational and interpersonal matters. In particular, I 

identify three recurring pattems of discourse which seemed to lead to substantive 

outcomes: I label these 'procedurising', ' rebuilding' and 'backgrounding'. 

233 



11.1 Argumel1t 

11.1.1 Meeting 3: the need for accommodation in industrial areas 

Following Council's endorsement of Beta's newly-agreed objectives (Chapter 7, 7.1; 

see opposite), Beta devoted their third and fourth meetings to going through those 

objectives as tasks. In particular, they decided to concentrate on Objective 1.3: 

' Investigate the availability of land for future light industry .. .'. The key 

characteristic of 'light industry', as framed by Beta's objectives, is not the type of 

industrial uses present, but the addition of residential uses - 'caretaker dwellings' -

to the land-use mix. 

Premises 

Before beginning on 'Objective 1.3', the port manager, Sam, questions the 

assumption that there is going to be a real need for such ' li ght industrial' land 

(Fragment 11.1). His point is first posed as a factual question about the future 

existence of an abstract thing - 'an ongoing demand'. As such, it sets the tone for 

the following discussion, which continually appeals to facts and technical 

abstractions. Semantically dense abstracts (facility', 'cost saver " 'businesses ') 

predominate and, although Sam is asking for an opinion, that opinion is actually a 

projected fact, with no appraisal, modalisation or modulatiOll except to indicate that 

the case is hypothetical ('light indllstl), that might come along today'). The 

hypothetical case is one of the most frequently used and effective means of 

generalising from event to principle in oral discourse (Iedema 2003a: 103-04, 185-

86). 

What Sam is doing, then, is attempting to estab lish a principle - a premise upon 

which further debate and agreements can be logically based. The premise that he 

wants to establish is that having no facility' for light industry with attached 

dwellings is unlikely to harm the town - presumably, such a premise could logically 

be extended to Lumbervale itself. This intention becomes obvious in Fragment 11.2, 

in which the 'wrong' answer from Cr Burt prompts Sam to repeat the question, 

elaborating ex tensively to make his meaning absolutely clear. The discourse 

continues to deal in facts and abstractions: even though Cr Burt 's response to Sam is 

somewhat evasive (hecause it addresses the past rather thall the fllhlre), it avoids 
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uncertainty apart from projecting the fact in the final summary ('I would say ... that 

was the incentive'), with the modalising adjunct *probably being corrected before it 

is completed. What is at stake is Cr Burt's understanding of the world outside the 

committee, rather than an evaluation. 

Some pattems are also evident in the tUl11 taking. Sam, who is attempting to guide 

the ideational direction of the discussion, takes quite long tUl11S, with interjections 

mainly restricted to acknowledgements and registers. Even when interrupted, people 

tend to complete their tums rather than allowing others to do so (in contrast with the 

collaborative meaning making in, for example, Alpha's Fragment 10.3, or Beta's 

Fragment 8.20). Sam repeats Burt's attempt to complete the tum ('Is it gOlllla put 

business off! ') with no explicit textual cohesion, at the same time asking him to 

commit to the idea by projecting it as his own view ('Do you think ... ? Do you really 

think ... ? '). Also, when examined at this level, discussion tends locally to be 

between two people, rather than involving general participation. 

Twice more, Sam receives the 'wrong' answer to his question of principle, first from 

Barbara (Fragment 11.3), then from Barry (Fragment 11.4). Barbara and Barry are, 

in different ways, unequivocal in supporting the need for caretakers' dwellings. In 

each case, Sam repeats the question, again suggesting (rather than overtly stating) his 

own disbelief with 'really' and framing it as a question of fact. 

Quarrel 

Sam's attempt to establish a premise for argument was unsuccessful to the extent that 

the discussion became repetitive rather than reaching agreement. An attempt by the 

DOP planner, Sue, to close the debate moved it into a new phase. In Fragment 11.5, 

Sean (a DOE officer) initiates a new pattern of responding to claims in favour of 

caretakers ' dwellings not by repeating the question, as Sam had done, but by 

presenting counterarguments. Sean's questions demand not a polar rethink of the 

general principle, but enhancement (or explanation) of the principle: making explicit 

the underlying causes of the 'demand' exposes them to argument on more 

fill1damental grounds. In spite of Sue's evident desire not to revisit the issue - her 

invocation of the DOP 's position as a higher authOIity; her unwillingness to be 

specific about the 'whole range of reasolls '; her decisive statement of facts (albeit 
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Beta's revised group objectives (adopted by Council after Meeting 2) 

I Identify and recommend strategies to seek the provision of land suitable for general industry use 

in the District of the Shire of Harbourtown and Environs for those industries that are not 

compatible with caretakers' dwellings. 

1.1 Identify and protect strategic industrial interests of the key stakeholders in the 

municipality, namely: 

a) Shire of Harbourtown and Environs 

b) Port management 

c) Realty Australia 

d) State Govenunent 

e) Department ofindustry 

f) Lumbervale Action Group 

g) Local Business 

h) Municipality as a whole 

1.2 Examine the feasibility of zoning Lumbervale for Light Industry. 

1.3 Investigate the availability of land for the establislmlent of future light industry, including 

the expansion of Lumbervale. 

Fragment 11.1: Beta Meeting 3, Land availability 

Sam: Can I just ask one question before we do? Eh, cos 'identifying alternative light industry 

sites' : erm assumes that ah, there'll be an ongoing demand for people to live and work in, 
in the southern, same location. 

Sue: Yes. 

Sam: Er er, is that the case today? !fum - y 'know I know that the ah, facility's been there, so 
that's been desirable , it's been a cost saver - but er, Burt, do you see businesses - ah light 

industry that might come along today - if they weren't able to live with their business, that 
they would leave Barb, not go to stay in Harbourtawn? 

Fragment 11.2: Beta Meeting 3, Land availability 

Cr Burt: Well that, that, one of the ones that went tlu'ough our application that appealed was, was 
basically he, he had to live on site to um service his trucks and security reasons and stuff 
like that. and he put that through, and that was prob, it's a good reason why he's got it. I 
would say years ago that was {the incentive. 

Sam: (But the, the, if it was in the future ; what I'm getting at is that 

n next year, if the zoning scheme is tluough, and there's no more 
{approval for er y'know, that's not an issue. 

Cr Burt: (Yep. 

Sam: Um, and I've heard the security reason put up lots of times myself, and I've received 

ap {plications like that ill port and harbour a (reas. 
Cr Burt: {Yep. (MlI1. Yeh. 

Sam: Um, ah, and ah, but in the future, without that option - they wouldn't have that option if it 
was just: Lumbervale, as a lot , as an, as as an area, ah has industrial ah, facilities, but no 
caretakers' residence allowed, 
{no more caretakers' residence allowed - (do YOll, do YOll thillk that--

Cr Burt: {Eh? {Is it gonna put business off) 

Sam: Do you think that it'll put business off? Do you really think it would? 



Fragment 11.3: Beta Meeting 3, Land availability 

Barbara: If there was not the ability to have a caretaker's residence, that business would die. 

Sam: Yeh, maybe it would be, but if there's not, would they really just not come to Harbourtown? 

Fragment 11.4: Beta Meeting 3, Land availability 

Barry: I think you golta look at the [region] as a whole. And it seems to be a characteristic of the, 
the [region] as um, light industry to have caretakers' quarters' : [Town I], um do"o] in 
whatsiname, that, in [town 2] --

. .. [clarification of provisions in town 2] 

Barry: 

Sam: 

Down at [town 3], right throughout the [region], ah, light industry, it's entrenched that um 
that people live on the, the site. : : {And um 

{I know. But we're looking, we're looking to the 

future. Looking to the future, and ah, I'm saying that the, er is it really going to put this 
lawn's development backwards if in future - from now on - people don't have an option? 

Fragment U.S: Beta Meeting 3, Land availability 

Sue: The DOP have als', they've been on a bit of a learning curve about the caretakers issue, : 
and has pretty much realised that there is a demand for it in the [region], and that it's part of 
the culture here, and that it will always be here. 

Sean: Because of the cost? Not because of the security? Is that right? 

Barbara: {Well,--

Sue: {A whole range of reasons really. whole range of reasons. 

Sean: But surely security is something, a c, a commercial security arrangement between people 
moving into a light industrial area could be something that, that could be set up. 
{And so there's --

Sue: {It, I don't think security's the major reason. 



projected by '/ dOIl't think' in the last case) - it is Sean who sets the direction for the 

debate at this point. 

Lexicogranul1atical and register pattems are largely sustained as the argument moves 

from one phase to the next. Ideationally, facts independent of the committee, 

relational processes and abstractions ('issue', 'demand', 'culture " 'cost " 'security', 

'reasons') still predominate. Interpersonally, modalisation is restricted to 

metaphorical projection of facts, direction-setting turns tend to be quite long and 

locally the discussion tends to involve two people only - Barbara's attempt to break 

into the conversation is ignored. 

However, two important differences in the exchange dynamics emerge as the debate 

continues. First, as noted above, direction is set by Sean's developing and 

countering moves, rather than by Sam's reopening moves. Second, non-supportive 

interruptions become more and more frequent. In Fragment 11.6, again, the 

conversation is between two people (Steve and Sean), who largely ignore Barbara's 

attempts to enter it. Now, though, both parties are engaging in countering moves, 

still in generalised/hypothetical terms ( 'you' is generic here), and logically connected 

to previous moves with contrastives 'IIOt' or 'but '. Moreover Steve, in particular, 

does not allow Sean to complete turns before countering. This non-supportive 

dynamic seems to 'infect' the rest of the committee: when the negative appraisal 

'lesser lifestyle' appears in association with the generic 'you " it elicits a flun'y of 

protest frol11 the Lumbervale residents and their supporter Sue. 3 I believe that Barry, 

at least, may have interpreted Sean's 'you' as a literal second person, rather than as a 

generic. 

There is no end to this discussion. The pattem of non-supportive counters between 

two people - albeit with some broader participation in 'transitional' moments such as 

the end of Fragment 11.6 - continues with little change until at last the debate's 

initiator, Sam, suggests that they move on. Cettainly no agreement is reached on the 

need for live-work opportunities, not even an 'agreement to disagree'. 

The combination of premise setting and argument-counterargument, with reference 

mainly to facts and abstract relations rather than interests or ideas, can be labelled 

'argument' rather than 'llegotiatioll '. [t involves few or no suggestions or 
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Fragment 11.6: Beta Meeting 3, Land availability 

Steve: I suspect that the real reason behind it is that the entry level --

Sean: The, the cost of the extra block to put a house on up here? {Is--
Steve: {That's right. Well that's the 

point! Not with the cost of the block; it's the cost of {the house. 
Barbara: {The --

Barbara: {I thought --
Sean: {But you've goUa build a house anyway, whether you put it on a caretakers {block or--
Steve: {Yes but the 

level of dwelling that you would accept as a caretaker dwelling is vast {Iy different --
Barbara: {Mm. Large 

Steve: 
Sean: 

Sean: 

Barbara: 
Sue: 
Barry: 

difference. 

-- to the level of dwelling that you have to {build so you can put it on a residential block. 
{Alright, you -- Alright. 

So are you accepting a lesser lifestyle here then, because you're prepared to live in a light 
industrial area? 

{Well not nec-- {It is different' 
{It's diffe {rent' 

{It's not a {lesser! 



quantitative bargaining, it appeals to a traditional kind of rationality, and relies on 

rational persuasion for its resolution. In Beta's case, this type of 'pure' argument 

appeared frequently, and was almost always unsuccessful in resolving disputes. The 

following subsection discusses another attempt at premise setting from a later 

meeting, with a largely different set of participants. 

11.1.2 Meeting 17: the future of Lurnbervale 

Meeting 17 followed the presentation of Colin's Stage 2 report and the port planning 

study (PPS), in which two contradictory positions on Lumbervale (as a live-work 

light industrial area, as a general industrial area with no residential use) had been 

resemiotised as written recommendations of professional consultants. As the port 

management was represented on the committee, this made Beta's report - the HIS -

highly contentious and potentially difficult to finalise. To help the committee deal 

with this problem Simon, a senior officer from DOP, was brought in to help mediate. 

By this time Ban'y had been elected to Council and resigned from his position as 

LAG president. The new LAG president, Bruce, had joined Beta to maintain LAG's 

membership of three. 

Policy 

Simon's first major utterance (Fragment 11.7) is an attempt to establish a premise 

from which the committee can logically move forward. His turn is a very long 

monologue; in Fragment 11.7 it is significantly abridged, but I have retained what I 

see as the hyperthemes of each 'paragraph' to illustrate its organisation.4 This is 

highly bureaucratic discourse: not only does it display all the usual features marking 

it as such (lexical density, abstraction, unspecified agency, 'performative' rather than 

'authentic ' appraisal [Iedema and Grant 2004; see Appendix ED, it is also carefully 

structured according to the generic schema of a typical plalming report to decision 

makers. It contains, in this order: a problem statement; background to the problem; 

current factors introducing urgency to the decision; implications of making the 

recommended decision; summary restating the problem. Moreover, the monologue 

is completely uninterrupted: although the other participants watched Simon 

attentively, they did not respond, even with registering murmurs or nods, until he had 

fin ished his report. 
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Fragmenlll.7: Beta Meeting 17, Slage 2 HIS report' 

Simon: I think urn, ... we d, we've come 10 a point now where ah, a fundamental decision has 10 be 
laken as to whether ah Lumbervale is an industrial area - and when we're talking aboul 
'industry' in the context of Lumbervale, : ah, I think we're talking about a combination of 
light industry and general industry cos iI's what exists - so fundamentally: what is it? Is it 

an industrial area, or is it something other than an industrial area: (and let's leave what that 
means just for the time being)? 

It's always been established as an industrial area, and over the years it's become um, let's 
say 'compromised', ah by: ah, the, the introduction of non-industrial uses, and especially 

the ah, the introduction of caretakers' dwellings! ...... :: 

We have now obviously got ah, the ah, the impact of the, ah the port planning study, Bh 
which calls into question ah, the future of Lumbervale in terms of its relationship to what 
the port would like to see ah, in its land area! : ...... : 

However, coming back to the point about Lumbervale as an industrial area, if the 
decision was to be taken to um, make Lumbervale : - let me call it a 'pure' industrial area
: then there would be some uses that ah, could no longer ah, exist there, : : and they would 
have to be um, found another home! Which comes back to the debate that we've been 
having: if you need to relocate, either by necessity or by choice, : where you put them? : 
... : But also, in terms of ah the relocaton, if you've got the issue of sh, if it's a forced 
relocation, ah what mechanism should be in place to compensate people? : Not only what 
mechanism's in place but who is responsible ah, for implementing that mechanism, and 
when do you start talking about compensation? What criteria do you use to assess the 
value that is associated with that compensation'! And those are questions that ah, we don't 
have answers to at the moment. 

So ah, 1 think there's, lhere's the fundamental issue: what's the future for Lumbervale? 
And there, depending on which way you go, there are consequential issues that have to be 
determined. So. . ['m just suggesting that that's a course of action that you're looking 

for. 

Note that Simon does not use the term ' light industrial' to mean 'industry with residences' , as the Beta 

members do. This special usage has been constructed by Beta itself {I 1.3), and does not confoml to the 

DOl' definitions that frame Simon 's talk. 



The planning report genre evokes contexts (fonnal meetings of decision-making 

bodies such as Council) in which decisions are binding and can be assumed as 

background knowledge in future deliberations. Simon is clearly trying to fix a 

principle - that Lumbervale is an industrial area and not 'something other' - as the 

basis for further discussion. Unlike the principle Sam tried to establish in Meeting 3, 

however, this question does not demand commitment to a 'fact', but to a policy. 

Other participants did not engage with Simon's policy principle, however, focussing 

instead on the 'facts' involved. In Fragment 11.8, Bruce interprets and reacts to what 

he sees as negative implications of Simon's claim that their homes have 

'compromised' the integrity of the industrial area. Their moves, though generally 

polite, are unsupportive: counters, refutes and negates. They argue categorically 

('this idea ... is wrong ') on factual grounds, using modalisation and modalisation 

metaphors to project facts C ... my understallding thai ... ,), rather than to offer 

opinions. 

The history of Lumbervale has been invoked and disputed repeatedly throughout 

Beta's process as having a bearing on residents' legitimacy not only from a legal or 

even a moral point of view, but also culturally - as true locals with prior claims on 

the land. Simon has not been part of these previous discussions and, without 

commenting on their validity, dismisses those claims as irrelevant to the present 

issue, going 011 to repeat the need to establish the principle (Fragments 11.9-10). 

Like Sam in Meeting 3, Simon is persistent in the face of opposition (or, in this case, 

disengagement) and continues to repeat the question when LAG members respond in 

what he sees as an inappropriate way (no other members participated in this 

discussion, although tlu'ee local govemment employees and four other state 

govenunent officers, including the port manager, were present). LAG members 

consistently appeal to the kind of disinterested logic - facts and abstract principles -

that, in the framework developed in this thesis, characterises argument. Underlying 

this conversation is their suspicion that the purpose of the meeting is to endorse the 

port management's point of view. They are, therefore, trying to persuade Simon -

whom they do not see as a neutral party in spite of his nominal 'mediating' role -

that the PPS position on Lumbervale is irrational, and should be discounted. Further, 

they wish to convince Simon that, discounting the port's concerns, Bela's consultant 
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Fragment 11.8: Beta Meeting 17, Stage 2 HIS report 

Bruce: Simon, just a point: that you said that ah, Lumbervale started off as ah, as industrial then 
the residences came later. It was my understanding that it was set up as light industry and 
the residences were there from the start. ... But um, this idea of that it was set up as 
industrial from the start is wrong. It was set up as light industrial, with caretakers being 
allowed there right from the start. And there's the zoning that was changed in 1985 - and, 
and it's been pretry unclear as to the legitimacy of that change. 

Fragment 11.9: Beta Meeting 17, Stage 2 HIS report 

Simon: . .. Um, however we now have a situation where there are a number of residences which 
are more than ah what you'd describe as a caretakers house. And whether they should or 
should not have been approved is, is really inuna{terial, cos {they're there! 

Cr Barry: {Hm. 
Barbara: {It's irrelevant now, yeh. 

Simon: Ah, it's a question of, of what YOIl do . ah, with them from now on! ... 

Simon: But we, but we're, we're. I think we're still, welre still not really answering the question 
whether Lumbervale should be an industrial area or a ... [live-work] area. 



has made (objectively) the best recommendation. Hence, the argument, wherever 

direction is set by LAG, centres on the recommendations of the PPS, not the HIS. 

Alternatives 

LAG's intention becomes abundantly clear as, similarly to Meeting 3, the argument 

shifts to a new phase of claims (by LAG members) and counter-claims (by Simon). 

The claims take the fonn of suggestions for alternative solutions to tlle dilellUna: that 

the decision be defelTed until there is a concrete proposal; that Lumbervale be zoned 

for light industry now and the residents be relocated if and when necessary; that the 

state refuse to allow major industry to locate in the port, directing them instead to 

EXpOlt Estate. However, these suggestions do not lead to the supPOltive negotiation 

of a solution, as usually happened in Alpha's case. Rather, each is acknowledged 

then refuted by Simon (Fragments 11.11-12). And each of Simon's counter

arguments is followed not by further countering, but by a new suggestion. The most 

common cohesive conjunction is the contrastive 'but' and, throughout, personal 

interests are not invoked. 

There is one exception to this pattern, a brief exchange where the matter becomes 

personal (Fragment 11.13). Here, Bruce's frustration with, and mistrust of, Simon 

leads him to abandon rationalist deliberation. Simon's position is represented as 

strictly in favour of the POlt ( 'you're saying that the port can improve the value of 

their land') and as a consequence against Bruce and his cohorts ('at our cost '). This 

statement makes explicit a view that the issue is not a question of finding a rational 

solution, but a zero-sum game between strictly conflicting interests. Framed in this 

way, rational deliberation may not be the appropriate strategy for resolving the 

problem. Rather, it might be seen as a business negotiation, best resolved by 

bargaining. As such, Fragment 11.13 anticipates a later stage of the same meeting, 

where, perhaps as a 'last resort', there is an attempt to propose a compromise 

(Gutmann and Thompson 1996: 88). 
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Fragment 11.11: Beta Meeting 17, Stage 2 HIS report 

Cr Barry: Wouldn't, wouldn't it, : it be more logical, if: there is some development on the port land

let's say that [aJ ... smelter ... or some, something of that nature did go ahead on the land
isn't that the time, because of the, : the immense cost ... Aren't you better off waiting until 

you do get - if you ever do - ah, ... something of that nature ... ? Isn't that the solution of 

funding it? ... Thars the only way I see that you'll ever fund it! 

Simon: Yeh. The, the, the, I don't think there's any suggestion that urn,: : if the urn, ah let's say 

the port planning srudy gets endorsed as it stands today ah, : with the implication that the 

residential component of Lumbervale need to move - I don't think there's any suggestion 

that the day after that happens all of a sudden somebody rolls into Lumbervale with a dirty 

great cheque book and starts acquiring property! I mean that, that ain't gonna happen! 

Cr Barry: No. 

Simon: ... : But, but .. . we still have to do the planning now: for a new area for these people to be 

located into! I think it would be urn, I think it would be ah, a fairly urn, irresponsible way 

of planning things if we don't have a suitable location to put these businesses into should 

that evenruality actually happen! 

Fragment 11.12: Beta Meeting 17, Stage 2 HIS report' 

Barbara: But wouldn't you send them to Area I though? Doesn't the state goverrunentwant the 

alternative? 

Simon: Yeh! {: Well! 
Barbara: {Then it doesn't say - well, these people want to be in the port - well then can't you 

just say 'well, no. You've gotta go to Area I?' {Or does the, the port--

Simon: {Well! The the, the, the the, and by the 

Barbara: 

same token in, in Export Estate! I mean when I went, the sort of suggestion, suggested 

land uses in the port plan; I mean my immediate thought would be well why can't we go to 

ah, to Export Estate? I mean {that'S, that's being set up! 

{It's mine too! 

Simon: But: Sam has ah, explained that ah,: to me and to others.. If you leave this, this 
question of the accessibility to deeper water berths and all that sort of port infrastructllTe, 

that makes land within the port area more attractive than Export Estate! Now! : : Not 

wishing to avoid the question, if the state said 'well ah, we actually want businesses to go 

to Export Estate rather than have them locate in the port area, : then there may be some 

costs associated with that. : Ah, of course the ultimate cost may be if the industry say 

'well thanks very much, but we will be going somewhere else!' .. 

Fragment ll.13: Beta Meeting 17, Stage 2 HIS report 

Bruce: So basically you're saying that the port can improve the value of their land, and develop 

their land, : at our cost! 

Simon: Well, : er not, not, not without, not without ah, you being adequately compensated! ... 

In the [-lIS report, 'Area I' is Export Estate. Simon may not be aware of this. 



11.2 Bargaining 

11.2.1 Meeting 17: the zoning of Lumbervale 

Although the sole substantive item on the agenda of Meeting 17 was to respond to 

the consultant's Stage 2 repOli, the majority of the meeting was actually spent 

discussing the future of Lumbervale, with particular reference to the 

recommendations of the PPS. 

Sharing 

Fragment 11.14 represents the first suggestion of a compromise on this issue. Cr 

BaITY's suggestion is in quantitative terms ('top half'), signalling a zero-sum game 

(Chapter 10, 10.2). The port manager, who is the one being asked to compromise, 

rejects the suggestion out of hand, then reclaims the debate with the time-honoured 

bureaucratic tactic of 'returning' to the committee's agenda. BaITY has expressed his 

suggestion not as a demand service (*let's allow ... ), but as a demand opinion ('do 

you see a problem with , .. '). Sam takes advantage of that framing, and responds -

positively - with an opinion ('J think we do ') rather than - negatively - to the request 

(* No, let's not). For authority, Sam draws upon previously resemiotised (that is, 

consolidated as consensual) positions - 'the present zoning scheme '; 'the original 

brief of this particular study'. 

In spite of the face-saving exchange metaphor and the appeal to extemal authority, 

and in spite of the lack of compromise, I would characterise Sam's reply as 

bargaining. The quantification of the zero-sum game is sustained in 'extend right 

over that', which contrasts explicitly with Barry's 'half'. Moreover, unlike the 

projected facts in the argument phases, this is a personal opinion, a mental process 

associated with ' authentic ' appraisal ('we do [see a problem] ... '; 'we support ... '; 'J 

support ... '). 

Sam supplements his bargaining moves and deflects the Lumbervale issue with the 

diversionary tactic of interpreting the report's original purpose. He is not successful 

in this: Cr Barry's response refocuses on Colin's report, which is the only substantive 

item on this meeting 's agenda (Fragment 11.15). Thus, Sam is forced to state a 
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Fragment 11.14: Beta Meeting 17, Stage 2 HIS report 

Cr Barry: ... But the, the other thing then: do you see a problem with alun, the top half of 
Lumbervale being allowed to contain new caretakers' quarters? 

Sam: I, I think um we do at the moment - all, now the, that our study would indicate buffers ah, 
would extend right over that. So er we're ah, we SUppOlt the present zoning scheme, which 
was ahm, that ah er, zoned industry with only lim, limited number ah um, of properties 
with approved caretaker quarters. Um, and, and I support the original brief of this 
particular st11dy, which was to er identify alternative areas: for the different types of 
industry. 

Fragment 11.15: Beta Meeting 17, Stage 2 HIS report 

Sam: You're talking, you're talking about ah, er ah, er a different issue, I think, to what this 
pia lUling's set up for. ... 

Cr Barry: No, well this is part of the ah, consul tant's recommendation: :: 'It is recommended that the 
existing mixed r, mixed residentiallindustrialland use fabric of Lumber vale : is given 
forma] recognition '! 

Sam: Yep. 

Simon: Well. In whatever it exactly means. 

Cr Barry: Sure. {But I don't--
Sam: (Apart from accepting what it is at the moment, there's recommendations which we 

don't approve' 



negative position. Cr Barry's first attempt to initiate a compromise has failed, 

resulting in antagonism instead of agreement. 

'Welcome to the world of plalllling' 

Cr Barry is not easily deflected. He makes a second attempt to bargain later in this 

meeting (Fragment 11.16). This time, the suggestion is congruently expressed C ... I 

was suggesting ... that ... '), and as a request to the port for goods, rather than to the 

committee for an abstract service ('that the ... port ... give a little bit '): this is the 

most explicit bargaining move in Beta' s entire process. Such a move is highly 

sensitive in this context, as Barry's hedging and hesitation suggest. And, as a 

request, it receives no congruent response. Rather, Simon returns to an argument 

framing: an unequivocal statement of fact ('the worst of the buffers would impact just 

all that velY top ... '). 

Simon's statement is based on a misunderstanding. Barry's 'top part' referred to the 

high ground in the south - reflecting the lived experience of the local. Simon, an 

experienced urban planner who spends much of his working life looking at maps, 

seems to have internalised an equivalence between ' up/top' and 'north' (see Figure 

4.2). However, the confidence with which the statement is made confuses Barry 

sllch that the thread of the suggestion is interrupted. Simon could have made a range 

of altemative moves, including clarifying BalTy's meaning - as in Lance's response 

to Barry's earlier suggestion (Fragment 11.17). Simon and Sam do not recall that 

earlier exchange, but deflect Barry's bargaining attempt with reference to their own 

(mis)interpretation of its content. .. 
From this point on, the conflict between personal interests and abstract argument 

dominates the debate. No fUl1her attempts at compromise are made; rather, Bruce 

tries to establish that the port's proposed buffers are a direct imposition - in 

exchange tenns, a demand - on the Lumbervale residents' interests. Bruce addresses 

Simon, whose responses become more and more abstracted from the immediate 

situation, rather than engaging with the personal concems (Fragment 11.18). 

Neither Sam nor Simon has engaged with LAG's attempts to bargain or to 

personalise the debate. There may be a range of reasons for this: Simon, 111 

p~rticular, is presenting hilnsclf as a neutral party v.lith no stake, and therefore "vvith 
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Fragment 11.16: Beta Meeting 17, Stage 2 HIS report 

Cr Bany: I think Sam, this area here, ah, what I was suggesting, is that ah, this top part ofLumbervale 
: [coughs] be allowed to have urn, new caretakers. : Sufficient buffer, from the--

Bruce: [inaudible comment) 
Cr Bany: In other words, that the, the port y'know, give a little bit as well. 

Barbara: {Exactly! 
Cr Bany: {Ah, and ah, if they're gonna put a . . smelter in there, maybe move it a little bit closer 

down the other way, so they reduce their buffer zone, rather than --

Simon: But, but the worst of the buffers would impact just on that very top of that area through 

here! 

Cr Bany: Oh? Just on the very top of--

Bruce: 
Sam: 

Yes, but if! could {just, if!, if-
{Across the top . 

Fragment 11.17: Beta Meeting 17, Stage 2 HIS report (not in sequence - expansion of II 14) 

Cr Bany: ... But the, the other thing then: do you see a problem with ahm, the top half of Lumbervale 
being allowed to contain new caretakers quarters? 

Lance: 
Belinda: 

Top half being the southern {half? Or {: top-
{Mm. 

Cr Barry: {Yyep. Well, yep. 

Barbara: Southern {half, it is. 
Cr Barry: {Yep. Closest to the um --

Belinda: High ground, 

Cr Bany: -- the tanks, and the-- We {do need a place where ". 
Lance: {Southern. 

Fragment 11 .18: Beta Meeting 17, Stage 2 HIS report 

Bruce: But what, what, what I mean is the decision that we, y'know have to make is being, ah --

Barbara: Taking a {hypothetical: situation. 
Bruce: {Well! We have to take it into consideration, but it's just purely hypothetical! 

Simon: Yeh, but, that's right- it, it's the recognition of a, a possible scenario that may 
{happen in the future. : Vm, --

Bruce: {See we wenl through this zoning scheme, where there was all this industry waiting to 
happen, and we were pushed into a comer. And we were rushed into a decision. 

Simon: Yeh. 

Bntce: And as, as, as I say, y'know, we're still waiting for this industry to come! 

Simon: Sure. Vol, I'm afraid um: I could say 'welcome to the world of planning'! It's, it's an 
inexact science at times,: {and especial {ly when you1re tryi ng to anticipate usage. 

Barbara: {But there's {people! 
Bruce: {You see? The effect it has on people is not! 

Simon: A'. abso lutely. And that's , that's the worst part about it l When ah, when you're dealing with 
uncertainties, that has a very damaging impact on people! I mean, planning blight is a wel1 
known term around the world, where: where thaI's adverse impact of either platUling 
indecision or planning decisions that take a long time to actually come to fruition! 



no role in such a discussion. Sam has clearly staked a position and, on the evidence 

of other statements, feels confident that the PPS - which rhetorically demonstrates a 

risk of the state's ' losing' major industrial investments (Fragment 11.12) - will 

prevail. It is well established that unequal power - in the fonn of a ' [better] 

alternative to a negotiated agreement' (Chapter 9, 904) - works against successful 

compromise (Fisher et al. 1999; Innes 2004). 

11.2.2 Summary 

Elster's categories of argument and bargaining - as I am analysing them - appeared 

in Beta's discourse, but in general they were not successful decision-making 

strategies. Elster's third category of voting rarely appeared (votes were taken only 

twice in the entire process), and never when there was serious disagreement (1104) . 

Yet, the committee did succeed in making sometimes difficult decisions; in what 

follows, I examine in detail the discourse leading to five of those decisions in order 

to see how they were achieved. 

11.3 Procedurising 

11.3.1 Meeting 2: Objectives 

As Chapter 8 (8.1) showed, the exposition and discussion of LAG's revised 

committee objectives were characterised by tension and difference at more than one 

level: not only was Beta's key substantive conflict (the zoning of Lumbervale) at 

stake; different members realised different understandings regarding the nature and 

purpose of 'objectives ' in a planning exercise, and focussed variously on a range of 

substantive and procedural issues, leading to a disjointed and meandeling 

conversation. In spite of these differences and shifting foci, the discussion 

eventually produced an agreement that was remarkably stable: throughout the entire 

plmming process the objectives provided a recUlTing point of reference, and were 

invoked whenever conflict threatened. This section shows that the agreement was 

made possible, in part, by the need to explore members' differences. 

The fragments reproduced in this section refer frequentl y to the revised objectives 

provided by LAG (reproduced overleaf). 
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Making definitions 

As discussed in Chapter 8 (8.1), LAG's objectives differ both from Beta's earlier set 

and from plmmers' generic use of 'objectives', in that they are mental processes 

which the committee can achieve through deliberation, rather than ultimate goals. 

The other notable feature of the new set is their focus on Lumbervale. And although 

the future zoning of Lumbervale is problematised in Objective 1.2, elsewhere it is 

backgrounded as Lumbervale is relegated to minor, circumstantial (and therefore 

difficult-to-challenge) positions in the clause. Thus, the objectives contain a number 

of contentious assumptions, both about Lumbervale and about the point of 

objectives. A key characteristic of the conversation that follows the objectives' 

exposition is that those assumptions are put at risk. In Fragment 11.19, Sean moves 

to clarify the meaning of Objective I, and this move becomes the thematic basis for 

the conversation's development, thus opening that meaning for exploration. Len's 

tum is a closing move, which identifies a given token ( 'it' = ' those industries that are 

not suitable ... ') with a new value ('those industries that have a basic incompatibility 

.. . '). This identification implies an identification of Lumbervale with 'residential 

dwellings " bringing LAG's backgrounded assumption about the status of residences 

in Lumbervale to the foreground. 

Similarly, in Fragment 11.20, Len makes LAG's background assumptions about 

Lumbervale - as they are realised in Objective 1.3 - explicit, and therefore 

challengeable. He goes on, indeed, to challenge them. In this case, Len has 

performed both the opening and closing of those assumptions in his clarifying move, 

which is also an identifying move ('J think what YOll mean is ... '). These substantive 

clalifications and confirmations tend to develop into arguments with no resulting 

agreement - the ' meandering logogenesis' noted in Chapter 8 (8.1, also 11.1 above). 

CO/lvergence 

However, the beginnings of a resolution appear about ten minutes later, when the 

objectives themselves are put at risk. Fragment 11.21 is extracted from a long 

monologue in which Sam explains the port management's position on Lumbervale, 

advises Beta of the port's proposed planning study, and draws a relationship between 

the two. This extract, towards the end of the monologue, represents a turning point 

in tbe debate, as it refocusses from the objectives ' subsranrive impiications to their 
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LAG's revision of the Committee Ob'ectivcs, resented at Meetin 2 (November 2001 

Identify land suitable for general industry use in the municipality of the Shire of Harbourtown 

and Environs for those industries that are not suitable to be located in Lumbervale. 

1.1 Identify and protect strategic industrial interests of the key stakeholders in the Shire. 

1.2 Examine the feasibility of zoning Lumbervale for Light Industry. 

1.3 Investigate the availability of land for the expansion of Lumbervale. 

2 Implement strategies, management options and statutory policy for the above objectives. 

Notes to 1.1: Identify key stakeholders. 

Fragment 11.19: Beta Meeting 2, Objectives 

Sean: Can I go back to, to the first one? :: What, what restrictions do you see being placed, well 

does the group see being placed on the industries that are not suitable to be located in 

Lumbervale? 

Len: It's, it's really those industries that have a basic incompatibility with residential dwellings. 

Barry: Yes. 

Fragment 11.20: Beta Meeting 2, Objectives 

Len: 'Investigate the abil, availability ofland for the expansion of Lumbervale' - I don't think 

that that was ever part of the Council resolution, and that's something I think that we need 

to think carefully about. Because what it in effect it is saying aah, is -- Well. We do have 

areas identified for the expansion of Lumbervale now - it's in the Harbour/own Planning 

Sl!tdy - it's, it's listed in here as a future industry area. Ah, but I think what you mean is the 

availability of land for the expansion of Lumbervale including its current availability of 

caretaker residences? 

Barry: That's correct, yep. 

Fragment 11.21: Beta Meeting 2, Objectives 

Sam: ... I'm simply ah, at this stage er looking to see if this is, if these are the objectives that 

Council- whether I like the objectives or not I don't think is the point. If these are the 

Counc, er objectives that reflect Council's motion in November, then ah, then I think we 

move forward. 

I mean, as we say, we've already identified erm, a general industry area, but ah, 1.1 is 

defined 'protect strategic industrial interests' - I get a chance to, talk to that point. Er 1.2-

you get to, we could examine er, the implications of the Lumbervale going back to light 

industry for everybody - both for people who are there now, and for the nlture development 

of the ni, ofthl! purl, which al:iu means th~ ['th.He Jevdvpmenl of HarbourluwlI quilc 

frankly. Ah, and er, yeh, we take it from (here. 



procedural ones: firstly, by insisting that the committee and their output are 

subordinated to Council and its resolutions ('whether I like the objectives or /lot I 

don't think is the point '); and, secondly, by unpacking the ideas contained in 

individual objectives. 

In this 'unpacking', first and second person pronouns (1, we, you) appear consistently 

as the subject of neutral verbal and mental processes: the ideas being elucidated 

concern procedure, not extemal facts and principles, nor (directly) the substantive 

interests of participants. Although Sam takes the opportunity to argue for the port's 

position, no further discussion is invited on this matter - as a subordinate 

(hypotactically embedded) clause it is difficult to challenge. Rather, the port's 

preferred scenario is reframed as one possible outcome of addressing the objective. 

Following Cr Bob's reply, Sam takes this move further (Fragment 11.22), explicitly 

contrasting ('Blit') outcomes and process with reference to his opinions on each ('If 

... the verdict is ... I would thillk that would be detrimelltal .... But ... I have no 

objectioll to ... discussing it '). Following Sam's 'unpacking' (Fragments 11.21-22), 

Sue then 'repacks', again using an identifying process to define the idea of 

'objective' as '[IIOt} pre-emptillg what we might decide '. 

Sue is not replying to Sam's statement of opinion, but developing it in a supportive 

way. This exchange sets a pattem (Sam's second tum and Cr Bob's aborted turn are 

also supportive developments) that characterises many of the debates that led Beta 

successfully to a decision (also many of Alpha's successful discussions, as noted in 

Chapter 10). It indicates that pmiicipants are working together, developing meanings 

collaboratively. 

Somewhat later, Len suggests an amendment to Objective 1.3, initiating a new phase 

(Fragment 11.23), and Barbara replies, non-supportively, to the substantive 

implications of Len's suggestion ( 'other options' -7 'fragmenting the tOWI1'). 

However, this exchange triggers a crucial moment in the (re)construction of the 

objectives, in which the committee members' understandings seem to converge. 

Fragment 11.24 shows symptoms of constructive dialogue: participation by several 

members (rather than just two, as in the argument phases); frequent supportive 

interruptions; and a relatively high propOliion of developing moves - pmiicularly 

those beginning ,vith extending or enhancing/elaborating conjunctions 'and' and 'so' 
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Fragment 11.22: Beta Meeting 2, Objectives 

Sam: 

Sue: 

Sam: 
Sue: 
CrBob: 

... Ifthe ah, after the ah, discussion of 1.2, the verdict is to zone as light industry - to 
change the zoning - I would think that would be detrimental to the port. But I, I'm quite, er 
y'know I have no objections, if that's what Council resolved, I have no objection to that 
being on the table and discussing it. 

And it is the objective. Like, I guess preempting what we might decide is not necessarily 
the {objective. Yep. 

{It's an, exactly. Doesn't say, doesn't predetermine the out {comes. 
{Yep. {Yep. 

{No, so we have a --

Fragment 11.23: Beta Meeting 2, Objectives 

Len: Alright, but I do think that we're being too restrictive in 1.3. Now, the expansion of 
Lumbervale may well be one option to consider for future needs for, a light industry zoning. 

{Urn, but there may well be other options, too, that we, we should be considering. 
Sue: {Yeh. 

Len: And perhaps at 1.3 : : we broaden to include ah, 'invest, investigate the availability of land 
for the future expansion', or 'for the establislmlent offurure areas for light industry, 
including the expansion of Lumbervale'. {Because--

Barbara: {No, we can't agree with that. Because you're 
fragmenting the town again. As Barry initially said, the town is in so many pieces at the 
moment; our intent is to keep, to , to join it more together. 



- rather than simply replies. What is being constructed here is a reframing of the 

idea of 'objectives'; in particular, the understanding of LAG members Barbara and 

Barry is changing, with help from Sue and fellow business proprietor Belle (who, 

like the councillors, is not a LAG member). 

Belle's hypothetical 'if Lumbervale call't roll all' treats the objectives as needing to 

cover a range of possibilities. Sue's next tum recalls the exchange with Sam in 

Fragment 11 .22 and similarly separates the procedural matter that they are 'talking 

about' ('Ilot pre-emptillg what may happen ". ') from substantive matters such as 

Barbara's 'the maps '. Sue realises an opinion that it is SUbstantive, not procedural, 

matters that are the site of possible dispute ('our objectives should be pretty lJluch the 

same '). Together, Sue and Belle unpack and 'broad[en} ' the idea of 'objectives' 

until Barry takes on the crucial role of 'repacking' the concept with an identifying 

clause (a modalised one - 'that call be J2f!!J of the objective '). 

Barry is carefu l to justify his acceptance of Len's suggestion, but now he does so 

with reference to the committee's own obligations and knowledge - that is, to 

meanings that they have constructed intemally - not to extemal factslissues (as in 

Barbara's justification in Fragment 11.23). Throughout this talk, 'we' and subsets of 

'we' ('f', 'Lell', 'he ' and so on) are the key participants, usually as the agents of 

verbal and mental processes. 

Barry's repacking is significant in several ways. Not least, it indicates an acceptance 

that LAG's attempt to background their preferred outcome for Lumbervale has 

failed: that the committee does not agree. But it also realises some important 

reframings which allow the committee to move on. First, the gap between objectives 

as 'strategic direction' and objectives as 'tasks' (Chapter 8, 8.1) has been closed: 

possible outcomes (strategic direction) are incorporated into what the committee is to 

do (tasks) as 'part[s} '. Second, the 'parts' of an objective are characterised as 

alternative outcomes, rather than (more conventionally) as complementary 

contributors to a single (if complex) desired outcome. 5 As a corollary, the 

substantive dispute between LAG and the port management has been contained: each 

party's preferred outcome is embedded in the objective as possible outcomes. 
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Fragment 11.24: Beta Meeting 2, Obiectives 

Belle: I think what Len says is fair and equitable, because if Lumbervale can't roll on, then you 
need to identify those land. So I can't see the problem in putting in, slipping in the, the 
{extra --

Cr Bob: {And we're not talking a five year time frame. We're talking long {term. 
Belle: {We're talking long 

term. : {That's what I'm saying. So if {we can s--
Barbara: {Alright. {But we haven't identified on the 

{maps yet, so [inaudible] would be long term as well. 
Sue: {But again, your objectives should be quite s, all that we're talking about here is not 

preempting what may happen in the next ah, few committee meetings. Our objectives 
should all pretty much be the same. 

Belle: 
Sue: 

Belle: 

Yes they should be broad, {and then maybe come back in closer as --
{Yeh, and broad, and so we're not preempting any, yeh. 

-- as things happen. So I don't see that that would be a problem, to insert what Len's just 
said. I actually think it's, it's logical. 

Barbara: Well that'S already in this one [the previous set of objectives] {isn't it? 
Sue: {Yeh. 

Belle: 

Bany: 

Bany: 

But he's including the expansion of Lumbervale, whereas 
{that's not the case in that one, is it? 
{Yes but, by urn --

That can be, that can be Qill:l of the objective! 

Barbara: {Mm. 
Bany: {I I I don't see any, any problem with it. Our preferred whatsiname, objective is um : to 

expand Lumbervale. : All, but we have to look at the, y'know what land's available, and 
all, we're a long way y'know away from knowing the, exactly what, and ah y'know what 
kind of buffer zone the port needs, and ah, um: yep. If we need to broaden it ah, to look at 
other areas, ummlfl. 



This 'procedurising' of the dispute was the basis for an exceptionally successful 

consensus on the objectives. Although the discussion continued for approximately 

another hour after Fragment 11.24, from that point on it was a process of refining the 

precise wording. 

11.3.2 Meeting 3: Opportunities and constraints 

Following the successful resolution and Council's adoption of the new 

objectives/tasks, the committee began at the next meeting to work on them. In 

paJticular, it concentrated on Objective 1.3, the investigation of future light industry 

sites.6 To assist with this task, Sue (the DOP planner) had identified nine potential 

sites and prepared an 'opportunities and constraints' matrix - a standard planning 

tool - through which to evaluate each. She had done this, by her own account, the 

night before the meeting, because she did not wish to attend another meeting with 

'nothing on the agenda', particularly as she had to travel for two hours to do so. 

From such an ad hoc genesis, the matrix became central to the committee's work. 

As they explored its use, they worked towards a multi-levelled consensus. 

Valorisatioll 

When Sue handed her matrix out, other members did not immediately engage with it 

(Fragment 11.25). Sue replies to Sam's question about the matrix's purpose, 

elaborating with an example, '[site} /lumber 1 '. In doing so, she identifies LAG's 

position - that further light industry land should be an 'extension of LUlIlbervale' - as 

an 'opportunit[y} " thereby valorising it in procedural terms. The matrix does not, 

.. however, become topical at this stage, and cOllversation drifts into discussion of 

another site, ' number 6', which is near the airport. Sue continues to attempt to 

refi-ame others ' input in the tellllS of her planning tool (Fragment 11 .26). 

In Fragment 11.26, Larry's turn is a performance of his knowledge of planning 

principles. The discussion on site number 6, like Alpha's zoning discussions 

(Chapter 10, 10.3), becomes an opportunity for various types of knowledge to be 

reali sed - the conversation continues with general participation (Fragment 11.27)_ 

Barbara's turn at the end of this ' information' phase ('All these sort of issues ') 

suggests to me that she is beginning to recognise the complexity of the committee's 

planning task. Such C0111plexity is the very thing that tools such as the opportunities 
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Fragment 11,25: Beta Meeting 3, Land availability 

Sam: So what are you trying to s, what? Are you trying to identify what businesses we want to 

come in? 

Sue: Oh, what some of the opportunities of the land are, Like, so um, for instance, [coughs) if 

you say, unll11--

Larry: 

Sue: 

Take {number I! 

(Number 2, maybe? Okay, number I. Opportunities are: I guess it's a logical 

extension of Lumbervale? 

Fragment 11.26: Beta Meeting 3, Land availability 

Larry: 

Sue: 

But the thing is, it won't be good in the airport area. Because once you've identified 

residential type ah use, then noise will be affect it. And then it'll be another issue. 

There you go; tbat's a constraint' 

Fragment 11.27: Beta Meeting 3, Land availability 

Barbara: Well you can't have it near the airport anyway, cos tbat's all underwater. 

Sue: The public land is all dry. 

Larry: Unless, unless the ANEC or the contour level, noise contour lev, level ah --

Sue: What are, what are your height restrictions and your noise restrictions for the airport? 

Didn't, didn't Council have an airpolt manage {ment plan? 

Larry: (Yes we did. Yep, we did. We've got that. 

We have. 

Belle: Excuse me, it's only two flights a day! 

Sue: Well yeh [know, but, but --

[laughter) 

Sue: Yell. What if the boom does happen and you've got more flights? Yeh. 

Garbara: Four flights a day then. For the [development) in that respect. 

Barbara: Mm. Yeh. All these sort of issues . 



and constraints matrix are designed to deal with, by providing a systematic fornlat 

for detailing and controlling wide ranges of interlocking issues. Barbara's - and 

others' - realisation, therefore, provides a conducive context for the use of the 

matrix. 

In Fragment 11.28, Sam shows his engagement with the matrix by making a 

suggestion for improving it ('if we were to ... treat each one ... '), showing that he is 

willing to use it. Following Sue's acquiescence, he begins to contribute to the task in 

the temlS of the matrix, demonstrating his understanding of the word 'constraint' by 

using it 'colTectly' . Through this fragment, he moves steadily /Tom a high degree of 

uncertainty and hesitation to a more confident discursive style. 

Sam then moves onto specific instances, showing why the distinction between light 

and general industry is important to him and foregrounding the contentious issue of 

Lumbervale's future once again (Fragnlent 11.29). Faced with the emergence of this 

most divisive issue, Sue again reframes it in terms of the procedural task: Sam's 

position - that light industry is an inappropriate zoning near the POlt boundary - is 

acknowledged and accepted in the definition of a 'constraint', just as LAG's position 

was contained in her earlier 'opportunity'. Sue has not asked participants to ignore 

their interests or to treat them as unimportant; rather, she has demonstrated a way of 

recognising and valuing both sides of the dispute, containing them in procedural 

temlS which are perceived as relatively neutral. At the same time, the planning tool 

that she has provided gives participants a method for engaging with a complex 

network of issues with which they are only now - through the process of perfOlming 

local and technical knowledge - beginning to come to terms. 

This teaming and reframing process has been a considerable effort - both socially 

and intellectually - for members, and at this point (about twenty minutes into the 

agenda item) the discussion almost runs out of energy (Fragment 11.30). Following 

Sam's repacking of the procedure - again, an identifying clause ('those are the sorts 

of things ... ') - there appears to be no more to say, until Sue proposes moving on. 

Members acquiesced to her request, and from here on, Beta worked systematically 

through the list of sites according to the matrix. The work did not always progress 

smoothly - for example the debate was interrupted by the argument about the need 

for 'light industria!' (that is, live-\vork) land (11.! .1). Ho\vever, there is no doubt 
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Fragment 11.28: Beta Meeting 3, Land availability 

Sam: 

Sue: 

Sam: 

Sue: 

Sue: 

Sam: 

Cr Burt: 

Sam: 

Sue: 

Sue: 

Well I er, I, that's, but in relation to enn, our options here, where er, if we were to look for, 

treat each one of these sites and say it's suitable for light industry urn, er or it's suitable for 

general {industry? Or it's not suitable for one of those? 

{Yeh. 

I mean I'm, that mightn't be, might be useful, to be able to say for {each one of those? 

{Yes. 

I did have that column, and I took it out cos I thought I, I didn't want to be the one to 

{say, 'right, --

{No, no that, that's fine. {I think that, that's good. 

{Yeh. 

And ah, constraints: I mean, clearly where there's flooding there's a, a cost to fill - is a 

constraint - {but, but it doesn't mean that, say, that it's, it's not a usable area! 

{Yes! 

That's right. 

F.-agment 11.29: Beta Meetino 3, Land Availability 

Sam: And, and you know if you're talking about I - Area I - which is er, er, that extension 

westward of .. . Lumbervale, ... 

Sam: You see if we, if we decide that in the long term we want to halt Lumbervale and, and and, 

compensate, and revert to general industry in the long term, : then it would be inappropriate 
to ah, er, say that one is suitable for light industry! But it might be very suitable for 

{general industry, 
Sue: {That's right! : And, yeh. If you do say that is suitable for light industry, then you've got 

the constraint of the proximity to the port : again! So yeh. 

Fragment 11.30: Beta Meetino 3, Land availability 

Sam: Those are the S0l1 of things that I think we --

Sue: Yeh. 

Sam: -- could talk about here, couldn't we? 

Sue: Definitely. 

Sam: MI11. 

Sue: Well. We couldn't, I mean, move on a bit? We didn't really have much on the agenda 

today, {and um --

Salll; {No weill 1 's actlLaliy a hard one I think, because it is got ail those complications . 



that members began to think and talk about potential sites in terms of opportunities 

and constraints. By the end of the fourth meeting, members had come to a consensus 

regarding their preferred sites for light industrial land, prioritised at tlu'ee levels (A

C) according to the opportunities and constraints identified. 

The opportunities and constraints matrix is a mundane, reductionist planning tool 

based on systematic method and rationalist thinking. It may seem (to some 

commentators) an odd choice in a collaborative forum. However, in tllls context it 

was, like the introduction of 'objectives', highly successful in allowing antagonists to 

value both sides of their disagreement, to work together in a respectful way and to 

come relatively quickly to stable agreements both on their 'shared enterprise' and on 

some difficult substantive matters. To me, the teclUlical nature of the tool seems 

incidental against this remarkable achievement. 7 

11.3.3 Summary 

Beta's strategy of 'procedurising' contentious issues - acknowledging and containing 

both sides of a dispute in procedural tenns - appealed to a different sort of rationality 

than either argument or interest-based bargaining. Rather than trading in facts or in 

goods/services, participants traded in meanings: they opened up backgrounded 

assumptions, shared obligations and reified planning concepts for challenge and 

reconstruction. Success may have hinged on the morphogenetic reclosing 

(repackaging) of those opened-up concepts, usually in the f011n of identifying 

clauses. The key issue here is that 'procedurising', as a metaprocess, was neither 

imposed on Beta as a decision-making method nor discursively established as such. 

Rather, it emerged, without conscious attention, out of chaotic and meandering 

discussions generated by participants' diverse understandings of planning 

conventions. 

11.4 Rebuilding 

11.4.1 Meeting 12: selection of consultants 

By Meeting 12, Beta had moved into Phase 3 of their process. They had completed 

their consultant brief for the HIS (Chapter 8, 8.3) and received four tenders for the 

job. Of these four. three had prior dealings with the issues: Charlie was one of the 

248 



consultants currently working on the port plmming study; Chris had developed the 

changes to SOHE's zoning scheme; and Colin had previously worked for LAG in 

their opposition to those changes. On this basis, the port manager (Sam) had 

declared a conflict of interest and excused himself from the selection process, leaving 

representatives from SOHE, LAG and DOP to discuss the matter. 8 Barry had been 

elected to Council, and officially represented SOHE, rather than LAG, on the 

committee. 

PIa/wing ill tlte face of cOllsellsus 

LaITY and Stan (who had replaced Sue as DOP's representative) had prepared for this 

meeting by using a matrix to score each consultant against the selection criteria on 

the brief, both indicating a quantitative preference for Chris. The LAG 

representatives (including Cr Barry) were reluctant to accept this finding - Chris had 

recommended the despised zoning change for Lumbervale, and LAG held a strong 

preference for Colin, whom they knew well. Rather than argue against Larry's and 

Stan's evaluations, though, they looked elsewhere for justification, raising new issues 

that lay outside of the formal selection criteria. 

In Fragment 11.31 , Belinda and town plalmer Lance are, in the style of an argument, 

appealing to facts. However, this argument differs from others (11.1) in that the facts 

are either outside of the speaker's realm of experience (Belinda) or fabricated on the 

spot (Lance). At one level, therefore, they are speaking nonsense9 However, the 

legitimacy, truth or sincerity of these claims tums out (pace Habennas) to be 

irrelevant to the work that participants are doing, which is largely in the interpersonal 

dimension. Here, and throughout the discussion, all moves are supportive 

(agreements, acknowledgements and supportive developments); talk is often 

simultaneous; non-contributors to the argument (Larry, Stan and Barry) nonetheless 

patiicipate by acknowledging; and both modalisation and hesitation lessen as turns 

progress and support is forthcoming. The committee thereby constructs a supportive 

tenor in which to build an agreement. This work continues as they go through the 

tender document (Fragment 11.32). 

As this phase progresses, it becomes clear that none of the planners - Lance, Larry or 

Stan - feel strongly about Chris ' s selection. However, they require a face-saving 
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Fragment 11.31: Beta Meeting 12, Consultant selection 

Belinda: And looking through C, Chris's um, 'selected project experience', I mean really when you 
look at it, : I mean he's done strategic planning - [town], local planning, rural component! 
Well, I mean there's not gOlUla be really any conflict there - it's". {rural! 

Stan: {Mm. 

Belinda: Y'know, like there's nothing that's really er, any ah strategies where there's likely to be, like, 
conflict. 

Larry: 
Stan: 

{Mill. 

{[nods] 

Belinda: {That's, y'know like it's --
Lance: 

Belind", 
Larry: 
Stan: 

{Yep! : And I think that that's mainly because, to be honest, : um, we're probably gonna be 
doing the first: strategy where we're deliberately gorilla be looking at this 
con {flict, rather than finding, um, either hiding it or just doing the, the old way

{That's {right' 
{Mm. 
{Mm. 

Belinda: Yeh! 

Lance: -- which is what 
Belinda: 
Cr BaiTY: 

{hap, which was what was happening with the zoning scheme - which is 
{Yeh! . 
{Mm. 

Lance: 'no, just don't allow it'. : We're getting the strategy to try to see if we can come up with a 
so lution .to the conflict, {because there's either the one way, or the other! 

Belinda: {Yeh! 

Fragment 11.32: Beta Meeting 12, Consultant selection 

Belinda: Well, can I just say th, like, I've just [oUild this {in um, Colin's! 
Lance: {Yep. 

Belinda: And it's actually quite detailed! 

Stan: Ah! 

Belinda: Like, the p, 'Stage I : inception meeting {with Council and conunittee visit -
Stan: {Yeh. 

Belinda: seven and haIr hours.' It'll be done by Col, : Colin! So y'know it's the Principal' 

Stan: 
Lance: 

{Mmhm! 
{Yep! 



way to change their minds in order to finalise the committee's decision. This need 

becomes ideationalised a little later. In Fragment 11.33, after a lengthy pause in the 

conversation, the committee's problem is identified as the 'meta-decision': 'how do 

we make a decision " and - joking about the secretary aside - all participants offer to 

other parties the opportunity to make this meta-decision ('do you wanna '; 'what do 

you think'; 'it's up to you, Lany'). The exchange becomes hesitant here, as these 

demands for instruction - the imposition of one will over the group - put at risk the 

supportive tenor that the committee has developed. 

Belinda's turn is particularly interesting in its exploration of decision making 

possibilities. She explicitly identifies three possible strategies - 'vot{ingJ " 'talk[ing} 

eveJyone around' (persuasion), and 'think[ingJ about it' (deferral) - displaying a 

remarkable affinity with Jon Elster's view: 'arguing and bargaining are fonns of 

communication, that is, they are speech acts, whereas voting is not' (1998b: 6). 

Belinda later makes an elliptical suggestion by labelling her preferred strategy 

'consensus '. On the basis of interviews, Belinda means a (deliberative) process of 

persuasion and unanimity, rather than voting, a framing of the consensus ideal that 

contrasts markedly with that developed by Alpha under the guidance of their 

chairperson (10.1): 

and: 

... that committee, in our eyes, has never ever worked 011 numbers, and had, 

in fact had worked all a consensus basis. and ... any decisions that had been 

taken throughout the process was 'olle in, all in; /lone in, all out. ' 

It came down to someone, or p' members making a more, a stronger 

argument for one consultant over the other. (Belinda, March 2005) 

The committee members know - though they have not admitted it - that a 

'consensus' already exists. The assumption that Colin will get the job is realised 

indirectly by both Belinda and Larry in Fragment 11.34. Belinda suggests that they 

'need to change the weighting' (that is, the scores on the assessment matrix) to 

present Colin as the preferred consultant, then corrects this suggestion to sustain a 

framing of the committee's discourse as rational argument ( 'change' ~ 'convince 

you ... to change '), in accordance with her understanding of consensus processes. 
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Fragment 11.33: Beta Meeting 12, Consultant selection 

Larry: We could Linda [the secretary) to make the decision! 

[laughter) 

Stan: 

Linda: 

Stan: 

Lance: 

Belinda: 

Linda: 

Yep. yep. But do you wanna look at it in more detail {and get it back? 

{Yeh, yeh! But--

Or are {you, or what do you {think? 

{Well there you are! And (you can make the unbiased decision! [to Linda) 

{Well I think Larry wants a decision! So, I guess, how 

we, how do we make a decision? Do we having a 

{vote? Or do we just talk, everyone around? 

(Mm. I don't know. [to Lance) 

Belinda: Or go away and think about it? Or-- It's up to you Larry! Being a --

Stan: [laughs) 

Larry: I'd like a decision! 

Lance: But 'how do we get there?' is what: {the query is! 

Larry: {I guess what, what we can do is--

Belinda: Consensus! 

Fragment 11.34: Beta Meeting 12, Consultant selection 

Larry: What ah. the first thing I have to do is in tenns of the matrix itself. 

And ah, {and then what we'll do is make --
Belinda: {So in other words, we have to change the weighting - convince you that need i', 

you need to change the (weighting! 

Larry: ([laughs) 

Stan: ([laughs) 

Larry: 

L1nce: 
Belinda: 

Larry: 

Stan: 

Larry: 

Stan: 

Larry: 

Stan: 

No, no no! No, {no. :: {No. I think that's that, that has to be accurate there. 

{I might be convinc {ible! 

([laughs) 

So we'll leave it as is. Ah what I want to do, as part of the process, is then identify our ah, 

selection ah, process in tenns {of ah, ah what ah --

{Are we changing the, the weighting? 

No no no. \Ve leave it a', as is. 

Oh, okay. 

What, what we need to identify is ah, why we haven't urn, nominate 

{ah, Charlie, Chris, and so forth. 

{Oh! Okay, uh huh. 



This framing is a faryade, as the planners acknowledge by laughing, and Larry's tUm 

('why we haven't nominate[d) .. . Chris ... ') make his expectation clear. 

Preselltation 

However, the committee is still searching for a face-saving way to make this decision 

in the context of Larry's and Stan's earlier assessment which, resemiotised as it is, 

cannot be questioned or discounted ('that has to be accurate there. So we 'Illeave it 

as is '). The committee's 'real' problem is named by Belinda shortly after (Fragment 

11 .35): it is not the decision that is problematic, but its presentation. The decision 

needs to be rationalised for the higher authority to endorse it - much like Beta's 

earlier decisions about releasing industrial sites. Throughout these problem

identification phases (Fragments 11.33-35), process is foregrounded in the discourse, 

with committee participants as the agents of mental and verbal processes. The 

supportive tenor is maintained, with almost no unsupportive moves (apart from 

LaITY's face-saving refusal to 'change the weightillg '), and frequent simultaneous 

talk. 

Having identified the problem, the committee retum to the task at hand. For the next 

half hour, they painstakingly examine the 'scores ' in Stan's matrix, discussing in 

detail his reasons for them and, as earlier, presenting new arguments for Colin's 

appointment, always being careful not to undellnine Stan's assessments. The 

conversation is circular and meandering, in the way of most of Beta's arguments. 

Finally, Stan presents a way fOIward, bringing the committee's newly consh·ucted 

arguments directly into the decision-making process. In Fragment 11.36, the 

solution to the committee's problem is named: they could appeal to 'thi/lgs that are 

outside this criteria '. As with the problem naming, the solution naming is a 

morphogenesis, a packaging of meanings that the committee has been constructing 

for some time. This is a tuming point in the discussion. Barry and Belinda both 

supportively develop Stan's tum by translating his points into abstract, impersonal 

terms, suitable for use as rational justification ('if YOli think Colin's better' ~ 'the 

perception of the town '; 'you're gOlllla get a different view ... ' ~ 'fresh eyes '). 

Members are collaboratively rebuilding their 'public' argument to support a 

consensus that was, in fact, reached tacitly. 
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Fragment 11.35: Beta Meeting 12, Consultant selection 

Belinda: And 1 guess it'd be like a, if we present to Council with a strategy, . .. they would say 
'well why are you asking for more money for this one, when, when 
{you've got, this one's got the higher mark?' 

Lance: {That's right! 

Fragment 11.36: Beta Meeting 12, Consultant selection 

Stan: . .. I mean: : I've only assessed it in terms of the criteria here, but if you look beyond, you 
could consider whether you're gonna get a different view, or another perspective that may 
have some value, {which it probably does! 

Belinda: {Mm! 

Belinda: Mm. 

Stan: Urn, your ability a' as, as a Lumbervale Action Group to deal with em, and if you think: 
Colin's better, then that's a, a view as well. 1 mean there's things that are outside this 
criteria which we couldn't look at, 1 {suppose, and --

Cr Barry: {There is. And that was partly my same reasoning on 
it, is the perception of ah, of the town! 

Stan: Yeh. 

Belinda: [think the fact that they've had previous experience, too, means that they've got a bit of ah 
knowledge, and yet they have been not: as intimately involved in the last few years. So 
maybe: you would hope that there is {fresh eyes! 

Stan: {Mm. 



The report to Council after Meeting 12 included Stan's original matrix, with 

additional comments explaining Beta's preference for Colin as follows: 

The Committee believes that a fresh set of mind will provide a fresh look at 

the entire issue and result in a better outcome. The Committee also believes 

that Colin has greater experience in the Industrial land use planning as 

indicated in the submission. Furthermore, the Conunittee is dealing with the 

Principal of the company and the experience from the Principal will provide a 

better outcome, as decisions and recommendations can be made on site by the 

Principal of the Company.' (SORE Minutes, September 2002) 

While at least the latter two points - as I saw it - could have been incorporated into 

the matrix evaluation under the criterion 'qualifications and demonstrated experience 

of person undertaking the project' , Council's plamlers chose not to do this, instead 

presenting Beta's face-saving and collaborative rebuilding deliberations to Council in 

a more 'raw' fonn. In the event - and somewhat surprisingly - only one councillor 

queried the recommendation, asking why the committee had chosen a consultant that 

had both quoted a dearer price and perfonned worse on the selection criteria. The 

mayor and Cr Barry argued strongly for the committee's choice, and Colin's 

appointment was accepted unanimously. Thus, Council became implicated in Beta's 

discourse. 

11.4.2 Meeting 17: an alternative light industry site? 

Rebuilding can be seen as an elaborate, face-saving method of conceding an 

" argument. Beta again appealed to this strategy (although not at such length) later in 

the process, when they considered Colin's 'Stage 2' report at Meeting 17 and, 

finally, had to confront the issue of Lumbervale's zoning (Section 11.1). Before 

doing so, though, Sam makes the point that a light industry area, if needed, should be 

somewhere other than Lumbervale (Fragment 11 .37). This substantive concem is 

expressed as a procedural one ('His brie/required .. . '), summarised by a procedural 

suggestion ('J thillk he's galla be asked ... '). Sam is unusually direct both in his 

criticism and - despite the grammatical metaphor and passive voice - in his demand 

here, reflecting both his strong disapprobation and the fact that Colin is not present. 
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Fragment 11.37: Beta Meeting 17, Stage 2 report 

Sam: Well ah, there is one aspect. I don't think that he's, he hasn't fulfilled his brief. His brief 
required him to look at altemative sites for er, the {different types of industry. 

Belinda: {I don't--

Belinda: Yep. 

Sam: And ah eO', the one that he hasn't found an alternative site for, or hasn't reco mmended an 
alternative site for, is um, light industry .... I think he's gotta be asked to ah, ah, complete 
his brief and actually recommend somewhere! 



Evasioll 

Sam's interpretation of the brief is not uncontentious - other members believe that 

the report satisfactorily identifies Lumbervale as the light industry site. However, 

they are all aware of the potential for conflict at this meeting and, at this stage, are 

carefully avoiding it. Rather than directly challenge Sam, therefore, they search for a 

way to support him without undermining their own position. They do this by 

ignoring the criticism and building new, non-procedural arguments for acquiescing to 

Sam's request (Fragments 11.38-40). 

This constructive argumentation begins with the naming of a problem and its 

solution, just as the longer sample from Meeting 12 was punctuated by such moves. 

Members draw upon facts and abstractions to justify Sam's procedural suggestion, 

without challenging the accuracy or appropriateness of his claims. Throughout the 

phase, all moves are supportive and include a high proportion of developing moves -

members build their argument cooperatively, each finding justifications from their 

own institutional position (Barry: 'Lumbervale is going to fill up [if it is light 

industlyj '; Sam: 'If someone comes to town right now ... where can they go [as 

Lumbervale is general industlyj ?'; Larry: That's shown all the new structure plan '). 

11.4.3 Summary 

In the ideational dimension, rebuilding relies on many similar linguistic choices as 

argument: it draws on extemal facts and ' public interest' abstractions. However, it 

begins from a tacit consensus rather than a disagreement, and is consequently quite 

different interpersonally: exchange is generally supportive and dominated by 

developing statements rather than questions and replies. Further, it is punctuated by 

ideational intetTuptions: moments of procedural 'problem naming' or 'solution 

naming' in which members are foregrounded as agents of mental and verbal 

processes. 

The key difference between argument and rebuilding is that, for the latter, the most 

important discursive 'work' is in the interpersonal dimension. As such, ideational 

'problems' - for example, reliance on claims that are demonstrably untrue or 

illegitimate - can be ignored. In Beta's case, the planner/facilitator almost never 

challenged input from other membet·s (Chapter 9, 9.2.2); had he attempted to impose 
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Fragment 11.38: Beta Meeting 17, Stage 2 report 

Cr Barry: Yep .. " But: eventually, Lumbervale is going to fill up, and you're going to need an 
expanded area for small business ah, that will incorporate caretakers! .. . 

Belinda: Well why did that, like that Area 3 drop off? 

Barbara: {J can't remember! 
Larry: {Cos there's a lot of services ah, infrastrucnlres ah, running everywhere --

Barbara: {Oh. 
Belinda: {Yes. That was a point, but it doesn't, in, in his site assessment man'ix, : : 

{um, he doesn't really say it's unfeasible. 

Lan'Y: -- {there. 

Fragment 11.39: Beta Meeting 17, Stage 2 report 

Sam: More immediately though, more immediately - and Barry's worked that out - if somebody 
comes to town right now and wants to set up a business --

Lance: Where do they going to go? 

Sam: -- where can they go? 

Cr Barry: Well that's right. ... 

Fragment 11.40: Beta Meeting 17, Stage 2 report 

Cr Barry: See, regardless of what they decide to do with Lumbervale, the very nature of the size of 
the streets and, and the blocks there don't allow for a big business to locate there. It will 
always be reasonab ly small businesses, ah, unless we start ah, widening our streets or, or 
whole blocks. {: Because--

Larry: {That'S shown 011 the new structure plan for these identified site - to 
acconm10date these various sizes: of ah, properties. 

Cr Barry: Yeh. 



a Habennasian 'ideal speech situation', the rebuilding strategy might not have been 

available to the committee. Moreover, the rebuilding strategy developed in response 

to the shock they had received when previous decisions - mostly made incidentally 

through 'procedurising' their disputes - could not be implemented, and the need for 

rationalisation was imposed by an extemal party. In sum, rebuilding, like 

procedurising, developed ergo genetically as a result of highly contingent 

circumstances, and without conscious or deliberative reflection. 

11.5 Backgrollllding 

11.5.1 Meeting 3: Port Planning Study 

In Meeting 2, LAG's attempt to background their preferences for the future of 

Lumbervale was unsuccessful. However, on other occasions, contentious proposals 

were successfully backgrounded. The most significant example of this was the 

prioritising of the port's plaIming study over Beta's own. 

Tangent 

As the committee began to address their objectives in Meeting 3, it was suggested 

that the question of Lumbervale's zoning be deferred pending further infonnation 

(Fragment 1l.41). Bany and Cr Burt concur with Sue's suggestion to defer 

consideration of Lumbervale, using 'buffer zones' as an example of the infonnation 

that they need. This is followed immediately by a long monologue from Sam, from 

which Fragment 11.42 is extracted. Sam achieves two remarkable things here, in 

addition to generally agreeing to 'leave it '. First, by raising his proposal to 

commission a long tenn plan for the port in this context, he demonstrates a 

background assumption that the missing infonnation about Lumbervale is equated 

with the port's future buffer needs - this equation is foregrounded in the highlighted 

section of the fragment ('here's a realistic assessment of the optiolls. . .. '). This is 

an extraordinary move, effectively dispensing with a whole range of other 

substantive issues. 1o Second, and equally important, is the implicit suggestion that 

the PPS will supply the infonnation required by Beta. That is, that the missing 

information about Lumbervale can be provided by Sam's own consultants, working 

under Sam's direction, in consultation with a number of 'governmellt agencies' 

sdedeu by Sam ('that will give LIS Inure guidance '). 
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Fragment 11.41: Beta Meeting 3, Land availability 

Sue: 

Barry: 

Now, po' one point two: 'examine the feasibility of zoning Lumbervale for light industry'. 
I don't know about you guys, but I don't feel confident to do that today. 

We're a long way away from that until we know some more and --

Cr Burt: Well we need to know buffer zones, and, and all that {sort ofthing first, : don't we. 
Barry: {Buffer zones, everything. 

Fragment 11.42: Beta Meeting 3, Land availability 

Sam: And I, er I, I, I'm, I'm more comfortable to leave it. Um, what I, what ['II say is that urn, er, 
y'know I've got a general perception about ports and how they can develop in the long term 
and so forth, but we don't have a detailed plan to table, that um, you can look at! 

Sue: 

Um, but what, what we've found a broad agreement to is to, to ah, enter into a 
consultancy um, to look at the long term planning of the port, er and, er, including things 
like buffer zones, major transport cOITidors, y'know the output er, and the like; . .. It'll be er, 
developed on a consultative basis: the er, it will be very, we'd like the Council to join us er, 
and a number of other er, govemment agencies to join us in, in ah, working up that plan. 
Urn, and that will give us more guidance. But that will take a, a wee while. . .. 

Er [ think [ think it's, it's best for us to be able to say 'well, here's a realistic assessment 
of the options. If we, if er, Lumbervale is light industry, it means this for the future 
development of the port; if it's general industry, it means this for the future 
development of the port. And I think it'd be nice to know that and, rather than talking in 
general terms - which [ can, from experience - . 

But those are the sort of things that are going through my, my mind, so I, yeh. I think 
that sort of {planning work will be very useful for --

{That, that, so when we get that study, how does that UIll, fit in with the time 
that this committee has? 



Sam's talk in this monologue is difficult to challenge. Although he refers directly to 

known agents (himself, the committee, the port management), the concepts those 

agents interact with are highly abstract, vague and/or temporally distant ('long term 

plannillg'; 'buffer zones '; 'consultative basis '; 'government agencies '; 'assessment 

of the options '; future development '; general terms ') . Moreover, they are 

elaborated upon at length, leaving little time to insinuate another voice. When Sue 

does interrupt, it is not to challenge any of Sam's assumptions, but to develop the (to 

me) incidental theme of time ( 'that will take a wee while' -7 'when we get that .. . '). 

It is this theme that becomes topical, with the result that the committee agree to wait 

for the PPS (Fragment 11.43). 

Thus, members' agreement is constructed. Not only do they agree that the proposed 

PPS will provide useful infonnation for Beta's task of examining Lumbervale's 

future zoning, they also agree that the task should be deferred - and Beta's timetable 

extended - until the PPS is completed, something that will happen at the discretion 

and according to the program of the port management (in the event, three years). 

During the course of this short phase of discussion, a significant assumption has been 

fixed: that the pOli'S need for an as yet undefined buffer is an essential consideration. 

By extension of this, and also of the fact that no other considerations have been 

named, a more contentious claim seems to become reasonable - that the port's needs 

take priority over all other issues. This claim has not been explicitly debated nor 

agreed upon; it is a tacit statement that, through this almost accidental process, has 

become set as 'background' for fmiher discussion. The 'backgrounding' of the 

PPS's priority is evident many times over the course of the next three years. 

Fragments 11.44-45, both from the same meeting as the above, illustrate this. Beta is 

discussing opportunities and constraints of 'Site 2', an expansion of Lumbervale. 

Nobody questions Sam's appraisal of the 'implications' of Site 2 as light industry 

{'it's an improvement ... but not a huge amount '). Rather, Sue ideationalises the 

committee's sympathy with that position ('we all know what that means ') - no 

constraints/issues for Lumbervale have been mentioned other than the port's buffer 

needs. In Fragment 11.45, even Barry questions only how far the port's influence 

extends, not its priority over considering LUlllbervale's rezoning. 
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Fragment 11.43: Beta Meeting 3, Land availability 

Sam: Urn, but er that, I, I actually think that that study could take a while. And and and er, and I 

can rep0l1 on how it's going, but er, and we might start getting some guidance out of it as 
it's going along, but it will take a while. And I notice that Council is prepared to, I think it's 

prepared to {consider extending the timetable? 
Cr Burt: {Extend. 

Cr Burt: Yep. 

Fragment 11.44: Beta Meeting 3, Land availability 

Sam: T, T would think with the expansion of Lumbervale urn, and the zoning of it almost comes 

into 1.2? 

Sue: Yep, it does too. But 1.3 says 'including the {expansion ._'. I know ah·· 
Sam: {I, I know. I know. I'm just saying that the 

implications of that are y'know it, it's a, an improvement on having something right against 
the port boundary that's residential _. 

Sue: But not much. 

Sam: .- but, but not a huge amount. So T, I would like to see a bit more guidance in terms of 
what sort of buffer zones are for typical type of industries that might s it in the port area

what sort of buffer zones you're looking at. 

Sue: So for land parcels 1 and 2, we can probably say that the constraints to those um, land 
parcels is that they will have the same iss, land use plan, ugh, the same issues as 

Lumbervale, basically. 

Cr Burt: Mm. And we really need to get more information on your buffer zones or 
some {thing like that. 

Larry: (Pending the ah, some stTategic, yeh. Pending the strategic ah, {ah planning. 
Sue: {Yeh! Just s, 'same 

issues as Lumbervale', and we all know what that means . 

Fragment 11.45: Beta Meeting 3, Land availability-

BaITY: 

Sue: 
Larry: 

Barry: 

I'm prepared to leave 2 off, because that's y'know a little bit close to, to Lumbervale, and 
until we get some guidance from ah, the port ah, on buffers and that. But 3 ah, falls into it, 
ah _. 

Well it (does·-
{But we don't [inaudible] 3 do we? 

And 10 ah, falls into it. 

Site ' 10 ' was added to Sue's list of nine options during Meeting 3. 



Instability 

In spite of this successful backgrounding, though, the implicit agreement to prioritise 

the PPS turned out to be less stable than others. For example, in Meeting 5, 

following Larry's accident, Beta members advised the CEO, Len, on their decisions 

so far. When they reached their deferred Objective 1.2, there was an indication that 

the Lumbervale residents' sympathy was not complete. In Fragment 11.46, Belinda, 

like Sue in Fragment 11.42, is developing the time theme, but she realises an 

assumption that Lumbervale is going to 'return to tight industIY', without giving the 

port's 'real problem' any acknowledgement. In Ban'y's (delayed) reply to Belinda's 

question, the port has vanished completely. It appears, then, that Meeting 3's 

apparent 'consensus' regarding the priority of the port's buffer needs - a consensus 

assumed by Sam and some other state officers throughout progress of the PPS - was 

relatively illusory. Possibly, this relates to the fact that this backgrounded agreement 

was achieved through tangential development; it was never 'fixed' 

morphogenetically through identifying statements and problem/solution 'naming' 

such as those that punctuated Beta's procedurising and rebuilding phases (Fragments 

11.24,30,33-36). 

11.6 Emergent practices 

Unlike Alpha, Beta rarely made consensual decisions using Elster's traditional 

strategies for resolution. Rather, idiosyncratic and largely unconscious fonus of 

debate evolved as the committee worked together. Early in the process, a highly 

successful 'strategy' - which I am labelling 'procedurising' - emerged by chance 

from members' exploring their diverse understandings of abstract procedural terms 

such as planning 'objectives' and 'opportunities and constraints'. As distinctive 

meanings were constructed for these terms, conflicting substantive positions were 

acknowledged and valorised, but contained. A number of difficult but remarkably 

stable decisions were reached this way, including the identification of land parcels 

for future industrial use. 

Later, when Beta's own work had been subordinated to the system's need for rational 

justification, a different strategy developed, in which consensus was reached and 

recognised tacitly and participants worked cooperatively and supportively to rebuild 

a face-saving justification (a form of 'Realrationalitiil' [Flyvbjerg 1996, 1998]) fo 
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Fragment 11.46: Beta Meeting 5, Light industrial land 

Len: ... So it's probably premature to, to consider it at this stage until the ah the port is, is a fair 
way down the track with its planning study, and has, has i, at least identified ah, er, er 
y'know what, what if any component of Lumbervale they have a real, are going to have real 
problem with --

Sue: Mm. 

Len: .- once they start looking seriously at developing the ... harbour for, : for ah, 
{for, for, {for the industry. 

Bany: {Yeh. {For--
Belinda: {And can we put a timeline on when Lumbervale might retum to light industry? 

Bany: Yes, when we get general industry! An area for general industry! 



that consensus. During these phases, differences of opinion and interpretation tended 

to be bracketed and ignored, rather than explicitly reframed. 

It is hard to reconcile Beta's successful 'strategies' with a deliberative democracy 

framework such as Elster's. Habermasian communicative nonns (such as truth and 

legitimacy) - and, indeed, the claims to which those noDUS apply - seemed to me 

often to be subordinated to more immediate circumstantial concerns, particularly 

interpersonal and organisational concerns such as face protection, conflict avoidance 

and establishment of a shared enterprise. An environment in which nonns such as 

tnlth, sincerity and legitimacy could be bracketed is a curious one, created in part by 

Larry's consistent - and highly unusual - acceptance without challenge of illlY input. 

Moreover, two members of LAG told me that their responses to events and debates 

within the committee were influenced by the knowledge that '[Larry] doesn't like 

conflict'; '{Larry] finds it hard to deal with [angst and hostility] ': these members 

had constructed an understanding of their discourse context in which Larry's 

personal feelings and communicative skills were of particular relevance. The 

interpersonal and textual patterns of their rebuilding strategies - their consistently 

supporting moves, their careful (re)statements of the problem - grew in part from 

this understanding. 

Further, as the backgrounding of the port's needs shows, 'consensus' can be 

constructed by means of a tangential method of development: by developing an 

incidental theIne prior to resolution on a contentious issue, a position on that issue 

can become assumed to be fixed. This phenomenon was not unique to Beta; Alpha's 

~ 'agreement' to hold two-day meetings was achieved in a similar way (Chapter 9, 

Fragment 9.1). However, these instances do demonstrate the contingency of much 

decision making on aleatory elements of discourse and context. A cunning actor 

could make strategic use of tangential development; Len did so in avoiding 

conversations about Ltllnbervale (Chapter 9, Fragment 9.17). And such an actor 

could gain advantage from their own sensitivity or from calculated deference (as 

DOMM staff frequently attempted to do). However, I think Beta's case shows that 

the success of any such ploys is extremely context-sensitive. That is, successful 

decision making emerged locally from an unpredictable combination of 'strange' 

discursive practices and events, rather than from any normatively prescribed tactics. 
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Beta's adaptive 'metaprocesses' were constituted 'beneath the surface' of the 

committee's discourse. 

Table 11.1 (opposite, continued overleaf) summarises the discourse features and 

relative Sllccess (in terms of reaching consensus) of Alpha's and Beta's decision

making 'strategies'. Apmi from any questions it might raise about the value of 

'pure' argument or 'pure' bargaining to achieve complex policy decisions, the 

summary suggests that there may be little potential for generalising about, or 

prescribing, appropriate consensus-building 'strategies' at this level. What worked 

for Alpha and what worked for Beta were different, contingent on a range of locally 

and temporally contextual issues. 

However, the case study data do suggest that some discourse pattems - especially in 

the interpersonal dimension - may indicate that discussion is moving towards a 

consensus. These are summarised in Table 11.2 (overleaf). While strategies for 

fonning a stable consensus appear to be highly context-sensitive and (pace Elster) 

impossible to characterise systematically, therefore, it may be possible to recognise 

and build upon symptoms of constructive dialogue as it unfolds in particular 

contexts. Such practical sensitivity might be just as impoliant for planners working 

with 'strangeness' as are 'universal ' nonnative prescriptions or strategies. 

11.7 Conclusion: strange adaptations 

When social structures are relatively stable, social actors draw upon 'nomwl' 

decision-making procedure, and these may include strategic calculations a la 

rational choice theory. On the other hand, in times of political and social 

crisis, a more radical conception of human agency emerges because social 

actors literally have to reconstitute the social orders that constitute their 

identities by making decisions about the structures themselves. (Griggs and 

Howarth 2002: 102) 

Although both committees were faced with the problem of 'cultural' difference, 

Alpha's decision making took place in a context of tight control by the executive 

agency: its agendas were guided by a constant focus on the end product; a number of 

potentially contentious principles (debate from expertise rather than sectoral 

interesls, treatment of consuitative input as infonnation, (he value of sanctuary 
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T able 11.1: Decision-making strategies 

Strategy Discourse features Alpha Beta 

Voting · Standard conventions. · Successful to · Rarely used, 
finalise decisions, never to resolve 
provided dissent conflict. 
recorded. 

· Procedural norms 
worked out by 
group. 

· Additional argument 
usually appeared 
during voting. 

Argument · Dealing in facts and/or abstract · Rarely used in 'pure' · Often used but 
principles (questions and fornl. rarely 
statements) . successfuL 

· Phases of principle setting · Never 
followed by phases of successful in 
argument/counterargument. resolving 

· Relational processes and conflict. 

abstract participants dominate. 

· Participants in the debate rarely 
invoked except in modalisation 
metaphors. 

· High frequency of long turns, 
sometimes with explicit 
'written' textual organisation. 

Bargaining · Dealing in goods and services · Rarely used in 'pure' · Rarely used. 
(requests). form. · Never 

· Quantities frequently invoked successfuL 
to structure requests (zero-sum 
game). 

· Principle of 'fairness' invoked 

· Participants in debate invoked 
in association with appraisaL 

Negotiation · Fluctuation _between argument · Highly successful · Rarely used. 
and bargaining, Le.: locally, but · Successful only 

· Requests punctuate appeal to · Agreements not when one of the 
facts and principles. always stable. parties is 

external 
(Chapter 8, 8.2). 

Procedurising · Dealing in meanings. · Not used- · Highly 

· Phasal pattern of unpacking · Procedural successfuL 

abstract terms for discussion discussion (e.g. 
and eventually repacking in Chapter 7, 7.1) 
identifying clauses. backgrounded 

· Institutionallexis placed at abstract concepts 

risk. and fore grounded 

· Procedure ideationalised -
evaluations! 

participants in debate invoked 
appraisaL 

as agents of verbal and mental 
processes. 

· Dispute reframed and 
contained in procedural 
elements. 



zones) were imposed by DOMM's instructions; and most of the meetings were 

chaired by an experienced bureaucrat with a strong sense of procedure. It seems to 

me that this might have lent a (perhaps artificial) stability to the committee as a 

'social structure', allowing Alpha to develop consensus strategies based on 'nomlal' 

deliberative - that is, information- and claims-based - methods: negotiation and 

voting. Moreover, those methods were ideationalised in meetings and reified in 

minutes. Thus, they became available for participants' (including DOMM's) 

conscious evaluation and possible adoption, where deemed appropriate, in future 

institutional contexts: they can become part of participants' repertoires for acting 

(Coaffee and Healey 2003).11 

Beta received much less explicit guidance than Alpha, and their discourse was more 

exploratory of their discourse context. Tluough exploration of members' different 

understandings, there emerged decision-making strategies which were not based on 

infol1uation or claims, but on reconstructing direction and cementing personal 

relationships (,reconstitut[ing] the social orders .. . '). Those strategies were 

successful in achieving a number of difficult substantive decisions, in spite of being 

dominated by interpersonal and organisational concems. This is a problematic 

manifestation of the 'layered' approach to decision making that characterises many 

consensus building models. There was no linear progress in which consensual meta

decisions constituted the foundation for further, substantive decisions. Rather, there 

was a tangle of discursive 'strings' in which issues and meta-issues were continually 

negotiated while participants reconstituted their identities as members of a new 

community of practice, which fomled and re-fomled, largely by chance, on the 

boundaries between different fields. This is adaptation at its most delicate. The new 

'community's' practices were not reified in formal inscriptions, but only in the 

habitus of its members. SOHE does not 'own' such reifications; their ultimate 

effects on the shire's - or other agencies' - governance practices and culture IS 

unpredictable and may be as strange as the process of their evolution. 12 

Decision making, as a central element of participatory plmming practice, is a key site 

for the ergo genetic evolution of discursive metaprocesses by which divergent 

cultural norms are reconciled. Analysis of this element of my case studies has led 

me to two main conclusions. First, this evolution can be enacted in very different 

ways, with or without conscious reflection on the part of planners and/or other 
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Table 11.1: Decision-making strategies (continued) 

Rebuilding · Dealing in facts and principles, • Rarely used - · Successful 
but · Consensus rarely where consensus 

• Claims not disputed. reached tacitly due reached tacitly. 

• Moves generally supportive. to imposition of 

· Phases of 'problem naming' 
other procedures. 

foregrounding procedure 
followed by phases of 
collaborative 'rational' 
justification. 

· Frequent introduction of new 
themes. 

Backgrounding • Contentious assumptions · Many assumptions · Sometimes 
embedded in abstract language. backgrounded for successful, but 

• Monologue followed by new process, imposed · Agreements not 
phase developing incidental rather than always stable. 
theme. established 

discursively 
(Chapter 9). 

· Some unease and 
questioning of 
assumptions at the 
end. 

Table 11.2: Symptoms of constructive dialogue 

Promising signs Unpromising signs 

· General or wide participation locally. · Restricted participation (lor 2 people)locally. 

· Perfonnance of personal 'expertise' by most Perfornlativity limited to acknowledged 
participants. experts. 

· Supportive moves ( ' Yes'; 'And .. .'; 'So . .'). · Non-supportive moves ('No '; 'But . .', 'Well, 
... ). 

· Frequent developing moves. · Dominated by replies and rejoinders. 

· Frequent supportive intemlption or · No or minimal interruption. 
simultaneous talk. · Non-supportive interruptions with negative 

appraisal. 

· Diminishing modalisation · Lack of modalisation. 

· Summarising moves/morphogenesis · Frequent nolt-cohesive moves with ItO 

(procedural and/or substantive matters) morphogenesis (going nowhere). 

· Patterns change over time · Frequent repetition (talking in circles). 



participants. Planners and other actors are interacting on boundaries between 

practices and, as participants build a shared enterprise, they also build a community 

of practice. That is, each participatory forum can be a unique site of practical 

leaming - of (re)constructing professional identity - not only for stakeholders, but 

also for planners. Second, metaprocesses and associated 'metapractices' (such as 

'procedurising') constitute an uneven form of adaptation. Their strength is an 

apparent capacity to enable 'cross-cultural' work in specific contexts, but this means 

that they, and the resulting communities of practice, are locally and temporally 

specific. As such, their 'travel' into arenas beyond the specific episode (Coaffee and 

Healey 2003; Healey 2004a) is unpredictable. Further, if the reifications of 

metapractices (either in fonnal documentation or, especially, in the habitus) do cany 

into other situations, they are likely to do so in a variety of small, haphazard and 

context-sensitive ways, rather than as comprehensive structural change (see Healey 

2006). 

Chapter 12, the final chapter of this thesis, retums to planning theory in the light of 

the enquiry's findings, and reflects on the value of strangeness and adaptation to 

participatory practice. 
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12 Conclusions: strange directions? 

In this final chapter, I step back from the empirical detail of the case studies to 

summarise and reflect on the themes to which my findings are addressed. I begin by 

recalling the evolution of my key research questions, which then provide foci for the 

discussion that follows. Finally, I step fOlward again, beyond the findings of this 

enquiry, to some tentative implications for plmming practice and theory, and 

associated directions for research. 

12.1 Framing 

I began this enquiry with a broad motivating question: 

How might the tensions o!participatOlY planning be resolved? 

This question was stimulated by my experiences as a mobile worker in the current 

'age of participation' (Chapter 1). From this standpoint, I initially saw the question 

as a procedural issue: a matter of identifying how tensions and misunderstandings 

can arise, and then of identifying strategies either to avoid or to conti'ont them in a 

constructive way. However, as I became familiar with the literature on participation 

and, even more, as I involved myself with the detail of my case studies it became 

clear to me that the 'tensions of participatory plalming' were so complex and multi

faceted that there could be no universal procedural solutions. Moreover, final 

'resolution' of these tensions may be neither possible nor desirable; difference is 

inevitable in contemporary social life. 

As outlined in Chapter 2, my theoretical reading in the area of participatory planning 

helped me to reframe my motivating question. In particular, Patsy Healey's 

institutionalist approach draws attention to participatory plalming as a 'cross

cultural' practice, suggesting that tensions can result fi-om difference that is deeper 

than interests or substantive values (Watson 2003). This reframing problematises the 

'culture' (or cultures) of planning itself, and casts the management of difference -

the 'tensions' of my motivating question - not only in the substantive dimension, but 

between different n0n11S and modes of practice. The question of 'resolution', 

therefore, is not simply a matter of procedure or strategy, but of rebuilding a 

(planning) practice in which these different modes and norms are reconciled. Such 
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reconciliation, if it occurs, must be understood as local and temporal, rather than 

universal or final (Healey 2005a: 324). Conflict and cultural difference are ongoing 

and central features of contemporary practice. 

The development of new, local practices for planning tasks raises fillther questions. 

New practices, and any reifications resulting from these practices, need to have 

legitimacy in the spheres of their implementation - govenunent, investment, 

community organisations and so on - if their influence is to travel beyond the event. 

Thus, I came also to focus on the resemiotisations tlU'ough which decisions and 

practices are reified and made to act at a distance. 

The research was, therefore, driven by theoretical concerns. However, its 

undertaking was empirical, in that those concems were examined tlU'ough analysis of 

two case studies, 'Alpha' and 'Beta'. The ethnographic case study approach was 

identified in Chapter 2 (2.3) as appropriate to exploring the cultural issues at the 

centl'e of the enquiry. My specific methodology, though, was a form of critical 

discourse analysis infon11ed by Michael Halliday's systemic functional linguistics, as 

outlined in Chapter 3. The focus on discourse, in the sense of (oral and written) 

textual production, provided a unique, 'close-up' perspective on the detail of the case 

studies: on how ' tensions' and 'resolution' are realised in the micro-interactions of 

participants (Chapters 7-8, 10-11). The analysis was undertaken in several layers 

which probed increasingly deeply into the complexity of the case study data, as 

described in Chapter 5. The data itself, as Chapter 4 details, \VaS collected over a 

period of five years in a region of non-metropolitan Australia, specifically in two 

towns called here ' Scrubfield' (Alpha) and 'Harbourtown' (Beta). 

In this thesis, I have used the metaphor of 'strangeness' to signify a central 

conceptual framework developed in Part 2 of tlle enquiry: collaborative practice is 

characterised by the presence of 'strangers' - non-bureaucrats/non-planners whose 

interpersonal and organisational discourse practices diverge from bureaucratic and/or 

planning norms - within the bureaucratic plmming field. It was from within this 

framework (flagged theoretically in Chapter 6 and developed empirically in Chapters 

7-8) that, in Part 3, I explored the ' adaptation' of the two committees: first, as a 

function of planners' conscious management of strangeness (Chapter 9) and, second, 
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as the evolution of discourse practices that allow strangers to work together 

(Chapters 10-11). 

12.2 The cllltllre(s) ojpialllling 

In Chapter 6, I developed a hypothetical model of plaJUling as a traditional 

bureaucratic practice, based on an understanding of the bureaucratic field as 

structured by Weberian ideal-typical features: a strict hierarchy of accountability; 

rational, fact-oriented decision making; separation of administrative from private 

concerns; and intense documentation of both rules and decisions. Power, in this 

model, is represented by reified actor-networks: institutional rank, empirical 

knowledge (access to 'truth'), and depersonalised regulations/policy (impartiality). 

As my case studies progressed, this hypothetical structure was realised in several 

ways. First, the confidence with which public servants presented themselves and 

their views was clearly related to their position in the hierarchy: senior bureaucrats -

Dick, Len and Sam - openly set directions for discussion, while most lower-ranking 

bureaucrats (with the exception of Sue) tended either to defer to stakeholders or to 

'disguise' their direction-setting moves. Second, empirical and technical knowledge 

was valued by both committees. In Alpha, especially, formal scientific qualifications 

were respected by a majority of participants, and committee members were explicitly 

instmcted to contribute their knowledge/expertise rather than their unfounded 

opinions. Infonllation provided by DOMM tended to draw on empirical and 

statistical sources rather than interpretive or narrative ones. In Beta, once the need 

for a documentary product was realised, the committee deferred to expert consultants 

- its own or the port's - to empower its collective positions with the kind of 'truth' 

required by the state. Third, impartiality was valorised in a range of ways by 

bureaucrats: instructions to Alpha to 'take a balanced view of the issues'; DOMM's 

understatement of their own stake; DOMM's framing of the public submissions as 

'issues' rather than 'votes'; Larry's reluctance to commit to an opinion; constant 

references to the overriding power of state policy by the plaJUlers on Beta. 

Moreover, even stakeholders on both committees were careful to declare (or, 

occasionally, to deny) conflicts of interest. 
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It seems, therefore, that fOlmal notions of the ideal-type bureaucracy continue to 

frame public servants' (and others') behaviour to some extent, even 1D non

traditional fora such as stakeholder committees. However, as Chapters 7 and 8 

showed, the 'culture of bureaucracy' (Peters and Nelson 1979) goes deeper than 

these formal characteristics. The discourse practices of public servants in my case 

studies shared features that appear to represent cultural mores, rather than 

institutional structure. At this level, the bureaucratic habitus became exposed in 

confrontation with alternatives (Bourdieu et al. 1999). That is, the cultural 

situated ness of many discourse practices became obvious because they were not 

shared by non-bureaucrat/non-plamler participants. 

For example, it seems that bureaucratic discourse continually seeks 'closure' . As 

Bourdieu (1994) points out, the state is driven continually to naturalise its own 

practices, through institutional reifications such as job titles and descriptions, policy, 

and plans. These reifications, largely achieved through monoglossic resemiotisation, 

provide foundations for bureaucratic action and decision making: fornlal 

resemiotisation allows actors within the bureaucratic field to move on. The language 

of closure - nominalisation, identifying and other relational clauses, elision of 

agency, 'perfonl1ative' appraisal - dominates teclUlical and bureaucratic texts and, it 

appears, strongly influences the spoken discourse of many public servants. 

This feature was particularly obvious at the ergogenetic level in DOMM's 

organisation of the marine reserve planning procedure, whose liriear fonn relied on 

closure of Alpha's past decisions to inform new ones (for example, 'zoning to 

achieve committee endorsed strategies and objectives' [Meeting 6 agenda]). At the 

tum and logo genetic levels, all bureaucratic actors in both case studies used 

bureaucratic language. Moreover, the professional platUlers on Beta made continual 

reference to fonnal reifications (policies and plans) of govemment as fixed positions 

that participants could take for granted. Such fixed positions are a crucial element of 

the symbolic power of the state (Brown 1993; Bourdieu 1994; Forester 1999a) and, 

in both case studies, lay members of the committees tended to resist closure: to keep 

the deliberative space open for the introduction of new voices, for capitalisation of 

members' own actor-networks, and for the sake of maintaining personal/collective 

control over both discourse and outcomes. 
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Another 'cultural' aspect of bureaucratic discourse, as manifest in my case studies, is 

a strong interpersonal orientation to a kind of face protection. The bureaucratic 

tendency to depersonalise responsibility - for example, through lexicogrammatical 

tactics such as nominalisation and the passive voice - is well known (Charrow 1982; 

Gumperz 1982; Sarangi and Slembrouck 1996; Iedema 1997b), and relates to this 

face-protecting dynamic. Analysis of the spoken discourse of public servants in my 

case studies revealed other strategies that appeared to be oriented to similar purposes: 

extensive use of exchange metaphors for offers and requests, which allowed for 

'emergency' reframing to avoid face-threatening refusals; careful preparation for and 

post hoc management of such exchanges, in particular through clarifying, qualifying 

and justifying moves; consistent reorganisation of clausal participants to place 

obligation on the speaker and confer benefit on the respondent; avoiding 'authentic' 

appraisal; and ideationalising affective aspects of the interpersonal (Chapter 8, 8.2). 

Institutional rank was a factor in participants' use of face-protecting strategies. 

Thus, the traditional inheritance of planning, at least in this Australian state, can be 

seen as both rational and culturally bureaucratic. Moreover, in spite of significant 

and rapid changes to formal governance practices (particularly in DOMM's case), 

the bureaucratic habitus may have been slow to adjust. The planners involved in my 

case studies were well versed in the discourse(s) of participation: of the need to be 

open to all voices; to accept different fonns of knowledge and reasoning; to ensure 

participants' understanding of and comfort with proposals; to re~pect the personal 

and/or emotional nature of people's relationship with the issues; to maintain a 

cooperative (rather than adversarial) relationship between agency and stakeholder; 

and so on. However, their own discourse mostly reflected an unconscious adherence 

to traditional outcomes-driven rationality, fonnal hierarchy, closure, lineality and 

face protection, particularly when difference and/or conflict threatened. 

12.3 Strangeness and tension 

The bureaucratic culture that continues (at least in my case studies) to manifest in 

planning practice is in potential conflict with at least three aspects of collaborative 

planning. First, a fundamental tension exists between the language of closure and the 

discourse of inclusion, a tension that, in my opinion, finds expression in critiqlles of 

the consensus building ideal (Chapter 2, 2.2.4). Planning is traditionally about 
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establishing fixity; its direction is monologic. However, this orientation is at odds 

with the ideals of flexibility and dialogicity required of collaborative practices. This 

tension creates discomfort as practitioners and other participants try simultaneously 

to perfonn both closure and opelUless; for instance, Alpha found it almost impossible 

to construct a resolution for their minutes (closure) regarding their attitude towards 

Indigenous input (opelU1ess) (Chapter 7,7.2). 

Second, there is a similar inherent tension between the traditional ideal of 

'impartiality' and the conscious introduction of 'stake' as a symbolically realisable 

fonn of capital. In spite of the fact that most commentators now consider 

impartiality to be impossible in practice and, moreover, part of a specific ideology 

that itself privileges certain actors over others (Smith 1990, 1999; Young 1990; 

Agger 1991; MalTis 1996), most participants in my case studies continued to expect 

something like impartiality from the bureaucrats. For some, this tension was 

resolved by a strict separation of roles: both DOMM staff and the plalU1ers on Beta 

tended to differentiate their 'objective' function as experts and/or administrators 

from the stakeholders' input regarding their wishes or interests. This tendency was 

manifest in Alpha's minutes (Chapter 6, 6.3 .1) as well as in interviews with all 

planners, in spite of DOMM's insistence that Alpha members should themselves act 

as 'expelis' and 'take a balanced view'. The most comlllon complaints frolll non

bureaucrat interviewees, moreover, concemed bureaucrats' failure to remain 

' impartial': for Alpha members, DOMM's pursuit of a zoning agenda; for LAG 

members, the state's apparent support of the port's position. 

The third obvious tension is not inherent, but forms between the professional habitus 

of planners and the 'strange' behaviour of other participants. Non-planners, whose 

habitus is shaped by different experiences, may confer quite different meanings on 

the platU1ing activity and on important internlediaries/actors - such as minutes, the 

plan, public submissions, and government policies - within it. Thus, they bestow 

symbolic power on different aspects, and orient their actions accordingly. A 

committee meeting represents part of a network of events, with intertextual and 

interdiscoursal links to other events. In a collaborative process, these links are 

different for each person: the intertexts that participants bring to the meeting - and, 

often, wish to capitalise and ' fix ' tlu'ough the translation intermediary of the 

meeting's resolutions - may therefore be in conflict. For some Alpha members, this 
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meant regular refusal to focus on their agenda; for others, it was impossible to accept 

DOMM's framing of the public input. In Beta's case, where discourse was less 

tightly controlled, competition between different intertexts often led to constant 

revisiting of issues. 

FUither, disagreement often surfaced as personal hostility, in marked contrast to the 

bureaucrats' determination both to remain impersonal and to avoid threatening 

anybody's status. In the case of Beta, the bureaucrats' orientation to face protection 

was a direct source of uneasiness: LAG members, coming from the world of small 

business, took the associated indirectness as both impolite ('why don't they just say 

what they mean?') and as evidence of institutional indifference to the urgency of the 

committee's desired outcomes ('they're dragging the chain'). In tum, the LAG 

members' urgency made some of the public servants uncomfortable, not only 

because it led to some face-threatening behaviour (direct requests, unmitigated 

negative appraisal) but also because - particularly for the planners - it undermined 

the obligatory passage points that, normally, constitute their accountability 

requirements (justification through studies, endorsement by senior experts before 

politicians). 

These tensions create instability in plaIming processes: the discomfort of participants 

leads them to work (consciously and/or unconsciously) to adjust the field in their 

own favour. For example, Alpha members made constant efforts to politicise their 

meetings; Beta participants kept changing their tactics according to their perceptions 

of both the committee's direction(s) and the level of conflict between members. 

Moreover, the tensions seem directly to create a dynamic in which the logogenesis of 

meetings becomes circular and meandering, as participants, not trusting or 

understanding each other, refuse to let 'their ' issues go: the 'talking in circles' of 

which many palticipants complained. In such an environment, both executive and 

lay members may be motivated to find new ways of doing things where old methods 

lead nowhere. Thus, strangeness and tension can provide the impetus for leaming, at 

least at the level of specific episodes. 
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12.4 Metaprocesses and 'resolution' 

This enquiry has identified three distinct 'metaprocesses' through which participants 

may adapt to strangeness in collaborative planning. First, planners may make 

conscious choices about how to manage the tensions that strangeness creates, 

adjusting established practices to a new, participatory context (Chapter 9). Second, 

diverse groups may discursively establish their own ground rules for action (Chapters 

7 and 10). And, third, 'strange' practices may arise contingently as groups 'muddle 

through' (Lindblom 1959) their issues and tasks (Chapter 11). 

12.4.1 Planners as adaptive agents 

Notwithstanding my disclaimer in the introduction to this chapter, there is a 

procedural element to resolving, or at least managing, the tensions of participatory 

pla1U1ing. Indeed, there is an extensive body of nonnative theory predicated on this 

element: consensus building ideals provide direction to platmers as institutional 

agents. These ideals do influence practice. DOMM and SORE plalmers made 

deliberate adjustments to their usual methods in order to acconmlOdate the voices of 

strangers and to avoid what they saw as potentially destructive conflict. The 

influence of normative participation discourses was clear in both cases: for example 

in the choice to pursue something that could be called 'consensus' rather than 

' majority rules'. Such choices were emphasised not only in the establishment of 

each procedure (Chapter 9, 9.1), but in each agency's presentation of committee 

outcomes, particularly in the minutes (9.3) . 

An important aspect of consensus building discourses is that they often provide a 

kind of prescriptive 'checklist' for successful participation (limes 1996b, 2004; limes 

and Booher 1999b; Booher and Innes 2002). This prescriptive aspect is easily taken 

in isolation from the theory that undelwrites it (in general, a development of 

Habem1asian communicative action), especially by busy practitioners. As a result, 

consensus building principles may be adopted in practice in ad hoc ways, according 

to the aims, priorities, convenience and personal style of palticular administrators. 

As Chapter 9 shows, the choices of DOMM and SORE, though both apparently 

guided by similar principles, differed significantly. DOMM maintained a technical 

framing for the task and focussed on educating participants to enable 'strangers' 
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within that framing. SORE took a more experimental path, accepting and valorising 

all types of input regardless of the 'strange' rationality underlying it. As 

communicative action grants agency to planners, plmmers use that agency to 

interpret and personally stamp communicative practice. 

Moreover, the extent to which those principles are formalised and given 'capacity to 

travel' (that is, potential to be adopted in other arenas) may be similarly ad hoc. In 

both Alpha's and Beta's cases, the bulk of institutional attention was concentrated on 

the initial construction of the committees (Chapter 9, 9.1) - their composition, the 

arenas in which they would meet, the formal roles of members, and the structure of 

the agendas andlor overall procedure. DOMM officers, always focussing on their 

substantive product, persisted with their original decisions on these matters 

throughout the process, adjusting those decisions in minor ways (realTanging the 

texting order, aqding educational sessions) and reinforcing them with ongoing 

strategies (such as emphasising the agency's own 'subordinate' role) according to 

staff analysis of the 'problems' that emerged. DOMM also documented those 

decisions thoroughly. SORE officers, more concerned with conflict resolution and 

the performance of good faith, allowed their initial agenda (particularly with respect 

to membership, the objectives, and the employment of a consultant) to be 

appropriated and altered by Beta itself, and only specific procedural decisions were 

fomlalised through adoption by Council. The two agencies' different approaches led 

to very different translation processes via which initiatives were institutionalised. 

DOMM reported extemally (to sector consultation groups and other stakeholders) on 

Alpha's substantive decisions, and intemally on procedural principles, adopting 

what staff saw as 'successful' ones as features of subsequent planning exercises. 

SORE's Council received procedural decisions from Beta for ratification, but these 

were not considered general principles for participatory planning. Nonetheless, the 

ways in which those decisions were reported did occasionally provide precedents 

which challenged established practice (for example, the selection of consultants 

contrary to the fonnalmatrix assessment). 

In sum, in spite of the nominally universal prescriptions of consensus building 

theory, plalmers' agency is exercised in widely varying ways, contingent on a range 

of historical and local factors , including the personalities and immediate priorities of 
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the plamlers. Moreover, plallilers' choices may have unintended effects which, 

though unpredictable, are no less significant (Giddens 1984: 8-12). 

12.4.2 Committees as deliberative innovators 

Agency in participatory plamling does not belong only to plamlers. Other 

participants also act not only to pursue their own desired outcomes, but to (re)create 

what they see as advantageous conditions for debate. In this enquiry, I explored two 

aspects of such strategic action. In Chapter 7 (7.1), I showed how some of Alpha's 

members formed a strategic coalition against DOMM and, without changing their 

formal agenda, reframed the deliberative arena as a political, rather than a purely 

teclU1ical, forum. This achievement had a number of metaprocessual effects. It 

'unprivileged' bureaucratic discourses in discussions of procedure and process, 

producing informal and face-threatening talk between stakeholders and high-ranking 

bureaucrats, and allowing members to capitalise on personal relationships with 

powerful actors in the political, administrative and corporate spheres. It 

problematised the relationship between impartiality and 'stake', valorising the latter 

and explicitly associating the fOlmer with the administrative role of the executive, 

rather than the decision-making role of the committee. It also opened the 

deliberative space to a larger number of 'observers' than would otherwise have been 

the case, forcing members both to manage those observers ' input and to perform 

their own roles as decision makers and as administrators of substantive and 

procedural justice. 

Alpha also paid explicit attention to its own ground rules. Chapter 10 shows how, .. 
under the guidance of a popular chairperson with a strong sense of procedure, the 

committee constructed a particular sense of 'consensus' which allowed it, locally, to 

manage (and, usually, to resolve) conflict. This was achieved through a fonn of 

voting, but one which was open to allow each member to put their case, and to have 

'minority' views respectfully heard and recorded in accordance with liberalist 

principles of procedural justice (Rawls 1971; Lind and Tyler 1988; Hillier 1998a). 

The point here, though, is not simply that they used procedurally just conflict 

resolution strategies, but that they developed those strategies tlu'ough 'practical 

discourse' (Habennas 1990, 1998b). Moreover, the strategies were developed in 
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context: they were not abstracted from actual decisions or conflicts, but built up 

iteratively - through repeated reference and extension - as the need arose. 

Thus, committees can act collectively as deliberative innovators, and they can do so 

in conditions of conflict. However, Alpha's case also sounds a note of caution. The 

committee's success at immediate conflict resolution allowed the process to continue 

along the linear path that DOMM had set for it, 'moving on' from points of tension 

without addressing underlying dissatisfactions held by some members. Indeed, some 

of those underlying dissatisfactions related to the linear structure of the process, 

which certain members saw as undennining their ability both to question DOMM's 

adopted principles and to express a more holistic vision for the area. Even the 

political refi-aming achieved in the third meeting, which resisted the 

interpersonal/stylistic dimensions of the bureaucratic field, did not succeed in 

changing the overall organisation of the procedure or, consequently, of the 

management plan as a conservative genre, both key aspects of the process' ultimate 

failure to please all its participants. 

Deliberative democracy might provide a usefi.l! framework for a committee like 

Alpha, which had a clear task and strong, reflective management/leadership. 

However, to be more than trivially effective, its principles need to be extended 

beyond the immediate realm of specific disputes; to allow stakeholders to challenge 

and provide normative direction to the broader institutions in which they are taking 

part. Bracketihg ' differeJlce and power for the sake of consensus on the immediate 

issue, as Alpha tended to do, can leave intact important structural inequalities and 

constraints to trans formative action (Forester 1989, 1999c; Tewdwr-Jones and 

AlI.mendinger 1998; Huxley and Yiftachel 2000; Yiftachel and Huxley 2000; Man-is 

2001; Hillier 2002b). 

12.4.3 Collaborative groups as strange communities of practice 

The procedural decisions of plalU1ers and the deliberations of planning groups can 

both bring some order to the chaos of strangeness, tlu'ough the imposition or 

cooperative development of shared rules and conventions. However, sometimes 

chaos can find its own order. My metaphor of strangeness, signifying difference and 

institutional complexity, can be extended to evoke the 'strange attractors' which, in 
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chaos theory, are said to underlie the fractal patterns generated by certain non-linear 

dynamic systems (Gleick 1987). L For Beta, where difference was largely 

uncontrolled, strange but constructive discursive patterns emerged from members' 

messy, meandering interactions with each other and with plaLming andlor 

bureaucratic concepts and tools (the 'objectives' , the opportunities and constraints 

matrix, the consultant evaluation matrix). 

The analysis outlined in Chapter 11 suggests that Beta's decision-making practice 

was neither deliberately controlled nor deliberatively established; it did not follow 

from meta-decisions on the part of either planners/administrators or other 

participants. Rather, it fonned organically in highly erratic, context-sensitive and 

temporary ways that seemed to me to be incidental to the (usually reductive/ 

rationalist) nature of the tasks in which they were engaged. While the project 

manager's intention was that members should adopt 'good' consensus-building 

behaviour, bracketing power and strategic aims, this intention was not enforced; 

power and strategic action continued to permeate every aspect of Beta's process. 

This did not prevent the committee from reaching consensual decisions; instead it 

fomled part ofthe context for members' practical learning. 

Moreover, in Beta's case, learning was no t one-way. However, nor was it strictly 

' two-way', in the sense of a trading of knowledge and/or skills. It was not simply the 

case, fo r instance, that LAG members learnt about teclUlical and governmental 

matters from the planners, while the ptiblic sei"Vants lean!t about local issues, 

concerns and practices from the local stakeholders (although such lessons did take 

place). The reality was more complex . Planning and administrative know ledges 

were translated and reconstructed through Beta's procedurising and rebuilding talk: 

terms such as 'objectives', 'opportunities and threats', or 'value for money' took on 

' special, context-specific ideational, interpersonal and organisational meanings; local 

histories and personal relationships were reframed for both the process and the 

strategy document, forming new actor-networks of knowledge, power and affect 

between LAG, LAG's constituents, SOHE and (in various aspects) the state. 

Learning, in Lave's and Wenger's (1991) model, is a shift from legitimate peripheral 

participation to full participation in a community of practice. In Beta's case, this 

learning occurred on the boundari es between different institutions (in particular, 
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bureaucratic planning, bureaucratic management and small business), leading to the 

unplmmed emergence of boundary practices to which all participants were 

peripheral, and which all had to 'learn' equally. That is, Beta became a small 

community of practice, 'strange' because it was exclusive to itself in the three 

dimensions listed by Wenger (1998: 113): 

1. close relationships and idiosyncratic ways of engaging with one another, which 

outsiders calmot easily enter (Halliday's tenor); 

2. a detailed and complex understanding of their enterplise as they define it, which 

outsiders may not share (field); 

3. a repertoire for which outsiders miss shared references (mode). 

Beta' s case refuses to confonn to a deliberative democracy framework, and 

conscious agency (or design) seems to have been a relatively minor factor in the 

committee's emergence as a strange conm1Unity of practice within SOHE's 

administrative structure. It was, rather, a matter of participants' shifting identities as 

they capitalised and recapitalised their actor-worlds through engagement with their 

problem(s) and with each other. In addition, because Beta's idiosyncratic 

participation was never explicitly acknowledged as such nor formally reified through 

documentation, it is only through members' transfonned identities that their practices 

may be realised in other arenas. 

The ergogenesis of Beta's strange practices took place through the ongoing 

negotiation and renegotiation of direction, knowledge and leadership, and was 

enabled by a number of contextual factors, including that the committee' s task was 

ill-defined, and that its leadership and management were both inconsistent. As such, 

Beta ' s mutual learning was a kind of practice-reconciling metaprocess, but one 

which cmmot be understood as a procedural ' step'. Nor can Beta's practice - at least 

in its specifics - be standardised or ' used' as a model for other participatory 

processes, because those specifics related to particular people in particular local, 

temporal and social/political contexts. The detail of such mutual leaming remains in 

the domain of the ullceliain: practice is an ' emergent structure', not a designed one 

(Wenger 1998: 86, 93; also Healey 2005a: 322). 
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12.4.4 The meaning and value of metaprocesses 

Alpha's and Beta's experiences show that diverse groups of actors can find ways of 

working together and of reaching stable agreements, through either deliberate or 

aleatory metaprocesses which reshape local practices and symbolic capital. 

Moreover, both cases suggest that such metaprocesses can be effective without 

requiring the 'resolution' of underlying cultural differences. Framing conflict may 

continue to be played out even as shared practices and agreements emerge. 

This fact can be understood as both positive and negative. Framing conflict reflects 

institutional and cultural diversity, a necessary and desirable feature of participatory 

planning (Young 1990,2000; Benhabib 1996a; Friedmann 1998; Sandercock 1998a, 

1998b, 2003). It is valuable, therefore, that this feature can be preserved while 

metaprocesses of decision making (for instance) make communication and progress 

achievable. However, it is also possible, as noted above, for such metaprocesses to 

leave power inequities and misunderstandings intact. Ultimately, both Alpha's 

deliberatively established conventions and Beta's emergent practices allowed the 

committees to avoid confronting key issues of conflict and power. 

It seems to me that this apparent weakness is closely related to one of the 

metaprocesses' most important strengths: that they were, in both cases, grounded in 

context. They evolved in response to specific, temporary procedural problems: 

imposed deus ex mach ilia decisions (Scntbfield port, the need for the HIS); 

substantive matters of deep difference (Muddy Bay, Lumbervale's zoning); the 

introduction of unfamiliar planning concepts and tools; the need to 'give in' without 

losing face. The paliicular success of each new decision making strategy was as an 

immediate 'escape route' from a momentary realisation of the tensions inherent to 

participation: between closure and opening, between impartiality and stake, between 

different framings of knowledge, relations and practices . Yet, the ability to draw 

upon those strategies became much more than momentary: as a discursive ski ll , it 

came to form part of each committee member's identity as a 'practitioner' of 

participatory plalUling. While specific practices responded to particular moments, 

and could not be generalised outside the context of the case studies, they nonetheless 

achieved some 'temporary fixing' - at least for the duration of the projects - in the 

habitus of participants. 
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Thus, recUtTing realisation of tensions in participatory planning can provide impetus 

for the evolution of new practices and professional identities. As such, these tensions 

contribute to making participation a condition of possibility for institutional change. 

But the contextual immediacy of the new practices that are generated creates an 

additional, and continual, tension between the needs of the moment, the overall 

purpose(s) of the process (which may be different to each participant), and the 

ongoing functions of the planning agency. This new tension, it seems to me, creates 

a particular need to reflect critically on the reifications of specific episodes, and 

particularly on how these respond to the changing social contexts through which 

such reifications move. 

12.5 Resemiotisation: power to act at a distance 

12.5.1 Accountability issues 

Planning projects are usually initiated in response to a political, administrative andlor 

material problem. For instance, Alpha's establishment met a policy requirement for 

community consultation in developing a management plan as a necessary 

(administrative) step towards the declaration of a marine reserve, which in tum was 

to be a step towards (material) protection of the local marine ecologies. Beta was 

fom1ed to address a perceived (material) industrial land shortage, (administrative) 

local/state conflict over the zoning scheme, and LAG's (political) anger with 

Council. Thus, such projects tend to be oriented to outcomes. Some research has 

fUIiher shown that the achievement of policy andlor material aims - that is, the 

implementation of decisions - is crucial to participant perceptions of a project's 

success and to the sustainability of positive political/relational outcomes (Moore and 

Lee 1999; Hillier 2000b;Margemm 2002). 

However, a stakeholder committee rarely has power to implement its decisions, or 

even to commit resources to doing so. Therefore, decisions need to travel to 

altel11ative arenas to achieve their aims. In my case studies, as for many, there were 

two main forms of monoglossic resemiotisatioll that transported committee decisions 

into 'higher' realms of commitment: the minutes of meetings and the final planning 

document. Chapter 9 (9.3) repolis that, in both cases, there were specific 

institutional expectations of the latter: DOMM required that their management plans 
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confonn to a certain generic fonnat; DOP had asked that the Harbourtown Industrial 

Strategy justify its recommendations in traditional planning tenns. Thus, in both 

cases, the stnlcture and general content of the plaru1ing document were tightly 

constrained and controlled by 'experts'. DOMM exerted this control by structuring 

Alpha's agendas to produce segments of text/zoning plans in accordance with the 

overall plan; the 'translation' of committee discourse into decisions, and thence 

directly into the plan, was achieved in the meetings themselves tlU'ough resolution 

mechanisms administered by the chairperson. SOHE, in contrast, removed the 

translation process from Beta's realm entirely, by delegating production of the HIS to 

a consultant. 

Neither ' solution' to the translation problem was ideal. Alpha members became 

bored, frustrated and, in some cases, resentful as their discourse was processed 

according to DOMM's needs. Beta was confronted late in the process with two 

conflicting positions already black-boxed and fixed in documentary fmID, which 

contributed to considerable antagonism between members. As a resu It, the 

committee failed to reach even a nominal consensus on its own product. 

Could there have been a better solution - that is, one which might more reliably have 

satisfied the participants? Minimal-change adjustments to each approach suggest 

themselves, based on the traditional grounded assumption that satisfaction is related 

to a sense of 'ownership' of the plmming product.2 DOMM could have provided 

more time for questioning and/or developing basic principles/Visions through 

undirected discourse - for 'structured unpredictability' (Forester 1999b: 141) - while 

sti ll keeping the translation process at the table. SOHE and Beta might have avoided 

the pre-fixing of conflicting positions by better integrating the work of the two sets 

of consultants where they were dealing with similar issues, by ensuring that the 

consultant work more closely with the committee in developing his 

recommendations, or by undeltaking the translation process 'in-house' rather than 

delegating. 

However, it also seems to me that possibilities might exist for tuming the translation 

problem around: to challenge conventional, centralised accountability requirements 

and place local forms of meaning making into the plan. Beta's selection of their 

consultants, for example, was based on a contingent, collaborative fm111 of reasoning 
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(Chapter II, 11.4.1) that could easily have been translated into a traditionally rational 

framework, but instead was successfully presented to Council with little change. 

While this is only a minor example, it suggests that alternative forms of reason can 

be legitimised in new arenas, challenging traditional forms of accountability. 

Textual structure and content can be seen as aesthetic considerations, which combine 

with other multi-modal devices such as style and graphics to produce a 'total' 

rhetorical impact (Th.rogmorton 1991, 1993, 1996). Conventions governing style and 

graphics in government documents have changed considerably in recent years, 

drawing on non-traditional discourses/intertexts both for ideological reasons 

(Fairclough 2000a, 2000b, 2001; Fairclough et al. 2003) and to make the documents 

appealing to a wider public readership. Structure and content, however, are perhaps 

the most conservative aspects of the plan as an instituted genre. In Australia, plans 

mostly retain a traditional fonnal logic and empilicism in spite of a clear shift in 

governance towards participation. Western Australia's Network City, for instance, 

strongly emphasises its participatory origins (Western Australian Planning 

Commission and Department for Planning and Infrastructure 2004: 3, I I; see 

Chapter 9, note 23), but its overall rhetorical development from aims to 

recommendations remains logical. Moreover, as Diane Hopkins (2004) convincingly 

argues, the Network City process - 'Dialogue with the City' - adopted rationalist 

proxies for deliberative ideals (representation for inclusiveness; infonnation for 

inquiry; voting for consensus) in order to meet the govemment's perceived 

requirements for accountability and implementation purposes. 

Nonetheless, there may be alternative aesthetics in which non-bureaucrat 

participants' voices and forms of reasoning can be given more prominence. 

Documents can be multi-vocal as well as multi-modal. Ii has become accepted 

practice in much academic writing, for instance, to freely incorporate oral accounts, 

albeit usually to support the 'main' author's voice (for example, Forester 1999b). 

This technique was also used extensively in the report of Australia's National Inquiry 

into the Separation of Aboriginal and TOlTes Strait Islander Children from Their 

Families, Bringing Them Home (Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission 

1997), a document that drew largely on oral sources and had a significant impact on 

public opinion. Public rhetoric does not necessarily require a rationalist framework. 
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12.5.2 Metaprocess issues 

The acceptance and implementation of decisions relies particularly on the successful 

translation of ideational meanings. I also want to consider another aspect to 

resemiotisation: the translation of interpersonal and textual/organisational meanings 

that help to constitute participatory fora as communities of practice. Following 

Wenger (1998), I see reification as a necessary element of practice; reification and 

participation sustain and develop each other. And, following Halliday (1978, 1985; 

Halliday and Hasan 1985), I see discourse practices in tenns of a multi-dimensional 

semiotic. Therefore, I believe that reification of discourse practices needs to occur in 

multiple dimensions - ideational, interpersonal, and textual/organisational - if such 

practices are to represent potential for institutional capacity building. 

No fonnal institutional convention exists for the documentation of non-ideational 

meanings. Minutes and reports (and even transcripts), in shifting ideational 

meanings to altemative modes and audiences, necessarily alter the textual and 

interpersonal content of spoken discourse. How metaprocesses and other forms of 

adaptation are sustained, therefore, is a local matter, which was realised in very 

different ways in my two case studies. Many of Alpha's practices were the product 

of conscious reflection by both the executive and the members. Organisational and 

interpersonal aspects of those practices were ideationalised in discussion and 

documentation; this translation was the basis for the ergogenetic development of 

reified local conventions upon which participants could consistently draw 

(progression of agendas from objectives to strategies; the signal 'we'll go round the 

table '; the equation 'the consensus - the majority view'). FUliher, through consistent 

use,'· such conventions became habitual and unreflective (for example, downplaying 

DOMM's power through modalisation and grammatical metaphor; solidarity of 

members against 'excessive' demands from unsympathetic stakeholders; the voting 

statement 'I'll go with the majority'). That is, they were reified not only in DOMM's 

documentation and verbal reports, but also in the habitus of participants. Thus, there 

were at least two 'paths' of translation via which Alpha's practices were given 

potential to move into other arenas, paliicularly into other pariicipatory plalming 

arenas. 
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These paths represent distinct aspects of resemiotisation. Documentation and formal 

reporting is generally monoglossic/centripetal, shifting transient meanings into fixed 

forms for use in specific contexts - in particular, DOMM officers used their 

reflections to infoml policy for future reserve planning exercises. Embodiment of 

meanings and conventions as habitus, on the other hand, is heteroglossic/centlifugai 

- it shifts shared fonns into the somatic realm, potentially shaping the participation 

of individuals in other practical arenas (for example, planning, lobbying, corporate 

management) in unpredictable ways. Most participants in both case studies reported 

that their experience as a committee member (or, in DOMM staffs case, an 

executive officer) had altered - in widely varying ways - their knowledge, their 

interests, their self-confidence in dealings with govemment, and/or their approach to 

interactive tasks. 

It was the latter, centrifugal aspect of resemiotisation which featured most strongly in 

the case of Beta. SOHE staff did not undertake to fonnally discuss or document 

interpersonal and organisational elements of the process, in spite of their strong 

orientation to conflict resolution (rather than substantive product) in establishing the 

committee. Indeed, I would argue that it was largely this orientation that, by 

reducing the urgency othelwise attached to an 'outcome', enabled such a casual 

approach to procedure. The metaprocesses which fonned Beta as a community of 

practice were mostly unreflective. They were also disordered and erratic, related to 

immediate imperatives rather than global ones .(such as the production of a 

management plan, as in Alpha's case) and, often, constituted in quite arbitrary 

directions in the discourse. Further, those metaprocesses were largely undocumented 

and unremarked by SOHE staff: as far as I know, my enquiry was the only si te in 

which . they were recorded. 3 However, those metaprocesses and associated 

expectations may, in subtle ways, have entered other arenas in the persons of Beta 

members: Council meetings and LAG agendas in paliicular (Chapter 11 , note 12). 

It is not possible for me to assess whether or not the ergogenesis of Beta's practice 

represents enhancing institutional capacity. Unlike the conscious resemiotisations 

(both monoglossic and heteroglossic) of Alpha's practice, Beta's strange approaches 

to plalU1ing, negotiation, and project management were not noticeably strategic or 

oriented to improving plmU1ing/governance processes. Their influence remains to be 

seen. 
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12.6 Collaborative planning and textual analysis 

The findings of this enquiry do not support a simple or 'universal' answer to my 

general motivating question. The case studies suggest that, while the institutional 

inheritance of planning continues to exert effects on the behaviour of planners, many 

of the tensions and misunderstandings of participatory plalming are related ei ther to 

inherent contradictions in the discourse of participatory plmming, or to factors that 

are highly contingent on individual personalities and local context. Further, the 

processes through which these tensions are 'resolved' appear to be equally context

sensitive and, possibly, temporary. 

Nonetheless, the research may provide some points of direction. First, 

acknowledgement of the uniqueness of any social group (such as a committee), and 

recognition that such groups are likely to develop their own modes of practice, 

implies that participatory fora would, in general, benefit fi-om having some time and 

space to 'mature' . Second, in Chapter 11 I show that, in spite of the apparently 

contingent and aleatory nature of 'success' in decision-making, it is possible to 

identify relatively consistent signs that promising or unpromising discursive 

processes are at work (Table 11.2). In essence, my analys is gives fomlal expression 

to an intuitive understanding shared by many competent facilitators.4 ConstlUctive 

dialogue cannot necessarily be enforced or prescribed; however, if facilitators are 

alert to its symptoms, it may be recognised and built upon. Third, the experiences of 

Alpha and Beta support the notion that 'success' - however understood - can be 

realised differently at the event (discussion/meeting), episode (project) and broader 

institutional (practices and governance culture) levels. 'Good' decision-making 

pl~act ice at meetings does not ensure either substantive outcomes or satisfaction on 

the part of stakeholders. Facilitators' alertness, therefore, needs to be reinforced by 

attention to the interplay between these levels. 

These findings are located in the fine detail of the case studies. They could not have 

been identified from generalised, post hoc or fixed representations of the events in 

which Alpha's and Beta's discourse practices were realised. Contemporary 

unders tandings of institutions, culture, power and knowledge see such moments of 

social life as inherent in action rather than pre-existing 'out there' (Law 2004a). A 

close-up perspective on action, such as that provided by this enquiry, can help to 
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show not only that there is a mutually constitutive relationship between instituted 

practices and action, but how that relationship is realised. Thus, it can also help to 

overcome any dualism between structure and perfonnativity (Butler 1996). 

There has been a great deal of case study research focussed on the social construction 

of plmming knowledge and institutions in pmiicular contexts. Much of this research 

seems to me to have been based on intuitive, rather than methodical, classifications 

of registers and discourses (Pacione 1990; Whatmore and Boucher 1992; Fischler 

1995; Atkinson 1999; Collins 1999; Healey 1999; Hillier 1999, 2000a; Burgess et al. 

2000; Kong 2000; Phelps and Tewdwr-Jones 2000; Vigar et aI. 2000; Raco 2002). 

Moreover, many of the studies concerned with text have tended to treat 'discourse' in 

relatively fixed temls, to be analysed in the form either of documents or of standard 

metaphorical devices occurring in interviews (Tett and Wolf 1991; Collins 1999; 

Hastings 1999; Tait and Campbell 2000; Marston 2002; Hajer 2003). This enquiry 

has contributed a new methodology to the field: a sociologically-driven textual 

analysis (CDA) focussing on ' real-time' interactions as well as post hoc 

recontextualisations. This methodology is relatively systematic and enables a much 

finer focus on the details of discourse in the ephemeral context of specific plmming 

events than is h'aditionally possible in planning research. Therefore, it can help to 

identify the often serendipitous processes tlu'ough which knowledge, practices and 

place identities emerge, are resemiotised, and given the power to act at a distance 

(indeed, this enquiry has helped to show just how chancy such processes can be). 

This is of great importance to the study of power, knowledge and change in a 

contemporary bureaucratic enviromnent, in which 'strange' action is regularly 

imposed on plalming institutions. 

In the following, final section, I move beyond my enquiry's findings to reflect briefly 

on some possible implications for plalU1ing and further research in the 'age of 

pmiicipation' . 

12.7 Planning with strangers? 

How might the findings of my enquiry, some of which cannot be evaluated even in 

context, infonn planning practice and/or education more generally? Can my two 

case studies, neither of which successfully created 'consensus', provide direction? 
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My intention has never been to recommend 'more participation' or 'better 

participation' as an answer to any perceived crisis in plalming practice. As my 

motivating question suggests, this enquiry assumed participation (and its tensions) as 

a starting point: crudely, participation was the problem, not the solution. In 

contemporary practice, participatory and interactive activities are more the nOlill than 

the exception (Chapter 6, 6.2.2): strategic planning in particular tends to be driven by 

interdisciplinary teams, infonned by stakeholder input, and negotiated with political, 

business and grass-roots leaders (Heckscher and Donnellon 1994; Campbell and 

Marshall 2000; Tewdwr-Jones and Allmendinger 2002; Iedema 2003a). It has often 

been noted that this trend means that plalmers and administrators need to develop 

new skills and understandings of their work (Friedmann 1987; Forester 1989, 1999b; 

Hoch 1994; Baum 1996; Innes 1996b; Mandelbaum et al. 1996; Healey 1997,2003; 

bmes and Booher 1999a, 2003; Susskind et al. 1999; Throgmorton 2000; 

Allmendinger and Tewdwr-Jones 2002; Hillier 2002b). 

In addition, the meaning of places and spaces in contemporary society is made 

complex by dynamic, manifold and multi-scalar social networks (Thrift 1996; 

Graham and Healey 1999; Graham and Marvin 2001; Hajer and Wagenaar 2003; 

Healey 2004b, 2005a, 2006; Murdoch 2006), indicating a need for urban and 

regional plmming to recognise complex, contingent relational associations across 

mUltiple act ants (including non-human ones), places, times and institutions. The 

suggestions made below are modest and tentative, intended not to set direction but to 

contribute to ongoing discussion about how such a ' relational' practice might 

develop. In particular, I suggest that, in a context of radical uncertainty, continuous 

leall'ing and 'becoming', practical wisdom may be as important as nOlmative theory 

or prescription. I then propose some directions for further research that might 

engage with these features of interactive practice. 

Uncertaillty 

This enquiry's findings support descriptions of the contemporary (post-) 

bureaucratic/planning environment as highly contingent, realised continually in 

locally, temporally and personally specific ways (Iedema 2003a). Institutional 

practices and norms are formed and refol111ed in interactive events, often as a result 

of random conversational developments. Such a professional environment is 
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unlikely to be receptive to universalised procedural prescription. More open 

readings of the planning discipline may be required to respond creatively to 

'relentlessly' changing contexts (Beauregard 2005: 206; see Healey 2004a; Albrechts 

2005), in which different actors, in many different ways, bring new cultural 

meanings to plalming activities and concems. It is important, in this context, to see 

altemative ways of doing and meaning as generative or constructive rather than as 

inappropriate or interfering; difference and conflict might be treated as oppoliunities 

to renew planners' relationships with the profession, to reshape professional habitus 

and, concomitantly, to enrich shared experiences of places. 

The habitus is embodied, personal. Challenging it can be painful, and people often 

resist. But the power of public institutions rests, in part, on their ability to adapt 

(Clegg 1993; Fa1111er 1999; Hajer 2003). Reconciliation of tensions in the cultural 

dimension cannot be only a matter of assimilation (for instance, pace DOMM, 

through induction of the non-habituated into bureaucratic modes of practice); this is 

the power of 'redundancy' (Iedema 1997a) - important, but stagnant and, thus, 

unsustainable. Contemporary organisations also need 'morphogenetic' power 

(Iedema 1997a) - the power to bring diverse meanings and practices together to 

create something new. Conflict is not eliminated through morphogenetic processes, 

but chmmelled into new (and sometimes temporary) identities and relations. 

It also needs to be acknowledged, tllOugh, that some disagreements might be 

irreconcilable at ariy scale. This can occur in 'the substantive dimension, where the 

interests and/or values of different parties are deep and contradictory, as in the case 

of Beta (Gray 1997; Forester 1999a). It can also be a symptom of cultural difference 

(Watson 2003), reflecting different rationalities and/or ethics, and drawing upon 

different actor-networks and understandings for the meaning of events and entities. 

Plmming projects may be sites in which long-term political or cultural disputes are, 

briefly, played out. Perhaps this needs to be accepted as part of the institution's 

complex social role: not always to resolve conflict, but to allow for the expression of 

difference, leaming and, consequently, enrichment of places as meaningful actor

worlds (Hillier 1999). 
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Learnillg 

Institutional leaming may be 'one-way' - a form of assimilation - or 'two-way' -

mutual exchange of skills and knowledge. But it may also be a 'learning together' 

process, in which new practices, understandings and identities emerge, sometimes 

unexpectedly, from shared activity. Wenger comments that: 

Pedagogical debates traditionally focus on such choices as authority versus 

freedom, instruction versus discovery, individual versus collaborative 

leaming, or lecturing versus hands-on experience. But the real issue 

underlying all these debates is the interaction of the planned and the 

emergent. Teaching must be opportunistic because it carmot control its own 

effects. (1998: 267) 

Contemporary pedagogical theory tends to focus on active leaming, rather than 

teaching: the teacher is a facilitator, a designer of leaming environments and 

activities; the teacher's aim is to make leaming possible (Ramsden 1992: 8; see Peel 

2000, 2002; Peel and Shortland 2004). 'Leaming' is usually expressed as the gerund 

- an active process rather than a fixed product (compared to 'knowledge' or 'skills ', 

for example). Contemporary planning, which continually involves new 

combinations of actors, might be conceived with a similar orientation: a focus not 

only on planning as procedure, but on its emergent effects as a dynamic relational 

process . 'Planning', however, does not have an obvious gerundial complement as 

' learning' is to 'teaching': ' urban development', 'plans' and ' policy' seem too 

specific and too static. 

Jean Hillier, exploring recent developments in UK plalming policy (Office of the 

Dep.uty Prime Minister 2005), has grappled with how to describe a planning that is 

no longer about fixity, proposing a theoretical orientation to 'becoming-plalming' 

(2005, drawing on Deleuze and Guattari 1987; see also Chia 1995; Tsoukas and Chia 

2002 on 'organisational becoming'). That is, she sees potential to theorise plmming 

as an emergent property, a fonn of 'creative experimentation ' . Deleuze and 

Guattari's idea of 'becoming-' confers a dynamic, performative aspect on things; it 

gives (gerundial) expression to the constantly evolving nature of idenlity. Perhaps, a 

relational plmming practice could usefully draw on the idea of 'becoming-places'. 
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Once again, I feel the need to provide a word of caution. I do not mean to suggest 

that planners should dispense with 'transcendent' formulations (Hillier 2005); I still 

believe that practice (even as an emergent structure) requires reification in some 

fOlro to be meaningful beyond the event. But I do see an opportunity for planning as 

a discipline to begin to view its objects in a more fluid, evolving way than is 

traditional. While planners need regulations and policy to lend coherence to 

decisions, it also needs to be recognised that daily practice - shared wi th other 

participants - is pari of those reifications' semogenesis, and that of the places being 

plalmed. If nothing else, Alpha's and Beta's projects have contributed, for a range of 

actors, new understandings of relations that give meaning to places such as Rocky 

Island, West Scrubfield and Lumbervale. 

Practical Wisdom 

If planning is to engage productively with uncertainty, contingency and emergence, it 

cannot be characterised by any predetennined box of tools (Albrechts 2005). 

Disciplinary knowledge and techniques can give practitioners confidence to act, but 

they do not, in themselves, respond creatively to context. Context dependence is the 

essence of the 'practical wisdom' that distinguishes the expert practitioner from the 

leamer (Bemstein 1971; Flyvbjerg 2001: 10-20). It is something that cannot be 

received in the foml of theory, rules, or even of fomlal skills; it must be gained from 

the experience oflegitimate participation (Lave and Wenger 1991). 

Practical wisdom is underwritten by a feel for the game - a solid, embodied 

understanding of the discipline and associated institutions (Bourdieu 1990a, b); 

praxis is not simply intellectual, but sensuous (Tlu·ift 1996: 1). Complexity and 

contingency do not diminish the need for plalmers to leam and practise techniques, 

regulations, policy and so on. But these skills and knowledges need to be 

supplemented with less tangible attributes - sensitivity (to other rationalities, 

understandings and practices), aleliness (to the emergence of new practices and 

identities), imagination (to envision different experiences, meanings and methods), 

adventurousness (a willingness to experiment), reflexive critique (deconstruction of 

practices to challenge disabling power relationships).5 Relational planners would be 

aware of the profession as a historically and culturally situated social construction, 

and prepared to challenge it or to let it go as circumstances and moral/ethical values 
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demand. Ultimately, this awareness and this will to resistance were lacking in both 

DOMM's and SOHE's platUlers (though they enacted their 'loyalty' to their 

institutions in very different ways) . Had they been more open to altematives - not 

only in their ephemeral expression (in committee or other meetings), but in their 

potential to reshape instituted practices and genres (for example, the fOlmat of the 

plan; the meaning of 'zoning') - they might, perhaps, also have increased the range 

of acceptable outcomes and, thus, the committees' capacity to facilitate locally 

driven place and/or institutional 'becoming'. 

Further research 

Relational practice, then, is strange, uncertain, evolutionary and context-dependent. 

Research into such a practice cannot be oriented to generalisations (Flyvbjerg 2001). 

Rather, the work of the researcher is that of the ethnographer: to make 'thick 

description' (Geertz 1973) from which we can gain context-sensitive social 

understanding. As Bent Flyvbjerg points out, an orientation to the local and the 

specific need not imply moral or ethical relativism (2001: 130). Contextual research, 

like context-specific practice, can and should be d11ven by critical values; by a will to 

expose and disable mechanisms that (re)produce inequalities of opportunity and 

distribution. 

This focus on inequality has been downplayed in the present enquiry, which sought 

_primarily to discover 'hidden ' sources of misunderstanding and modes of positive 

reconciliation between plaJUlers and stakeholders. However, power was a constant 

theme. Local (committee-level) interplays between expert, political/representative, 

economic and localist discourses and practices intertextually reproduced, distorted 

and"occasionally were subsumed by larger-scale power relationships that, regardless 

of the rhetoric slUTolll1ding each project, ultimately prevented full delegation to the 

lay-members. The stakeholders recognised this : a lack of trust in the process was a 

key factor in their 'strange behaviours '. That is, relations at different scales -

regional, state, global - played roles in shaping local context. And vice versC/. 

I started this research project at a time when the multi-scalar and intertextual/cross

cultural complexity of participatory plmming was only begilUling to be recognised. 

Participatory plalUling theory was dominated by n0l111ative ideals, such as 
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communicative action and consensus building, which seemed to promise general 

solutions to the strangeness problem: building institutional capital was often 

presented as within the plalmer's control. I saw textual analysis as a descriptive 

complement to this normative base: a tool for understanding just what marginalising 

and/or empowering discourse 'looked like', as a step towards enhancing reflective 

praxis. Over the course of the project, the case study analysis has reoriented me to a 

more complex, contingent understanding of how texts realise participatory plalming; 

this reorientation has been paralleled in the planning academy. Healey's 

institutionalism has been increasingly attentive to complex social networks and their 

multi-scalar effects on relational space and place (2004a, 2004b; Graham and Healey 

1999; Vigar et al. 2000; Graham and Marvin 2001; Doak and Parker 2002; Healey et 

al. 2002; Hajer and Wagenaar 2003; Albrechts and Mandelbaum 2006). Post

structuralist notions of performativity and emergence have started to influence ideas 

about governance and place (Doel 2004; Duncan and Duncan 2004; Hillier 2005; 

Buscher 2006). Various interpretations of complexity theory have been used in 

analysing spatial/city form and/or govemance institutions (Innes and Booher 1999b, 

2002; Crompton 2001; Byrne 2003; Law 2004b; Crawford et al. 2005; Chettiparamb 

2006). 

These trends both reflect and drive a growing concern with the micro-processes of 

govemallce and place ' becoming'. I believe that critical discourse analysis has an 

important contribution to make in this regard, and should take its place in the 

plmming academy with other emerging theoretical tools such as those noted above. 

Several potentially fruitful extensions of my method are indicated: 

I can only speculate about the relationship between contextual issues (such as 

control and leadership) and the conventionality of emergent decision-making 

practices: exploration of this issue in more stakeholder fora might identify 

pattems in the way that context, agency and practice interrelate. 

Similar explorations of ergogenetic 'metaprocesses' with respect to other 

practices (for example, authorisation of representatives, implementation of 

recommendations) might highlight emerging spaces ofmutualleaming. 

It would be useful to extend the exp loration of 'metaprocesses ' to even more 

complex arenas : for example, those involving radical cultural and/or linguistic 

287 



barriers, such as state partnerships with Indigenous land owners; or those 

oriented to the general public rather than to specific stakeholders (such as the 

'Dialogue with the City' process in Westem Australia). 

Longitudinal pursuit of how and whether emergent event- and episode-level 

practices might 'travel' into 'deeper' institutional levels of govemance 

procedures and culture would illuminate the role of metaprocesses in enabling 

institutional change. 

Close attention to the realisation of paJiicipatory practitioners' practical wisdom 

(complementing the work of John Forester) might provide valuable insights for 

planning education and practice. Such a project might benefit particularly from 

an action research approach, involving participants in the research's direction 

setting. 

Finally, there is a need to recall that micro-analysis is not an end in itself, but a path 

to understanding social organisation (or organisational 'becoming') and change. 

Interactive bureaucracy (including participatory plalming) instantiates a range of 

tensions between local empowemlent and global power, both of which are enabled 

by production of the same communicative networks (Hardt and Negri 2004): these 

tensions, as I have noted, affected both my case studies. Further analysis of the 

interaction between the local and global scales is needed to identify interstitial spaces 

for critique and, possibly, for resistance. 
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Notes 

Chaptel-l 

I At different times, I worked for organisations concerned with Indigenous cultural affairs or the 

environment. 

Chapter 2 

I I use the term 'governance' in its broadest meaning: 'to refer to collective action al1'angements 

designed to achieve some general benefit' (Healey 2004a: 87), rather than in a nornlative or 

sociological sense (compare Rose 1999: 15-17). Some authors (for example, those in Wybo 2003) use 

it more specifically to refer to an emerging tendency for government - the administrative apparatus of 

the state - to t"rm partnerships with other actors and decentralise regulatory power in coming to such 

arrangements. 

, I use the term 'labour' as a classifier, not as a proper noun. The spelling of the Australian Labor 

Party's name makes the latter use rather awkward in written prose. 

3 The popular terms 'Thatcherism' and 'Reaganomics' became 'Rogernomics' in New Zealand, for 

Labour finance minister Roger Douglas (1984-1988). In 2002, Sir Roger became the first non

European to be awarded the German Hayek Society's Friedrich A. von Hayek medal, named for 

Europe's most influential neoliberal economist. 

, Since the turn of the century there has been a (possibly populist) countertrend, the result of popular 

dissatisfaction with 'economic rationalism' and also, in part, of international refugee crises in 

combination with increased security fears following the events of 11 September 200 l. Political 

figures invoke personal qualities such as compassion, respect, toughness and faith in promoting their 

agendas. In Australia, law m1d order, border protection, the 'war on terror' and domestic security have 

become major political discourses, with largely moral and social (including race-oriented) arguments 

invoked on all sides of the debate. 

S Conversely, private developers in the USA have found that strict master planning of residential 

estates has been a successful marketing strategy, providing future residents and investors with a 

degree of certainty and security lacking in the public spaces outside of the estates. 

G See Abu-Lughod 1998 and Sandercock 1998b for further discussion of other traditions that have 

been either less enduring or less pervasive in western practice, including advocacy planning, equity 

plalUling, and radical planning. 

; At the political level, too, people have increaSingly altered their formerly stable voting patterns, 

abandoning the major parties for others not constrained by a conmlitment to liberalisation of global 

trade - principally 'green' and nationalist parties. For example in non-metropolitan Australia, the 

selting for this enquiry, there was a dramatic shift throughout the 19905 from stable to swinging 
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electoral seats, often favouring independent candidates and minor populist parties such as the ill-fated 

One Nation (McManus and Pritchard 2000: 5) . 

8 Or discouraged, as in Alan Howard's (1976) satirical exploration. 

, Rational decision making had long been accepted as based on both factual and value premises 

(Simon 1997), often framed in policy analysis as 'information' and 'objectives'. 

10 Friedmann's work has much in common with that of radical practitioners in community and third

world development, who promoted not 'community participation', but 'community action' (Mayo 

1975; Craig et a!. 1979; Midgley 1986). This alternative paradigm emphasised that communities 

could only be empowered through taking action on issues that they themselves defined. The approach 

advocated by some practitioners (for example, Benn 1981) drew on Paulo Freire's 'pedagogy of the 

oppressed' (1996), a process of developing literacy and critical skills through involvement in the 

pursuit of social change. 

II I use the word 'pragmatic' in its 'plain English' sense - oriented to achieving practical resuits. It is 

acknowledged that the term is also often applied to communicative planning in a number of more 

technical senses deriving from, firstly, the theories' philosophical associations with American 

pragmatism (Hoch 1996; Hillier, 1998b) and, secondly, its genealogical connection with speech act 

pragmatics (Forester 1985). 

12 See David Ryfe (2002) on the proliferation of organisations concerned with consensus building and 

deliberative governance in the USA. 

13 This is not to suggest that the planner is not also an interested party. Forester (1989,1993, 1999b), 

indeed, emphasises that planners should acknowledge their own values and position in the debate, as 

indicated in Section 2.2.2; others suggest that planners themselves should be treated as stakeholders 

(Byrne 1998). However, consensus building norms do tend to place the plarUler, if not above interests, 

at least between them. 

I. This is not to suggest that ill radical plalming theorists rely on Foucault. A notable exception is 

John Friedmann (1987,1988 , 1992; Douglass and Friedmann 1998). 

IS F6r other types of rhetorical analysis of planning discourse see, for example, Dear 1989; Hoch 

1994; Rydin 1998. Although these authors make use of the concept of rhetorical tropes in analysing 

the discourse their case studies, it is Throgmorton who has consistently treated planning as a process 

of persuasion. 

16 Mark Tewdwr-Jones and Philip Allmendinger (2002) point out thaI this difference between 

Healey's approach and the USA-based consensus theory (personified by Jolm Forester) can be partly 

explained by the different legislative environments in the USA and UK: 

Forester's emphasis is on the USA with its fragmented federal pimming framework reliant on 

more informal negotiation while Healey 's experience is of more formal institutional arenas for 

290 



mediation typical of the UK system which have constrained the development of participatory 

processes ... Consequently, Healey'S collaborative planning is more concerned with the 

transformative influence upon existing structures (in the institutional sense) while Forester's 

communicative planning focuses more on agency and the mechanisms and direct outcomes of 

inter-personal relations. (2002: 209). 

17 David Marsh and Rod Rhodes (1992) posit similar levels. Their analysis of a number of case 

studies found that 'policy communities ' (whether relatively stable segments of the bureaucracy, 

pluralist networks, or corporatist coalitions) can be destabilised from above by changes in their 

economic, ideological, knowledge, technological and institutional environments. Further, these 

communities can be constrained or altered from below by their interaction with less stable, larger and 

more diverse' issue networks' . 

18 Compare Lincoln and Guba's (1985) 'perceived reality' as an ontological paradigm. Crotry's 

'constlUctionism' differs from many accounts of 'constructivism' (for example, Guba and Lincoln 

1994) in that the former is compatible with a realist ontology. That is, ' constructionism' implies a 

belief in an 'objective' reality 'out there' (Law 2004a: 24) which nonetheless can only participate 

indirectly in social life, through the interpretation and socially-constructed knowledge of social agents. 

The extent to which the 'out there' includes social realities such as stlUctural relations, however, is 

ambiguous. As Giddens (1984) points out, snucture 'exists' insofar as practices are reproduced across 

time and space, marking digressions from those practices as somehow 'wrong'. Such realilies, while 

they may indeed constrain action, are unstable: as they are continually brought into being, they are 

vulnerable to change. 

Chapter 3 

I The 'cross-cultural conm1Unication' stream received a particular boost from the growth of 

intemational business, and especially from the emergence of powerful econontic forces in Asia 

" (Seelye and Seelye-James 1996). It has also been effectively popularised as a way of accounting for 

interpersonal ntisconul1unication between members of a society, by treating gender and class conflict, 

for instance, as cultural rather than structuraVpolitical (for example, Tannen 1986, 1990, 1994; Gray 

1992). 

2 These collections/works give outlines and examples of a number of different approaches, which 

include inter alia the philosophical speech act pragmatics, which influenced Habemlas, and the 

sociological/etlUlomethodological approach of conversation analysis/membership categorisation 

(Sacks 1995). 

J See also, for example, the 'critical perspectives' in Mumby 1993; and Ben Agger's (1991) 'critical 

theory of public life', which also focus on texts. 
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• Functional linguistics is contrasted with structural linguistics particularly in the fonner's rejection of 

the opposition between langue and parole or, as Jim Martin puts it, the belief that 'semantics is 

naturally (not arbitrarily) related to grammar' (1992: I, emphasis in original). Its focus, therefore, is 

on texts in context, rather than sentence formation. 

, SFL sees the realisation relationship not as simply mediated, but as 'metaredundant' (Lemke 1984, 

drawing on Bateson 1972), a term used to evoke the way that one level redounds - covaries - not only 

with the level it realises, but with the relationship that that 'higher' level has with the levels above it. 

For instance, it is not simply the case that expression realises wording realises meaning; rather, 

expression realises the realisation of meaning by wording (Halliday 1992: 24). 

6 Compare Halliday's model to the efforts of Dell Hymes, for example, whose 'ellmography of 

communication' attempted to specify all contextual variables for activities (1977). 

7 Fairclough (2003: 72) equates genre with the discoursal aspect of activity more generally, seeing the 

privileging of 'purpose' as an aspect of the modernising tendency to strategic, rather than 

conmlllnicative, action (Habermas 1984). I am not sure that this is a genuine matter for debate. 

SuzalUle Eggins (1990; Eggins and Slade 1997), for example, has shown that seemingly 'purposeless' 

casual conversation nonetheless serves important (though not necessarily instrumental) social 

functions. Eggins (1994: 92) further suggests that a realistic social purpose is a basic criterion for 

considering any piece of language to be a text. That is, the difference between the two definitions 

becomes insignificant if the sense of 'purposeful' is extended to include communicative as well as 

instTumental purposes. 

8 Lemke (1992) suggests a number of additional intertextual meaning relations: 

• cultural narratives - which I take to include myths (for example, Genesis), legends (pioneers 

conquer the outback), story-lines (acid rain creates a causal link between pollution and dead trees 

[Hajer 1995]), canons (boy and girl meet, marry and live happily ever after; scientist makes an 

important discovery) and symbolic icons (the freedom fighter; the self-made millionaire; the peace 

pipe; the atom bomb), as well as 'metanarratives' about the progress of society as a whole (Lyotard 

1984); 

• heteroglossic formations - patterns of orientation that identify texts with particular points of view 

or subject positions (Left/Right; Hawk/Dove; ChristianlJewish/Moslem; Feminine/Masculine; 

Realist/Constructivist, and so on); 

actional formations - relating texts which are generated and linked by the same practice and, 

consequently, which form parts of an organised whole (in fOlmal teaching for example, program

lesson - assignment - report); 

• thematic formations - constructing 'issues' and broadly defining the ' things the cOllUllUnity is 

talking abollt' (and by implication, what they are not talking about); 

• discourses - ways of representing the world; 

• genres. 
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Chapter 4 

I These agreements (Appendix A), and separate agreements signed by individual participants after 

discussing the project (Appendix B), also provided (inter alia) for protection of individual identities, 

and for the withdrawal of consent for certain information to be used or recorded. The enquiry was 

approved by Curtin University of Technology's Human Research Ethics Committee, whose guidelines 

are based on those of the Australian National Health and Medical Research Council (NHMRC) and 

aim to ensure that no hann is caused to participants, that confidentiality is respected, and that 

informed consent is obtained appropriately. 

2 Apart from this, I think many of participants, who showed little overt interest in my research or 

findings , were simply being nice to me. 

l Copies are available from the researcher on request, censored to protect anonymity. 

< I once spent a year working as a builder's labourer, usually as the only woman on site. The 

difference between my co-workers' behaviour at first and after they got used to me was profound. At 

some cOIlU11Unity group meetings, discussion among men who knew each other well showed many 

similar characteristics to those I heard in my early days on the building site: hesitation and hedging 

when talking about malters even remotely related to sex or race; very little swearing and self

conscious apologies when it occurred; and a paucity of ironic banter. 

, Initially, some Alpha members did not want the meetings to be recorded. They changed their mind 

at the third meeting, after being reassured that the tapes and transcripts would not be on the public 

record. 

6 'Triangulation' refers to the use of multiple sources and alternative theoretical explanations to 

establish the ' tmstworthiness' (Lincoln and Guba 1985) of a qualitative enquiry's data and analysis 

(Yin 1984; Lincoln and Guba 1985; Blaikie 2000). The tenn is not preferred by some authors (for 

example, Silverman 2000: 177), because of its positivist/mathematical overtones which could imply 

truth claims. Norman Denzin and Yvonna Lincoln explicitly caution against this inference: 

'Triangulation is not a tool or strategy of validation, but an altemative to validation' (1994: 2). 

7 This is interesting, as it suggests that most participants saw the interviews as a legitimate use of their 

work time - was I seen as part of the planning process? Were they perhaps segregating my intntsion 

on their lives from their own time? 

8 Often the personal and institutional are difficult to distinguish: participants' positions are constmcted 

in social interactions (Berger and Luckmann 1966; Abram et al. 1996; Eder 1996 and Chapter 6 on 

actor-network theory), and often reflect their olVn understanding of the role they have committed to in 

the process (compare my own experiences, outlined in Chapter I). Moreover, regardless of my 

promises of confidentiality, some participants may have felt uncomfortable about revealing personal 

differences with those they represented. 
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9 The idea was inspired by recent socio-linguistic research (lordens et aJ. 2001) which suggested that 

the unfolding of cancer patients' stories about their illness reflected a process of 'making sense' of 

their experience, and restoring order to disrupted lives. Generic complexity within these stories (that 

is, mixing of genres and difficulty of characterisation) appeared to be correlated with the level of life 

disruption experienced, whereas generic coherence indicated a level of acceptance or control. 

10 Nonetheless, participants did talk about their substantive concerns and values as well. I suspect that 

this was partly because they wanted to convince me of their 'rightness', and partly because they 

wanted those concerns recorded and/or reported to the executive agencies. As such, this input formed 

an important (but still minor) part of the case study reports. 

11 There was nO intentional connection between the two cases, other than my own passive 

involvement. Of course, complex networks do COIUlect any two projects (Hea ley 2000; Bridge and 

Watson 2002), especially within relatively small conUllullities. Some examples, which I believe had 

minimal effects on the issues of concern for my enquiry, include: 

• Scrubfield and Harbourtown were in competition for certain development projects which, if they 

were to proceed, would affect local planning. Some of these projects were raised in both Alpha's 

and Beta's meetings. 

• The Department of Regional Development, which was represented on Beta, acted as executive to a 

regional advisory board, some of whose members expressed concern about aspects of the proposed 

marine reserve near Scrubfield. One of Beta's members thus had a vicarious interest in Alpha's 

project. 

• The Shires of Scrub field and Harbourtown had frequent contact with each other at both staff and 

Council level, and were both represented on a regional local government committee. 

• Two of Beta 's state govenunent participants lived in Scrub field, and both had personal friendships 

with some local DOMM s!aff. 

12 There was a single exception - my request for permiSSion to observe the process. 

13 I have capitalised these items to indicate that they represent headings within the management plan, 

rather than general principles to guide the cOIlUluttee. 

14 There were two Indigenous Australians on the cOIlUluttee, but neither was from the local 

sociolinguistic group(s). DOMM's reasons for not appointing a local Indigenous person to the 

cOlmnittee appear to have been twofold: first, they had received some advice from an unspecified 

source that a committee might be a culturally inappropriate forum for Indigenous involvement; and, 

second, there were competing Native Title claims over the area, creating a potential for conflict in 

appointing a representative from just one of the claimant groups (the option of appointing more than 

one claimant representative was considered too unwieldy). In addition, 'Indigenous interests ' was 

always treated as an abstract 'issue' (Chapter 7, 7.2.3) - DOMM were playing a 'politics of ideas' 

rather than a 'politics of presence' (Phillips 1996). Unfortunately, the matter of Indigenous 
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involvement in the Alpha process remained unresolved (to members' enormous fiustration) to the end. 

This is a deeply fraught issue associated with a complex politics and an emotionally difficult social 

history, which could be the subject of another full thesis in itself; I will not even attempt to examine it 

in this one, particularly as I have myself not consulted with the relevant communities. In brief, 

though, my interpretation of the outcome is that DOMM, in spite of trying hard to engage Indigenous 

stakeholders in the consultation process, lacked the skills, understanding and confidence to 

appropriately manage Indigenous participation. They appeared not to realise that Indigenous people 

tend to expect a more central and authoritative role in decision making, in recognition of their status as 

traditional owners of the country with concomitant responsibilities for its management (see Porter 

2004). As a result, staff efforts failed to establish anything more than the most superficial contact, and 

they were unable to make decisions regarding how suitably to direct resources to the problem. To be 

fair, a number of budgetary requests for specialist assistance in this regard were made, and all met 

with refusal from 'on high'. 

IS After the sixth meeting's cancellation I made some infonna[ ie[ephone calls to members who had 

been absent since Meeting 4, to clarify their reasons for non-attendance. In all cases, they cited other 

priorities and commitments as the immediate reasons, indicating also that they did not see A[pha 

meetings as the best use of their time. In their second interviews, these and other members said that 

the meetings had become tedious. 

16 At the time, Lumberva[e was home to a community of about 800 people living in 'caretaker 

dwellings'. 

"During the course of my fieldwork, some state govenmlent departments were restmctured and 

renamed. This did not affect the duties of officers involved in A[pha or Beta, and the thesis essentially 

ignores this fact: the (fictional) names I have given here are retained throughout. 

IS Beta's membership was not constant - several of the state and local govenmlent representatives 

changed during the course of the process, and for each round I interviewed principally those people 

who were involved at the time. 

"This was the first ofa number of per SOl mel changes during Beta's planning process. These changes 

raised an ethical issue for me, because later meetings included people who had not been original 

parties to my agreement with the group. Although the chair generally introduced me at the start of 

each meeting, I ensured that new members were aware of my involvement and recording of the 

meetings by discussing the project with them after their first meeting, and again when [ approached 

them to organise their interviews (each participant signed an informed consent form). There were no 

objections . 

20 I was at a conference overseas in July 2002, and did not attend the eleventh meeting. Reports of the 

meeting all suggest that the endorsement of the final brief was straightforward and non-contentious. 
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2J The secretary's email could not handle such a large document; the courier's truck broke down; 

formatting problems made the report unreadable. As the scale of these events suggest, the reports 

would have been available only at the last minute in any case. 

22 DRD's statutory responsibilities are open enough to allow broad interpretation, and the agency 

often takes on the role of coordinating inter-governmental responses to development issues. 

Chapter 5 

J This can be seen from the way that the story in Chapter 4 (4.3.2) frequently 'names' individuals, a 

tactic that was less necessary when recounting Alpha's story. 

2 This has led to a new tension between the need to protect participants' anonymity and my desire to 

give them some credit for their contribution. ! had decided that, even if an individual was happy to be 

named, I would rather treat all participants consistently, which meant that none could be identified in 

association with their statements (for example, through in-text citation). Hence, the 

acknowledgements to this thesis refer only to the committees by their fictional names. In contrast, 

individuals are named in the acknowledgements to the case study reports, which have been distributed 

only to the participants. 

J I do not see this as 'political correctness', as the tenn is used by conservatives, but more as a 

recognition that such groups have enough problems without being publicly criticised by their friends. 

, Other possibilities might have included: the meaning of 'meeting'; the establishment of agendas; 

implementation; conferral of authority to speak for the group; and so on. I chose decision making 

principally because it is traditionally a key requirement of plafUJing meetings - though I do not believe 

it necessarily to be a universal requirement. It also cOIUlected well with my first passage of textual 

analysis, particularly the question of 'closure'. 

I I have elided from this quote the disquietening words 'universally valid', which could be 

(mis)understood as implying that alternative understandings have no validity. 'Science', as I see it, 

could be extended to cover a range of methods used to understand reality - positivist, interpretive, 

narrative and so on. 

Chapter 6 

I A teacher of mine once described this phenomenon by saying that skills travel from your head to 

your gut, a metaphor that resonates with many contemporary understandings of practical conventions 

as embodied (Taylor 1999). 

, Dvora Yanow's (1996) anthropological analysis of rituals as the enactment of myths is instructive: 

'they preserve and propagate the values, beliefs and feelings embedded in those myths '" drawing on 

language andlor on objects to do so' (1996: 189). PlalUling rimals - formal meetings, fact gathering, 
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mapping, and so on - may thus be seen as sustaining modern cultural meta narratives about rationality 

and progress (Lyotard 1984; see, for instance, Roe 1994; Fanner 1995; Fischer 2000; Pellizzoni 

200Ib). 

J I differentiate here between 'practice ' - participation and reification through which institutions are 

constructed - and the count noun 'a practice' or 'practices ' - specific sets of activities associated with 

institutions. The distinction is similar to that between 'discourse' and 'discourses'. 

• Wenger was concerned with individualleaming, rather than cross-cultural practice. 

; In this article, William Earle distinguishes between field at the societal level, 'CiJampsI', and the 

institutional, 'Clw"'ps2', in order to account for agents' differing perfonnance in different social 

contexts. 

6 Bourdieu explains this feature of the habitus as a 'generative principle' or 'competence', in a direct 

analogy with No am Chomsky's (1965) generative grammar (Bourdieu 1991: 9, Margolis 1999). 

7 For a few examples, see Latour and Woolgar 1979; Law and Williams 1982; Hughes 1983; Calion 

198Gb; Callan et al. 1986b; Latour 1987, 1988; Law 1991. 

8 David Harvey derives the term 'moment' from Karl Marx 's insistence that capital is a relational 

process rather than a ' thing'. The meaning he gives the word is similar to Callon's meaning, in spite 

of the genealogical differences between them. 

9 Laclau and Mouffe call this new element a 'discourse'. However,! follow Chouliaraki and 

Fairclough (1999) in avoiding the term in this context, becallse ! wish to differentiate between the 

discursive (that is, linguistic) and non-discursive moments of the social. 

10 To me, the framing metaphor evokes both a stmctural (for example, housing) and a viewing (for 

example, picture) frame: framing both provides fonn to the production/development of meanings and 

bounds the way that meanings can be received/interpreted. As such, it is a useful 'shorthand' concept, 

used in a wide range of disciplines: for example, in sociology and anthropology (Bemstein 1971, 

1981; Bateson 1972; Goffman 1974; Agar 1985; Snow et al. 1986; Gamson 1992; Eder 1996; 

Boltanski and Thevenot 1999; Rose 1999; also in ANT - Callon 1986b, 1998; Law 1999); in 

linguistics (especially Tannen 1993); ill organisation theory (Schon 1991; Rein and SchOn 1993); in 

communication theory (Dick and Dalman \999); in cultural studies (MacLachlan and Reid 1994; 

Paltridge 1997; Schirato and Yell 2000); ill policy analysis and planning (Throgmorton 1993; Hajer 

1995,2003; Falndi 1996; Gray 1997; Feitelsoll 1999; Pellizzoni 1999, 2001a; Laws and Rein 2003; 

Wagenaar and Cook 2003). 

II As Chapter 2 pointed out, there has been a plethora of research demonstrating that the realities of 

bureaucratic practice do not always live up to these 'ideals' (for examples within the Weberian 

framework, Blau and Meyer 1987: Chapter 3). In the planning field, see in particular Bent Flyvbjerg 

(1996, 1998) on Realratiollalitiit; Jean Hillier's (2001, 2002a) conversations with planners as 

'missionaries or chameleons'; Meyerson and Banfield 1955 ; Forester 1989, 1999b; Thomas and 
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Healey 1991. These planning studies and discussions all show that the reality of planning/policy 

analysis is a function as much of its strong interface with the political field as of its place in the 

bureaucratic field. See also Jean Hillier (2000b, 2002a, 2002b, 2003) on the role of informal political 

action in undermining traditional bureaucratic ethics. 

12 [n this 1998 article, Rick [edema uses discourse-analytical techniques to show how assumptions of 

such knowledge and literacies are embedded within job descriptions. Because rank is codified, actors 

need not in fact possess such knowledge for it to be attributed (0 them - (he codification realises this 

fonn of cultural capital for them. In contrast, the economic and social capital described below are 

conferred by rank. 

13 I am treating 'social capital' here as the connections enjoyed by an individual and able to be realised 

in interactions. This use differs from that in much of the 'social capital literature' (for example 

Putnam et al. 1993; Cox 1995), which focuses on the benefits of social connectivity to society as a 

whole. In this context of describing the bureaucracy's internal structure, my use also differs from 

Innes ' et ai's (1994) social capital, a normative concept referring to the potential for social 

connections to extend an institution's responsiveness to community needs (Chapter 2). 

" Rank does not codify these aspects comprehensively, however, as social and economic capital vary 

significantly between bureaux according to ministerial seniority, levels of dependence and 

departmental budgets (see Marsh and Rhodes 1992 on power in interorganisational policy networks). 

To fully understand and respond 'appropriately' to this variation, an agent must be highly habituated 

to the field and its interface with the political. 1 do not wish to dwell on this issue. However, it was of 

relevance to my case studies, and therefore needs to be borne in mind. 

IS Although it is a popular perception that it can. One of the most common criticisms of bureaucrats is 

that institutional rank and departmental resources are their primary, or even their only, concerns (for 

example, Peters and Nelson 1979). I maintain that this characterisation is usually unjust. 

16 Scientific and other knowledge may, of course, be codified as academic qualifications or otherwise, 

but these codifications belong to other institutions than the bureaucracy. 

17 [nstitutional budgets increasingly include not only Treasury aIlocations, but also such money as 

'agencies can raise through 'user-pays' mechanisms and partnerships with the private sector. 

18 Bacon spoke of knowledge as a commodity, but there are other perspectives on this dictum. 

Foucault's 'power/knowledge' (1980) - an understanding of power as inherent in the way discourses 

create objects of knowledge - resonates somewhat with Bourdieu's 'symbolic power' of constituting 

the 'given' - a power constantly enacted by the state, for example in its production of 'social 

problems' (1994: 2). 

19 Impartiality is often subsumed to external forms of capital anyway, as in bureaux acting under 

corporatist policies (Yeatman 1990; Young 1990). Moreover, bureaucracies infiltrate every facet of 

modern life (Smith 1990; Sarangi and Slembrouck 1996), and their internal world is to some extent 
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familiar to everyone: hence dissatisfied clients (or 'partners') often demand access to higher ranking 

officials. In general, though, this aspect of the bureaucratic field appears often to be a source of 

considerable frustration to clients (for empirical examples, see Nelson 1979; Sarangi and Slembrouck 

1996; Cedersund and Saljo 1997). 

20 Compare hmes' et ai's (1994) intellectual, social and political capital; Healey's et ai's (2002: 14) 

knowledge, relational and mobilisation resources. 

" This section draws on a paper presented to the annual conference of the Association of Collegiate 

Schools of Planning in 2002 (MacCallum 2002b). 

12 With apologies to those involved in planning as implementation or development control. In each of 

my case studies, the formal task of the committee was to develop a plan, after which the committee 

would cease to function and the business of achieving the plan's objectives would be delegated to new 

actors. 

23 These 'headings' represent generic stages in the plan, rather than literal headings (see, for example, 

Beal 1968; Black 1968; Glasson 1978: 260-65). 

24 That is, the structure represents an instrumentally rational process, specifically the systems 

approach to planning: decision to plan - goal forn18tion - objectives - model possible courses of 

action (strategies) - evaluate alternative strategies - implement strategies through specific actions -

monitor (McLoughlin 1969; Chadwick 1971; Roberts 1974; Hall 1975). 

Chapter 7 

I Suzanne Eggins and Diana Slade propose a method for analysing the genre of casual conversation by 

distinguishing between 'chunks' - segments, such as monologues, that are organised rhetorically -

and 'chats' - segments where structure is managed locally, at the exchange level (1997: 227-230). 

While Eggins' and Slade's exchange framework proved extremely useful in my analysis (Chapter 5, 

5.3.2), I found that their understanding of 'chats', at the genre level, did not capture the explicitly 

strategic nature of participants' interactivity in committee meetings: layers of embedded discourse

semantic patterns that result from, for instance, rhetorical questioning and 'preparing the ground' for 

persuasive or bargaining moves, even when several people are actively participating (Iedema 1997a: 

155). My analysis of the case study data, therefore, led to adaptation of the exchange framework to 

account for such strategic elements of meeting (,non-casual') discourse (Appendix F). 

2 Much of the analysis presented in this section has been published previously (MacCallum 2002a, 

2005). 

3 The lIsual chairperson was away due to a family bereavement. 

, Consultation reports were consistently presented at, rather than before, the meetings, and included all 

feedback received up to that morning. 
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, The Scrubfield project was the second undertaken by DOMM under their new policy of involving 

stakeholders in writing the management plan. 

6 In general, where I make claims about participants' motivations or expectations, those claims are 

based on what those participants told me in interviews, as well as on the utterances represented by the 

transcript fragments. As indicated in Chapter 4, I felt that it was important to supplement my own 

interpretations with those of the people directly involved. 

7 'Recommending' is, in pragmatic terms, a perforo'"tive act (Searle 1970): uttering it is equivalent to 

doing it. Many perfonnatives are made possible by institutions which authorise their speakers to 

perform them (Bourdieu 1991: 73-76; 109-111). 

S Again, it seems to me that the committee are performing their political knowledge - and their 

understanding of how public agencies can be affected by ministerial/government whim - for 

DOMM's benefit and also for each other's. The timing of this meeting gave them a special 

opportunity to do so. 

9 With apologies to Emanuel Schegloff and Harvey Sacks ('Opening up Closings', 1973) and to Jay 

Lemke ('Opening up closure', 2000). 

10 I·laving established a non-subservient relationship with DOMM, the conmuttee progressed much 

more smoothly through the texting during the fomth and fifth meetings. It was reported to me by 

several members that once they understood DOMM's requirements, they simply wanted to get 

through ' the boring bits' as quickly as possible. 

II Following the third meeting Alpha had insisted on electing a deputy chairperson from their own 

ranks in case the usual chairperson, Marshall, should be away again- another assertion of their power 

in relation to DOMM staff. 

12 Representative bodies are established across Australia to administer Native Title claims under the 

Native Title Act 1993. As such, staff of such bodies are seen as working for the claimant groups, 

which consist oflndigenous people with traditional ownership of, or ties to, local lands. 

13 By comparison, in the Meeting 3 session outlined in the previous section, 68 utterances were by 

-members compared to 82 by staff, with more than half of the staffs tums being lengthy statements. 

" There were, of course, instances when submissions were used strategically to add weight to 

particular member positions (as this section shows) but, even when there were submissions supporting 

member views, those positions were just as often argued for with little reference to the consultation, as 

ill the case of Fishy Island. DOMM staff generally restricted their input regarding the submissions to 

presenting and explaining them; they tried hard not to be seen to argue for or against any particular 

position (that is, to realise the 'ethical capital' of impartiality). 
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15 I use 'strange' here, as in Chapter 6, with reference to the title of Part 2, to evoke intertextuaIly the 

idea of strangers in the strange (alien) land of bureaucratic practice. The behaviours are, of course, 

not strange in themselves - indeed, I doubt that the phrase 'strange in itself is meaningful at all. 

Chapter 8 

I There are several other aspects of LAG's objectives that display their authors' lack of practice with 

the planning discourse they are using, notably: the unclear logic of the embedding (nonnaIly sub

objectives elaborate, rather than add to, their superordinate); the clumsy collocation of bureaucratic 

lexis (,suitable to be located'; 'implement ... options', and so on) and the overburdened nominal 

groups. 

2 Related to this possibility are two less pronounced differences: in the 'communication' and 

'decision-making authorities' strings the state figures seem slightly low. As in the Alpha analysis, the 

' communication' and 'thought/knowledge' strings are exaggerated because of various interpersonal 

strategies, especially authorisation by means of direct and indirect quotation, and 'modalisation 

metaphors' such as 'I think' (Eggins and Slade 1997: 302). A possible correlation - suggested by the 

figures in Table 8.1 - between the former of these strategies and the speakers' distance from the state 

government is supported by the state bureaucrats' less frequent invocations of decision-making 

authorities such as Council and the state government. Perhaps this reflects differing ideas about where 

authority comes from - reifications/inscriptions, or powerful human agents. 

J Until 1998, a sign directing motorists to Lumbervale read 'Light Industrial Area'; the first published 

draft of DOP's Harbourtown Planning Study (1998) consistently described Lumbervale as ' light 

industry' - these references were amended for the final report (see also Chapter 9, note 27). 

4 And, incidentally, incorrect: none of the generaIll' accepted environmental management references 

equates mangrove ecosystems with wetlands. 

S Based on what follows, Barry's 'this' in Fragment 8.9, unlike Sue's 'it', does not appear to refer to 

'the security issue' but to the existence of caretaker dwellings in industrial areas - nn exophoric 

reference in this context. 

6 As Chapter 4 (4.3.2) noted, my Round I interviews suggested that all LAG members had committed 

to the same positions and to the same arguments for those positions. 

7 This subsection draws on pnpers presented to conferences held by the Association of European 

Schools of Planning (MacCallum 2002c) and the Australian Systemic Functional Linguistics 

Association (MacCallum 2004). 

i Export Estate was shown in indicative form on the SOHE zoning scheme. However, there had been 

no visible progress in alienating the land and it remained unavailable for development. In addition, 

the state's precise intentions for the site had never been published. 
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9 The release of land for Export Estate, as for most unallocated Crown land in Australia, is subject to 

negotiations with Native Title claimants under the Native Tille Act 1993. 

10 The suggested action, 'write a list of objectives' reflects the success (particularly in the view of the 

LAG representatives) of the group's previous objectives-writing exercise, outlined in Section 8.1 (also 

Chapter 11 , 11.3.1). 

II In Fragment 8.19, Scott's 'No, no' is an agreement with Belinda's development of 'Don't IIave to 

... ': 'And !hen we wait ... '. 

12 Sam was described to me by other bureaucrats on the group, especially Sue and Len, as very polite 

(an assessment with which I agreed). Most LAG members, however, described him as rude and 

arrogant, citing a tendency to take fewer and longer tUOlS in conversation than others (producing 

monologues, not participating in consensus building), and also citing the same face-protecting 

indirectness that the public servants admired. There were several factors underlying this perception

most importantly the substantive dispute over the future of Lumbervale, about which LAG members 

became increasingly convinced that Sam was conspiring against them. However I am sure that there 

was also a discursive/cultural element to it. 

13 'Tile government' of Lance's utterance is, as Fragment 8.25 shows, represented by officers from the 

Department of Planning. 

Chapter 9 

1 Following adoption of the new policy, DOMM produced a public participation manual and held an 

inteOlal workshop; however, these formal supports post-dated the establishment of Alpha by several 

months. 

2 This is not to say that such discourses did not exisi. The Australian comedy Tile Castle (Working 

Dog Productions 1997), which conceOlS a family's light to save their home from compulsory 

acquisition, was released not long before these events; the film was framed by a popular cultural 

narrative about the sanctity of the family home. That narrative was invoked by Lumbervale residents 

in submissions and in interviews with me. However, in this context it apparently failed to capture the 

imagination of the broader public. 

) The 'goods' listed here are general ones which are fOOllalised in John Rawls' procedural justice 

(Rawls 1971; also Lind and Tyler 1988; Hillier 1998a; Tyler and Blader 2000) and Jiirgen Habermas' 

'discourse ethics' (1990). They pervade the literature on deliberative democracy and communicative 

planning (for example, Barber 1984; Forester 1989, 1999b; Dryzek 1990; Mansbridge 1992; Sager 

1994; Innes 1995; Renn et al. 1995a; Benhabib I 996a; Chambers 1996; Gutmann and Thompson 

1996; Healey 1997; Einsiedel and Eastlick 2000; Marshall and Sproats 2000; Wagle 2000; Weeks 

2000; Young 2000; Maier 200 I; Jackson 2002) and, indeed, many critiques of the communicative 

paradigm (for example, Tewdwr-Jones and Allmendinger 1998; Huxley 2000; Huxley and Viftachel 
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2000; Neuman 2000; Woltjer 2000; Yiftachel and Huxley 2000; McGuirk 2001). They also underlie 

earlier normative models such as Sherry Arnstein's still hugely influential Ladder of Citizell 

Participation (1969). For some authors, though, such 'goods' need to be checked in relation to the 

role of the planning agency/project and the purpose of introducing participatory processes (for 

example, Burke 1968; Walters et a!. 2000; Bishop and Davis 2002); that is, pragmatic considerations 

are as important as moral and ethical ones. 

4 The scoping exercise involved over 100 semi-structured interviews with a total of 164 people 

(identified using a 'snowball' teclmique) and discussions with the public at a staffed display at 

Scrubfield's largest shopping centre, in addition to information gathering from documents, 

government data sets and a benthic habitat survey (sunmlarised from DOMM report on Scrubfield 

scoping exercise [2000] and various backgrouud reports for Alpha). 

5 Two members were (non-local) Indigenous Australians (Chapter 4, note 14). I did not know the 

precise ages of all members, but all were well into the work/family stage of their lives; three were 

older and approaching retirement. All were, as far as appearances suggested, able-bodied. 

"The space was 'neutral', of course, only in terms of the relationship between DOMM and a generic 

'other participant'. It celiainly cannot be assumed that all participants would be equally comfortable 

in a hotel; indeed, there was some evidence that they were not. At the public meetings organised by 

the Scrubfield Fishing and Diving Association (9.2.1 and Chapter 4, 4.3.1), some people, apparently 

intimidated or annoyed by the presence of alcohol, remained outside or left (I make this claim based 

purely on observation - or 'eavesdropping', as I was watching and listening to people without their 

informed consent). It is unlikely that.illY venue could be considered truly 'neutral'. 

7 Much to Mitch's irritation, apparently: 'That /'/11 wrong' is sarcastic, motivated by Mitch's (later 

stated) perception that Dick was constantly and inappropriately telling members that they were 

mistaken. 

8 The precise extent of certain uses was disputed, and a few members felt that the maps should have 

been based on navigational charts rather than aerial photos, on the grounds that the charts would have 

been more familiar and accessible to most 'stakeholders'. 

9 The membership itself was discussed at the first meeting, and a number of additional groups were 

suggested for inclusion. In particular, LAG representatives felt that the Native Title claimants should 

be included in the conunittee, as they had a crucial role in the release and development of land. This 

idea was opposed by all the state representatives, principally on the grounds that Native Title 

negotiations were the responsibility of another government department, and people were uneasy about 

possibly compromising negotiations that were already underway. It was also felt that trying to 

address Native Title issues in the plalUling stages would complicate the process by introducing matters 

that would need to be tackled within a legal, rather than a plalUling, framework. Thus, as in the case 

of Alpha, Indigenous participation was separated from the focal fOlUm of the process . The other 
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additional stakeholders suggested were largely state agencies with no local office; it was decided to 

include them on an as-required basis rather than permanently. 

10 Later in the process, a new Council demanded the inclusion of a 'community representative' from 

outside of LAG, in order to reinforce the principle that Beta's task was of more general interest than 

Lumbervale and the port. They received no nominations at all for this position, and made the 

appointment by persuading a member of a more popular committee to transfer to Beta. The new 

'community representative' attended only a few meetings, and contributed so little that, in interviews, 

no olher members - not even SOHE staff - recalled his presence until (and in some cases even when) 

reminded of it by me. One staff member surmised that he had only come for the sandwiches; perhaps 

coincidenlally, he stopped attending when the meetings became shorter and lunch was no longer 

provided. 

" At that stage, it was decided not to engage a consultant, mainly due to Sue's (the DOP officer's) 

assurances that, with her help, the committee could conduct the study themselves. For the second and 

third meetings, subSlantive items towards that aim - assessing current land use and further land 

availability - were added to the agenda at Sue's request (see 9.2.2). 

12 Some participants feared that it could lead to an unacceptable (non-)decision being adopted by the 

commiltee because of one person 's opposition. In the realm of politics, not to make a decision is 

equivalent to making a decision not to act (Barber 1984: 124). 

13 The overhead was produced in response to a request from committee members for clarity about 

their responsibility for 'full consultation' and their scope of authority in relation to statutory and 

institutional conslnints. In emphasising decision making and review, it did not address these 

particular concenlS. 

14 1 mean 'relative' in local terms. The first de facto public submission period produced 59 written 

responses and the second one 179, of which 124 were form letters circulated by recreational angling 

clubs. By way of comparison, the total number of submissions to a major planning/urban design 

initiative for Scrubfield's town centre the previous year was twelve. 

15 More generally, public fora could provide for diverse 'publics' to call each other to account 

(Sandercock 1998b: 198). The public meetings held during the Alpha process mostly failed to realise 

this potential. 

16 DOMM's efforts were undermined by the fact that some Alpha members - the recreational anglers 

in particular - had a different understanding of the purpose of sanctuary zones. DOMM consistently 

framed zoning as a form of ' insurance', whereby whole ecological systems would be left intact in 

certain places . In contrast, the recreational anglers (Matt and Mark) always talked about no-take 

zones as a fisheries management measure, justifiable only in terms of replenishing or monitoring table 

fish stocks . This interpretation frames frequent and ongoing critiques, on the part of recreational and 

commercial fishing lobby groups, of the idea that zoning is 'best practice' - in general, such groups 
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seem to prefer quantitative measures such as 'bag limits' to spatial controls. The anglers on Alpha 

brought such critiques to the attention of the committee several times, always evoking the 'scientific' 

nature of the findings or opinions being reported. DOMM staff members, all of whom had scientific 

training, were confident in providing similarly authorised defences. The different substantive 

understandings were never explicitly addressed or resolved. 

17 I acknowledge that this is a rather contrived distinction - it has long been held that expertise is 

neither neutral nor disinterested (Calion 1986b; Forester 1989, 1999b; Cmsh 1995; Baum 1996; 

Wynne 1996; Flyvbjerg 1998; Fischer 2000; Pellizzoni 200Ib). Even in the absence ofa direct stake 

in the outcome (,conflict of interest'), experts normally have a vital interest in pleasing their superiors 

and sustaining their own culturaUpersonal values, as well as in maintaining their standing within and 

loyalty to their discipline, their organisation and their professional field (Tewdwr-Jones 2002) -

'expertise' is in itself a 'stake'. Indeed, in this case, Larry expressed a strong personal desire to 

produce a solution that would be technically appropriate and acceptable to the planners at DOP. 

Nonetheless, the expert/stakeholder distinction was one that was maintained by most of the 

participants in both case studies. 

18 The only exceptions to this rule were a few occasions when, assuming the chairperson's role, Larry 

requested that certain statements be deferred to another agenda item. 

19 The implicit contrast ('however ... ') here between 'good planning principles' and 'what's best for 

the community' represents an unusual sentiment for a planner! 

20 That is, standard parliamentary procedure based on Rober/'s Rules of Order (2000). 

21 To recapitulate, HIS suggested making Lumbervale a light industrial live-work precinct with 

permissible dwellings; the PPS suggested that the residential component should be phased out to 

provide a buffer zone for heavy industrial development in the port. The extent of the contradiction 

was surprising, considering that five separate agencies - the port management, SOHE, DRD, DOP and 

DOE - were officially represented on both overseeing committees. In discussions with some of those 

who sat on the port's committee, I got the impression that they had not read the documents in great 

detail before endorsing them. In addition, none of those agencies formally endorsed the HIS , as only 

LAG and SOl-IE representatives were represented at Beta's final meeting, SOHE officers withholding 

their opinion. 

22 This subsection draws in part on a paper presented to the 2002 Congress of the Association of 

Collegiate Schools of Planning (MacCallum 2002b). 

23 In Western Australia, the current Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, Alannah MacTiernan, 

has adopted as one of her trademarks a 'Dialogue' approach to strategic planning, in which public 

participation is foregrounded in various ways, including, to some extent, in the resulting plans. These 

tend to emphasise the workshop processes andlor 'extensive community consultation' used to form 

the objectives and strategies (Western Australian Planning Commission and Department for PlalUling 
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and Infrastructure 2004: 3); further, their action plans emphasise continuing dialogue rather than 

simple implementation (2004: 4, 23-34). Thus, while there remain 'important departures from 

[communicative planning] theory' (Hopkins 2004) in this approach, there is evidence that 

participation discourses are at last, in small ways, infiltrating the plan. 

N The eventual resolution was to set 'implementation of management strategies within agreed 

timeframes ' as the target for every social value. 

" I do not have permission to quote from these records, but interviews with DOMM officers included 

discussion of how Alpha influenced subsequent processes. 

26 The structure of Colin's contract allowed him to move on from each stage without specifically 

addressing Beta's concems, as all comments were to be incorporated into the final report at Stage 3. 

This is fairly standard consultancy procedure, as it allows a consultant to proceed according to U,eir 

original timeframe, and to extract payment for each stage while doing so. Personally, I believe it also 

provides scope for the non-resolution of issues, and frequently leads to the production of 

unsatisfactory final reports. 

27 The author of the HPS removed all references to Lumbervale as light industrial following the 

controversy sunounding SOHE's zoning amendment, during which those references were often used 

to support LAG's claims that the general industry designation was an unwarranted change in status. 

As those claims were contrary to DOP's own position, this was quite an embarrassing moment. 

Although the claims were not strictly accurate (for reasons oflegal definition), DOP's instinctive use 

of 'light industry' in the BPS 's first draft suggests that LAG's 'popular perception' argument was a 

valid one. 

28 When [ interviewed Colin after the process was finished, he had completely forgotten that the group 

had done a lot of the work before he began his contract. 

29 [ had written a letter requesting peonission to name the committee in a conference paper [ was 

presenting. [n fact, only one person objected, but members agreed to follow their 'one in, all in' rule, 

still _showing solidarity at this stage. As [ understood the discussion, the committee did not actually 

object to my request, but rather decided to refuse it. 

30 These officers became lmown to the rest of the technical support group as the 'Lumbervale 

Liberation Front'. Few people appreciated the exquisite irony ofthis label. 

31 For example, local govennnenls have no constitutional powers and their decisions in are delegated 

ones, subject to state endorsement. Political lobbying is always available to participants in plalUling. 

"[( is possible that the key issue was one of 'deep difference' (Gutmann and Thompson 1996; Gray 

1997; Forester 1999a) - LAG's identity was bound to a definition of Lumbervale as light-industrial

with-residences, while the port manager related his professional success to expanding the 

development potential of port land, which required that neighbouring Lumberv.le be resident-free. 
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However, I firmly believe that sedimenting adversarial positions in separate reports exacerbated the 

intractability of the conflict. 

Chapter 10 

1 The arguments were as follows. 

• For exclusion: the potential imposition of extra controls on industry; existing enviro'1Il1ental 

management systems over the port's activities; the legalladministrative problem of dual vesting . 

• Against exclusion: undermining the concept of 'multiple use'; the injustice of excusing only export 

industries from DOMM's control; water circulation across the boundaries; fragmentation of the 

reserve; the need for scrutiny of the POll'S environmental impacts; the need for coordinated' 

management and management of cumulative impacts. 

2 It was a much reduced committee. Of the seven members present, the acting chair did not vote, two 

said unequivocally yes', three said that they didn't like it, but would bow to the majority, and one 

said, ambiguously, 'that's what f thillk' - the referent of 'that ' could have been either position, but I 

understood it at the time as the latter one, which had immediately preceded the ambiguous utterance. 

'Monty is a marine scientist with a solid professional reputation both locally and intemationally. 

Most of Alpha's members valued this expertise and treated his opinions with great respect; indeed, 

according to a majority of my interviews, Monty was the most influential/powerful committee 

member at the table, in spite of his hesitant and equivocating verbal habits. 

, Here, Dick displays an implicit assumption that the museum, as a scientific body, has a wOllhwhile 

and objective point of view; this assumption was not shared and the museum's worthiness had to be 

reconstructed by some committee members (that debate, discussed in Chapter 7 [7.3], comes later 

within this agenda item). 

; T am defining decision-making strategies in terms of their lexicogranllllatical, discourse-semantic 

and logo genetic features, rather than normatively. As such, my characterisations differ in type from 

those of 1110St theorists in the pla'lIling, deliberative democracy and dispute resolution fields (for 

example, Forester 1989, 1999b; Benhabib 1996a; Elster 1998a; Fisher et al. 1999; Susskind et al. 

1999). As we shall see, logo genetic shifting between zero-sum bargaining and rationalist argument 

does not preclude any particular strategic action (tlu'eatening, warning, pleading, and so on) within 

negotiations. 

Chapter 11 

1 I say 'unsuccessful' in the sense that no decision - not even a deferral or 'agreement to disagree'

resulted from the discussion. While Alpha's chairperson tended to demand resolution of agenda 

items , taking them to vote if necessary or at least making a formal decision to defer or delegate 
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responsibility to DOMM, Beta's discussions were less rigidly controlled, and frequently drifted from 

one subject to another with no resolution at all. 

2 The distinction between projecting facts and stating opinions is a lack of attitudinal appraisal, which 

might be illustrated by example: '] think they are going to leave.' vs. '] think they should leave.'I'! 

think it would be nice if they left.' 

3 By 'supporter' here] mean in terms of the immediate context, the 'sides' in this particular argument, 

rather than generally or politically. 

, 'Paragraphs' are a contestable concept in oral language. My decisions were based not only on how [ 

have interpreted Simon's method of development, but also on his choices in the expression plane 

(intonation and pausing). This monologue is textually so similar to written English that [ have made 

these decisions with some confidence. 

5 A typical example: 

Protect and enhance the natural envirolmlent, open spaces and heritage by: 

• Protecting the beauty and accessibility of our beaches, parks and rivers; 

• Protectulg biodiversity and ecosystem functions 

• Protecting and enhancing waterways ... 

[And so on.] (Western Australian Planning Conmussion and Department for Plalming and 

Infrastructure 2004: 11) 

6 Future general industry (Objective I) land had already been identified (Export Estate) and was 

included in the zoning scheme. Key stakeholders (Objective 1.1) were identified as part of the general 

Objectives discussion. The question of Lumbervale's zoning (Objective 1.2) was deferred (Section 

11.3.5). 

7 This matter also relates to the debate regarding the need for explicit attention to·relationalmatters in 

deliberative processes (Ryfe 2002: 367): are productive relationships best established through explicit 

'rapport building', or through meaningful activity? Beta 's experience would suggest the latter. 

'Sam's abstention was accepted without question by the other members, and his cited conflict of 

interest explicitly used as a reason for not employing Charlie. However, it was never suggested that 

the principle should be extended to Chris or Colin in spite of their affiliations with SOHE and LAG. 

9 Their claims appear to include: that Illral plalUling would not involve conflict, and that the H!S is the 

first planning strategy ever to engage with more than one perspective 

10 Other issues included: buffer areas for existing industries in Lumbervale; comparative investment in 

different types of development; potential management strategies for off-site impacts; financial 

implications to individuals; social and servicing implications of various options; and so on. 

Researching these other issues had been explicitly part of Council's original resolution to set up the 
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group (Chapter 8,8.1). But that resolution had already been replaced by the group's own objectives, 

and those issues were never referred to again. 

" As noted in Chapter 10, DOMM officers consciously reflected upon Alpha's decision making both 

in discussion with each other and in interviews with me. Adoption of similar strategies in future 

exercises is likely to depend on participants' assessment of the context. 

" All local and state government officers involved in Beta have since left the region. However, Cr 

Barry is now the mayor of Harbolll'town and Bruce is also a councillor, both motivated to stand by 

their involvement in the Beta project; from casual observation, they bring their idiosyncratic styles of 

rationality, democracy and decision making to Council meetings. Similarly, Belinda and Barbara now 

do business and pursue their dealings with both Council and the state not only using new social 

networks but also according to new - and equally idiosyncratic - understandings of govenunent 

processes. Both women told me that, in spite of their frustration with the lack of outcome, Beta was a 

formative experience for them. 

Chapter 12 

I This invocation of chaos/complexity theory is intended merely as a light-hearted extension of a 

metaphor. I do not mean to imply that metaprocesses are strange attractors in any strict sense, nor that 

committees should be analysed as chaotic or complex dynamic systems. Such claims would require 

mathematical proof that is far beyond both the scope of this enquiry and my abilities in this field. 

2 For case studies supporting this traditional assumption, see Briggs 1980; Sarkissian et al. 1986; 

Grant 1994; Moore 1995; Ferraro 1996; Innes 1996a; Jackson 2002; Pimbert and Pretty 1997; Chabot 

and Duhaime 1998; Bickerstaffet al. 2002; Nichols 2002; Todd 2002. 

3 Beta 's modes of decision making were noted and discussed by LAG members. However, this 

occurred only when an internal dispute arose about the appropriateness of the 'numbers' model, and 

discussion was, as far as I am aware, limited to the value of adopting 'consensus' (Chapter 4, 4.3.2). 

, Most of the 'symptoms' indicated in Table 11.2 are unsurprising. A possible exception is the 

indication that a lack of interruption is an unpromising sign, which appears to confound conventional 

understandings of 'polite' discourse. 

S Compare David Fanner's (1995) directives for a poshllodelll public administration: imaginisation, 

deconstl1lction, detelTitorialisatiou, and alterity. Leonie Sandercock (2003: 209) suggests a planning 

practice Ihat is political, therapeutic, audacious, creative, and critical. My list attempts to translate 

these attributes into more accessible language. 
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APPENDIXA: 

Ethics Agreement 



Agreement between Diana MacCallum (Diana), 
[DOMM / SOHE), and 

[Alpha / Beta). 

This agreement outlines the rights and obligations of each palty with respect to a research 
project to be undertaken by Diana towards her PhD. Academic supervision of the project 
will be by Dr Jean Hillier of the School of Architecture, Construction and Planning at 
Curtin University of Technology. 

The research is concerned with participatory planning as a way of resolving difficult 
land/water use issues. It will focus on case studies that involve the participation of "non
technical" stakeholders directly in strategic planning processes. 

The case study that is the subject of this agreement is the planning process for [project]. 
The research will aim to analyse this process in terms of how agreement is constructed 
between the various interests, for instance: 

How each of a range of interests/stakeholders is given a voice; 
• How any conflicts arising between these different interests are dealt with; and 
• How agreement is reached and decisions made at each procedural milestone; 

The analysis will be of interest to planners and other stakeholders involved in similar 
projects in which the demands on an area are numerous and potentially in conflict. This 
includes DOMM / SOHE, other government departments, private developers and not-for
profit organisations. 

Diana's rights: 

I. To attend meetings of Alpha: t Befa a s h silerit6bservei'; - . 
2. To attend, by prior agreement, certain meetings of the task groups established by 

Alpha / Beta; 
3. To analyse interaction and agreement-building at Alpha / Beta meetings; 
4. To interview, under agreements with each individual; participants in the process 

outside the context of Alpha / Beta meetings; 
5. Subject to the obligations under this agreement and any agreements reached with 

individuals, to use the resulting data and analyses for her PhD project, and to publish 
academic material from same. 



Diana's obligations: 

Confidentiality 
I. To maintain the anonymity of all participants, including the omission of any names or 

other identifying information from project documentation and all published materials; 
2. Not to include in the research documentation any infommtion regarded as 

incriminating or defamatory in such a way as to be identifiable with any person or 
group; 

3. To maintain confidentiality of all sensitive information, including personal, 
commercial, spiritual and security-related information, as well as information stated 
to be confidential by its informant; 

Detachment 
4. To refrain from discussing the input of any informant with any other participant, 

unless specifically requested to by the informant concemed; 
5. To refrain from advising any participant on a course of action with respect to the 

planning process; 
6. To otherwise avoid, as far as possible, influencing the process; 
7. To remain impartial throughout the process, especially in the event of any conflict; 

Treatmellt of data 
8. To protect as far as possible the security of all data against loss, theft, unauthorised 

access, modification, and disclosure; 
9. To store all data under lock and key for five years following completion of the project 

as mandated by Curtin University's ethics requirements, after which it shall be handed 
over to DOMM I SOHE for disposal or archiving as they see fit; 

Respect 
10. To obtain the informed consent of any task group established by Alpha I Beta before 

attending or recording their meetings; . -
I I. To obtain the informed consent of any participant to interview them individually or to 

use any other data they may provide (for example correspondence, photographs etc); 
12. To maintain respect for, and a position of non-discrimination towards, all views; 
13. To declare any interest in the outcomes of discussion, should such arise; 
14. To avoid imposing unduly upon the time, energy or other resources of any participant; 

Feedback and Acknowledgemellt 
16. To provide on request summaries of notes resulting from meetings; 
17. To provide, and invite input from Alpha I Beta and DOMM I SOHE on, a final report 

summarising the research and conclusions regarding the planning process; 
18. To respond to comments from Alpha I Beta and DOMM I SOHE, in particular to 

ensure the future usefulness of the repoli; 
19. With due regard for confidentiality, to suitably acknowledge all input to the research 

in a fOl1n to be agreed upon with the participants; 



General 
19. In general, where not covered by the above, to abide by the National Statement on 

Ethical Conduct in Research Involving Humans (NHMRC 1999) and Curtin 
University's ethics requirements. 

DOMM's / SORE's rights: 

I. To request copies of the data to be used at any time; 
2. To refuse or withdraw consent, with justification, for specific information to be used 

in the research 
3. To withdraw consent, with justification, for the research project; 
4. To negotiate with Diana changes to the terms of this agreement, within the boundaries 

of Curtin University's ethics requirements. 

DOMM's / SORE's obligations: 

I. To infornl Diana promptly when issues alise, for example when consent is refused or 
withdrawn to use any data, or in the event of concerns regarding Diana's role; 

2. Not to request any infonnation regarding the persons or views of any participants in 
the research, including DOMM / SOHE staff; 

3. To provide Diana with access to any information on the public record, and other non
confidential data pertaining to the planning process for [project]. 

Alpha's / Beta's rights and those of its members: 

I. As a committee, to request copies of the data to be used; 
2. As a committee, to refuse or withdraw consent with justification for specific 

information to be used in the research, or for particular meetings/parts of meetings to 
be recorded; 

3. As a committee, to withdraw consent with justification for the research project; 
4. Any member may refuse or withdraw consent for specific information regarding 

him/herself to be used in the research, without giving any reason; 
5. Any member may refuse to palticipate in individual interviews or other research 

activities outside of Alpha / Beta or [related] meetings. 

Alpha's / Beta's obligations and those of its members: 

I. Through DOMM / SOHE or the Alpha / Beta Chair, to inform Diana promptly when 
issues arise, for example when consent is refused or withdrawn to use any data, or in 
the event of concems regarding Diana's role; 

2. Not to request any information regarding the persons or views of any participants in 
the research. 



APPENDIX 8: 

Informed Consent Form 



DISCLOSURE AND INFORMED CONSENT 

Reaching agreement through participation in planning 

YOllr assistance in gathering infonnation about stakeholder participation in practice is sought. The following 
information olltlines the purpose and methods of my study. If you are willing to be involved in this inquiry, I would 
appreciate your signing the consent fonn (see over). 

Purpose of the Study: 
The study is being undertaken for my PhD in urban & regional planning to explore the use of methods of public and 
stakeholder participation as a way of overcoming the problem of conflicting demands on land and water. In particular, it 
wi II examine the model of the "stakeholder committee", and, using case studies from [Scrubfield and Harbourtown j, 
analyse how the planning process works towards agreement between the various, potentially conflicting interests. 

Study Methods: 
The information for these case studies will come from my observation and tape recordings/notes of stakeholder 
committee meetings, supplemented by one-to-one interviews with the members. The purpose of the interviews is 
twofold: 

to give members an 0ppOliunity to present their views in a more infonnal setting than that of the meetings, and 
to compare my perceptions of the process with those of you, the people most intimately involved. 

I would like to tape-record the interviews/meetings to enSure that there is an accurate record of what is said. However, 
even if you do not consent to be tape-recorded your participation would still be appreciated. 

Please note: 

If you agree to be involved in this study, you may withdraw at any time, without prejudice, and infonnation you 
have contributed will be withdrawn at your request. 
YOllr involvement in this study will only require you to provide your comments, ideas and thoughts on the topics, 
and will not involve any risk to you. 
No records or recordings from interviews or meetings will be made available to anyone other than you without your 
written request. 

YOllr participation will be completely anonymous, and any sensitive infonnation will be kept confidential. 
Tapes, transcripts and interim reports will be kept secure for five years, afler which they will be destroyed. 
A copy of this infonnation/consent form, and of any transcripts or reports from the interviews/meetings, wi ll be 
provided ·to youat y6urrequesC 
Please contact me if you have any questions about this study. 

YOUR INVOLVEMENT IS APPRECIATED, THANK YOU 

DIANA MAC CALLUM 
C/- School of Architecture Construction and Planning 
Curtin University of Technology 
GPO Box UI987 
PERTH 6845 
ph: 



Consent to participate: Research project on participatory planning 

liwe ________________________________________________________ __ 

consent to palticipate in the research project being undeltaken by Diana MacCallum on participatory 
planning. liwe have read the infOlmation provided and my/our questions have been answered to 
my/our satisfaction. 

I/we agree that the data liwe contribute may be analysed and used as source material for Diana's PhD 
and other materials, including conference papers and publication in academic journals, provided that 
names and other identifying infonnation are not used. It is understood that this data will be retained 
under lock and key for five years after completion of the project, as required by the joint 
NHMRCIAVSS Statement and Guidelines 011 Research Practice, following which, unless othelwise 
requested by me/us, it may be destroyed. 

This consent is subject to the understanding that: 
• this consent may be withdrawn or altered without prejudice at any time; 

my/our anonymity and the confidentiality of any infolmation nominated by me/us as sensitive will 
be fu lly protected; 

• I/we may refuse consent for the use of specific personal infonnation, without giving reason; 
• Diana wi ll provide me/us with a copy ofthe transcript or a summary of any interviews or meetings 

prior to using it in her research if! so request; 
• all views will be treated with respect and non-discrimination; 
• my/our participation will be at my/our convenience. 

IIWe do/do not consent for interviews/meetings to be tape-recorded. 

Signed: _________ _____________ _ Date: ____________ _ 

Name: _ ___ _________ _ _ Position: ______ ___ __ 

Address: ______________ ____________________________________ _ 

Phone: _ _ _______ ______ _ Email; _________ _____ _ 

(Note: contact details are included for the pwpose of feedback alld arrangements ollly. They wilillot 
be published or forlVarded to allY other party.) 



APPENDIX C: 

Tabulated Case Study Summaries 



Alpha: summary of process 

Meeting/date Substantive/procedural achievements Comments 

Phase I: Getting Started 

MI: Aug. 00 Brief committee on process and interests. · Solidarity among 

· Exclusion of port requested. members. 

· Inclusion of Muddy Bay requested. · Unhappiness begins to 
form around the port's 

M2: Nov. 00 · Brief committee on Indigenous interests. demands. 

· Exclusion of port requested. 

· Inclusion of Muddy Bay requested. 

· Draft Vision. 

· Draft Sh'ategic Objectives. 

· Draft lists of Ecological and Social Values. 

· Draft Generic Management Objectives. 

· Clarify external consultation process. 

Phase 2: Words 

M3: Feb. 01 · On legal advice, conditionally agree to exclude port. · Unhappiness and 

· Draft Objectives for Social Values. interest consolidates 

· Question external consultation methods. 
around the consultation 
process. 

M4: Apr. Ol · Agree on changes to port boundary. · Members form alliance 

· Seek view of the Minister for Fishing re Muddy Bay. against DOMM with 

Draft Pressures, Targets, Management Objectives, and respect to process. 

Strategies for 5 Ecological Values. · Growing mistrust of 
DOMM. 

M5: June Ol Draft Pressures, Targets, Management Objectives, and 
Growing boredom with Strategies for remaining Ecological Values. · 

· Draft Requirements and Strategies and revise 
meetings. 

Management Objectives for most Social Values. 

· Presentation by museum on ecological assets. 

M6: _A!1g.01 Cancelled. -. -
Phase 3: Maps 

M6: Dec. 01 · Confirm draft Management Objectives and Strategies · Reinvigorated interest 
for Social Values. in substantive matters. 

Positions put by national environmental lobby group · Substantial feedback 
and a local envirollllentalist. from public 

· First draft of Zoning Scheme. consultation. 

· Solidarity replaced by 
Mar. - April 01 · Public consultation organised by DOMM: ITaditional sectoral 

0 Staffed shopping centre displays; conflicts. 
0 Static displays at libraries and workplaces; · Members slrategically 

0 Presentations to workplaces and clubs. adopt bureaucratic/other 

M7: May 02 · Presentation by DOMM and government partners on 
framings as required. 

extent and impact of recreational fishing. · Members repudiate 
responsibility for · Position put by a local fishing club. Indigenous 

· Second draft of Zoning Scheme. consultation. 

· Resolve to leave Muddy Bay decision to the Minister 
for Fishing. 

· Set indicative boundary. 



July-Oct. 02 · Public consultation organised by DOMM: 

0 Static displays; 

0 Presentations by request. 

· Public meetings organised by SFDA (Sep - Oct). 

M8: Nov. 02 · Presentation by researcher studying the benefits of 
zoning in other marine reserves. 

· Position put by a local recreational diver. 

· Position put by a group of commercial aquarium 
collectors. 

· Third draft of Zoning Scheme. 

· Amend reserve boundary. 

M9: Feb. 03 · Position put by Mark that zoning is inappropriate. 
Mark's withdrawal. 

· Request by Matt on amending zone boundaries. 

· Final draft of Zoning Scheme. 

· Finalise reserve boundary. 

· Amendments to management plan text. 

· Advice to Minister for Marine Management, 
including re the need for further Indigenous 
consultation. 

AlldBeyolld 

Jul. 03 - Aug. 04 · Further SCG consultation. · Mobilisation of 

· Minister seeks advice from ministerial colleagues. recreational anglers. 

· Local MP enlisted 
Aug. - Dec. 04 · Negotiations with recreational anglers and Scrubfield against the plan. 

local MP. · Little involvement of · Significant amendments to plan, reducing overall other Alpha members 
percentage of no-take area by 75% and excluding until final meeting. 
conunercial uses from one third of the reserve. 

Jan. 05 · Release of the revised plan for 4 months' public 
comment. 

MIO: Feb.06- .. · Finab\:lpha meeting. 

· Resolution of dissatisfaction with post-Alpha process. 

· Amendments to Zoning Scheme, largely returning to 
the version agreed to at Meeting 9. 



Beta: summary of process 

Meeting/date Substantive and procedural achievements Comments 

Phase 1: Settling 

· Chair: Cr Burt, Larry (project manager) as deputy. 

MI: Sep. 00 · Confinn membership. · Establish positive 

· Decide against engaging a consultant. working relationships. 

· Clarify current zoning situation. · Establish respect for 

· Position put by port manager opposing residences in 
one another's needs. 

Lumbervale. · Tentatively agree upon 

· Revise group objectives. 
guiding principles. 

M2: Nov. 00 · Len (CEO) and Cr Bob (Mayor) in attendance. 

· Revise group objectives and put to Council for 
approval. 

M3: Dec. 00 · Commence examining opportunities and constraints 
of potential light industry sites (matrix supplied by 
Sue) . 

· Announcement of port's intention to conduct PPS. 

• Background priority of port's buffer needs. 

M4: Mar. 01 · Prioritise 5 potential light industry sites. 

Phase 2: Aclion 

· Chair: Len (Larry away in hospital). 

· Stan replaces Sue as DOP representative. 

· Cr Brad replaces Crs Burt and Bill as Council's representative. 

M5: Oct. 01 · Confirm priorities for light industry sites and choose · Enrol SOHE CEO and 
'Site 3' for action. Councillors to program. 

Resolve to involve state in progressing Export Estate. · Differentiate between 

M6: Nov. 01 · Negotiation with DOl officer, Scott. 
technical and steering 
roles. · Resolve technical project team to develop structure 

plans for Export Estate and Site 3. - --- - -

M7: Jan. 02 · Put preferred sites to Council. 

· Suggestions for structure planning. 

M8: Mar. 02 · Agree to prepare an industrial strategy (HIS). 

· Agree to engage consultant. 

· Announcement of commencement ofPPS. 

Phase 3: Pl'eparaliol1 

· Chair: Larry, Lance as deputy. 

· Barry replaces Cr Brad as Council's representative. 

M9: Apr. 02 · Consider old consultant brief. · Reframe and 

MIO: May 02 · Reject old consultant brief. 
background previous 
work of the group. 

MIl: July 02 · Endorse new consultant brief. · Formalise idiosyncratic 

M12: Sep. 02 · Select Colin as HIS consultant. 
rationality of Beta's 
deliberations. 

MIJ: Oct. 02 · Discuss consultant program and requirements. 



Phase 4: Harbour/owil [udustriai Strategy 

· Chair: Cr Bany, Lany as Deputy. 

· Consultant: Colin. 

· Bluce replaces Barry as LAG presidenlfrepresentative. 

· Bany remains on Beta as Council's representative. 

· Liam replaces Lance as ex officio SUppOlt. 

· Stan (DOP) leaves his position and is not replaced. 

M14: Jan. 03 · Discuss project with consultants. · Reopen group decisions 

MIS: Mar. 03 · Presentation of Colin's report on Stage I ofRIS. 
to negotiation. 

· Sediment positions on 
M16: Aug. 03 · Presentation of Colin's report on Stage 2 ofRIS. Lumbelvale in 

· Presentation of Port PlalUling Study (PPS). documents. 

M17: Oct. 03 · Consider response to Stage 2 report. · Reposition port 
management and LAG 

M18:May04 · Presentation of Colin's report on Stage 3. as antagonists. 

Phase 5: [11 public 

· Chair: Larry. 

· Only one meeting, attended only by SOHE and LAG representatives. 

July - Oct. 04 · Plan released for public comment. . Planning process 

Nov. 04 · Harbourtown planning workshop held by Minister for 
displaced by political 

Planning. 
manoeuvring. 

M19: Mar. OS · Consider report on public submissions. 

· Agree on reconnnendations to Council. 

Mar. OS · Council laid RIS 'on the table'. 
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Reference and lexical relations 

Key sources: Halliday 1985: 312-339; Eggins 1994: 95-105 

Reference and lexical relations are the two main resources for ideational cohesion in 

texts. Reference tracks specific people, things, and events tlll'ough a text; while 

lexical relations shape and sustain the text's ideational focus, tlll'ough the appearance 

and reappearance of words whose meanings are linked in various ways. 

Reference 

Reference generally refers to the use of resources such as pronouns (r, you, she, they, 

it, and so on), deictics (the, this, those, here, there, other, and so on) and proper 

nouns (Diana) whose meaning depends on a presumption that both the speaker/writer 

and the hearer/reader know what or who is being talked about. That is, reference 

resource retrieve shared understandings (referents) from the utterance's context. 

Halliday classifies reference according to the different elements of context from 

which referents can be retrieved: 

Homophoric reference retrieves meaning from the general context of culture; 

that is, the referent is presumed to be known to all members of a society: 

the moon; the Prime Minister. 

Exophoric reference retrieves from the immediate context of situation; 

anyone who is part of the conversation can be expected to understand: 

ag' this committee; Debbie; over there [pointing). 

Endophoric reference retrieves meaning from the text itself, and is the 

category that creates textual cohesion. Endophoric reference itself is 

considered to have four main types: 

Anaphoric - the referent has already appeared in the text: 

Let's talk to Debbie. She will be able to help. 

Cataphoric - the referent follows the reference: 

This is my idea: we could hold a public meeting. 

Esphoric - the referent follows the reference as part of the same 

phrase: 



the idea J had; 

that room where the meeting was; 

other committees than Bela. 

Bridging - the referent does not appear in the text, but is retrievable 

because lexical relations establish an expectation: 

Le.x.ical relations 

J heard you were in the conference room. How was Ihe 

meeting? 

Lexical relations are relations of expectancy between (lexical) words. In the above 

example, the phrase 'conference room' sets up an expectation that the text might also 

contain the word 'meeting'. This means that, in a cohesive text, words keep bringing 

the audience's attention back to one or more focal topics. Lexical relations fall into a 

number of categories: 

Taxonomic relations derive from classification or meronyrny (part/whole relations -

anatomy). They tend to relate words from similar grammatical classes (nouns with 

nouns, verbs with verbs, and so on). Taxonomic relations include: 

Hyponymy - the relationship of a sub-class to a superordinate class: 

industlY / general; fish / snapper. 

Co-hyponomy - the -rela1ioriship between two slib-classes of a sirrgle 

superordinate: 

light / general (indus/i}I); snapper / salmon. 

Synonymy - words have the same/similar meaning (this extends to simple 

repetition of words): 

shire / lIlunicipality; business / business. 

Antonymy - words encoding a contrast with each other: 

wei / eliy; good / bad. 

Meronymy - the relationship of a part to a whole: 

committee / mell/ber; fish / fin. 



Co-meronymy - the relationship between two parts of the same whole: 

jin I tai/. 

Collocation is a relationship between words that are typically associated, and may 

relate words from the same or different grammatical classes. For instance: 

an action (verbs) may be collocated with a typical doer (noun) of that action -

bark I dog - or with a typical recipient - catch I jish; implement I strategy; 

things (nouns) may be typically associated with certain qualities - sun I bright; 

things and/or events (nouns) may usually be found together - bureaucrat I office; 

dinner I restaurant or 

lexical items might combine predictably to form common phrases - committee I 

meeting; agenda I item. 

Collocational relations depend not only on context of culture (as in the above 

examples), but on context of situation. Texts may regularly collocate lexical items, 

thereby construing particular contextual relations. For example, Fairclough 

(Fairclough 2003: 131) notes that 'New Labour' texts tend to collocate the word 

'work' with (among other things) 'back to', 'into', and 'desire to' (back to work; 

into work; desire to work), in marked contrast to 'old Labour texts' which tended to 

use different collocational patterns such as out of work; right to work. 
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Appraisal 

Key sources: Martin 1995; White 2002; Iedema and Grant 2004 

Appraisal is a catch-all to describe semantic and lexicogrammatical resources for 

expressing (inter)subjective positions, emotions and values. As such, it is considered 

to be part of the interpersonal dimension, complementing exchange (see Appendix 

F). The standard appraisal framework consists of three broad sub-systems: attitude, 

engagement and graduation. This appendix gives only a simple overview of a very 

detailed and still-developing system. 

Attitude 

Attitude attaches value to things, people and processes by reference to emotion or 

social/cultural norms. There are three sub-systems - affect, judgement and 

appreciation - as the following table summarises. 

Attitude Typical realisn tions Positive Negative 

Affect: Mental processes of love, please, interest, hate, disgust, frighten, 
Characterisation of reaction etc . bore, annoy, etc. 
phenomena with reference 

to emotion. Attributives of affect happy, proud, sad, scared, angry, 
comfortable, etc. worried, etc. 

Judgement: Attributes and honest, just, clever, canupl, mean, odd, 
Evaluation of people and epithets brave, nom1al, etc. rude, false, etc 

their behaviour with 
reference to social norms. Adverbials honestly, bravely, etc. stupidly, nastily, etc. 
Sub-systems relate to 

social esteem (normality, Nominals genius, hero, etc', coward, liar, tyrant, 

capacity, and tenacity) and etc. 
social sanction (veracity 

and propriety). Material processes win, help, etc cheat, sin, deceive, etc 
Appreciation: Attributes and beautiful, important, ugly, insignificant, 
Evaluation of objects and epithets harmonious, etc. disjointed, etc. 
products with reference to 

aesthetic and similar Abstract nomina Is beauty, symmetry, monotony, failure, etc. 

systems of social/cultural preCision, etc 
value. 

Subsystems include Verbals work (well), attract, fail, damage, 
reaction (impact and balance, simplify, etc. undermine, etc. 
quality), composition 
(balance and complexity) 

and valuation. 

Adapted from Whl te 2002 

Iedema's and Grant's analysis of appraisal in institutional settings indicates that such 

settings create particular classes of emotivity which they label 'performative', 



contrasting with the 'authentic' appraisal system summarised above. In the attitude 

sub-system, performative appraisal expresses responses in terms of institutional 

categories and functions: it 'performs' the speaker' s/writer' s role in the organisation. 

'Authentic' cmotivity I Performative emotivity 
Affect 
'primal' emotion: I 'Civil' emotion: 

I'm anglyabout .. . I am concerned that ... 
Judgement 
Personal/social evaluation of people I Institutional evaluation of processes 

They were stupid. Their actions were inappropriate. 

Appreciation 
Personallsocial experience of artefacts: I Functional assessment of tools/technologies: 

This thing is/antas/ic. This thing works. 
Adapted from Iedema and Grant 2004 

Engagement 

Engagement systems position a text inter-subjectively. That is, they express the 

speaker/writer's engagement with their utterance and with their audience. 

Traditionally, engagement has been described under the general headings of polarity 

(positive 'yes' - negative ' no ' ) and modality: modalisation (epistemic modality) 

expressing probability and usualness; and modulation (deontic modality) expressing 

obligation, inclination and capability. Modality is a key resource for expressing 

power relations: low value tends to indicate the subservient relationship of speaker to 

aud,ien.ce. 

Typical realisations of modality, exemplified in the following table, include: 

I) modal verbs, 

2) modal adverbs and mood adjuncts, 

3) modal metaphors, 

4) projection, 

5) judgement attributives, and 

6) complex verbal expressions . 



Modality High value Low value 
Modalisation - probability I) shall, must I) might, could 

2) certainly, surely, beyond 2) possibly, maybe, perhaps 
doubt, inevitably 
3) I know, I'm sure, I expect 3) I think 
4) She states 4) He suggests, it's said 

Modalisation - usuality 2) always 2) sometimes 
5) usual, regular 5) occasional 

Modulation - obligation I) must, have to I) should 
2) necessarily 2) please 
3) I demand, I insist 3) I would like, 
5) essential, important, 5) tolerant, 
deplorable 
6) be obliged to, be required to 6) be allowed to, be meant to 

Modulation - inclination I) will, must I) would, may 
2) detenninedly 2) willingly 
6) be determined to 6) be williug to 

Modulation - capability I) can I) could 
6) be able to 

Adapted (loosely) from Martlll 1995 

White reinterprets engagement as performing levels of heteroglossialdialogicity or 

monoglossialmonologicity. That is, low value modalisation and projection represent 

a dialogic 'opening' of the text to other voices. 

Other engagement resources include the use of vocatives, salutations, slang, dialects 

and languages of solidarity, and so on, which directly express relations between 

participants in the discourse. 

Graduation 

Graduation, the third appraisal sub-system, refers to resources that grade or scale 

meanings, raising or lowering an utterance's interpersonal force or sharpness of 

focus. In the above table, for instance, the dimension of 'value' graduates the 

modality system. 'Value' is reframed by White as implicit graduation, and operates 

also with respect to attitude: for example, 'adore' vs. 'like '; 'ghastly' vs. 

'unpleasant '; 'brilliant' vs. 'smart '. 

The following table illustrates the explicit dimension of graduation. 

G.-aduatioll High value Low value 
Force really, absolutely, completely, very slightly, somewhat, a bit 

FoclIs pure ('pure malevolence '), kind of, sort of, bordering 011 

essentially, precisely 
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Exchange 

Key sources: Halliday 1985: 68-71; Eggins 1994: 109-111; Eggins and Slade 1997: 

169-226; MacCallum 2004. 

Exchange, or conversational stmcture - the negotiation of meanings in dialogue -

relates to discourse-semantic cohesion in the interpersonal dimension. A system for 

describing discoursal exchange has been developed by Suzanne Eggins and Diana 

Slade, based on research into casual conversation. For the purpose of my enquiry, 

which is predominantly concerned with conversation in (semi-)formal settings, 

have adapted their framework slightly. What follows summarises my adaptation. 

Text can be broken down into clauses or sentences, which can be characterised in the 

interpersonal dimension according to their speech function : statements, questions, 

offers and requests . This basic set of interpersonal functions was described by 

Halliday in tenns of two fundamental functional distinctions, as in the following 

table: 

Commodity exchanged Information Goods and services 

Role in exchange 

Giving Statement Offer 

This is.a teapot. Would you like this teapot? 

Demanding Question Request 

Is lbis a teapot? Gjve !"e the teapot! 

Adapted frolll Halhday 1985: 69 

As the table above might suggest, each basic speech function has one or more 

congment grammatical forms which are identifiable by the mood stmcture of the 

clause. However, some functions, commands in particular, are often 'disguised' as 

questions or statements ( 'Could J have this teapot? '; 'J was wondering if I could have 

this teapot '). Halliday treats such incongment forms as a type of 'grammatical 

metaphor'. 

In dialogue, each speech function sets up an expectation regarding the audience's 

reaction: statement -7 acknowledgement; offer -7 acceptance; question -7 answer; 

request -7 compliance. That is, clauses/sentences have not only a speech nmction, 

but also an exchange function. Exchange analysis describes the latter nlllction in 



tenns of moves. When considered as moves, the above analysis becomes more 

complex, because the lexicogrammatical fonn of the reaction can depend on the fonn 

of the initiating move. Moreover, cultural considerations can generate extensive 

politeness-motivated sequences of moves for a single, simple exchange: 

1. (a) Excuse me, David, (b) what do you think of this teapot? 

2. I like it velY much. 

3. Would you like it? 

4. (a) I'd love it. (b) Are you sure? 

5. (a) Of course. (b) Here you are. 

6. (a) Wow! (b) Thanks. 

7. You're welcome. 

Consequently, the variety of move choices in conversation is large and systemically 

complex. Firstly, the 'basic speech functions' outlined above, considered as moves, 

can be further broken down: 

Speech function Discourse purpose Congruent form Example 

Statement Give fact Statemenl This is a teapol . 

Give opinion Statement +appraisal I like Ihis leapol. 

Project fact' Statement I Ihink Ihe teapol will 
+engagementi+futll re break. 

Project opi.nioJ!~ St~tement +projection/ He wallts Ihe leapol. 
+appraisal 

Offer Give goods/services Modulated Would you like lhis 
interrogative leapol? 

Question Demand fact: closed Polar interrogative Is lhis a leapol? 

Demand fact: open WH -interrogative What is this? 

Demand opinion: Polar interrogative Do you like Ihis 
closed +appraisai teapot? 

Demand opinion: open WH-interrogative Whal would you like? 
+appraisal Whal should I do? 

Request Demand Imperative Give me lite teapol! 
goods/services 

Adapted from Eggms and Slade 1997: 194 (Items marked * added by me for thIS enquIry) 

These basic speech functions constitute the system of opening moves. In addition, 

such moves may be preceded by an attention-seeking move such as 'ExcLise me, 

David' in the example above. In formal settings, attention-seeking moves may be 



made through a third party, such as the chairperson of a meeting ('Through the 

chair '; 'To David '). These moves are labelled Attend2 and Attend3 respectively in 

my analysis. 

Following an opening move, the speaker may continue his/her turn with further 

moves, or the audience may react. The following table summarises the choices for 

continuing moves: 

Continuing move Discourse purpose SUb-system Examples 

Monitor Check the interactive YOII know? 
status of the conversation Riglrt? 

Prolong Provide further Elaborate: clarify, Tirol is, it's Jar making 
information restate or exemplify tea. 

(i.e., e.g.). 

Append Provide further Extend: add extra My lIlother gave it to 

infomJation following an information (and, bnt). me. 

interruption to the turn 
Enhance: qualify or A Japanese teapot, 10 be 
modify or explain with precise, 

ildditional detail (so, becallse oj tire shape oj 
because). Ihespollt. 

Coda' Summarise the entire SO /JOW it belongs to lIle. 

preceding turn or phase 

Adapted from Eggll1s and Slade 1997: 20 1 (ltenlS marked' added by me for this enqUlry) 

The choices for reacting moves are more complicated. The listener may either 

respond directly to the speaker's move, moving the negotiation towards closure, or 

s/he may inten-upt the negotiation in a range of ways. 'Intenupting' reactions are 

called rejoinders. 

Responding moves are chosen simultaneously from two systems: they may be either 

supportive or confronting, and they may develop, reply to, or merely display 

attention to the previous move: 

SUPPOli 

Confi-ont 

Respond 

Display attention 

Develop 

Reply 



The resulting choices for responding moves are summarised below: 

Responding move Preceding move Supporting Confronting 
Display attention Attend2 Engage Disengage 

Yes? No.; silence. 

Attend3 Allow Disallow 
Yes. No. Wail. 

Any other opening Register 
Mm, uh huh. 

Develop Any other opening Elaborate Elaborate 
(as for prolonging! Extend Extend 
appending moves) Enhance Enhance 

Reply Give fact Acknowledge Disavow 
1 know. Yell. I didn', know Ihal. 

demand fact: closed Affirm Negate 
Yes. Thar's righl. No. ThaI's wrong. 

Correct 
project opinion. 

AClually, it's a coffee 

pOI. 

Demand fact: open Answer: Withhold 

Demand opinion: open ThaI is a leapol. I can 'Ilell you. Idon'l 

knOHI. 

Give opinion Agree Disagree 

demand opinion: Yes. I agree. I don 'Ilhink so. 

closed 

project fact 

Offer Accept Decline 
Yes. Thank you. No Ihanks. 

Request Comply Refuse 
Okay, sure. Sony. no. 

Rejoining moves arise from interactional 'problems', and interrupt the negotiation by 

either tracking or challenging preceding moves. 

Rejoining move SUb-system Discourse purpose Example 

Track Check Elicit repetition of misheard Whal? Pardon? 

utterance 

Clarify Elicit additional information Which one? 

needed to understand 

Confirm Verify information Is it really? 

Probe Provide additional details for Because oflhe spoul, you 

clarification purposes. mean? 
Challenge Detach Terminate interaction Hmph! So there! 

Rebound Question relevance, legitimacy I'm nol interesled ill 

or veracity leapols. 

Counter Dismiss authority of other Whal would you kllow 

speaker abOlI! leapols? 

Adapted from Eggms and Slade 1997: 213 



The resulting choices for responding moves are summarised below: 

Responding move Preceding move Supporting Confronting 

Display attention Attend2 Engage Disengage 
Yes? No.; silence. 

Attend3 Allow Disallow 
Yes. No. Wail. 

Any other opening Register 

Mm,lIhhuh. 

Develop Any other opening Elaborate Elaborate 

<as for prolonging/ Extend Extend 
appending moves) Enhance Enhance 

Reply Give fact Acknowledge Disavow 
Ilmow. Yeh. I didn', ~?lOlV Ihal. 

demand fact : closed Affirm Negate 
Yes. That's right. No. That's wrong. 

Correct 
project opinion. 

Actually, it's a coffee 

pot. 

Demand fact: open Answer: Withhold 

Demand opinion: open That is a teapot. I can't tell you. Idon't 

know. 

Give opinion Agree Disagree 

demand opinion: Yes. I agree. I don't think so. 

closed 

project fact 

Offer Accept Decline 
Yes. Thank you. Nothanks. 

Request Comply Refuse 
Okay, sure. Sony, no. 

Rejoining moves arise from interactional 'problems', and interrupt the negotiation by 

either tracking or challenging preceding moves. 

Rejoining move Sub-system Discourse purpose Example 

Track Check Elicit repetition of misheard What> Pardon? 

utterance 

Clarify Elicit additional information Which one? 

needed to understand 

Confirm Verify information Is it really? 

Probe Provide additional details for Because of the SpOilt, YOll 
clarification purposes mean? 

Challenge Detach Terminate interaction Hmph! So there! 

Rebound Question relevance, legitimacy I'm not interested in 
or veracity teapots. 

Counter Dismiss authority of other What would you ~?lo\v 

speaker about teapots? 

Adapted from Eggms and Slade 1997: 2 \3 



Following a rejoining move, responses can either resolve the 'problem' (by 

supplying or confirming information, or by repairing disagreement), or sustain it (by 

refusing to resolve or repair, by refuting challenges or by counter-challenging). 

In examining the meetings associated with my case studies, I found a need to account 

for the structure of negotiation at a 'higher' level than the move, as speakers made 

elaborate, 'culturally' motivated preparations and mitigations for various basic 

speech functions (see Chapter 7 introduction). I resolved this need by supplementing 

the move-level analysis with the identification of 'strategic blobs' - composite 

moves - of conversation. The following extract, from the analysis underwriting 

Chapter 8 (8.2) of the thesis, illustrates this. 



speaker move # move type text composite/macro move 
Scott [I] O:give opinion [explains his department's position on how they want Export Estate to O:give opinion 

P:enhance: develop] ... [The people in my department 
lb give opinion Cos I think that is very important, to ah, make sure that they're not constrained, think that tbe use of Export , 

. urn, in any way, from perhaps stopping industries and port facilities. Estate should not stop industries 
and port facilities] 

Len 2a R:s:agree Yeh! And that, thafs a very important point. R:c:rebound:give opinion 
2b P:extend: And, and certainly Sue Smith ab, has done a, a lot of work, in ah, in lah, in [We have already considered 

give fact assessing those sorts of issues. these points. They are 
2c P:elaborate: And of course Sue was intimately involved in, in the preparation of the urn, ah, redundant.] 

give fact Harbourtown Planning Study which was done a few years ago, and ~hich, 
which really gave a broad brush ah, concept of, of where those industry 

2d P:extend: development and infrastructure corridor needs might be .. 
give fact Ah, !lIe other side of the coin, ah er, er is urn, ah, to identify an area for general O:pre-request:clarify: 

[2e] [P :elaborate] industry, which wouldn't, obviously, have a, a residential component. give opinion 
2f P:extend: [goes on to explain again the Shire's current problem and need for general [We in this conunittee think the 

give opinion industrial land] State should make Export Estate 
And ah, [sighs] ab, really, that's er, - as far as the item three point five, which into a general industry area.] I 
is, this is leading onto - ah, the, the most favoured site for that er, sort of 
industry area I 

Scott 3 R:register Mm. 
Len 4a Continue is the site that's currently identified Export Estate. 

P:extend: And ah, what we need ah, and what we're seelcing at the moment from, ah, s er, 
4b demand opinion Realty Australia, and from Office of Development, is an indication of where Pre-request: clarify: demand 

that is, and how the ah, they might view ah, the opinion 
[Does the State support this 

Belinda 5 R:register Mmlun. proposition?] 

Len 6 Continue establishment of that 
Scott 7 R:register Ohright. , 
Len 8 Continue general industry zoning there, in the context of the original, the original 

concept of ah, of ah Export Estate. 
Scott 9 R:register Yeh. 
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Theme and information 

Sources: Halliday 1985:37-67,296-302; Eggins 1994: 271-306; Martin 1992: 434-60 

The thematic structure of an utterance gives it its character as message, in Halliday's 

tenns. The theme is what the message is about. In English, the theme of a clause is 

easily identified as whatever comes first; it is the 'starting point'. The remainder of 

the clause is called the rheme. That is, a key lexicogrammatical resource for textual 

meaning is word order. 

Mark caught this fish on Sunday. [message about Mark] 

This fish was Mark's Sunday catch. [message about this fish] 

Oil Sunday. Mark caught this fish. [message about Sunday] 

What Mark did on Sunday was catch this fish . [message about what Mark did on 

Sunday] 

A clause may contain more than one type of theme. All full clauses have a topical 

theme, which is identifiable as the first element with a transitivity function 

(Appendix H) - either as a participant in the process, or a circumstance such as 'on 

Sunday'. Clauses may also have: 

textual themes (such as conjunctions or continuity adjuncts - '.[Q .. ' ; 'first, .. .' ; 

and so on); and/or 

interpersonal themes (such asmood,polarity or modality adjuncts - 'Are you 

. .. 7'; 'No, ... '; 'Maybe ... ') preceding the topical theme. 

Parallel to theme-rheme structure in an utterance is infonnation structure, the 

interplay between what is known or given, and what is new. As the 'stmting point' 

for the message, theme is often conflated with the given: 

What did Mark catch? ~ Mark caught this fish. ['Mark' is given] 

Whose fish is this? ~ This is Mark's. ['This' is given] 

However, this cOlTelation is not obligatory: 

FVho caught this fish? ~ This fish was caught by Marie. ['This fish' is given] 

~ Mark caught this fish. ['Mark' is new] 



Infonnation structure is not realised by word order, then, but by stress and intonation, 

in the expression plane: the new element takes tonic prominence. 

---Who caught thisfish? ~ Thisfish was caught by Mark. 

~ M-ark caught this fish. 

The given is retrievable from previous text or from the context of situation or culture; 

thus it provides for textual cohesion. It is likely to be elided or realised by reference 

(Appendix D): 

Who caught thisfish? ~ That aile was caught by Mark. 

~ Mark eaught this -[ish. 

For written texts, where stress and intonation are not explicit, Martin (1992: 452) 

identifies the New with the final clause constituent. Either of the following two texts 

would 'work' as a spoken utterance, but the second would be highly marked in 

written mode: 

This is afish. It was caught by Mark. 

*This is afislz. Mark caught it. 

Martin extends the notions of theme and new to the discourse-semantic level, and 

notes that strong written texts tend to repeat the clause level pattern below at the 

paragraph and text levels. 

Theme Rheme 

Given New 

That is, paragraphs tend to have a 'hyper-theme', and texts a 'macro-theme', which 

predict the lower-order themes, anchoring the text in its key meanings. The resulting 

overall pattern constitutes the text's method of development. Similarly, there is 

likely to be a text-level 'macro-new' and paragraph-level ' hyper-news' , into which 

lower-order news accumulate, articulating the point of the text. 

Method of development and point have not been extensively analysed in spoken 

discourse, but monologues, such as often occur in meetings, can sometimes 'mimic' 

written texts in this regard (see, for example, Fragment 11.7 in this thesis). 
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Transitivity 

Sources: Halliday 1985:106-143; Eggins 1994: 227-270 

In SFL terms, transitivity is the lexico-grammar of representation: that is, it realises 

ideational meanings. The transitivity system construes the world in terms of a range 

of processes, of the participants in those processes, and of the circumstances in which 

processes occur. 

Halliday's system identifies three major and three minor process types for English, as 

illustrated by his famous diagram: 

HAVING 
ATIRIBUTE 

HAVING 
IDENTITY 

WORLD Of 
ABSTRACT RELATIONS 

BEING 

Copied from Halliday 1985: front cover 

In this model, process types are generally identifiable on the basis of how they work 

lexicogrammatically, not simply on intuitive understanding of what they seem to 

mean. The grammar of transitivity is complex and need not be explained in detail 

here. Rather, I will briefly note two key potentials of the transitivity system that are 

central to shaping formal discourse. To support this outline, the following table 

summarises the participants associated with each process type. 



Process type Category meaning Participants 
Material Doing, happening Actor, Goal, Range 

Behavioural Behaving Behaver, Phenomenon, 
Behaviour 

Mental Sensing, feeling, thinking, Senser, Phenomenon, Range 
perceiving 

Verbal Saying Sayer, Target 

Relational: being, having, symbolising 

Attributive Carrier, Attribute 
Identifying Identified, Identifier I 

Token, Value 

Passivisation 

Certain material, mental and behavioural processes take two obligatory participants; 

these processes are realised by what traditional grammars call transitive verbs. The 

use of the passive voice allows a speaker/writer to achieve one or both of two things: 

to thematise the goal or phenomenon of the process; and to render the actor, senser or 

behaver 'invisible'. For example: 

Passivisation i§. extensively used in technical discourse where the results, 

rather than the agents, of processes are considered their most important 

aspect. 

Nominalisation 

Halliday treats nominalisation as a form of grammatical metaphor, which reframes 

processes as things. It is seen as a critical technology of written discourse, 

--- particUlarly in-scientific alief other'tecnriical teXfs, because it allows mOe pnysical ana -

cognitive worlds to be subordinated to the abstract world of cause and effect. 

Specifically, nominalised material, behavioural and mental process typically become 

participants and/or circumstances in existential and relational processes: 

Passivisation and Ilominalisation are crucial to the development of abstract 

meanings_ 
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