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ABSTRACT

In the early part of the 21% century, decisions not to defend parts of the coastline
of England and Wales, with homes expected to be lost uncompensated, were
contentious. Academic literature encourages further consideration of how people
in such locations organise themselves to influence policy, and the function of
social class in this regard. This study suggests that there are limits to the
influence that can be exerted on policy in this way, and that larger, better-
resourced and better-socially-connected communities are more inclined and able
to organise as effective action groups. However, limits to influence are also due
to deliberative structures and processes that can marginalise local concerns and
representations. The subject is approached through literature review and three
case studies of policy setting and collective action — two at local level, for
purposes of comparison, and one of a national lobby group and its engagement
with central government. At local level, differences in approaches taken to the
formation of coalitions with institutions and other groups are particularly evident.
Sustained collective action can result in influence; however, local concerns are
not always articulated publicly, and do not always result in collective action. The
business of grassroots action falls typically to very few people with significant
costs for them, and such arrangements can feed official concerns around
representative legitimacy. Overall, coastal planning exercises do not appear to
satisfy the main tenet of ‘localism’ — that citizens should be given power over
decisions that affect them. Many coastal communities may require support in
order to participate effectively, and policy owners must avoid privileging the
preferences of the ‘usual suspects’. This may not be sufficient, however, given
contention over the orthodoxy that losses resulting from decisions not to defend

are borne significantly by individuals.
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Chapter 1: INTRODUCTION

This introductory chapter situates the author’s interest, identifies the research
problem and the policy context, and establishes the broad geographical and
temporal parameters for the study; articulates research questions and
hypothesis, and identifies and critically examines key concepts; and, finally, sets
out the structure of the thesis and the ways in which the hypothesis will be

pursued.

The research interest

Predictions of sea level rise, and sea defence policies bringing the prospect of
the abandonment of homes, were a cause of shock and anger to people living
around the coast of England and Wales in the early 21% century. The researcher
lived in one such location when, in 2007, his family and neighbours learned of a
draft coastal management policy that potentially threatened the abandonment of
the area to the sea in as little as 20 years. Residents were told they could expect
their homes to be lost in the process, with no prospect of compensation as things
stood.

Many living in the area agreed that a collective response was required.
A letter from the local authority had advised that if residents wanted to challenge
the policy they should do so by showing that the decision making process was
flawed or that, alternatively, a large consistent objection might initiate a
discussion with the government. Although very new to the area, when
approached by anxious neighbours the researcher agreed to coordinate a
campaign challenging the proposals. He read policy documents and academic
studies, and gathered information from his neighbours. What did they think of

the recommendations, and the process of consultation? What did they want to



see happen next? People said they felt helpless in the face of what confronted
them. They feared financial ruin, and believed that negative effects would be felt
as soon as the recommendation, as it stood, became policy. People reported
anxiety, sleeplessness and feelings of hopelessness. Some sought medical help.

A petition was launched, and politicians were lobbied. Coalitions were
made with rural and environmental campaign groups, the local press was
involved, and legal advice sought. Residents also became increasingly
conscious of the efforts of officers from their local authority: council engineers
provided information and suggested others from whom they might seek advice,
resulting in contact with a campaigner on the issue from north Norfolk which
revealed that the same problem had descended on people in coastal settlements
all around the coast of England and Wales.

The resulting consultation response proposed that managed realignment
be deferred to the longer term, and improvements made to defences. Residents
explained that they were unimpressed that they had not been fully involved as
participants in the policy development process from its early stages. Almost
without exception, they were disappointed with the way in which consultation had
taken place, with a representative view being that ‘minds seem to be already
made up and my view does not count’. The consultation process, they argued,
bred mistrust and encouraged the belief that ulterior motives were at play.

Representation on this issue was concerted, voluminous and came from
many quarters: residents both individually and collectively, the local MP, the local
authority, an environmental NGO, and the petition — supported by extensive local
and regional press coverage.

The policy was changed to one of continuing to defend into the longer
term — a minimum of 50 rather than 100 years. Not long afterwards a sea
defence scheme provided limited additional protection for some properties.
However, on a neighbouring stretch of coastline, with a similar draft policy
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proposal also threatening the longevity of residential properties located there,
there was very little recorded response to the consultation and the policy was
ratified without amendment. The researcher wondered why this should be, noting
in his own case that whilst many had been happy to help with tasks such as
seeking signatures for petitions, the task of developing the case against the
proposal and dealing with the various parties whose support had been sought
had fallen in the main to him. Why should this have been? It had struck him as
strange, for example, that of his many retired neighbours, keen to see the
proposal changed, none could be persuaded to commit a couple of hours to
presenting the petition to the Leader of the local council — in the end, his wife had
agreed to take time off work and do it herself. What, he wondered, were the
implications of such reticence in terms of sound decisions being made, and
might a similar reticence explain the lack of response to proposals in the

neighbouring settlement?

Background

In the early years of the 21 century, the UK government stressed the
importance of working in ‘partnership’ with communities in England and Wales in
seeking just outcomes to policies not to defend some coastal areas from the sea
in the longer term.

Whilst government acknowledged that some communities would need
support in contributing to policy decisions, a critical reading of policy statements
and relevant academic literature suggests dissonance between government
prescription as stated and the experiences of citizens in terms of their attitudes
towards coastal change, their propensity and willingness to make representation
through collective action, and in their experience of engagement with authority in

this context.



The aims of this thesis are to contribute to a critical understanding of the
experiences of people living in coastal locations at risk of coastal erosion in
trying to influence sea defence policy, and to discussions around government
policy and practice. In so doing, it pursues the premise that socio-economic
characteristics, population size, and wider political and social context can be key
determinants in the willingness and ability of coastal communities to organize
and influence relevant decisions.

The thesis explores both whether larger, well-resourced and better-
connected communities are more able than less well-resourced communities to
organize as community action groups, form alliances and influence policy
decisions; and how socio-economic circumstance informs individuals’ willingness
and ability to contribute to such efforts. Three broad research questions are

posed to this end:

* How successfully do authorities’ community participation practices

accommodate people’s differing needs and concerns?

 To what extent do social, cultural, and economic factors inform the
abilities and appetites of people in locations at risk to take action to

influence decision-making processes?

* How do community action group representatives experience activism in

this context, and what are the implications of this for their effectiveness?

Concerned both geographically and in policy terms with England and
Wales, the study covers a period of approximately 13 years (1999-2012),
encompassing what O’Riordan et al (2006) describe as a paradigm shift in
coastal policy away from a stated disposition to defend to one favouring a

changing coast, and preference for ‘adaptation’, and the consolidation of the



concept of ‘climate change adaptation’. This period also coincides with a UK
policy interest in ‘localism’, predicated on concerns around public disillusionment
with extant political processes, and designed to devolve political power to

communities and citizens.

From sea defence to Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management

Portman et al (2012) describe the UK coast as playing an important role in the
country's history, culture and economy. However, they also identify flooding and
erosion as major threats to coastal communities and the country‘s economy.

As a consequence of policy decisions resulting from the second round of Shoreline
Management Plans (SMP)* in England and Wales, the issue of coastal flooding and
sea defence policy has proven contentious. Whilst the UK government argues that
coastal erosion and flooding are not new phenomena (DEFRA/EA, 2011: 6), it
acknowledges that flood and coastal erosion risk is expected to increase due to
climate change and development in areas at risk (DEFRA/EA, 2011 iii). As such,
coastal erosion and flooding, and its implications for some coastal dwellers, has

become one of the most visible iterations in the UK of climate change and its effects.

! SMPs are ‘non-statutory, high level planning documents that provide a ‘route map’ for managing
coastal flooding and erosion risks. They provide the latest information on coastal changes,
including social, economic and environmental data and balance these to set sustainable sea
flooding and erosion risk management policies for the future’ (EA, 2010; p.79). Plans ‘set out the
approach to achieve long term balanced sustainability of sea flooding and coastal risk
management for a specific stretch of coast’ with the aim of providing ‘the basis for sustainable
shoreline management policies over the next 100 years within a natural process unit..." (EA, 2010:
80).

Policy options for each SMP — divided into ‘policy units’ - are broken down into three time epochs —
the short term (0-20 years), the medium term (20-50 years), and the long term (50 to 100 years). In
terms of defence options, four possibilities are identified:

¢ Hold the line — maintain or upgrade the level of protection provided by defences

¢ Advance the line — build new defences seaward of the existing defence line

* Managed retreat — allow retreat of the shoreline with management to control or limit
movement, and

* No active intervention — a decision not to invest in providing or maintaining defences.
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Projections of sea level rise inform the 22 SMPs covering the 6,000
kilometres of coastline in England and Wales (DEFRA, 2003). UKCPQ09 (2012a)
forecasts for both London and Cardiff predict that sea level rise (SLR) between
the period 1990 and 2095 will fall in the range between 37.3cm and 53.1cm.
However, uncertainties are attributed to a lack of knowledge with regard to the
rate at which polar ice caps melt, although UKCP09 makes the judgement that
the associated ‘high impact’ range of projections (SLR H++) are unlikely to be
realised in the 21° century (UKCPO9b).

DEFRA makes explicit government’s position that it will defend the coast
only where it is sustainable to do so, and that it does not plan to compensate
individuals for any loss of property — sea defence being a permissive power
under the 1949 Coast Protection Act (HMSO, 1949). Whilst for the vast majority
of people the SMP process has resulted in confirmation that they will be
defended from the sea indefinitely, others have learned that as a consequence of
unfavourable cost benefit analysis calculations (DEFRA, 2009d) defences are
likely to be abandoned at some point — and their homes with them (DEFRA,
2009b: 7).

This has proven contentious. A 2009 analysis of national adaptation
strategies in European countries, referring to the UK, states that:

The debate about the extent to which sea defences should be strengthened or
‘managed realignment’ planned for has been very controversial in some places
(Swart et al, 2009: 266).

This was subsequently echoed by The Parliamentary Office of Science
and Technology (POST), which highlighted friction between government policy
and local communities, observing that:

In places where the perceived threat to property and community vitality is high,

community action groups have formed to seek policy change or compensation
for loss (2010: 4).
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More specifically, many respondents to DEFRA’s Consultation on
Coastal Change Policy (DEFRA, 2009b) observed that government support for
communities identified as being at risk would be appropriate on the basis that
coastal erosion is exacerbated by man-made climate change (DEFRA, 2010b:
8), with a number arguing for compensation for loss of property. None of the 15
individuals and community groups responding felt that the proposed assistance
package (assistance with moving to a new home of up to £1,000 and the costs of
demolishing property) was set at the right level (DEFRA, 2010b: 9). O'Riordan et
al (2006) offer the explanation for conflict that:

...despite the long-held political and legal position that coastal defence is a
discretionary responsibility for central and local government and the various
responsible executive agencies, local residents and businesses have come to
expect that ‘hold the line’ is a feasible and preferred option (2006: 11).

This view, they argue, is challenged by the fact that coastal management
policy and practice in England and Wales were going through ‘a revolution’.
Whereas pre-2004 a presumption to defend the coast held sway, O’'Riordan et al
(2006) point to a new orthodoxy favouring coastal change (with the identified
ramifications) rather than blanket defence, with decision-making in the gift of
central government rather than local authorities (see Table 1). Government has
itself described this approach as a shift from a flood defence doctrine to a policy
framework of flood and coastal erosion risk management (FCERM) [DEFRA/EA,
2008]. The emphasis, it says, is no longer on defending against floods but rather
on:

...actions that can be taken to manage these risks and reduce the impacts on
communities (DEFRA/EA, 2011: 1).

12



Table 1: From flood defence to Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management
(FCERM)

Pre 2004 Post 2004

e Hold the line e Change the coast unless ‘hold
the line’ is unavoidable, or
change is politically

* Modest managed unacceptable
realignment

»  Use of cost-benefit « Make space for water and
analysis and points sediment

scoring system for

project justification o
« Adaptation is introduced

* Local authority
autonomy over coastal
protection and planning

e Cost-benefit analysis, risk
criteria in multi-criteria analysis
and points scoring much more
important as guides to project

* Modest use of SMPs, management
with a general attempt
to maintain the status
quo

Local authorities possibly in a
weaker role

Source: Adapted from O’Riordan et al (2006: 19)

Adapting to change

A key concept in FCERM is that of ‘adaptation’. Smit and Wandel (2006) suggest
that whilst there are numerous definitions to be found in the literature on climate
change, they are mostly variations on a theme:
Adaptation in the context of human dimensions of global change usually refers to
a process, action or outcome (system, household, community, group, sector,
region, country) in order for the system to better cope with, manage or adjust to
some changing condition, hazard, risk or opportunity (2006: 282).

In rich countries, the United Nations (UN 2007) suggests, coping with
climate change to date has largely been a matter of adjusting thermometers,
dealing with longer hotter summers, and observing seasonal shifts. As sea

levels rise, it observes:
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Cities like London and Los Angeles may face flooding risks...but their inhabitants
are protected by elaborate flood defence systems (2007: 9).

However, the UN also observes that even those in the richest countries
can be vulnerable, and that this is exacerbated when ‘impacts interact with
institutionalized inequality’ (2007: 16).

Swart et al stress (2009) that national climate change adaptation
strategies in Europe will always involve a mixture of approaches which it

classifies broadly as:

» Living with risks/bearing losses - an approach that accepts that certain

systems, behaviours and activities can no longer be sustained,

» Preventing effects/reducing exposures - illustrated by the practice of

implementing technical solutions, such as sea defences, and

» Sharing responsibility — an approach which implies sharing the
responsibility for financial and social losses or exposure to risk with

insurances.

The authors assert that different emphases can be noted between
countries in relation to how they deal with risk and make decisions about
different adaptation options®. A comparison of national adaptation approaches is
beyond the scope of this study; however, given the post-2004 UK orthodoxy of
allowing areas of coast to be lost to the sea (and for homeowners largely to bear
the costs of the loss of their homes) it is reasonable to argue that the UK has, to
some extent at least, migrated from the second adaptation category of
‘preventing effects/reducing exposures’ to one of ‘living with risks/bearing

losses’, with those losses to be borne significantly by individuals. This position

% In July 2008 the UK published its first national adaptation strategy, Adapting to Climate Change in
England: A Framework for Action (DEFRA, 2008).
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would appear to sit at some odds with Adger’s (2010) analysis that if human
activities are indeed the cause of climate change, then adaptation must involve
issues such as compensation and liability.

By way of mitigation where homes are to be lost to the sea, the UK
government (DEFRA, 2009b) states an intention to support communities in
adapting to the physical, social and economic effects of change; with a long-term
intention that adaptation to coastal change should be part of mainstream
decision-making and funding. Local authorities have recently trialled
approaches:

...which seek to support better informed communities able to shape decisions
and innovative approaches to build local adaptation solutions (DEFRA, 2009b:
20).2

DEFRA-commissioned guidance for local authorities specific to this
purpose — ‘Guidance for Community Adaptation Planning and Engagement

(CAPE) on the Coast’' [DEFRA 2009c] - states that:

...communities that are most at risk to coastal change (sic) must be informed,
engaged, and empowered to take an active part in what happens locally (2009c:
7).

Just solutions, then, appear to be significantly contingent on the abilities
and appetites of people in local settlements at risk to exert influence on decision-
making processes, consistent with a pluralist confidence that competitive politics
will produce more satisfactory outcomes. Government (DEFRA, 2009c¢)
acknowledges that this requires the building of ‘adaptive capacity’ and making
good use of communities’ knowledge and resources in helping find ‘new ways of

solving complex problems’.

 DEFRAJ/EA concludes that, because both flood and coastal erosion risk management and social
justice are so multi-faceted, there can be no single model of social justice. Instead, there should
be a focus on ensuring that the range of social justice concerns is adequately accounted for in
policy and practice. (2008: 15)
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In targeting those ‘most at risk’ for engagement, CAPE guidance
methodology appears to have potential as a corrective to the dominant utilitarian
model of cost benefit analysis adopted for decision-making on where, and for
how long, to invest in sea defences®. However, in its analysis of impacts on
communities affected by coastal change it appears to conflate a community’s
size with the extent of impact suffered. By this logic few people affected would
appear to indicate low impact, raising the possibility that smaller populations may
be overlooked. Second, CAPE has it that extensive engagement might be
recommended where consultation is characterised by ‘(potential or actual) high
conflict, controversy and uncertainty about the problem’ although, again, this is
‘most likely to affect many’ (2009c: 23). Thus, the guidance appears to assume
an awareness and capacity on the part of affected communities that might inform
coherent and powerful protest and subsequent involvement in policy deliberation.

Both of these points warrant further consideration.

Community empowerment and the shift towards Localism

‘Empowerment’ of people and communities has been prominent in the policy
narratives of early 21% century UK governments. For New Labour, the
Department for Communities and Local Government’'s (DCLG) Communities in
Control white paper (2008) acknowledged growing disenchantment with formal
political mechanisms citing declining electoral turnout and political party
membership and, locally, a majority who do not feel councillors represent their
views. Inresponse, ‘empowerment’ has been described as:

...passing more and more political power to more and more people...away from

existing centres of power into the hands of communities and individual citizens
(DCLG, 2008: 2).

* DEFRA/EA points to an appetite amongst policy makers for utility principles, resulting in inequality
in outcomes. As a consequence, the authors conclude: ‘the vulnerable are not generally seen as
adequately accounted for...in decisions’ (2008: ii).
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The Conservative Party too (the dominant partners in the 2010 UK
Coalition government) [2010: 1] has sought to give people more power, equating
growing unfairness with an expanding state and in pursuit of what its 2010 draft
election manifesto called ‘the post-bureaucratic age’.

Such rhetoric is consistent with a shift from what Held (1987) describes
as elitist political theories, that see a relatively uncomplicated (if perhaps
unsatisfying) relationship between individual citizen and elected leadership, to a
‘pluralist’ analysis. Proponents of the latter are interested in what Held describes
as the dynamics of group politics arguing that modern democratic politics see
relationships between citizen and state mediated by groups such as community
associations, religious bodies, trade unions and others which cut across people’s
lives and connect them in complex ways to a variety of types of institution.

Through such arrangements, he tells us, pluralists argue that modern
democratic politics are more competitive and consequently more satisfactory.

In the context of coastal planning and development, DEFRA is
responsible for developing national environmental policies, while the EA is
responsible for the strategic coordination of FCERM. Conservation of natural
habitats and biodiversity is the main role of Natural England, which collaborates
with the Marine Management Organisation (MMO) in establishing and managing
marine conservation zones. However, a tension between central and local
prescription was created in that local authorities were given greater say in local
planning and the implementation of flood risk management measures under the
2011 Localism Act, with Statements of Community Involvement prescribing how
communities should be involved in the making of such decisions (Portman et al,
2012: 65).

‘Community’ is a key word in policy considerations relevant to coastal
change. For example, government’s current FCERM strategy (DEFRA/EA, 2011)
yields around 70 such references in the main copy. These occur in a variety of
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contexts - there are references to ‘community-level’ and ‘property level’ action,
people, individuals, businesses, householders, community groups,
representatives of communities at risk and community volunteers. However,
these various ‘units’ of description tend to be subsumed under simple references
to ‘community’ in discussions of policy deliberation and action. FCERM policy
proposes that:

The risk management authorities should work in partnership with communities to
understand the community perspective of flooding and coastal erosion...and
encourage them to have direct involvement in decision-making and risk
management actions (DEFRA/EA, 2011: 14).

Whilst perhaps understandable for purposes of readability, this
statement raises questions such as whether government is right to assume
single community perspectives, under what conditions local perspectives
translate into an appetite for action, how such populations go about defending
their interests and the resources available to them in this regard, and whether
resulting interactions with government might justifiably be characterised as
‘partnership’.

‘Community’ is an elusive concept. Smith (2001) observes that the
relevant literature has focused variously on geographical area, on groups of
people living in a particular place, and on community as an ‘area of common life’.
However, he cites Lee and Newby in pointing out that physical proximity does
not necessarily mean that people share perspectives or even have much to do
with each other, and Bott, who argues for the importance of social relationships
in understanding ‘community’. Associated with this, Blaug et al (2006) highlight a
crisis of trust in government — that a politically disinterested public is hard to
mobilise in pursuit of public services and that apathy and mistrust of government

threaten a ‘legitimation deficit’.

18



With regard to any realisation of the anticipated benefits of localism,
Corry and Stoker observe that a ‘genuine transition to devolved and
decentralised government’ is yet to be achieved and that ‘the centre still has a
large hand hovering over the tiller’ (cited by Blaug et al [2006: 24]), whilst Amin
sees the ‘discourse of community’ to be attended by unrealistic assumptions
(cited by Blaug et al [2006: 29]). A Joseph Rowntree Foundation ‘round up’ of
findings drawn largely from its Government and Public Services research
programme (Foot, 2009) suggests conflicting views as to how far communities
and citizens can exercise substantial influence over decisions about public
services with the author proposing that involvement in such processes (and any
benefits accruing) are not equally distributed.

Whilst government acknowledges that some communities may need
support in contributing to policy deliberation, the terms on which such support
might be required or allocated are not made clear. Perhaps more fundamentally,
it is worth asking whether any such requirement for support may preclude local
people mounting the kind of action necessary to trigger the consideration of
authorities in the first place. We might ask, therefore, whether engagement
between citizens and government on the setting of coastal policy ameliorates

social inequalities, as intended, or reproduces them.
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Thesis structure

Exploration of these issues, guided by the stated research questions, is explored

via the following thesis structure:

Table 2: Thesis structure

Chapter

Content summary

1 | Introduction

Establishes the issue, policy context, key
concepts, research aims and hypothesis,
and research questions.

2 | Methodology

Describes research approach, design and
methods; discusses
epistemology/ontology; and considers
issues around rigour.

3 | The involvement of
communities in UK coastal
governance

Reviews academic and policy literature,
and establishes theoretical framework for
further enquiry.

4 | The setting of local coastal
policy

Describes socio-economic and geographic
features of local cases, explores the
incorporation of local concerns in
deliberative processes, and considers how
findings might be applied to similar
contexts.

5 | Mobilizing interest at local
level

Considers how people in local case
studies mounted collective action in pursuit
of influence, with reference to socio-
economic context.

6 | Mobilizing interest at
national level

Describes the formation of a national-level
lobbying group and the nature of its
engagement with government, and
appraises the results.

7 | Experiences of activism

Considers socio-economic differences in
exploring the motivations, roles and
experiences of action group
representatives, and implications for
effectiveness of collective action.

8 | Conclusion

Explores the utility of different renderings
of social class in analysis of the effects of
socio-demographic factors on collective
action, and implications for policy and
practice.
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Chapter 2: METHODOLOGY

This study seeks an understanding of the role of socio-economic profile, size and
wider political and social context in determining the willingness and ability of
people living in coastal locations identified as being at risk to organize and
influence coastal planning and related adaptation decisions. It explores whether
larger, well-resourced and better-connected communities are more able to
organise as community action groups, form alliances and influence policy
decisions; and how socio-economic circumstance informs individuals’ willingness
and ability to contribute to such efforts. These interests are pursued via three

broad research questions:

* How successfully do authorities’ community participation practices

accommodate people’s differing needs and concerns?

« To what extent do social, cultural, and economic factors inform the
abilities and appetites of people in locations at risk to take action to

influence decision-making processes?

* How do community action group representatives experience activism in

this context, and what are the implications of this for their effectiveness?

A multiple case study approach is employed in considering the actions
and experiences of people in distinctive contexts. Two — those of the setting of
specific coastal policies and associated collective response on the Isle of
Sheppey (Kent) [hitherto referred to as Sheppey] and at Selsey (west Sussex) —
are undertaken for purposes of comparison. A third, that of the National Voice of
Coastal Communities (NVCC), explores collective grassroots efforts to influence
policy at national level and, in so doing, extends consideration of action at local

level (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1: key study locations

Happisburgh

Blyth Estuary

Sheppey
Faversham Road

Jury"s Gap

Celsey

The study adopts an approach to inquiry that, in the conduct of applied
gualitative research, seeks accommodation between the potentially distinctive
ontologies of positivism and constructivism, and in terms of method favours the
gathering and analysis of people’s stories in their broader social context. Such
an approach brings dilemmas that must be addressed if findings are to be
defensible. Accordingly, this chapter both details and problematises research
methods and approach, with a view to satisfying Seale’s imperative that:
good practice... can be achieved through...showing the audience of research
studies as much as is possible of the procedures that have led to a particular set
of conclusions... (cited in Ritchie and Lewis, 2003: 272).

Particular attention is paid to issues of rigour as they apply to the

researcher’s own experience of activism in the context studied.
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Finally, this chapter makes a case for generalisation appropriate to the
research approach employed, and useful in developing ‘thicker descriptions™ of
the involvement of communities in policy deliberation than those available

hereafter in policy prescription and academic literature.

Research approach

The intended outcome of the study is a better understanding of how policy
aspirations and actions are experienced and acted upon by people collectively,
and the implications of this for the pursuit of just social outcomes. Ritchie and
Lewis (2003) observe that the study of the social world has always been
attended by philosophical debates, with a key question concerning the existence
of a ‘captive social reality’ and how it should be constructed.

Positivism, associated with the ‘standard view' of science, has
researchers seeking consistent relationships between variables in pursuit of
causal explanation of natural world phenomena (Robson, 2002). Central to this
approach are the ideas that objective knowledge can be had through experience
or observation, that this is best delivered through quantitative experimental
research, that the neutrality of the researcher is essential and, importantly for our
purposes, that these same principles apply to the social sciences (Snhape and
Spencer, 2003).

However, tenets associated with positivism have been criticised from a
number of philosophical standpoints. For example, the notion of the neutral
researcher has been challenged, with the counter-argument offered that what
observers see is determined by their own qualities as well as the characteristics of

what is being observed. Critical researchers point to analysis generated via

> The term ‘thick description’, commonly associated with Geertz, can be traced to Ryle’s distinction
between thinner and thicker descriptions of actions. Olson (1988) explains that ‘...description can
be thickened by reflecting on purpose...by considering situation...We have to interpret activity to
know it’ (1988: 3-4).
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asymmetric power relationships between researchers and the researched.
Interpretivist approaches, associated with qualitative methods, reject the natural
science model with its emphasis on causal generalisation in favour of a focus on
understanding and rich description (Snape and Spencer, 2003), with concerns
expressed around the idea that replication of research exercises is appropriate in
gualitative research, given the complexity and dynamism of social phenomena
(Ritchie and Lewis, 2003). More fundamentally, interpretivist researchers have
taken issue with the idea of an objectively knowable reality, suggesting instead
that in human affairs meaning and knowledge are constructed by people located in
specific social contexts, and are best revealed through methods such as interview
and observation (Robson, 2002).

A significantly, although not exclusively, interpretivist approach is
compatible with the overriding aim of this study, which is to contribute to the
understanding and resolution of a contemporary issue. Snape and Spencer (2003)
argue that such applied research lends itself to qualitative inquiry which, they
assert, is consistent with understanding context or process. Whilst there is no
dispute with the idea of an external reality, or with a range of ‘materially’
established facts — for example, concerning issues of geography, socio-
demographic composition and decision-making processes — any interest in how
people respond to the challenges presented by the policy process requires an
understanding of their values, beliefs and experiences.

Thus, the research approach taken is predicated on the interpretation of

Snape and Spencer (2003) that:

...the social world does exist independently of individual subjective
understanding, but...is only accessible to us via the respondents’
interpretations...we believe that the external reality is diverse and
multifaceted...and our underlying aim is to apprehend and convey as full a

picture as is possible of the nature of that multifaceted reality” (Ritchie and
Lewis, 2003: 19-20).
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This, in turn, might be bolstered critically by Plummer’s (1983) assertion
that:

...we must acknowledge that experiencing individuals can never be isolated from
their functioning bodies and their constraining social worlds... (1983: 54).

Research design

The conceptual and theoretical framework for this study — drawing upon Tilly’s
(1978) framework for the analysis of collective action and Bourdieu’s (1983)
theory of capitals — posits a world inhabited by a plurality of motivated actors,
exchanges between whom inform decisions and actions. An appraisal of the
utility of these frameworks/theories is undertaken in Chapter 3; relevant to
considerations of methodology, however, is that the research aims of the study
and its theoretical approach are compatible in that they encourage what Yin
(1994) — discussing the merits of the case study approach — describes as the
investigation of a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context. In other
words, we are principally interested in the attitudes and experiences of actors
within wider, dynamic institutional contexts, each populated by diverse interests,
which makes a case study approach eminently suitable.

Accordingly, a multiple case study approach is employed with a view to
exploring, describing, comparing and even explaining the actions and
experiences of people in distinctive contexts — informed by a review of secondary
sources, and interviews with activists, politicians (operating at national, local and
parish levels), local authority coastal engineers, relevant central government
Executive Agency staff, and others with salient perspectives to offer.

What constitutes a ‘case study’ has been subject to contest. Whereas
definitions have variously cited ‘individuals’, ‘organizations’, ‘processes’,

‘programs’, ‘neighbourhoods’, ‘institutions’ and ‘events’ as major foci, Yin
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considers the case study to be an approach that is not tied to a particular topic or
unit of analysis, and does not favour any particular research method or type of
evidence. This places the approach in some contrast to others which, he
suggests, are less suitable for capturing and making sense of the ‘messiness’ of
human affairs as they unfold.

However, Yin warns that questions that do not lead to the favouring of
one unit of analysis over another are probably either too vague or too numerous;
thus, a challenge lies in identifying discrete and comparable units when a guiding
theoretical premise is that the actions of groups and the individuals that comprise
them only make proper sense through interactions in the wider, and even
societal, context. Accordingly, at various times the study considers decision-
making systems as a whole, activities and trajectories of various interest groups
and the relationships between them, and the experiences of sub-groups and

individuals that comprise them (see Table 3).

Table 3: Research questions and units of analysis — an approximation

Units of analysis

Research questions Micro Meso Macro

How successfully do authorities’
community participation practices
1 | accommodate people’s differing
needs and concerns?

To what extent do social, cultural
and economic factors inform the
2 | apilities and appetites of people in
locations at risk to take action to
influence decision-making
processes?

How do community action group
representatives experience activism
3 | in this context, and what are the
implications of this for their
effectiveness?

26



The cases

Selection of the two local studies sought to follow Yin’s recommendation that,
within multiple case studies, cases should be selected either because they

predict similar results, or contrasting results but for predictable reasons.

Table 4: Local case study sites — key contrasts and commonalities

Selsey Isle of Sheppey
Population 12,000 40,300
(approx.)
Ethnicity Predominantly white Predominantly white
Educational Poor Poor
achievement
Industrial base Service sector Distribution, hotels and

catering

Seasonal employment

Tourism
Prisons
Age profile Older population Age profile in line with
England
Indices of Middling Swale within most
Deprivation deprived 35% of local

authorities. 11 of
Borough’s 15 most
deprived Super Output
Areas on Sheppey.

Housing tenure High levels of owner- High levels of owner-
occupation occupation

Extent and nature Extensive, initially Sparse, hostile,

of public response hostile, collective individual.

to draft coastal

policies
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Besides offering convenience (in terms of respondent access in the
Selsey case, and physical proximity in the Sheppey case), these two cases were
selected on the basis of the extent of known local response to what appeared to
be a common issue — the predicted loss of homes under preferred coastal
policies. With contrasting outcomes established, the task of the study became
one of establishing the reasons. Table 4 offers broad points of comparison with
which to test this study’s broad proposition — that larger, well-resourced and
better-connected communities are better able to organise as community action
groups, gather the necessary resources, form alliances and influence policy
decisions. At first glance, Selsey appears to be less deprived and older, but not
dissimilar to Sheppey in terms of its industrial and employment profile. However,
it also appears to be significantly smaller in terms of population, and an obvious
guestion concerns whether or not this fact confounds the part of the proposition
concerning size.

Selsey and Sheppey are distinct as units of analysis for at least some
comparative purposes. First, the risk to homes under draft preferred policies in
each case does not apply to all in the area under study: not all homes in Selsey
were at risk, and in only two settlements on Sheppey did the draft SMP identify
the likelihood of such a loss — at Leysdown and Warden, with a ward population
of 3,019 (ONS, [no date]d), and Minster Cliffs with 7,513 (ONS, [no date]e).
Testing of the central thesis as it concerns the size of communities makes
comparisons between distinctive locales within each study, then, as well as
comparing the case study areas themselves.

On Sheppey, a problem arose in terms of determining a useful boundary
to the study in that there appeared to be very little public response at all to the
draft SMP — and certainly no grassroots collective action — that might be linked
specifically to areas where homes were identified as being at risk. However,
extending the case to include the island as a whole (whilst remaining mindful of
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distinctive locales within it), and taking in recent action related to sea defences
but not tied specifically to the setting of the SMP, proved enlightening in terms of
understanding the public response.

To conclude on the selection of the case study areas, whilst coastal
plans relate ultimately to geographies, their settings involve actors operating
within disparate institutional contexts, corresponding to distinctive geographies
which can, themselves, be contentious and fluid. We will see, for example, that
in the Selsey case the geographical notion of a coastal ‘frontage’ as a unit of
analysis for the setting of the Pagham to East Head CDS (EA et al, 2008)
became a point of deliberative contention. Nor do the geographical areas
covered by coastal planning efforts map neatly onto local authority or other
administrative boundaries. Thus, whilst Selsey and Sheppey are doubtlessly
problematic as geographically-bounded cases, they are arguably no more so
than any alternatives. Perhaps more important is that geography might usefully
be seen as a starting point, with the locus of interest lying more usefully in
interactions between interested actors in the relevant institutional settings.

Whilst different from Selsey and Sheppey cases, the NVCC case can
assist with a broader understanding of collective action across the whole. We will
see, for example, that a key activist in the Selsey case was also heavily involved
with NVCC as part of local collective action that extended beyond the local to
addressing a grievance at national level. Similarly, another informant explains
how national-level lobbying helped to bolster his credibility with others at local
level. There is no such involvement from the Sheppey case, and consideration
of the difficulties NVCC experienced in recruiting local groups assists with an
understanding of the influence of social, cultural and economic factors on
collective action. Finally, the NVCC case offers distinctive evidence of the
experiences of activists, not least in helping to both extend and triangulate those
reported at local level.
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Data gathering and analysis

Data gathering was undertaken in two main phases:

1. Literature review

A review of academic and national-level policy literature, conducted using

Internet and on-line academic library searches, covered:

» Historical analysis of UK coastal defence and flood and coastal erosion

risk management (FCERM) policies.

» Ciritical appraisal of modes of governance, and as they relate to
community engagement in general and to climate change adaptation and

FCERM in particular.

» Critical appraisal of the utility of Tilly’s (1978) framework for the analysis
of collective action and Bourdieu’s (1983) theory of capitals for

conceptualisation and explanation in this context.

2. Case studies

e Across the three cases a total of 17 formal interviews were undertaken,
along with four annotated meetings on Sheppey (with an activist, a local
authority officer, a parish councillor and a journalist) and one in Selsey
(with an activist). These were augmented by two site visits each to

Sheppey and Selsey.

» Case specific literature review was also undertaken, covering policy
documents, minutes of meetings and events, submissions made in
consultation exercises, media reports, and other written commentaries by

activists. Annotated participant observation took place at project
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workshops, held on Sheppey, for the European Union-funded Coastal
Communities 2150 research project®. All annotations were recorded in
the researcher’s journal, which also logged details of his own activism

during the period 2007-13.

The principal means of gathering primary data in each of the three cases,

Robson (2002) describes the interview as a flexible, adaptable and direct way of

finding things out and answering research questions. With two exceptions,

interviews were held with individuals on their own. In the remaining two cases,

an activist was interviewed with his wife, with her participation encouraged; and

in the other, at their request, a group interview was held with Environment

Agency (EA) officials.

Data analysis was undertaken as two distinctive exercises:

Literature review saw critical reading aligned to systematic cross-
referencing of themes and actors, paying particular attention to issues of
social justice and modes of governance — both generically and in relation

specifically to coastal change at both national and local levels.

For case studies, data analysis saw the use of qualitative data analysis
software in both theoretical and generative coding of themes — derived
from close reading and annotation of verbatim interview transcripts and
supporting documentation. Theoretical coding drew upon a priori

concepts implicit in the theoretical framework for the study and derived

from literature review, whilst ‘free’ codes reflected attention to cases,

® Funded by INTERREG 2 Seas Programme and European Development Funds. Partners involved
Environment Agency, Kent County Council, Alterra (Stichting DLO), Province West-Vlaaderen and
Agency for Maritime and Coastal Services — Coastal Division (EA, 2013: 1)
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respondent categories, narrative and discourse features, and emotional

components (Bazeley, 2007).

Overall, the analytical strategy saw mixed approaches applied to the
development of pattern codes in service of a broadly phenomenological

approach (Bazeley, 2007).

Methodological issues

To adopt an approach to inquiry that accommodates interpretivist orthodoxies is
to inherit dilemmas that must be addressed if findings are to be defensible to
mainstream audiences.

Yin (1994) observes that the case study approach has traditionally been
considered weak among social science methods, and is regarded as having
insufficient precision, objectivity and rigour. This demands that particular
attention is paid to issues of reliability and validity, and especially with accounts
that deviate from the positivist orthodoxies associated with the natural sciences,

or the realist tradition within the social sciences.

Reliability and validity

According to Ritchie and Lewis (2003), reliability is:

generally understood to concern the replicability of research findings and
whether or not they would be repeated if another study, using the same or similar
methods, was undertaken (2003: 270).

Whilst this makes clear sense for research paradigms associated with
controlled experiments, the authors raise the objections that for constructivists
there is no single, discoverable reality to capture (let alone reproduce), and that

the idea of replicability is further rendered naive given the complexity and
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context-specific nature of phenomena being studied. Accordingly, their interest
shifts to consideration of whether what is found within the original data would
recur outside of the study population, with an associated consideration around
whether the constructions placed on the data are rigorously derived.

Ritchie and Lewis (2003) highlight:
debate amongst qualitative researchers about the extent to which triangulation is
useful in checking the validity of data or whether it is more a means of widening

or deepening understanding of a subject through the combination of multiple
readings (2003: 275).

Snape and Spencer (2003) assert that, unlike the natural sciences,
where the purpose is to produce law-like propositions, the aim in the social
sciences is to understand subjectively meaningful experiences. Of the former,

Robson (2002) proposes that:

...If we can explain, we can predict, and vice versa. But in open systems...while
the future cannot be predicted, the past can be explained by establishing the
particular configuration which was in existence (2002: 41).

Whilst predictive generalisation is beyond the scope of this study,
exploring and explaining patterns within what has happened in the cases with a
view to better understanding what may be happening in similar cases is a
realistic aim. To this end, two distinctive forms of triangulation are employed in
pursuit of a quality of understanding as advocated by Ritchie and Lewis (2003):
triangulation of sources (comparing data from different qualitative methods such
as observations, interviews and documented accounts); and theory triangulation
(looking at data from different theoretical perspectives).

With regard to validity in essentially constructivist research inquiry,
Ritchie and Lewis suggest that the primary question concerns whether
phenomena under study as perceived by the study population are reflected

accurately. This, they propose, requires scrutiny of sample coverage with an eye
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on bias and criteria for inclusion, and consideration of the environment in which
data was gathered — in other words, whether interview questioning was

sufficiently effective for participants to fully express/explore their views.

Sampling strategy - selecting informants

An original schema for the selection of informants for the local cases (Table 5)
proved hard to achieve, for two main reasons. First, and perhaps most
significant, is that the plan assumed a common degree of concern amongst local
people across the two cases that, in the event, did not obviously materialise. On
Sheppey, locating individuals associated with grass roots collective action was
difficult: conversations with elected representatives, officials and others offered
no encouragement that local groups of any kind had formed around the issue of
houses at risk under SMP draft policies. The second issue was one of access to
informants: whilst, in the Selsey case at least, it may have been possible to find
local residents fitting the profiles described in terms of tenure and risk, in practice
this proved difficult. People had moved away from the area or even died, and as
will become clear in the following chapters, many ceased to maintain an interest.
The principal result of this was to render impractical any detailed examination of
how housing tenure and perception of risk interacted to form attitudes, although

this is partly mitigated as the subject arose in other testimonies.
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Table 5: Original informant scheme for local cases

Selsey Sheppey

Policy officials

Local political
representatives

Community allies

Activists

(heavily involved)

(marginally/previously
involved)

Residents

(Home owner — home
at risk)

(Home — home not at
risk)

(Renter — home at
risk)

(Renter — home not
at risk)

Accordingly, the idea of seeking testimony from residents uninvolved as
activists was abandoned. However, a simplified scheme maintaining aspects of
the original plan was developed (see Table 6) that sought to differentiate
between, on the one hand, elected representatives at various levels, government
officials at various levels, and activists (as interested members of the public).
This, it was rationalised, broadly represented key groups of actors in terms of

deliberative processes.
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Table 6: Revised informant scheme for local cases

Selsey Sheppey
Executive Agency officials | 2
Local authority coastal 1 1
engineers with policy
setting responsibilities
National political 1
representatives
Local authority councillors 2
Town/parish councillors 2 2
and officials
Activists 1 1

As with the geographical framing of local cases, the fit between
categories and actors proved to be less than watertight in practice. An issue
arising was the discovery that some of the respondents either occupied more
than one category at the outset of the study, or moved between categories over
the duration of their interest in the issue. For example, one informant began his
‘career’ in coastal change activism as a founder of a grassroots group before
being elected as a local authority councillor, whilst his colleague went on to
become chair of his local town council. Elsewhere, a borough councillor also had
a role as a parish councillor — whilst there is no obvious tension between these
two roles, evidence taken from interviews suggests significant differences in the

two functions (for example, with regard to their inclusion as key stakeholders in

deliberative processes).
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Such categories are important for purposes of comparison, but are hard
to establish definitively for the reasons given. Accordingly, actors were
categorised by the capacity in which they were first approached, with any
ambiguities or changes in their situations identified and considered at
appropriate points.

The revised informant schema for the two local studies, for which efforts
were made at achieving optimum symmetry across the two cases, was
successful up to a point, although the apparent absence of collective grass roots
action on Sheppey made this difficult to fulfil.

In the light of this a revised strategy was developed for Sheppey — in
short, given that there appeared to be no grassroots activists on the issue under
consideration, interviews were sought with those who had attempted to mobilize
others on this or related issues, and those well placed to comment on
mobilization in other contexts, and on the political interests, skills and appetites
for collective representation of the local population.

Potential informants were identified from policy and related literature or
by ‘snowball sampling’, or were already known to the researcher — for example
through activity with NVCC. However, in neither case was gaining access to
desired interviewees straightforward. In the Selsey case, unsuccessful attempts
were made to obtain interviews with various activists and officials. In the
Sheppey case, some local politicians — both at borough and parish level —
proved equally reticent. More pertinently, although contact was made with
homeowners at Shell Ness whose properties were at risk, repeated attempts to
gain interviews proved fruitless. Nonetheless, an overall spread of respondents
for the two cases was achieved that, whilst not representative in any statistically
meaningful sense, can be said to represent actors in each case salient to the

research questions.

37



Identifying informants and gaining access was a more straightforward
proposition for the NVCC case, as the main protagonists were known to the
researcher who had been closely involved in the group’s activities. This being a
purposive study of activity involving, for the most part, a discrete group of people,
the sample might be said to have been largely self-selecting. All but one of those
who might have been considered central NVCC actors agreed to an interview,
although it is of note that the one who did not was female — not least because
across the spread of interviews women'’s voices proved to be a relative rarity. In
addition to NVCC members, an interview was also obtained with an officer of the
non-governmental organisation with which it worked closely. However, efforts to
obtain interviews with central government and Executive Agency officials who
might have been able to lend useful perspectives on government’s expectations,
and experience, of dealing with NVCC, were unsuccessful as officials had either

left their roles or did not respond to requests for interviews.

Interviewing strategy

Digitally-recorded semi-structured interviews were undertaken in each case,
informed by a schedule of questions’ for different categories of respondents both
within and across cases. Robson (2002) warns that any departure from the full
standardisation of questions associated with structured interviews comes with a
concern over reliability — for example in the shape of interviewer bias. However,
in following interview schedules in the way described, a degree of reliability was
assured, although not at the expense of flexibility; where necessary, the order of
the schedule and degree of depth allowed for each question was adapted to fit
the interviewee’s narrative, allowing unanticipated insights to emerge. As a
further guarantee of reliability, reflection on interview planning and practice was

recorded as interview notes (made as soon as was practical after the conclusion

" Examples in Appendix A.
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of interviews), which proved particularly useful in considering issues of

researcher positionality.

Positionality and bias

Geertz’'s (1975) observation that anthropological writings are themselves second
or even third order interpretations draws attention to the researcher’s potential
influence on findings — problematic, of course, in natural science and related
settings. Much appears to fall on the ability of the researcher to use data even-
handedly, and to exercise self-awareness and — arising from this — ‘self-
management’. Gillham (2005) stresses the need to avoid serving ideological or
populist purposes whilst conceding that is hard to avoid when we are blind to
aspects of our attitudinal make-up.

Interest in the questions under consideration here was born from the
researcher’s experience of community representation in this context, with part of
the rationale a desire to help effect change to government policy and related
practice. Given that the study has, in part, drawn upon data gathered from
activists working in community action groups, a world in which the researcher
was closely involved for a number of years, considerations of positionality and
bias require particular attention. Thorne, quoted by Blee and Taylor (2002),

describes a:

...problematic balance, a dialectic between being an insider, a participant in the
world one studies, and an outsider, observing and reporting on that world (2002:
97).

For some of the time that fieldwork was being undertaken, a challenge
lay in the maintenance and management of both pre-existing working and

research relationships with some informants. For example, as will become

apparent, a proportion of fieldwork was undertaken at a time of uncertainty over
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the constitution and priorities of NVCC — a process in which the researcher was
closely involved as a member, and which formed an area of interest for research.
Simultaneously, the researcher continued to maintain contact, and even
working relationships, with officers from the EA and a local authority represented
in this study. Such relationships pertained to the researcher’s own activism with
regard to questions of sea defence and associated decision-making; thus,
research activity was attended by concerns not to disrupt what in some cases
were already fragile relationships, whilst posing meaningful questions.
Participant information sheets detailing the purpose of the project and
arrangements pertaining to ethical considerations were prepared for informants,
each of whom signed a consent form. Discussion of the ethical implications of
participation was encouraged, and some interviewees sought, and were granted,
assurances concerning the timing of publication and the institutional capacities in
which they were quoted. Worthy of mention in this regard was the development
of an approach to interviewing that saw interviews prefaced with an explanation
to respondents of the genesis of the research interest, including reflections upon
the researcher’s own experiences as an activist. The rationale was that such an
approach would a) provide useful context for questions and, no less importantly,
b) make explicit the question and nature of the researcher’s positionality, with a
view to both allaying any concerns that interviewees might have harboured, and

encouraging a reciprocal candour.

Data management

Data collected on interviewees was securely stored, in compliance with the Data
Protection Act 1998 and in accordance with European Directive 95/46/CE.

Interview and personal material stored electronically was anonymised using a
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coding system and is accessible only to the researcher. Any data held in paper

files was also stored securely, with access again limited to the researcher.®

Generalisation

Snape and Spencer (2003) assert that in the natural sciences, the purpose is to
produce law-like propositions whereas in the social sciences, the aim is to
understand subjectively meaningful experiences. Writing about comparative
analysis in the context of social movement research, Della Porta (2002) favours
the pursuit of ‘thick descriptions’ of a few cases leading to ‘causality linked to
specific contexts’, and cites Mair in observing that recent comparativists have
contented themselves with a relatively middle-range or even a low-level
abstraction, with context a crucial determinant. She goes further still in

suggesting that comparative analysis:

...allows us to shift...towards understanding more clearly the causality and
meaning of a certain situation for the actors involved (2002: 307).

To conclude on the subject of generalisation, broadly interpretive
accounts of social phenomena might be said to involve an intellectual trade-off,
with a reduced ambition in terms of knowledge generation allowing for the
application of a different order of rigour. This sits comfortably with the broad aim
of this study in exploring, comparing — and perhaps even explaining — the
experiences of communities, action groups, individuals and authority actors in
distinctive contexts as they seek solutions to the problems posed by sea level
rise, and associated coastal planning.

A broad focus on understanding the phenomenon under scrutiny

resonates with this study’s interest in developing ‘thicker descriptions’ than those

8 Examples of participant ethical and data management compliance information sheets in Appendix
B.
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hitherto available in policy prescription and academic literature as it applies to
England and Wales — not law-like propositions, but instead what Patton, cited in
Ritchie and Lewis (2003) sees as modest speculations on the likely applicability
of the findings to other situations under similar, but not identical conditions with a
focus on the logical, thoughtful and problem-oriented rather than statistical or

probabilistic.
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Chapter 3: THE INVOLVEMENT OF
COMMUNITIES IN COASTAL
GOVERNANCE

By the end of the first decade of the 21* century the UK government had come
to stress the importance of working in partnership with communities in seeking
just outcomes to issues presented by policies not to defend some coastal areas
from the sea in the longer term, and not to compensate people for the resulting
loss of their homes. This thesis explores the proposition that such encounters
are both structured by, and propagate, social inequalities.

Whilst government acknowledged that some communities would need
support in contributing to policy decisions, a critical reading of policy statements
and relevant academic literature suggests dissonance between such government
prescription and the experiences of citizens in terms of their attitudes towards
coastal change, their propensity and willingness to mount and participate in
collective action, and in their experience of engagement with authority.

Evidence — here organised using Tilly’s (1978) framework for the
analysis of collective action — is largely pessimistic as to the degree of influence
people are able, or inclined, to exert on decision makers. Housing tenure and
associated loss emerges as a key interest around which social action might
coalesce on this issue. However, the literature encourages further consideration
of the ways in which social class informs individuals’ decisions as to whether and
how to participate in collective action, the ways in which resource deficits
manifest themselves and are addressed, and the ways in which affected
populations organize themselves in defence of their interests. Bourdieu’s (1983)
Theory of Capitals is employed in exploring the experiences of ‘communities’ —

and the people who comprise them — as they respond to the threats posed by
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climate change and associated policy, with a view to further critiquing

government’s essentially pluralist version of its interactions in this context.

Environmental campaigns, networks and the role of the individual

Contention around coastal management, with its respective emphases on
change, environmental protection and shelter and people’s quality of life,
suggests that collective action might usefully be understood through the prism of
environmental justice.

Environmental justice is about social transformation directed toward meeting
human need and enhancing the quality of life — economic equality, health care,

shelter, human rights, species preservation and democracy — using resources
sustainably. (Dodds and Hopwood, 2006: 271)

The environmental justice movement can be traced to the United States
in the 1970s, and concerns around the inequitable distribution of environmental
risks — significantly those associated with waste management (Dodds and
Hopwood, 2006; Watson and Bulkeley, 2005). The 1990s saw a growing
recognition of environmental justice in the UK, with a focus on issues of justice,
inequality and decision processes — arguably at the expense of examination of
the struggles and lessons to be learned (Dodds and Hopwood, 2006). This
mirrors what appears to be a divergence in focus on distinctive efforts at
achieving environmental justice — on the one hand as a generic campaign of
NGOs translating easily into the discourse of governments and, on the other,
locational issues concerning the siting of high risk facilities.

Social movement literature links successful protest mobilization to both
the levels of material resources available to communities and the density of pre-
existing networks (Walsh et al, 1993) — both salient given evidence around the

inequitable distribution of environmental risks. Where resource in a particular
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locale is hard to find, Foot (2009) observes that people need to make alliances.
Dodds and Hopwood (2006) see grassroots action as crucial to gaining justice,
but they stipulate that successful struggles start with local action in reaction to a
local issue but go on to build alliances, gain a wider understanding of the causes
of injustice and seek solutions. However, Rootes (1999) asserts that potential
allies are only likely to act to enhance the effort if the goals and strategies
employed by local campaign groups are compatible with their own, and appear
achievable.

Resource issues may partly explain why there has been no prominent
campaign against waste incineration in the UK, or effective linking of local
campaigns (Rootes, 2009). However, another compelling explanation lies in the
struggle to transform local discourse based around a grievance, and open to
charges around NIMBYism and self-interest, into one rooted in consideration of
the public good. Walsh et al (1993) argue that the framing of protest ideologies in
this way is more important in determining the outcome of grassroots protest than
are considerations of socio-economic profile and the degree and nature of
organization.

Rootes (1999) reports tense and complicated relationships between
established environmental movement organizations and emergent groups. A
distancing from some actions on the part of the former is ascribed to the need to
be seen by those in power as ‘responsible’ in the interests of maintaining policy
access; such constraints upon support are not always understood by those
seeking it.

Perceptions of NIMBYism, or clashes between discourses, are
especially problematic given the terms of admission to deliberative exercises
framed in liberal constitutional terms. Rootes (1997) argues that whilst the
perceptions and values of the rest of the population are important in response to
collective action, they are less so than those of elites who can shape official
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reaction. Instead, universalist arguments about the public good are required,
thus placing an onus on communities to reframe discourses (Kurtz, 2003). Doing
so may require external help — Zsamboky et al (2011) have suggested that
coastal adaptation activities in the context of climate change (of which efforts to
influence public policy must be considered a part) sit well down the list of
priorities for disadvantaged communities. Conversely, we might ask whether
garnering support from beyond an affected locality is per se contingent on the
ability of local campaigners to themselves reframe the discourse in more
universalist terms. Either way, developing networks might be considered in part

an exercise requiring intellectual as well as other resources.

Collective action and the individual

Community activism is demanding. Dodds and Hopwood (2006) observe that
participation can involve extensive reading and preparation and attending
meetings — unpaid, and on top of family commitments, and with typically limited
access to resources and any kind of long-term independent support structures.
Such sacrifices, they propose, usually go unrecognised by those in power.
Writing in the context of community resilience in response to
emergencies including climate events, and primarily for policy audiences,
Collingwood Environmental Planning (2009) reports that individuals can be very
influential in terms of community action, and that their effectiveness depends on
them enjoying the respect and trust of local people, of them being well-
established in the community, and having both good social skills and a vision of
what change should look like. They must also be situated in ‘supportive
systems’. This is not the place for a discussion of notions of ‘resilience’: suffice to
say, it is a more conciliatory rendering of collective action than that typically

associated with environmental justice. Nonetheless, it directs attention to the
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range of skills, attributes and resources required of individuals: a state of affairs
thrown into some relief by evidence that the considerable demands associated
with collective action tend to be borne by few people.

Writing in the context of the Labour government’s New Deal for
Communities regeneration programme, Robinson et al (2005) find that only a
small number of residents have the confidence, interest or time to get involved,
and that it is unrealistic to assume that many will want to take on such a
responsibility — irrespective of the degree of affluence in the area. Rootes (1997)
confirms that participation in collective action is a minority activity and one
skewed in its over-representation of the highly educated and relatively young.

An associated concern for Robinson et al (2005) is that community
representatives don't tend to represent the diversity of their communities and
tend to focus on what they know and what concerns them, with representative
bodies open to being hijacked by cliques.

Thus, literature on environmental justice encourages attention to the
importance of resource mobilization from both within affected locales and beyond
and, as part of this, the wherewithal to transform the discourse from a local
grievance to one with a universalist resonance, which in some deliberative
contexts is a key to participation. To this end we must be especially alert to the
effects of socio-economic inequalities, whilst evidence that the burden of
collective action invariably falls to the few encourages close examination of the

experiences of individuals in shaping and undertaking collective action.

Analysing community involvement

Tilly (1978) proposes a framework for the analysis of collective action, which he
suggests consists of people acting together in pursuit of common interests. The

framework comprises five essential components: ‘interest’, ‘organization’,
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‘mobilization’, ‘opportunity’, and ‘collective action’ itself (see Table 6). Tilly

continues:

The interests which concern us most are the gains or losses resulting from a
group’s interaction with other groups...The organization which concerns us most
is the aspect of a group’s structure which most directly affects its capacity to act
on its interests...mobilization is the process by which a group acquires collective
control over the resources needed for action. Those resources may be labor
power, goods, weapons, votes, and any number of other things...Opportunity
concerns the relationship between a group and those around it...Collective
action...results from changing combinations of interests, organization,
mobilization and opportunity (1978: 7).

In conceptualising collective action in this way, Tilly seeks to combine
causal models of constraints with purposive models of choices among available

courses of action. He explains:

We may choose to consider the action of an individual or of a group as a
resultant of forces external to the individual or group ...Alternatively, we may
consider the individual or group to be making choices according to some set of
rules, implicit or explicit (1978: 6).
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Table 7: Conceptualising collective action

Component of
collective action

Description

Interest

Gains or losses resulting
from a group’s interaction
with other groups

Organization

Aspect of a group’s
structure which most
directly affects its capacity
to act on its interests

Mobilization The process by which a
group acquires collective
control over the resources
needed for action
Opportunity Concerns the relationship | Opportunity has three elements:

between a group and
those around it

Power: the extent to which the outcomes of
the population’s interactions with other
populations favour its interests over those of
the others.

Repression: the costs of collective action to
the contender resulting from interaction with
other groups...an action which lowers the
contender’s cost is a form of facilitation.
Political repression and political facilitation
apply to the relationship between
contender(s) and government(s).

Opportunity/threat: the extent to which other
groups, including governments, are either (a)
vulnerable to new claims which would, if
successful, enhance the contender’s
realisation of its interests or (b) threaten to
make claims which would, if successful,
reduce the contender’s realisations of its
interests.

Collective action

Results from changing
combinations of interests,
organization, mobilization
and opportunity

Source: adapted from Tilly (1978)
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Two related models serve this conceptualisation — the Polity model and
the Mobilization model. The former is concerned with what Tilly calls a
‘population of interest’, and is concerned with interactions between groups within

that population, comprising one of more of the following:

» Government: an organization which controls the principal

concentrated means of coercion within the population.

* Contender: any group which, during some specified period, applies
pooled resources to influence the government. Contenders include
challengers and members of the polity. A member is any contender
which has routine, low-cost access to resources controlled by the

government; a challenger is any other contender.

« Polity®: consists of the collective action of the members and the

government.

» Caoalition: a tendency of a set of contenders and/or governments to

coordinate their collective action. (1978: 52)
Tilly explains:

...contenders are attempting to realize their interests by applying pooled
resources to each other and to the government. They vary in the success with
which they get back resources in return; the biggest division in that regard
separates the high-return members of the polity from the low-return
challengers...all contenders (members and challengers alike) are struggling for
power (1978: 54).

9 Polity: ‘A generic term for the set of political institutions within a society’ (Abercrombie et al, 2000:
267).
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His second model — the Mobilization model (see Figure 2):

...declares that the main determinants of a group’s mobilization are its
organization, its interests in possible interactions with other contenders, the
current opportunity/threat of those interactions and the group’s subjection to
repression (1978: 56).

Figure 2: Tilly’s Mobilization model

Organization Interest

Repression/
Facilitation

Opportunity/

Threat \
/ Power
Collective < /

action

Source: adapted from Tilly (1978)

A small number of UK studies (see Table 7) has considered coastal
change and related governance arrangements. Whilst it is important to be wary
of generalisation, they have potential for shedding light on — and prompting
further questions about — how coastal groups are constituted, and fare in their
interactions with power and competing interests. The studies span the decade

2002-2011, and so cover the period during which the coastal governance

paradigm changed from one of a presumption to defend from the sea to FCERM.

Some of the studies are directly concerned with establishing the efficacy or

otherwise of particular approaches to decision-making (it is these that are
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broadly categorised'® according to the process employed in Table 8), whilst

others yield salient points whilst having different research objectives.

% The categories employed — ‘Participative’ and ‘Representational’ — are the subject of conceptual
and theoretical scrutiny, although here they are employed simply as broad markers of the
approach taken.
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Table 8: Coastal change studies 2002-2011

Author(s) Relevant research Research design Decision
interest(s) making model
(where
relevant)
Myatt-Bell | Locals’ perceptions of Case study (Brancaster West
et al flooding, their awareness Marsh) underpinned by
of the managed guestionnaire survey of visitors
(2002) realignment scheme and conducted at managed
issues they consider to be | realignment exhibition.
important.
Myatt et al | Whether local residents Case study (Freiston Shore,
are more accepting of a Lincolnshire) underpinned by
(2003a) managed realignment postal questionnaire survey of
scheme that is fully local households.
established rather than at
its inception or under
construction.
Myatt et al | Whether local residents Case study (Orplands, Essex)
are more accepting of a underpinned by postal
(2003b) managed realignment questionnaire survey of local
scheme the longer it is the | households.
public domain.
O'Riordan | Existing arrangements of | Case study (north Norfolk coast) | Participatory
etal coastal governance in underpinned by literature review,
England including observation of facilitated
(2006) effective stakeholder meetings, stakeholder
involvement. interviews.
Few et al Local capacity for Case study (Christchurch Bay)
strategic response to underpinned by documentary
(2007) climate risks with a focus analysis, semi-structured
on issues surrounding interviews and workshop
coastal defence. discussions.
Fletcher The relationship between Multiple case study (Medway Representational
stakeholder Swale Estuary Partnership,
(2007) representatives and their Moray Firth Partnership, Sefton
constituencies of interest Coast Partnership, Solent
within the context of Forum) underpinned by semi-
coastal partnerships. structured interviews with
respondents from distinctive
stakeholder categories.
Milligan et | The character and Single case study (Winterton-on- | Participatory
al reasoning behind Sea, Norfolk) underpinned by
changing management literature review and
(2009) policies and governance involvement in consultative
practices in England. forum events
Zsamboky | How disadvantaged Multiple case study u