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Public decision controversies over technology: 
cultural bias and the politics-of-interest

ABSTRACT

This thesis examines the nature of public decision 
controversies over technology and its impacts. It analyses 
the political and social conflicts involved in public policy 
processes concerned with large-scale, potentially hazardous, 
technology projects. The central empirical element consists 
of a detailed case study of political decision-making on the 
siting of a liquefied natural gas (LNG) facility in the 
Netherlands (during the late 1970s). Analysis of the Dutch 
decision controversy highlights the key determinants of 
policy disputes involving the assessment of risks and 
benefits of technologies.
This thesis develops a cultural approach to policy analysis, 
which is more appropriate than traditional 'interest' models 
for explaining controversy over (so-called) 'technological 
decisions'. The cultural framework focuses on differences 
in institutional perceptions, so as to account for the 
conflicting selection criteria and concerns that underpin 
dissensus among policy actors. By relating analytical 
concepts to in-depth case research of decision disputes over 
technology, this thesis seeks to contribute to further 
theoretical and empirical understanding of the factors 
underlying conflicting assessments of technological 
developments in the public policy domain.
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"To understand which technologies and 
which contexts are important to us, and 
why, is an enterprise that must involve 
both the study of special technical 
systems and their history, as well as a 
thorough grasp of the concepts and 
controversies of political theory."

- Langdon Winner ^

INTRODUCTION

Public decisions over major technological developments have 
given rise to considerable controversy. One has only to refer 
to the heated debate over nuclear power to emphasise the 
significant conflicts involved in reaching 'acceptable' 
decisions on developments where the 'risks' and 'benefits' 
associated with technology are seriously in dispute. 
Furthermore, given the inevitable political and social contexts 
in which (so-called) 'technological decisions' are embedded, 
controversy has extended well beyond 'technical* questions, to 
include other interrelated policy concerns. It is not 
surprising then, that it has become increasingly problematic - 
for policy-makers and academic researchers alike - to 
understand what these disputes surrounding certain technologies 
are really about.
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This study is concerned with the 'nature' of political decision 
controversies over technology. The political debates that 
define controversies over 'technological decisions', reveal 
serious disagreements among the policy participants on the 
issues at stake and on the appropriate modes for assessment and 
choice. The challenge taken up in this study is to come to 
terms with the underlying premises that inform these 
disagreements over technology in the context of public decision 
processes.

At the descriptive level actual debates over technological 
decisions can be examined for the various conflicting arguments 
that make up the policy dispute. What is needed, however, is 
to assess more clearly the conceptual terms in which political 
controversy over technology can be analysed - both 
theoretically and empirically. This study is an attempt to 
address this task. The key question is to explain what 
political and social factors underpin policy dissensus on the 
crucial issues of acceptability and assessment of technology.

Should we attribute controversy to its 'technical' dimensions 
and consider the 'politicization' of technological choice as 
stemming from expert disagreement over technical ambiguities? 
Alternatively, can disputes over technology be understood in 
terms of competing organized interests? Are the policy debates 
over 'technological risk' no more than a clash of 
self-interested participants, each making 'rational' judgements 
to achieve their aims? Or can the policy conflicts be better 
understood as reflecting deeper social and ideological 
commitments? Or should we perhaps examine controversy for the 
cultural and contextual differences that impinge on the way we 
view technology and its political assessment?
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This study attempts to develop and apply an appropriate policy 
analytic perspective on public decision controversy, within 
which issues of technology can be examined with full account of 
their social and cognitive dimensions. In particular, I will 
argue the need for a cultural approach to public decision 
analysis, that can come to terms with competing institutional 
perceptions as a central feature of social controversy 
generally, and of technological decision disputes in 
particular. This cultural perspective on politics will be 
applied in an extensive empirical case study of controversial 
technological decision-making, concerned with the policy 
dispute over the siting of large-scale technology in the 
Netherlands (in the late 1970s).

The argument presented in this thesis comprises four 
interrelated steps. First, I review the existing 
policy-related literature on technological decision 
controversies and assess its conceptual strengths and 
weaknesses. Secondly, I examine the theoretical and conceptual 
issues pertinent to public decision analysis, and argue the 
need to address the serious shortcomings of the dominant 
politics-of-interest model. Thirdly, I examine the recent work 
on cultural analysis and the sociology of perception, and apply 
it in a cultural frame for public policy analysis. And 
fourthly, I confront the conceptual issues and analytical 
approaches in an empirical setting, and assess the analytical 
contributions of the cultural perspective in understanding 
dissensus in the context of the Dutch decision controversy over 
LNG technology.

In examining conflicts of politics and technology in their 
appropriate social settings, this thesis seeks to enhance our 
understanding of the controversial nature of technology, and 
help us recognize the pressing issues of social assessment and 
control. Conflicting cultural biases in technological decision
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disputes ought not to be dismissed as irrationalities to be 
overcome, but treated as a potential source of wisdom to be 
explored. By bringing these biases into the open we can try 
and understand just where and when technologies are likely to 
be socially viable, and just where and when their social risks 
will make them increasingly unmanageable. This study is 
intended as a step towards such an exploratory mode.

- 0 -

^  Langdon Winner, "Do artifacts have politics?", 
Daedalus 109 (Winter 1980) , p.135.
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CHAPTER 1

CONTROVERSIES IN TECHNOLOGICAL DECISION-MAKING

1. Introduction

This study is concerned with public decision disputes related
to technology and its impacts. ̂  It examines the nature of
political conflicts over the assessment of controversial
technological projects in the context of public policy. The
focus on technology as a substantive issue in research on
political decision controversies may be seen as a paradox. In
empirical terms, this thesis conforms to earlier studies that

[21have singled out so-called "technological decisions" as a 
legitimate area of research. Conceptually, however, it rejects 
the premise that public decisions about 'technological' 
projects can be analysed as distinct from other areas of public 
policy.[3] The central argument developed in this study is 
based on the view that issues of technology should be 
considered in their political and social context. My primary 
focus is to formulate an appropriate conceptual approach to 
political analysis, within which controversial issues of 
technology can be examined and understood. This chapter 
assesses the literature on (so-called) technological decision 
controversies, and questions its conceptual and analytical
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adequacy in coming to terms with the social and cognitive
. T41dimensions of such political disputes.

Nonwithstanding the real conceptual difficulties in separating 
"technological decisions" from other policy concerns, public 
decision-making institutions have often conferred a certain 
Specificity* upon political questions concerned with the 
development and use of science and technology. In this 
respect, the experience of the last two decades (or so) reveals 
a considerable number of policy disputes in industrialized 
nations that have been largely associated with technological 
(and scientific) issues - both in the public mind and on the 
part of governmental policy makers. It is at this empirical 
level that Nelkin has said about technology-related 
controversies:

"Technologies of speed and power - airports, electric 
power utilities, highways, dams - provoke bitter 
political antagonism as local communities protest 
against increasing burdens of noise, pollution and 
disruption. Great technological advances are 
invariably controversial; along with their benefits 
they generate distressing side effects.."[5]

The special status that is thus attributed to technology as a
source of political conflict, pervades much of the literature
on controversial technological decisions. Empirical studies
have regularly taken the political debate about the potential
"side effects" of a technological development as their starting
point, thereby identifying their subject of concern (initially)
in relation to substantive issues of science and technol o g y . ^
Consequently, much of the literature on technological decision
controversy has over-emphasised that such disputes frequently
manifest themselves in disagreements over the 'scientific' and
'technical' aspects of policy issues. In this respect (drawing
from a selection of case studies of controversial technological
decision-making) Nelkin concludes:

"Whatever political values motivate controversy, the 
debates usually focus on technical questions. The 
siting controversies [for example] develop out of
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concern with the quality of life in a community, but 
the debates revolve around technical questions - the 
physical requirements for the facility, the accuracy 
of the predictions establishing its need, or the 
precise extent of environmental risk".[7]

This study, however, strongly rejects the assumption that such
technology-related controversies in public decision-making can
be meaningfully analysed by focusing upon their 'technical*
dimensions, without taking full account of the social and
political contexts in which they emerge. Whilst part of the
public debates may be cast in 'technical' terms, the
controversy literature has come to acknowledge that what these
'technological' policy disputes have in common is that in the
end they involve politicial commitments from among competing

r q isocial values.1 J Hence, analysis of so-called "technological 
decisions" needs to start from the premise that controversial 
issues of "technology" cannot be divorced from the
socio-political institutions and developments in which they are 
e m b e d d e d . ^

This study analyses the 'nature' of public decision 
controversies over technology by examining the political 
processes through which policy disputes are debated and fought 
out. It attempts to develop a policy analytic perspective that 
can come to terms with the growing understanding in research on 
technological decisions, that conflicts over technical issues 
and political values are closely intertwined. In this respect, 
my analytic approach concurs with the conclusion (here
formulated by Del Sesto) that:

"Even though an issue may be tagged 'technical'... we 
still find that value and purpose, put into service 
by means of political power, are at least as 
important as any other factors in determining the 
eventual outcome of technical disputes...(...) 
Ultimately at stake [are] competing values interests 
and ideological commitments and not simply the 
'facts'"..[10]•  •
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The analysis of public decision controversies over technology 
must proceed from the understanding that dissensus among 
institutional policy actors involves scientific and technical 
issues and political value conflicts in their 
interrelationship; they are "techno-political disputes".
The controversial issues that emerge in the context of 
'technological decisions' therefore, do not only "transcend"

r 121science and technology as basis for their resolution , but 
(typically) involve fundamental debate about the appropriate 
line that is (to be) drawn between accepted scientific 'facts' 
and conflicting political values. Consequently, the political 
analysis of technological decision disputes needs to account 
for the conflicting definitial boundaries that policy actors 
adopt? for the different frames that inform their conceptions 
of 'technological' policy issues; and for the contending modes 
of assessment and choice.

This chapter examines the literature on technological 
decisions. It highlights that whilst (empirical) policy 
research has acknowledged in general terms the "politicization" 
of disputes in technological decision-making, the literature 
has lacked a coherent conceptual perspective for analysing 
controversial technology in its proper political and 
sociological context. In particular, I will challenge the 
dominance of the traditional 'rational interest' approach to 
public policy analysis, that reduces conflicting assessments of 
controversial technology unduly to the level of competing 
political values.

What is called for is a different perspective on political 
controversy; a framework within which public decision disputes 
over technology can be conceptualized and analyzed with full 
account of their appropriate social and cognitive dimensions. 
This chapter identifies the analytic shortcomings in current 
policy research on technological decision controversy. It 
formulates the conceptual issues that need to be examined in
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the theoretical and empirical analysis of public decision 
disputes over technology and its social assessment, thus 
setting the scene for the research questions that will be 
addressed in this study.

Technological decision controversy: empirical features

In singling out policy problems related to science and
T131technology as the central focus of concern J , attempts have

been made to discern a number of distinctive empirical
features that have ’characterized’ controversial cases of
technological decision-making in the past. In this respect, an
OECD study group, for example, identified a cluster of six main
factors pertinent to empirical policy controversies over
technology, including the novelty and complexity of issues
associated with scientific and technological developments, the
dimensions of their impacts, ethical and value concerns and

r 141general public perceptions. Essentially, these factors are
concerned with how the impacts of science and technology - on 
health, the environment, ethical principles, etc. - should be 
assessed and evaluated. In similar vein, the disparate views on 
the assessment of 'risks' and 'benefits' associated with 
technological projects or developments have often been observed 
to dictate the emergence and outcome of the dispute.

The literature on technological decision controversy, reflects 
this concern with contending 'technological* impacts. In this 
context, policy research has highlighted three inter-related 
areas of political dissensus. First, conflicts among policy 
actors over how the impacts associated with a technology should 
be identified. Secondly, the lack of consensus over the 
interpretation and use of scientific and technical evidence on
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the risks and benefits of a technology (frequently because 
scientists themselves are in disagreement). And thirdly, the 
absence of agreed criteria by which the acceptability of risks 
associated with a technology can be judged.

This chapter develops the argument that these political 
dimensions of technological decision controversy have been 
analysed largely without adequate attention to the interrelated 
social and cognitive factors that impinge on the assessment of 
"scientific" and "technical" issues, in the context of such 
policy disputes. In this respect, I will argue that the 
dominant political frame for analysing the conflicting 
evaluations of 'factual' consequences has been too narrowly 
conceived. As a consequence, the prevailing conceptualization 
of policy conflicts over technology (as used in the literature) 
has failed to address a deeper level of political dissensus: 
fundamental disagreement over the very meaning and boundaries 
of the 'technological' issues on the agenda, and over the 
nature of the policy problems at stake.

In this study controversies over technological decisions are 
analysed in terms of the social and political factors that 
underpin conflicting assessments of the impacts associated with 
a technology. This chapter then assesses how policy dissensus 
in technological decisions has been analysed to date , and 
identifies the areas where our conceptual and theoretical 
understanding of technological decision disputes may be 
enhanced. In doing so, it hopes to show that whilst a unified 
conceptual perspective is still lacking in much empirical
research, a dominant approach in the political analysis of

n  7 1technological decision controversies can be discerned .[i8|
Some writers have even referred to an emerging 'paradigm'.1 1 
This provides the starting point for assessing the nature of 
dissensus in technological decision controversies, and for 
examining the adequacy of analytical approaches that have been 
adopted to understand the underlying determinants.
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2. The assessment of technological impacts

The analysis of technological decision controversies is 
concerned with conflicting assessments of technology; with 
trying to account for differences among policy actors in 
identifying and evaluating potential impacts. The early 
literature concerned with "technology assessment" has viewed 
policy controversies over the risks and benefits of a 
technology as involving two distinct areas of potential 
dissensus: scientific disagreement among technical experts, and 
value conflicts as to the social and political evaluation of

U9ithe technological impacts. As technology assessments have
increasingly entered the political arena, however, and as (some 
of) the technologies have become subject to considerable public 
controversy, awareness has grown that the separation of factual 
impacts and political evaluations is highly problematic. 
Moreover, I will argue that this separation is theoretically 
and empirically questionable, and analytically
counter-productive in understanding controversial technological 
decisions.

My analytical argument is developed from the view that the 
identification of 'factual' impacts of technology cannot be 
assumed to be either objective or value-free. By arguing from 
a position of interdependence between the identification of 
'factual' impacts and their evaluation, disputes over 
'technical' issues and political values can be conceptualised 
in a single analytic frame. In theoretical terms, this 
rejection of the fact-value distinction is underpinned by 
literature in the 'interpretive' sociology of knowledge (as 
well as in anthropology) , which stresses that what are 
considered 'facts' ultimately depends on an accepted framework 
of social (and thereby evaluative) premises. Sociologists of



21

science have shown that even 'scientific* knowledge is (at
least partly) socially-negotiated and influenced by values of
various k i n d s . M y  concern here, however, is less the

(211social-constructivist view in the sociology of science , 
than the policy analytic implications of the entwinement of 
facts and values in conflicting assessments of 'technological' 
impacts in the context of public decision controversies.

By acknowledging the interdependence of 'factual' disputes and
value conflicts, competing "technology assessments" can be
analysed with full account of their social and political
contexts. Conversely, this conceptual starting point leads to
a view of political decision-making that considers definitional
disputes over 'technological' risks and benefits as integral to
(controversial) processes of policy assessment and choice. In
this respect, I concur with those who have pointed out that the
assumptions and commitments implicit in any mode of "technology

(221assessment" are fundamentally political m  character. What
requires explicit attention in the context of public policy 
analysis, are the conceptual terms by which these "political" 
dimensions underlying technological decision controversies can 
be understood.

Integrating 'factual' and 'value* disputes

A significant part of the empirical literature on technological 
decision disputes can be challenged in its implicit assumption 
that 'consequences' are identifiable separately from 
(political) 'value* concerns. In this respect, case studies of 
facility siting disputes (involving large-scale technologies) 
have been particularly prominent in emanating the view that 
here policy dissensus stems simply from conflicting evaluations 
of 'the' technological risks and benefits. In this view, the 
risks and benefits associated with a technology are not in
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themselves considered problematic in policy disputes, but only 
in the sense that policy actors reveal conflicting preferences 
on their desirability.

This interpretation does not attribute controversy to 'factual1
disputes over what the risks and benefits are, but to the

[231distribution of these impacts. It focuses on 'objective'
differences among policy actors, to account for the fact that
technologies may affect various groups in society in different 

[241ways. In this context, disparities between national and
local interests, between general and specific concerns, have
typically been identified as underpinning conflicting impact 

[251assessments. In "facility siting controversies", O'Hare et
al. have characterized the issue as "the problem of locally
undesirable though generally beneficial" projects. 1

Similarly, the detailed case study by Ackerman et al. about a
technological pollution control project (in the Delaware River
Basin) highlights how the distribution of costs and benefits is

[271identified as the m a m  source of controversy.

Nelkin's work stresses the equity issue as central to the
emergence of many technological disputes, when she generalizes:

"Many controversies arise when citizens in a 
community become aware that they must bear the cost 
of a project that will benefit a different much 
broader constituency. Airports and power plants [for 
example] serve large regions but neighbours bear the 
environmental and social burden."[28]

Such accounts of so-called "NIMBY" disputes (standing for 
"not-in-my backyard") are conceptually deficient in that they 
assume (or at least suggest) that 'technological impacts' can 
be unambiguously defined in their 'factual' dimensions. 
Studies of other controversies over technological impacts 
indicate that the absence of conflicts over the identification 
of "risks" and "benefits" may be an empirical outcome, but 
cannot be taken as a conceptual premises for analysis. In many 
health-related controversies (e.g. over the health hazards of
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low-level radiation, or the effects of certain drugs), the
question of determining "risks" and "benefits" are at the

T291centre of the dispute. Similarly, environmental
controversies often manifest themselves in conflicting stances 
as to what are to be taken as the ecological impacts of 
(technological) developments.

The empirical literature on decision disputes concerned with 
•technological* impacts, highlights that policy actors 
regularly adopt strikingly different notions of "risks" and 
"benefits" associated with technological developments. Here 
one only has to refer to the growing literature on "perceived" 
risks, to emphasize that conflicting 'measures' of 
(technological) impacts must be accepted as part of empirical 
reality in policy discussions over risk and controversial 
technology. Moreover, many disputes involve disagreement
among scientific experts over the nature and effects of various 
potential impacts. (This issue is discussed in more detail 
b elow). The political analysis of technological decision 
disputes must be based therefore on the understanding that both 
'technological impacts' and their social evaluation may be 
subject to controversy.

Political values and impact assessments

Acknowledging that facts cannot be assumed to be value-neutral, 
most political accounts of technological decision disputes have 
accepted that the identification of 'risks' and 'benefits' 
inevitably involves evaluative commitments. However, in the 
dominant political perspective, the value stances of policy 
actors are advanced as the central determinants for the 
identification and assessment of technological impacts. Hence, 
despite the rejection of a naive separation of 'factual' 
disputes from political value conflicts, the traditional 
approach in the political analysis of technological decision
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disputes fails to come to terms with the structural 
interdependence of facts and values in controversies. In 
trying to account for the contending boundaries that policy 
actors set to the identification of 'technological impacts', 
most empirical controversy studies reflect an instrumental view 
of the political selection process. They have considered 
conflicting definitions of 'technological' consequences not as 
being in themselves problematic, but simply as manifestations 
of underlying dissensus over social and political values. It 
is this narrow political conceptualization of technology 
assessment disputes in decision controversies that I wish to 
challenge.

The political literature on technological decision disputes has
failed to recognize sufficiently that any demarcation between
'factual impacts' and social value dimensions in technological
choice reflects in itself a significant controversial feature
that needs to be explained. It has not acknowledged adequately
that processes of 'impact assessment' are inherently ambiguous,
and, as such, open to political debate. What is considered a
'technical fact', and what is seen as belonging to the realm of
social values, needs to be treated as part of the empirical
dispute over definitional boundaries that is integral to
technological decision controversies. What is lacking
therefore in most of the political literature is the
acknowledgement that impact assessments reflect not simply a
conflict over independently formulated social values, that
determine how 'technological impacts' are defined, but involve
the interpretive frame in which both 'facts' and 'values' are
bound up. Some authors, such as Nowotny have convincingly
argued this structural ambiguity in impact assessment. In the
context of the nuclear power controversy she has concluded:

"The societal images of nuclear risk... display the 
same [ambiguous] quality: depending how one looks at 
them the risks involved are entirely technical, in 
origin as well as in terms of a solution to the 
problem they contain, or they are entirely social, 
depending on the functioning or lack of it, of social 
institutions from the initial planning to the control 
of safeguards".[34]
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From this perspective, closure of a controversy must be seen as
dependent on consenus on the boundaries to the relevant ’facts*
of the case, as well as the appropriate evaluative criteria for
choice. The analysis of technological decision controversies
should not (and can not) be premised therefore on any a priori
separation between its 'factual* and 'value' dimensions.
Indeed, it has been suggested that the 'dual' nature of
"fact-value" disputes is essentially what makes
trans-scientific controversies in technological decision-making 

(351so problematic. In short, what is required, is not just to
acknowledge that facts are value-laden, but to adopt an 
analytical approach that can come to terms with the interaction 
between 'factual' and 'value' dimensions in a single conceptual 
frame.

In integrating the social and cognitive dimensions of
technological decision disputes, the focus of analysis shifts
towards examining the different problem configurations and
agenda by which policy actors frame their assessments and
(political) evaluations of "risks" and "benefits" associated

T 3 6 1with the various (technological) options.1 1 Political
analyses of technological decision controversies must be 
premised therefore on the view that disputants inevitably 
concern themselves with a selective set of options, impact 
dimensions and choice criteria. The analytic challenge, is to 
examine and explain the social processes of selection and 
identification by which policy actors come to set boundaries to(371the particular 'problem frame* from which they operate. It
is against this background that we need to review current 
approaches in the political analysis of public decision 
controversies over technology.



26

3. Disputes among experts: the traditional political 
perspective

The failure to acknowledge the interdependence of facts and 
values is reflected in the dominant conceptualization of policy 
dissensus in technological decision studies. Most of the 
political literature has treated conflicting views on the 
'factual* impacts of technology as unproblematic. The 
prevailing assertion is that ambiguity and uncertainty in 
technical 'facts' (e.g. over impacts) are seen as problematic 
only in so far they give rise to the emergence of value 
conflicts over their normative use in political controversies. 
In this respect, most policy studies have failed to address 
adequately the various cognitive factors that may underpin 
'factual' disagreement among policy actors, and to analyse 
these as explicit features of technology assessment 
controversies. By construing technologies as passive resources 
to be understood solely in relation to the independently 
formulated ends to which they are put, most decisional 
controversy research has failed to examine disputes over 
(relevant) knowledge and over social values from a single 
conceptual perspective.

This prevailing 'paradigm' in the technological decision 
literature is underpinned by a 'rational choice' perspective on 
political decision-making; this perspective considers disputes 
solely in terms of conflicting evaluative stances of political 
actors. In this model, the boundaries that are set to the 
identification and assessment of 'technological impacts' are 
assumed to flow directly from the 'rational' pursuit of 
predetermined political ends, that actors seek to achieve. The 
mainstream of policy research into decision controversies over 
technology thus reflects a seriously limiting conceptual bias. 
Here policy conflicts over the assessment of technology are
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collapsed into the narrow level of competing political values,
with the assumption that the selection of values to be
'maximized* by policy actors reflects a voluntaristic,f o o lunproblematic process in decision-making. J

In order to establish the analytical inadequacy (or otherwise) 
of this traditional political perspective on technological 
decision controversies, its key features and underlying 
assumptions need to be spelled out and examined. In 
particular, the dominant 'model' in technological decision 
studies will be challenged in the way it conceptualizes the 
relationship between disagreements over technical 'facts', and 
conflicting social and political values. In this respect, 
significant insights can be gained by assessing the conceptual 
and analytic deficiencies of the traditional political approach 
in the context of the established literature on expert 
disagreement in decision controversies over science and 
technology.

The traditional political characterization can be identified in
the way technological decision studies have treated issues of
policy dissensus. In this respect, three main features of
controversies stand out: questions of acceptability, the
interpretation and use of scientific evidence, and the
assessment of risks and benefits associated with a technology.
The dominant bias towards political value conflicts in
accounting for these problem areas is highlighted by the

[391following summarized conclusions from the literature:
* disputes over technological decisions mirror political 

conflict: each controversy has some actors arguing its 
acceptability and others opposing it, depending on the 
'ends' they seek to achieve;

* scientific evidence is used as a political resource: 
technical data are valued, interpreted and utilized 
differently by opposing policy actors; and

* conflicts as to the acceptability of a technology go well 
beyond disputes over scientific and technical issues: 
controversies over the assessment of risks and benefits 
associated with a technology ultimately depend on the 
degree of political value consensus among policy actors.
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My challenge to this particular political perspective on 
technological decision controversies can be argued with respect 
to two key conceptual deficiencies. First, the failure to 
acknowledge in technology assessment controversies the 
inevitable entwinement of 'factual' disputes and the 
conflicting political 'values' that govern normative issues of 
acceptability of 'technological' consequences. And secondly, 
the narrow conceptualization of policy conflicts with 
predetermined political values as the single causal determinant 
for disagreement over the identification, interpretation and 
use of 'factual' evidence. In both respects, the analytic 
shortcomings - and indeed contradictions - of the dominant 
approach are evident in the role it assigns to conflicting 
scientific and technical evidence in the context of policy 
controversy.

The politicization of 'factual' disputes

Expert disagreements over 'factual' issues and 'scientific'
evidence have become accepted features of (many) technological
decision controversies. Some analysts have argued
therefore that what is required is to develop a theory of
decision-making that can accommodate for the fact that experts

r 4i ican be expected to disagree. In taking up this challenge,
the policy literature on expert disagreement, whilst accepting 
that facts are not value-free, have effectively reduced 
potential controversy over scientific 'evidence' to the 
singular level of conflicting value premises.

Central to the prevalent mode of political analysis of 
technological decision controversies is the assertion that 
value conflicts among policy actors override any potential 
dispute over 'scientific' and 'technical' issues. Agreement or 
not over scientific facts is considered marginal to the
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. f421settlement of political controversies. J In this
interpretation, as Nelkin and others have stressed, conflicting
political values will so "permeate" experts' discussion as to
thwart any consensus on what meaning and significance is to be

r 431attached to the 'facts'. From this perspective, 'factual'
disputes over scientific and technical evidence do not require 
explicit attention; it is assumed that they can be fully 
accounted for in terms of conflicting evaluations.

The work of Nelkin exemplifies the mainstream of political
research in this area, in concluding that acceptance of certain
technical data largely depends on "the extent to which it

. r 441reinforces existing [political] positions". (emphasis
added). In the dominant policy analytic model 'scientific' and
'technical' disputes have been examined in terms of the
underlying political debates. Nelkin's detailed examination of
the scientific issues at stake in a nuclear power siting

r 451dispute (at Cayuga Lak e) 1 J and the controversy over the 
proposed construction of a new airport runway (in Boston) 
reflect the dominant bias in empirical research on 
technological decision controversies, in attributing the 
conflicts between technical experts squarely to their 
pre-existent political stances.

Elaborating on this theme, Nelkin's studies have been foremost 
in highlighting that technical and scientific data are used as 
political resources. This emphasis is also strongly evident in 
the work by Mazur: his analyses of scientific disputes over 
fluoridation and radiation single out the "political context" 
of controversies as the crucial issue in affecting the way

[471scientific data are used in decision-making. 1 Much of the 
empirical literature on technological decision controversies 
emphasises the exploitation of scientific evidence by competing 
policy actors.

As stated earlier, the established interpretation of
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'technological' decision controversies rests on a purely 
instrumental view of the "politicization" of technical 
expertise. In this context, it has been pointed out that, 
'factual' knowledge and 'expert' evidence are used to challenge 
as well as promote technological decisions. Furthermore, 
empirical studies have concluded that a characteristic feature 
in technological decision disputes is that, rather than 
facilitating closure of policy controversies, 'scientific' 
disagreements tend to intensify political conflicts. Nelkin's 
study on the Cayuga Lake nuclear power siting dispute, (for 
example) clearly establishes that disagreement among policy 
actors could not be settled by the 'rational' debate among 
scientific experts on 'technical' issues of ' f a c t ' . ^ ^

This conceptualization of disputes over scientific and
technical evidence asserts that competing policy actors
(representing conflicting value premises) will manipulate
'factual' uncertainties and ambiguities for their respective
ends. Viewed in this 'rational choice' perspective, the
selective use and interpretation of knowledge is considered not
fundamentally different from other political disputes: policy
actors are seen to make voluntary choices about what factors to
take into account and which issues to exclude, depending on
their political goals. In this respect, disagreement among
technical experts, in the words of Mazur, reflects "simply the
normal process of polarization which must be expected in any

r 491intense controversy".

In similar vein, Nelkin does not consider technical 
uncertainties and scientific disagreements as analytically 
problematic, since controversies are typically explained in 
terms of the 'rational* pursuit of political goals. In her 
words:

"... in all disputes broad areas of uncertainty are
open to conflicting scientific interpretation.
Decisions are often made in a context of limited
knowledge about potential social or environmental
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impacts, and there is seldom conslusive evidence to 
reach definitive conclusions. Thus power hinges on 
the ability to manipulate knowledge, to challenge the 
evidence presented to support particular policies, 
and technical expertise becomes a resource exploited 
by all parties to justify their political and 
economic views."[50]

This account of the political exploitation of limited
"knowledge" and inconclusive "evidence" fails to conceive that
these issues reflect 'factual' disputes, which involve
cognitive as well as value dimensions. Although in some
controversy studies, dissensus has been considered as
originating in scientific "knowledge d i s p u t e s " , they have
largely been excluded from explicit analysis in the policy
literature. In this respect, Fallows (for example) has analysed
the nuclear waste disposal controversy, and has concluded that

"The disputes among experts stimulated political 
debate, quickly shifting the locus of decision-making 
from the technical to the political arena. Value 
questions began to override questions of
technological alternatives."[52]

Ambiguity and conflicting interpretations of scientific
evidence have been examined predominantly in the context of the
political value disputes by which controversies have been
characterized. Two basic explanations for conflicting
'factual' evidence have been advanced in the dominant
literature on expert disagreement. One is that scientific and
technical data are themselves incomplete and inconclusive,

r 531causing experts to disagree. 1 The other emphasizes that
disagreement among experts does not concern so much the 
'scientific' questions at stake but is attributed to their 
political views, that determine how technical evidence is

r 541interpreted.1 1 Either way, the ambiguous and inconclusive
nature of scientific evidence is seen as the principal reason

[551for the emergence of political conflict.

Many controversy studies thus attribute an explanatory status 
to technical ambiguity and inconclusive 'factual' data, which
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are seen to act as determinants for the emergence of political
value dissensus in technological decisions. This assumption is
explicitly expressed by Nelkin, when she contends that

"... technological controversies stem from factual 
uncertainties that allow diverse and value-laden 
interpretations, and technical questions become 
controversial largely because of the difficulty of 
determining the often fuzzy boundaries between fact 
and value."[56] (my emphasis)

But this argument is clearly contradictory: if the boundaries 
between ’facts* and 'values’ are ambiguous - or at least 
integral to the political debate - it is meaningless to speak 
of "factual uncertainty" as an absolute and empirical 
determinant for the political value conflicts that are assumed 
to flow from it. Indeed, by failing to integrate 'factual' and 
'value' disputes in a single interpretative perspective, the 
traditional political science approach to technological 
decision-making is both incorrect and simplistic. It is wrong 
in defining technical uncertainty only as a function of 
incomplete knowledge in 'factual' and objective terms, firstly 
because it ignores entirely the interdependence of facts and 
values, and secondly since it fails to account for contending 
cognitive frames. Moreover, the idea that 'factual' 
uncertainty creates controversy is fundamentally contradictory 
to the dominant political assertion - which is also made - that 
conflicting political values determine 'factual' stances in the 
dispute.

This breakdown of the Nelkin/Mazur 'paradigm' shows that the
traditional political perspective on technological decision
controversies is fundamentally flawed in the way it
conceptualizes disputes over the assessment of technological
impacts as a function only of competing value premises. It is
not the case that "value disputes" simply "override" questions

[571of technological choices 1, but rather that cognitive and 
evaluative factors have already been at work in determining
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what technological' alternatives are included (or excluded) in 
assessment and choice.

Given the social and cognitive dimensions involved in assessing 
technological 'risks' and 'benefits' the narrow political 
conceptualization of policy dissensus is highly inadequate to 
account for the process and outcome of such disputes. The next 
section further confronts the conceptual premises and 
assumptions of the prevailing political science approach in the 
literature. In particular it exposes the deficiency of the 
dominant 'rational choice' perspective underpins it, and argues 
the theoretical and analytical modifications needed to enable 
adequate understanding of public decision controversy over 
technology.

4. Technological controversies as political value disputes

Policy studies of technological decision disputes have been 
heavily biased towards descriptive accounts of political 
conflicts. Empirical research has been carried out largely in 
the absence of explicit conceptual models developed from 
theory. Nonetheless, much of the controversy literature, 
has adopted one particular policy analytical perspective on 
technological decision disputes. I will question the 
conceptual assumptions of this prevalent approach, and argue 
its shortcomings as an explanatory model.

Technological decision controversies have usually been examined 
with reference to the political demands and claims advanced by 
conflicting parties to the policy debate. The prevailing 
analytical 'paradigm' has thereby placed overriding emphasis 
upon competing interests among policy actors as the key 
explanatory factor in such disputes. Conflicts of interests in 
the interpretation and use of (scientific) data has been
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identified by some as one of the "central findings" that has
[591emerged from the controversy literature. What I am arguing

is that this interest model of technological decision-making 
provides an unsatisfactory basis for analysis of controversies, 
both in conceptual terms and in its empirical application.

Much of the empirical case literature on scientific and
technological controversy reflects a consensus view as to the
primary determinants affecting the process and outcome of such
policy disputes. In a wide range of empirical controversies -
from disputes over the siting of large-scale technological
facilities to the regulation of drugs and the risks of
scientific research - divergent interest concerns have been
singled out as the key determinant for conflict among policy
actors. As Nelkin has typically concluded:

"The outcome of many disputes depends on the relative 
power of competing interests. In some cases 
industrial interests prevail... In other cases, 
powerful protest groups exercise sufficient leverage 
to determine outcome".[61]

A major weakness in most decisional controversy studies is that
the notion of competing "interests" is not explicitly defined.
In the most general terms they refer to divergent preferences
of policy actors, which in turn are (typically) cast in terms
of their respective political "values" that govern the process
of assessment and choice. In this respect Nelkin has
generalized as to the implications of conflicting value
premises in political controversy:

"... in all controversial situations, the value 
premises of the disputants colour their findings.
The boundaries of the issues regarded as appropriate? 
all tend to determine which data are selected as 
important, which facts emerge.(...) Whenever 
judgments (about priorities or acceptable risk) 
conflict, this is reflected in the selective use of 
technical knowledge".[62]

Stemming from this emphasis upon political value conflicts, the 
traditional approach to the analysis of technological decision 
controversies is characterized by a linear, causal model of
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dissensus. The prevailing analytical frame treats competing 
interests as the key explanatory variables to conflicting 
assessments of technology. It represents (in the words of Rip) 
a "dope model" of controversies: policy actors are "doped" by 
their political alignments. These political 
predispositions in turn determine the way they identify 
impacts, the way they interpret and use scientific evidence, 
and how they select the criteria for judging the acceptability 
of a technology.

This interest model in the analysis of technological 
controversies reflects the basic features - and limitations - 
of the traditional 'rational choice' perspective on 
policy-making; it argues from independently formulated 
political 'ends' of conflicting policy actors, to the voluntary 
choice of technological 'means' in the 'rational' pursuit of 
those ends. A central argument developed in this thesis is 
that the policy analytic literature on technological decision 
controversies is flawed because this 'rational' politics-of- 
interest model is fundamentally deficient in the narrow 
conceptualization of policy dissensus it adopts. The next 
chapter examines in detail this dominant political model in 
basic theoretical terms. Here, I will assess some significant 
analytic limitations of this approach, as manifest in the 
mainstream of empirical literature on technological decision 
controversies.

Blind spot: The two-party adversarial frame

Apart from the conceptual deficiencies of the interest 
perspective on technological decision disputes (of which more 
below), the adoption of the dope model in technological 
controversy studies has seriously impaired its (potential) 
analytic value. A particularly limiting feature in empirical 
analyses of technological decisions has been the dominance of a
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two-party adversarial framework for conceptualizing policy 
dissensus. It represents - as has been argued - one of the 
current "blind spots" in the prevailing "paradigm" of 
controversy studies. It has led to the simple polarization
of political opponents and proponents, by which disagreements 
over the assessment of 'technological' impacts are collapsed 
into political value stances, as manifest in conflicting 
preferences.

The dominant concern with contrasting political preferences is
much in evidence in the controversy studies by Nelkin and
Mazur. Nelkin's detailed analyses of the substantive issues of
controversy in the disputes over nuclear power siting and
airport construction (as cited above), strongly reflect an
adversarial frame. In these cases, the analysis of different
policy views and technology assessment were cast explicitly in
terms of polarized statements and claims between proponents
(such as the developers and their technical consultants) and
opponents of the projects (such as opposing citizen groups and

T 6 5 1counter experts). L J

In its narrowest form, the two-party model of conflicting
preferences can be found in the work of Mazur, who
explicitly frames "technical controversies" in terms of
"partisans", with "one side favouring a technology and another
opposing it". Mazur considers the various claims and arguments
brought to the policy debate as "imperative" to the respective
political alignments of conflicting policy actors. J He is
unable, however, to account for the differences in political
views advanced by the disputants. Mazur's accounts remain
framed in terms of conflicting preferences (on which they are
premised) as is illustrated by his conclusion (with reference
to the nuclear power debate) that:

"... proponents compared to opponents see a greater 
need for nuclear power, greater benefits flowing from 
it and smaller risk".[67]
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In his view, opponents "necessarily" disagree with these 
assessments.

What is required to move beyond this simplistic level of 
description of technological decision controversies, is to 
inquire into the social and cognitive premises that underpin 
the "value positions" taken up by conflicting policy actors. I 
am not arguing here for the rejection of a notion of purposive 
strategizing by policy actors. Rather, I concur with those who 
have argued that the analysis of technological disputes should 
be devoted to "unravelling the evaluational basis of competing 
interests". J To escape from the narrow confines of a 
confrontation of opponents and proponents in technological 
decision studies, we must abandon the position that their 
proclaimed policy preferences can be accepted at face value 
without further analysis.

Technological controversies; defining the problem

The advance on the standard interpretation of conflicting 
preferences on the acceptability of 'technological' options 
must be sought in rejecting the causal link between the 
evaluative and cognitive dimensions of technology assessment in 
decision controversy. The dominant political model is mistaken 
in conceptualizing policy disputes as made up of 
separately-defined social "ends", which act as evaluative 
premises for the 'rational' voluntaristic selection of 
"technological means". In this context, Tribe has referred to 
"means-ends fluidity" in environmental impact assessment.1 J 
He stresses that the identification of relevant 'factual' 
dimensions and the evaluative criteria for choice, evolve as an 
interactive process in the course of policy determination. In 
similar vein, Wynne has argued that "technological decisions, 
which we usually suppose to be subject to a coherent and 
independently-formulated frame of social values, actually 
influence the shape of dominant social values themselves".
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From this perspective, it is clearly ill-conceived to consider 
independently the 'technological' issues at stake and the 
'value stances' that are supposed to determine preferences on 
those issues. Value questions and normative judgments have 
already penetrated policy actors' conceptions of 'technology' 
and its perceived impacts. Consequently, it is spurious to 
maintain - as does the dominant interest model - that in 
technology assessment controversies political disputants will 
simply adopt those interpretations of 'risk' and 'benefits' 
that best serve their political preferences. In the 
traditional interpretation, policy actors are assumed to arrive 
at their preferences by ranking the expected impacts of 
technological options, and at the same time, to use their 
preferences as criteria for evaluating those impacts. Hence, 
it becomes obvious that the interest-premised interpretation of 
technology assessment controversies sets up a circular 
explanation. The inevitable entwinement of the cognitive and 
the social - between defining technological impacts and 
evaluating their acceptability - exposes the basic flaw in the 
causal-linear account of technological decision disputes (see 
further my theoretical analysis in Chapter 2).

Recent analyses have begun to address this serious analytic
deficiency in the dominant political conception of
'technological* decision disputes, by taking to task its
underlying assumption that controversies are about political
values that are brought to bear upon "the" problem of
technology. What has been ignored for too long in the
'rational' perspective is the potential for disagreement among
policy actors about the exact nature of the "technological"
issue at stake. This failure has been rightly criticized for
conceptualizing "technology" as a neutral 'tool', without due

r 7i Iattention to its social character. My initial concern,
however, here is with the policy analytic shortcomings that 
result from the prevailing interpretation of technology in the 
context of public decision disputes.
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What is required to overcome the basic deficiencies in the
literature on technological decision controversies is firstly
to come to terms with the fact that different social actors may
define the cognitive situation differently, and, secondly, to
analyse these divergences as an integral part of the way
disputants set boundaries to the interpretation and evaluation
of technology. We need to address explicitly that different
perceptions of the situation, i.e. socio-cognitive problem
definitions, are generated and negotiated as part of the policy
debate. A more appropriate analytic perspective is therefore
one that conceptualizes disputes over the assessment of
technology and its anticipated consequences as revolving around
competing problem perceptions? these affect inevitably both the
'factual* and 'value' dimensions of controversies, as well as

[721their implied inter-relationship.

Policy analysis of technological decision controversies needs 
to address explicitly the structural relationship between the 
selective conceptions of technological impacts (as used by 
actors) on the one hand, and the value premises by which they 
are formulated and judged on the other. The notion of problem 
definitions conceptualizes this dual nature of technology 
assessment controversies, by focusing on the boundaries that 
are set by policy actors to the consequences they decide to 
take into account, as well as to the evaluative criteria for 
choice they see as pertinent. Furthermore, this
socio-cognitive perspective enables the actor-specific policy 
positions to be identified and examined by reference to the 
saliency of policy issues, the distinctions between 'factual' 
and 'value' dimensions of 'technological disputes, and the 
context in which they are appraised.

The analytical advance of such a conceptual approach to the 
study of technological decision controversies needs to be
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argued further in terms of both theoretical and empirical 
research. It has significant implications for analysis, both 
in the formulation of appropriate theoretical models, and in 
the choice of empirical methodologies to be applied in 
individual controversy studies. As to the theoretical 
dimensions, the concern with boundary setting and closure in 
analysis and choice, are established features in decision 
studies and policy research. The theoretical premises and 
analytic assumptions of these concepts in the political 
decision literature require detailed examination, before an 
appropriate conceptual frame for the analysis of technological 
decision controversies may be formulated and supported. (See 
Chapter 2).

At the empirical level, the case for a broader policy analytic 
framework for explaining the nature of technological decision 
controversies is taken up further in the remainder of this 
chapter. In particular, I examine existing empirical 
controversy studies and ask how we can proceed from descriptive 
"natural histories" of technological controversies, to a more 
analytical understanding of the conceptual terms of such policy 
disputes. The discussion below further assesses the analytical 
limitations of empirical controversy studies based on the 
narrow political "dope" model, and identifies its failure to 
account for the presence of competing problem definitions as a 
central feature of decision disputes over technology. In doing 
so it formulates the key analytical issues to be addressed in 
this thesis.

5. Addressing the socio-cognitive dimensions of decision 
controversy

The observed definitional issues integral to public decision 
controversies over technology make it imperative that processes
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of boundary-setting and closure in assessment and choice are 
explicitly addressed in the analysis of policy dissensus. The 
appropriate starting point for the analysis of technological 
decision disputes is therefore the conceptual assertion that 
policy conflicts can not be fully understood as political 
disagreement over preferred solutions to a given - agreed - 
policy issue. In order to avoid the circularity of the 
interest model of controversy, conflicting perceptions of the 
'technological' problem at stake need to be explicitly 
identified and explained.

As the above discussion highlights, most of the literature on
controversies in technological decision-making has failed to
account adequately for divergent policy perceptions among
contending actors. This analytical shortcoming is largely due
to the dominant preoccupation with describing the policy debate
in empirical terms, without sufficient concern for the
conceptual analysis of technological disputes. Once a
controversy has surfaced, one can find out the terms in which
it is debated, observe the formal structure of the policy
agenda, and record who was in favour and who was against. At
this level of empirical policy disputes, however, it is highly
problematic to come to terms with differing problem definitions
that may be present. As Lovins has noted in trying to
understand the (nuclear) energy debate:

"Underlying much of the energy debate is a tacit, 
implicit divergence of what the energy problem 
'really' is. Public discourse suffers because our 
society has mechanisms only for resolving conflicting 
interests, not conflicting views of reality, so we 
seldom notice that these perceptions differ 
markedly".[73]

What is at stake in contending assessments of technology are 
disagreements among policy actors over the boundaries that are 
set to the identification and interpretation of risks and 
benefits, and the selective rules of closure in determining 
preferred policy outcomes. The major deficiency of traditional 
political analyses of technological disputes has been that they
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have insufficiently recognized that such conflicts ultimately
concern fundamentally different definitions of reality,
involving both cognitive and social dimensions. The
established policy literature on technological decision
controversies has largely failed to address the socio-cognitive
nature of competing problem perceptions. Whilst political
scientists have to some extent acknowledged that policy actors
may conflict on the way they define issues and restrict the

r 741agenda for decision-makingL J, they have failed to 
conceptualize adequately the social and cognitive factors that 
inform such definitions.

Even in cases where the presence of divergent problem
definitions has been recognized empirically, the adherence to a
linear, two-party framework based on political alignments has
obscured fundamental questions about what factors determine
problem formulations. The conceptual and analytical
limitations of the dominant political approach to technological
decision-making remain, as long as problem perceptions are
considered as unproblematic empirical features of controversies
which do not require further analysis. This shortcoming is
well illustrated by a recent study by Nelkin and Poliak of the

T751anti-nuclear movements in France and West-Germany. Their
account of the nuclear power controversy acknowledges differing
problem frames among contending actors, when they conclude:

"Nuclear critics see the social and political 
consequences of nuclear power through very different 
lenses than the promoters of this technology. Their 
vision diverges on such varied issues as energy 
dependence, safety, and civil liberties. Conflicting 
perceptions prevail about the role of government and 
the appropriate use of scientific expertise in the 
decision-making process".[76] (emphases added)

To an extent Nelkin and Poliak succeed in 'distilling' from the 
nuclear debate some of the main features that characterize 
conflicting perceptions, as can be seen from Table 1.1. At the 
analytical level, however, their account is unable to 
understand the differing problem definitions in meaningful 
conceptual terms.



43

Conflicting perceptions in the nuclear debate
Antinuclear analysis Pronuclear analysis
Political consequences
Government and industry are in collu
sion with little reference to broader po
litical goals.
Nuclear power implies dangerous con
centration of political power and an 
omnipotent bureaucracy.
Nuclear power encourages proliferation 
and can lead to war.
Economic and social consequences

Government and industry only serve to 
implement agreed-upon political objec
tives.
Government acts in the public interest. 
Bureaucracy is necessary for efficiency.
Availability of energy reduces interna
tional tension.

Nuclear power reinforces dependence 
on American technology.
Nuclear power means economic con
centration and further inequities.
Nuclear power implies a police state 
that threatens civil liberties.
Role of government

Nuclear power reinforces national inde
pendence.
Nuclear power is necessary for growth 
and full employment.
It is the protest and the threat of terror
ism that threatens civil liberties.

Government should defend small units 
against large concentrations.
Government should protect future gen
erations against harm from today’s gen
eration of energy (nuclear waste).
Role of scientific expertise

Government should defend public in
terest against special interests. 
Government should assure that future 
generations have adequate resources by 
conserving fossil fuels.

Science can be manipulated for alter
nate ends.
Science can be a source of harm as well 
as benefit.
The problem is one of the acceptabil
ity of risk. This limits the value of 
technical evidence.

Science is neutral.
Science contributes to progress.
Technical evidence is the only basis on 
which to evaluate risk.

Table 1.1:
Conflicting perceptions in the nuclear debate (as identified by 
Nelkin/Pollak)
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Their failure lies in the fact that they remain trapped within 
the narrow "dope" model of controversy studies. Policy actors 
are disaggregated by their political preferences - pronuclear 
or antinuclear - and their differing problem definitions 
continue to be framed by reference to their respective 
political alignments. Nelkin and Poliak remain committed to a 
two-party linear adversarial model that treats different policy 
perceptions simply as manifestations of conflicting interests 
and ideologies in technological decision controversies.

As stressed earlier, in order to advance beyond the dominant 
descriptive model of controversy based on conflicting political 
preferences, we need to conceptualize the interaction between 
knowledge disputes' and 'value disagreements' by reference to 
the various contending policy perceptions involved. The case 
for such a explanatory frame can be argued further on the basis 
of recent sociological analyses of controversies relating to 
science and technology. Nowotny, for example, clearly 
underscores the need to analyse the socio-cognitive dimensions 
as an integral feature of technological decision disputes, when 
she concludes:

"One of the characteristics of controversies is that 
hitherto accepted social definitions lose their 
validity. Shifts occur in what is considered the 
problem, as well as in what are defined as solutions.
(...) Hence the debate takes place in the context of 
a number of problem definitions and frameworks for 
resolution, which only partly intersect; their 
premises are of a cognitive, social and political 
nature."[77] (original in German)

Much of the recent literature in the sociology of knowlege 
highlights the importance of acknowledging that processes of 
social differentiation are at the same time cognitive 
d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n s . T h i s  notion has important implications 
for the analysis of 'fact-value' disputes in policy 
controversies over science and technology. It stresses that 
the dynamics of controversies can not be separated in distinct 
social and cognitive determinants. What we need now is to
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apply these insights to the policy analysis of technological 
decision controversies.

Problem definitions as analytical focus

The focus on socio-cognitive problem definitions allows for an
integrative analytical approach that can come to terms with the
interdependence of values and facts in the context of
controversial decisions over technology. It emphasises that the
socio-cognitive premises that characterise competing policy
actors will not just "colour" the 'value* disputes in
controversies, but will inevitably affect the domain of
'scientific' or 'factual' disputes as well. In this view it is
no longer necessary to invoke "expert disagreement" on
'factual' issues as the primary cause for political dissensus
in technological decision controversies. Some researchers,
such as Wynne have shown that "even if the facts are
well-established, it is the interpretive framework, defining
the relevance of the facts which may exert more influence on a

r 791policy-related judgement than the facts themselves". J In 
this respect my explicit concern with policy perceptions is an 
outright rejection of the positivist assumption in traditional 
political controversy studies over technology that scientific 
knowledge is an unproblematic reflection of reality, separated 
from the socio-cognitive dimensions on which its political use 
depends.

Recent research has begun to address the issue of 
'uncertainties' in scientific and technological decision-making 
from such a socio-cognitive perspective, suggesting how they 
are structurally related to the social institutions 
involved. Notwithstanding the importance of this work, I
will not at this stage deal further with this issue per se. 
Nonetheless, in the context of this thesis, the argument that 
ambiguities and contradictory definitions of 'technical' issues
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are embedded in socio-cognitive perspectives, underscores that 
political conflicts in 'technological decisions' cannot be 
reduced to disagreement over scientific and technical 'facts'. 
Moreover, the idea of socially-constructed, structural 
uncertainty, is entirely consistent with the argument advanced 
in this thesis: that political conflicts, in relation to 
technological decision controversies, should be examined for 
their socio-cognitive determinants.

The case for examining the social and cognitive premises that 
inform different judgements and problem frames is further 
enhanced by empirically-based research on 'scientific' 
controversies by sociologists of science. In this respect, the 
important work by Robbins and Johnston (on the controversy over 
the safety of low-level lead exposure), provided significant 
evidence that disputants did not only evaluate data differently 
and derive contrary policy implications from the same or 
similar evidence, but that their cognitive frames produced 
different 'facts'. In similar vein, Campbell's detailed 
case study of the scientific disputes over the environmental 
risks of the proposed Mackenzie Valley Pipeline (from Arctic 
Canada to the USA) concluded that scientists' conflicting views 
on the uncertainty and scale of the environmental impacts were 
systematically influenced by their tacit social-behavioural 
judgements. At the centre of the dispute were different 
cognitive definitions of the boundaries to the "technological 
system" under investigation, the scope and nature of its 
impacts, and the line that was drawn between narrow technical 
issues and broader 'external' concerns. 1

These case studies highlight once more that the various claims 
and demands that competing policy actors bring to the policy 
debate can not be separated from the respective socio-cognitive 
frames in which issues of assessment and choice are interpreted 
and handled. Del Sesto has advanced the case for addressing
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the socio-cognitive dimensions of policy analysis by 
attributing the political dissensus to "competing social groups 
[that] attempt to impose their 'world views* as cognitive 
non-evaluative definitions of reality", noting also that 
through the use of influence and power, inevitably some groups 
are in a better political position to achieve this.

The implications of this sociological perspective for policy 
analysis of technological decision controversies are 
three-fold. First, it suggests that we should abandon the 
narrow categorization of policy conflicts in terms of opponents 
and proponents of objectively-defined 'technological* issues. 
Secondly, it means that we should identify divergent policy 
positions and conflicting strategies with reference to the 
various problem perceptions involved. And thirdly, it 
highlights the need for analysing the claims and demands among 
contending policy actors, taking into account the 
socio-cognitive premises that inform and give meaning to the 
divergent assessments of 'technology' and its anticipated 
impacts.

In the context of empirical case research, such a perspective 
on the political analysis of technological decision 
controversies has started to emerge. The detailed analysis by 
Wynne of the Windscale public inquiry on nuclear power in 
Britain recognises the presence of divergent problem 
definitions in socio-cognitive t e r m s . H e  exposes the 
conflicts over the basic meaning attached to the "nuclear 
issue" - the policy issue to be addressed - and over the 
boundaries that should (and could) be set to the assessments of 
the various impacts. Wynne's account shows convincingly how in 
this case the key area of dissensus concerned the divergence 
between the narrow definition of "objective" risks of a single 
nuclear reprocessing plant - as institutionalized in the formal 
agenda of the inquiry - versus the much broader issue of the 
impact on proliferation of nuclear power, impinging in turn on
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wider political and social issues. Conflicting problem 
perceptions were at the very centre of the controversy:

"Here was a conflicting choice of technology or 
problem definition, which was not a 'fact' versus 
'emotions' division. Nor was it clearly perceived 
and debated in inquiry as a conflict of founding 
problem definitions. Yet the conflicting, equally 
legitimate definitions were a symmetrical pair based 
upon the different behavioural judgements and 
objective social experiences of the contending 
groups.[85]

Further empirical support for such an analytic perspective can 
be found in Nowotny's account of the Austrian nuclear power 
debate, which represents one of the few empirical case studies 
illustrating in detail the feasibility of addressing the issue 
of social perceptions in public policy disputes. J Rather 
than framing conflicting assessments of nuclear technology in 
terms of "pro" and "anti" policy preferences, her concern with 
disagreements among scientific experts, leads to a 
conceptualization with reference to the overall problem 
perspectives in which the 'scientific issues' were appraised. 
At the most basic level, Nowotny confronted different policy 
perceptions (of experts) according to whether nuclear 
technology was framed as being either inherently "dangerous" or 
essentially an (economic) "necessity" .

The normative dimensions that were thus incorporated into the 
definitional frames in which "the" nuclear issue was assessed, 
allowed different arguments and claims in the debate to be 
aggregated in a way so as to emphasize the cognitive premises 
underpinning the different policy views. In particular, 
Nowotny's analysis highlighted how socially-determined 
divergences in policy perception were manifest in different 
basic expectations, different levels of confidence in technical 
solutions, different risk criteria, different impact 
assessments, as well as in different policy preferences. Her 
empirical analysis successfully moved away from the simplistic 
view that proponents will self-evidently cite the "advantages"
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of (nuclear power) technology, whilst opponents emphasise the
r 07 1"negative" consequences. 1 1 In line with recent work by

r q 81social psychologists1 J, Nowotny highlights that opponents 
and proponents both argue in terms of negative and positive 
attributes, but they differ on their definitions.

Nonwithstanding the importance of these insightful case 
studies, the accounts by Wynne and Nowotny continue to reflect, 
however, a serious analytical shortcoming typical of research 
into public decision controversies over technology. The 
analyses are not developed sufficiently from a systematic and 
explicit conceptual model, formulated in relation to general 
sociological and political theory. This highlights a prevalent 
deficiency in controversy studies on technological 
decision-making. Whilst the empirical case for attending to 
the socio-cognitive dimensions involved in public policy 
disputes over science and technology is becoming increasingly 
established, the political controversy literature continues to 
be characterized by a paucity (if not lack) of theory-based 
analytical approaches.

Summary; challenges for public policy analysis

The absence of a coherent conceptual frame for the analysis of 
(so-called) technological decision controversies represents 
perhaps the major fundamental weakness in existing research in 
this field.1 J Additionally, the required focus on divergent 
problem perceptions among conflicting policy actors is 
methodologically underdeveloped and has not so far been applied 
systematically in detailed empirical policy analyses of 
technological decision disputes. This study aims to make a 
contribution on both these fronts - theoretical and empirical. 
First, it attempts to formulate an appropriate analytical model 
for examining policy dissensus in technological decision 
controversies. Secondly, it will try and apply this
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perspective to a detailed case study, in which the 
confrontation of the various policy actors is explicitly framed 
by reference to their respective socio-cognitive problem 
definitions. By linking the theoretical and empirical 
arguments, this thesis seeks to advance understanding of the 
dynamics and determinants of public decision controversies over 
technology. More specifically, it will argue the extent that 
the interest-conflicts in which such disputes have 
traditionally been cast, can only be adequately understood by 
taking account of competing social definitions of policy issues 
within which conceptions of technology' are also embedded.

In summary then, this chapter has revealed the main deficiency 
in the existing controversy literature as being the relative 
lack of attention to the socio-cognitive dimensions within the 
political analysis of technological decision disputes. First, 
this chapter has highlighted that the narrow concern with the 
political exploitation of "technical uncertainty" over the 
objective impacts of technology is ill-conceived. In order to 
account for divergences in the assessment of technologies, the 
political, social and cognitive dimensions need to be analysed 
from a single integrative perspective. Such a perspective can 
only be developed from the premise that "technological issues" 
are shaped by processes of social negotiation, that must 
themselves been considered integral to political choice 
processes. The analytic implication is that contending 
assessments in public decision controversy need to be examined 
as different social conceptions of the nature of the 
'technology', of the appropriate context for its appraisal, and 
of the relevant choice criteria taken into account.

Secondly, this chapter has questioned the prevailing bias 
towards 'rational' causal-linear models of policy dissensus 
that consider political interests and goals as the central 
(self-evident) determinants of conflict in assessment and 
choice. Given the importance of socio-cognitive factors in
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controversy as identified in more sociological accounts, what 
is needed in policy analysis is a political framework that can 
come to terms with the definitional boundaries and rules of 
closure that different policy actors adopt in framing and 
resolving problems of 'technology assessment'.

This thesis aims to advance an adequate frame for policy 
analysis of technological decision controversies, with 
appropriate and explicit concern for the issue of contending 
socio-cognitive problem perceptions in political disputes. In 
this respect, it elaborates on the view, advanced by some 
policy analysts, that "problems are not self-evident, they have 
to be perceived, it invokes judgement to establish what a 
problem is, and identifying a problem in particular terms, 
limitations are straight away placed on the nature of the 
decisions taken about i t " . ^ ^  At the theoretical level the 
concepts underpinning such a perspective will have to be 
formulated and amplified (Chapters 2 and 3) , and these will 
have to be incorporated into a methodological framework that 
allows systematic analysis of public decision controversies 
over technology (Chapter 4).

As far as its empirical application is concerned, this thesis 
presents a detailed case study (Chapters 5 to 7) that 
incorporates as a key feature the explicit identification and 
analysis of competing institutional problem perceptions - as 
distinct from conflicts of interest. This approach enables me 
to assess the conceptual relationship between the 
socio-cognitive dimensions in technological decision 
controversies on the one hand and the political alignments and 
claims of the various participants in public decision disputes 
on the other. In this respect, this study aims to enhance 
understanding of the dynamics and nature of public policy 
controversy over (so-called) technological decisions. Whilst 
my dominant concern lies with policy analysis of such decision 

disputes, it is clear that the social analysis of political
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dissensus and the social analysis of controversial technology 
should go hand-in-hand. By examining the appropriate 
conceptual terms for understanding public decision
controversies concerned with technological projects, my 
analysis therefore also strengthens the case for a
(re-)appraisal of the notion of technology, as an integral part 
of social and political processes.

- 0 -
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CHAPTER 2

DECISION THEORY AND THE POLITICS-OF-INTEREST

1, Introduction

The literature on (so-called) "technological decision" 
controversies has highlighted that public policy disputes over 
technology may be analysed as reflecting political conflicts. 
Far from being limited to disagreements among 'experts' over 
scientific 'facts', the controversial nature of technological 
decision-making has to be viewed in the wider context of 
achieving political consensus over the assessment of the 
(perceived) impacts of technologies. What is required 
therefore, is a theoretical framework for the political 
analysis of (technological) decision disputes; a conceptual 
perspective on politics, which can account for the conflicting 
rules of closure among institutional actors engaged in 
assessing and selecting policy alternatives. This chapter 
examines the theoretical literature on political 
decision-making, and assesses the conceptual terms in which 
policy dissensus has traditionally been framed.

The analysis of (technological) decision controversies requires 
addressing the issue of political disagreement among 
institutional policy actors (which are defined conceptually as 
social organisations). How can the process of public
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decision-making be conceptualized so as to explain contending 
perspectives and policy actions? Public policy has been 
defined as the set of inter-related decisions taken by 
political actors concerning the selection of goals and the 
means of achieving them. ̂  In line with this usage, this 
thesis adopts a broadly pluralist perspective of political 
processes, in that it conforms to the view that power is

r 2 idispersed between many groups m  society. It views public
decisions as the resultant of inter-institutional conflict and 
negotiation among policy actors.

The focus on dissensus in decision processes underscores the 
political dimension pertinent to public decision analysis.
Politics is widely accepted as being concerned with conflict

. . F31between individuals and organisations in society. J Robert
Dahl has put it particularly strongly:

"If everyone was perfectly agreed on ends and means 
no-one would ever need to change the way anyone else 
behaved. Hence no relations of influence or power 
would arise, hence no political system would 
exist."[4]

The conceptual bias of my approach therefore is its concern 
with the analysis of public policy decisions - processes and 
outcomes - in terms of the determinants of policy dissensus. 
As stated earlier, the key issue is how to account for the 
different perspectives, policy positions and actions of 
political actors, and to formulate satisfactory explanations 
for dissensus as manifest in the process of public decision 
controversies.^

This chapter examines the conceptual underpinnings of existing 
theoretical frames for policy analysis and decision-making. It 
argues that most political theorists share a basic assumption, 
that the pursuit of interest lies at the heart of political 
behaviour. In consequence, the dominant theoretical approaches 
in policy analysis, diverse though they may be, can all be 
assembled under one rubric: the politics-of-interest. This
chapter assesses this prevailing interest perspective with 
reference to the theoretical literature on political analysis
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and decision rationality. I will argue that it is inadequate 
as a conceptual premise for understanding public policy 
controversies, and I will examine how its analytic limitations 
may be overcome.

2. The Politics-of-interest

The idea of politics as the conflict of interests has been 
widely reflected in the work of political theorists. It is not 
my intention to reduce at a stroke all of the political science 
literature to this underlying premise. Yet, the
characterization of political behaviour in terms of competing 
preferences for actions, demands, or wants - in short,
interests - is sufficiently prevalent in modern political 
science to identify it as the dominant conceptual assumption in 
the analysis of political events. It serves as my starting 
point for examining theoretical approaches to policy conflicts 
in public decision-making.

The politics-of-interest frame considers the political realm as
an arena into which individual or group interests enter in some
fashion, to be dealt with by certain processes and to be

T61transformed Into outcomes, policies or outputs. 1 J This notion 
of political processes treats political society, not as a 
single entity - a community - bat sees it fragmented into 
groups that are distinguished by their respective interests. 
In this view, groups and their interests constitute the essence 
of politics, providing the conceptual terms in which political 
behaviour is to be explained.

Policy analysts and decision theorists alike have largely
concerned themselves with examining the 'logic' of political
decision-making in terms of competing interests. Analyses of
the determinants for political behaviour have reflected this

T71conceptual focus. The dominance of the politics-of-interest 
in the study of political processes is exposed by much of the
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(more formal) political science literature. Various kinds of 
interest definitions can be found among political theorists, 
and their number and prevalence supports the claim that they 
share a basic common premise about the nature of political 
events.

Van Dyke, for example, defines politics as a struggle among
actors pursuing conflicting desires on public issues, publicr q Iissues being defined as concerned with groups in some ways. J
Lasswell in his classic book on Politics sees the political
arena as being occupied by political actors who, having certain
"base values", "demands" and "political strategies", attempt to
achieve specified outcomes which are seen to maximize their

rgi"value indulgences". For Lasswell, individuals and groups
are moved by fundamental goals and objectives that they seek to
achieve. Their desired value patterns provide the motivating
force for action and choice. Similarly, value preferences are
considered central to the formation of coalitions, arising out
of the aggregation of interests, whenever there is a
substantial degree of overlap. The interest premise in
political theory is reflected further in Easton's highly
influential definition of political events as those concerned
with "the authoritative allocations of values for a

Tillsociety". It is fundamentally dependent on an
understanding of values as preferences or demands held by those 
involved in political society.

The politics of interest readily includes the "interest group" 
theories of Bentley, Truman, Latham and others who have made 
group interests the main characteristic and 'raison d'etre' of 
organisations. In the words of Bentley, the 'founder' of 
"group theory" in political science, "there is no group without 
its interests". J The notions of interests and
goal-attainment are likewise fundamental to the group approach 
to society. Group actors involved in political processes are 
seen as being impelled by their respective interests and claims 
upon the other actors in the system to participate in the 
'group struggle' that constitutes society, in this perspective
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the drive for goal-attainment or goal-seeking is accepted as 
the single most important motivating force of the political 
process.

Common to all theoretical statements involving interest 
politics is the idea that each political actor has a set of 
preferences and associated goals that determine his behaviour. 
The interest bias in political science is particularly striking 
in the analysis of policy-making and political choice.

Within the politics-of-intecest, policy analysis is reduced to 
explaining actors' behaviour in relation to the interests 
displayed by each policy actor. Interests theories of 
political behaviour are purposive, with the policy goals taken 
as given. They assume that attention to particular aspects of 
issues and the selection of policy options follow preferences 
(as identified by each policy actor). Actors' respective 
interests are somehow accepted as being self-evident; they are

F131the starting point for most policy analysis.

The limits to analytical models based on the politics-of-
interest have not received much attention in political theory

r 141and policy analysis’ The concept of interest itself has
not been properly scrutinized for the theoretical assumptions 
that underpin its use in politics and decision-making models. 
There has been little attempt, for example, to clarify the 
relationships between economic and non-economic interests, 
between egoistic and non-egoistic interests, as between 
individual and group interests on the one hand and the more 
general social interests that transcend them on the other.

Despite its prevalence, cracks in the politics-of-interest 
model have clearly started to appear. As a conceptual frame it 
is more and more under stress, as questions have been raised 
about its assumptions in relation to the empirical reality of 
political phenomena. It is becoming increasingly obvious that 
the conception of political events premised on the pursuit of 
interest is far too narrowly defined. Politics-of-interest
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models consider 'interests* as psychological facts; simply as
behaviour without any references to the social contexts
impinging upon the state of mind of the actors. Cochran, for
example, has said of this reductionist approach:

"The politics of interest, following the lead of 
modern natural science, ignores the reality of 
purpose and thus is incapable of understanding the 
total experience of political life. Indeed, one of 
the manifestations of the politics of interest is its 
definition of politics without reference to 
purpose."[15]

In the broader context of policy analysis, but in similar vein, 
Majone has criticized "causal" theories of policy-making, of 
which the politics of interest may be seen as a prime example. 
He has argued that causal accounts of political behaviour 
seriously restrict the range of questions that can and should 
be asked about the policy process. Majone has specifically
identified the shortcomings of traditional policy analysis by 
pointing at the processes of legitimation and consensus 
building which are considered so essential for "policy 
viability". He argues that policy analysis should move beyond 
the limited utilitarian perspective where success and failure 
in policy choice is considered to be dependent solely on 
whether it correctly determines the actions required to achieve 
a given goal.

The failure of the politics-of-interest to deal with the issue
of policy viability must be sought in the fact that it
considers the determinants of goal maximization in a social and
cultural vacuum. The major limitation of this theoretical
conceptualization is the assumption of the pre-existence of the
preferences held by policy actors. The pursuit of interest as
premise for policy choice assigns to the "decision-maker" a
position devoid of social relations: each policy actor is seen
to act singularly on the basis of the merits of alternatives in
relation to his self-proclaimed objectives. Majone rightly
points out that the practice of public policy-making is
seriously at odds with this theoretical perspective:

"In public life to decide, even to decide rationally, 
is not enough: decisions must always be justified.
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However whimsically policy actors come to their 
conclusions, good reasons have to be given for their 
preferences if they are to be taken seriously in the 
forums of public deliberations."[17]

Policy analysis within the confines of the politics-of-interest
has over-stated its singular concern with policy action as
being the selection of the best means to achieve a given end.
According to this limited perspective, rationality in decision
situations means maximizing something: it means selecting the
best alternative, subject to a pre-existing set of

r 1 q ]constraints.L J

To understand the limitations of such a goal-seeking model of 
social choice, we will have to examine the notion of 
rationality that sustains it. Can rationality exist in a 
social and cultural vacuum? Can a model of social choice that 
is predicated on isolated decision-makers - automata that 
arrive miraculously upon the political scene completely 
equipped with pre-programmed ’goals’ - tell us anything about 
political life in society? Are not ’rational’ models of 
decision-making coming to the end of their explanatory life, if 
they prove unable to handle the inescapable social environment 
on which politics depends? To examine these critical issues we 
have first to establish the degree of centrality of the 
interest-premise in theoretical models of decision rationality.

3. Decision rationality and the pursuit of interest

Theoretical models of decision-making and rationality have been 
numerous. Rather than re-iterating the well-established 
decision-making literature - which would, in any case go beyond 
the scope of this chapter - discussion below will be cast in 
terms of the two headings under which much of the decision 
theoretical literature has conventionally been organized. The 
conceptual models concerned with 'rational' decision-making and 
those dealing with 'incrementalism' are conventionally 
presented as contrasting theoretical formulations. A third 
group of "mixed" theoretical approaches have been 'positioned'
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in between, as partial criticisms as well as refinements of the 
two 'extreme' models. This range of three (clusters of) 
theoretical models of policy-making will serve as the framework 
for reviewing the theoretical literature on decision-making and 
rationality with the specific aim of exposing the extent to 
which the various models are dependent on some notion of the 
pursuit of goal attainment as premise for policy actions.

Rational decision-making

Rational decision-making models consider policy as effective
goal achievement or goal maximization: a "rational" decision is
one that most effectivley achieves a given (formally defined)
end. Simon has phrased the classic notion of synoptic
rationality in public decision-making as follows:

"The task of rational decision-making is to select 
that one of the strategies which is followed by the 
preferred set of consequences."[19]

More precisely, as to the steps or activities involved in
making a decision according to the rational-synoptic model,
March and Simon have provided the following description:

"[The decision-maker] has laid out before him the 
whole set of alternatives from which he will choose 
action ... to each alternative is attached a set of 
consequences ... At the outset the decision-maker has 
a "utility function" or a preference ordering that 
ranks all sets of alternatives from the most 
preferred to the least preferred ... The decision
maker selects the alternative leading to the 
preferred set of consequences."[20]

In their most extreme form, models of synoptic rational 
decision-making are based on comprehensive knowledge of all 
possible policy options and their consequences, as well as the 
desired goals and values which make up the "utility function". 
It is the choice of the best means to desirable ends.

The criticism levelled at the rational synoptic model has been 
most pronounced in relation to public policy-making, and 
centres around the assumptions that have to be prerequisite for 
the process of rational choice in policy-making, namely:
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(i) carrying out a comprehensive comparison of all 
alternative policy options and all their consequences; 
and

(ii) finding agreement on a single set of collective ends 
or values which are to be maximized.

Lindblom has been the most prominent policy theorist among
critics of the ideal of synoptic rationality, arguing that

"Too many interacting values are at stake, too many 
possible alternatives, too many consequences to be 
traced through an uncertain future - the best we can 
do is partial analysis."[21]

The practical objections to the synoptic rational model as a
decription of policy-making behaviour, have not remained
unanswered in the rationality literature. The 'modifications’
which have been made to the classic notion rationality in
decision-making have exposed the behavioural assumptions
underlying the rationalist models. Simon has introduced the
notion of bounded rationality conceding that "it is obviously
impossible for the individual to know all his alternatives and

[221all his consquences".1 What is suggested here are ways of 
limiting the number of policy options which are being compared 
and evaluated.

At the heart of the process of decision-making is thus some
form of "closure": restricting the number of variables and
options which are included in policy-making. The essential
issue in relation to the analysis of policy behaviour thereby
shifts towards finding explanations for the imposition of
boundaries on the scope of decisions under consideration. The
choice of "rules of closure" will inevitably have a direct

[231impact upon the outcome of any policy-making exercise.

Indeed proponents of the rational school of policy-making have
come to accept that they are using a model of "limited" or
"partial" rationality that takes into account only some
alternatives, and some consequences, related to some 

r 241objectives. J Simon has advanced three procedures for 
"closure": (i) decision-makers ignoring those consequences
which are not of interest, (ii) "satisficing" by choosing a
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satisfactory rather than a single optimum policy, and (iii) 
adjusting scopes of concern in the light of experience from

r 2 5 1earlier decisions.

Whatever strategy is followed to limit the scope of analysis,
the crux of the matter is that it is assumed that agreement can
be reached on the set of goals and objectives (of an
organisation or community) which are being pursued. Given that
attempts at a comprehensive comparison of alternatives is
meaningless unless there is prior agreement on the criteria for
evaluation, leads us to the second objection of the rationalist
model of policy-making: the need for consensus on ends. This
objection stems from Arrow's demonstration of the impossibility
of a "social welfare function" in public decision-making, that
is, a preference ranking by society on some set of alternative
options. 1 Lindblom, again, can be cited as representing the
major policy theoretical attack on the rationalist contention
that agreement on a social welfare is possible. In his words,

"In synoptic analysis the common requirement that 
values be clarified and systemised in advance of 
analysis is impossible to meet in many circumstances 
... disagreement on values guarantees that no stated 
principles or welfare function can command agreement 
..."[27]

The theoretical objection to rational decisions, on the grounds
that it is impossible to find agreement within society over the
set of values to be embodied in policy-making, has shifted the
whole emphasis of policy analysis away from a single welfare
function for society. It has been argued, for example, that a
form of rationality can still be aimed for in the absence of a
social welfare function, as long as the decisions are
'vindicated", so that consensus is reached on the process by
which decisions are arrived at, when disagreements persist on

r OQ1the desired outcome of policies.1 J In this perspective, the 
notion of rational decision-making is modified in such a way as 
to remove the requirements for a social welfare function, and 
to substitute for it the policy-maker's own preferences.

Reluctant to concede outright that a social welfare function
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should not be aimed for, proponents of rational decision-making
have asserted that only a "working social welfare function" is
required to provide a set of objectives. In this view the
optimization of such a function is the aim of rational
decision-making. When it is asserted, however, that
"alternative functions are the stuff of political 

r 291opposition"1 1 it becomes obvious that here too prior 
agreement on a set of values to be pursued is no longer 
guaranteed, nor expected.

Following such 'modifications' of the rational model of
decision-making to their logical conclusion has important
implications for a policy analysis: the set of goals which are
being pursued become, in principle, open for negotiation.
Competition between alternative goals is allowed to become a
central feature of political decision-making and, in the
process, the notion of rationality is reduced to its narrowest
form. Simon has emphasised that the "substantive rationality"
by which policy actors make choices can only relate to the
adoption of the appropriate means to achieve preferred ends.
In his words, this definition implies that,

"...the rationality of behaviour depends on the actor 
in only one respect - his goals".[30]

With every policy actor in the decision-making process 
attempting to behave 'rationally' with respect to his own 
goals, the outcome of political decision-making comes to be 
viewed as a struggle over which of the competing objectives are 
to be pursued. The central question from such a pluralist view 
of rationality in public decision-making becomes: "Whose
welfare function?"

With the rationalist model of political decision-making no 
longer dependent on the adoption of a single agreed utility 
function for society, the 'arena' of public policy-making is 
seen to be made up of different actors attempting to pursue 
their respective goals. Consequently, it is only one step 
removed from Lindblom's incrementalist conception of "partisan 
mutual adjustment" in policy making. The "rules of closure" in
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the context of Simon's "bounded rationality" are thus made 
dependent on the particular set of preferences which is being 
adopted in decision-making. The comparison of policy 
alternatives (in whatever form) and their evaluation will be 
based on the rankings of objectives by policy actors. The 
process of public decision-making thus becomes the product of 
interacting policy actors pursuing different interests - in 
short the "politics-of-interest".

Incrementalism

The incrementalist model of policy-making whilst rejecting the 
rationalist idea that decisions are based on a sequential 
means-ends distinction (of first isolating ends, followed by a 
selection of means), is similarly committed to a notion of the 
pursuit of self-interest by each policy actor. Incrementalist 
theorists are in fundamental agreement with the idea of bounded 
rationality in so far that they acknowledge that, in choosing 
which policy option to adopt, it is necessary to make reference 
to a limited set of alternatives, namely those which are seen 
to be in the actor's interest.

Lindblom has introduced the idea of "partisan mutual
adjustment" to emphasize that decisions are the product of 
'give and take' among numerous participants in the policy(311process. J Competing interests and policy preferences are at 
the heart of his model. A major idea underpinning the 
incrementalist model of "successive limited comparison" of 
policy options, is that decision-making is concerned with 
finding agreement between groups. Lindblom's recipes for 
"incremental" policy changes, and "muddling through" are
explicitly designed to minimise the expected disagreement among

. (32policy actors, each behaving m  their own self-interest. ]
In relation to my concern with policy analysis, the degree of
convergence of the underlying assumptions of the two
'contrasting' stances on the theoretical continuum is
considerable. Whilst the rationalist school stresses the
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possibility of reaching agreement among policy actors on ends 
(which can subsequently be pursued through the selection of 
appropriate means), the incrementalist model of decision-making 
depends on achieving mutual consensus (through bargaining and 
incremental adjustments) between groups of policy actors on 
outcomes. Both models, however, are squarely based on 
political decision-making as consisting of some sort of 
balancing of interests (or goals) represented by policy actors.

The difference between the two theoretical models is to be
sought more in terms of differing conceptions of the
feasibility of different policy-making strategies for limiting
the choice of options (to make decision manageable) and to

T331achieve acceptable decisions. But this is not relevant for
my concern in uncovering the determinants of dissensual policy 
actions. Analysing policy conflicts means identifying the
underlying behavioural assumptions of policy actors' 
motivations. In this respect, both the rationalist and 
incrementalist models embody assumptions that policy actors 
will simply behave in their respective interests. Their 
arguments are dependent on a conception of goal-seeking in 
decision-making.

- The common ground between the motivational underpinnings of the
rationalist and incrementalist models of decision-making is
also reflected in a 'third' cluster of conceptualizations of
policy-making, that seeks to combine the two. Whilst this part
of the theoretical literature has a more normative rather than
empirical bias, the central concern with preferences and
goal-seeking by policy actors remains significant. The models

r 3 41advanced by Etzioni ("mixed scanning") 1 1 and Dror ("optimal
r 3 5 1rational decision-making"), as well as the elaborations

advanced by Gershuny ("iterative mixed scanning" ) 1 J share a 
common focus. They are all concerned essentially with avoiding 
the exclusion of desirable policy options from considerations 
as a result of restrictive closure in decision-making (such as 
those inherent in incrementalist adjustment), whilst 
acknowledging that some notion of "bounded rationality" (i.e.
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the adoption of certain "rules of closure") is inevitable in 
policy-making.

The key to these approaches is to combine rationalist and
incrementalist techniques in order to select "rules of closure"
so as to include those policy options which are in the interest

T371of policy-makers. The interests which are pursued in
decision-making are at the heart of the conceptualizations of 
Etzioni and Dror. Disagreement on values, i.e. conflicting 
interests, are thereby seen to lead to alternative choices of 
the "rules of closure" in the inevitable process of limiting 
the scope and nature of analysing policy alternatives.

In summary, it must be concluded that the pursuit of interest 
as the key to understanding political behaviour constitutes the 
central underlying assumption common to the main body of 
theoretical models of rationality and the process of public 
decision-making. This is also reflected in the way policy 
analysis has (empirically) focused on explaining policy 
outcomes in terms of the interactions between policy actors 
pursuing their respective interests. Central to these
approaches has been the idea that actors' interests provide a 
self-evident starting point from which purposive behaviour can 
be studied scientifically. The analysis of public
decision-making is thereby reduced to a single level: the 
politics-of-interest, with the pre-existence of goals as its 
essential premise. The next section examines the deficiency of 
this conceptualization for understanding social choice in 
political decision-making. It suggests the direction in which 
more adequate and satisfying analytical approaches may be 
sought, in an attempt to overcome some of the theoretical 
limitations of the politics-of-interest perspective.

4. Beyond interest models of social choice

The theories of decision-making reviewed in the previous 
section assume the pre-existence of preferences as providing a 
motivation for policy actors to select particular choices of
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action. A major deficiency of this causal model lies in the 
fact that it fails to concern itself with the origins of 
interests. It treats the interests adopted by policy actors as 
self-evident, ignoring the question as to how the alignment of 
particular interests and actors is actually determined. 
Politics-of-interest models of decision-making cannot handle 
the question "How do policy actors who behave in their own best 
interest come to know where that interest lies?".

Decision models based on pre-determined interest thus set up a
circular explanation of distressingly small diameter. Policy
actors trying to determine what their interests are can only do
so with reference to certain "rules of closure". They are
inevitably restricted by limited knowledge, and can only
proceed on the basis of partial analysis. They clearly operate
under what Dahl and Lindblom have called the "paradox of
specialization" - that in order to address issues,
organizations must disaggregate them, thereby ignoring some of
the variables and focusing on a limited set of others. 1 1 But
the setting of these boundaries on analysis and choice has
itself been considered - within the politics-of-interest model
- an action requiring reference to policy actors' goals.
Hence, any attempt at determining one's own best interest, is
itself dependent on prior knowledge of the set of objectives
which are being pursued. In short, to know one's own interest,r 3 9 1one must know one's interest. It is at this point that the
traditional models premised on pre-determined interests break 
down as an analytical basis for understanding political events 
and as a credible explanation of policy behaviour in the 
context of decision-making.

The politics-of-interest model fails at a number of crucial 
points. First, it has concentrated on goal-seeking and has 
disregarded the issue of goal-setting by policy actors. 
Secondly, it has ignored the social nature of institutional 
policy actors, treating them as aggregates of individuals (See 
below) . Thirdly - as a consequence - much of political 
analysis has ignored the need for decisions to be (morally)
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justified. Interest-premised theories of decision-making fail 
to address the social and cultural constraints that make for 
the dynamics and ambiguity involved in policy processes. They 
do not acknowledge that the rules of closure and criteria for 
social choice will be adjusted according to what kinds of 
decisions are seen to ensure and maintain effective support and 
credibility from social institutions (and the individuals 
belonging to these institutions). In any social situation, the 
acceptance of particular goals can never be completely divorced 
from social processes and (public) reasoning. The rational 
choice models of decision-making are therefore far too tidy as 
a conceptual basis of for policy analysis. Goals can change 
over time, and can not be considered as immutable givens in 
social choice. Hence, conceptual models for public policy 
analysis will have to move beyond theories of goal-seeking in 
order to be able to account for the processes of goal-setting.

Anarchy in the "garbage can"

To overcome the limitations of the politics-of-interest model, 
it is necessary to place the process of goal-optimization in a 
broader context which examines determinants of policy 
objectives outside the utilitarian means-end scheme of
traditional decision theories. In other words, if we want to 
avoid the pitfalls of a circular goal-seeking notion of
rational decision-making, we will have to acknowledge the 
social and cultural context as a determining factor in setting 
boundaries to the rules of closure which are adopted by policy 
actors. In escaping the narrow limits of the politics-of- 
interest premise, two main approaches are open to us. One is 
to circumvent the problem altogether by relaxing completely the 
assumption of intentionality of policy behaviour and adopt a 
relativist approach. The other is to formulate an alternative 
conceptualization of social decision-making which remains 
within the tradition of purposive political behaviour and which 
takes into account the institutional contexts of policy choice.
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Of course, the easy way of overcoming the problem of 
pre-determined goals in political decision models - which 
presuppose that outcomes reflect purely the pursuit of interest 
- is to take a totally relativistic stance. One could simply 
move away from the assumption that decision outcomes are 
necessarily intentional. In this view, policy actions are no 
longer dominated by the intentions of goal-seeking actors. 
Such an approach leads to a conceptualization of 
decision-making in a context of anarchy, based on a fluidity 
and an ambiguity of goals. March and Olson have formulated 
such a "garbage can model" of decision-making, built on the 
belief that the "processes and outcomes are likely to appear to 
have no close relation with the explicit intention of 
actors".

The "garbage can" model views the process of decision-making as 
an anarchistic mixture of problems, solutions, policy actors 
and choice opportunities. It provides a view of how 
organisations may operate in decision processes but cannot be 
convincingly translated to an inter-organisational context of 
public policy-making. This would require a view of society 
where coalitions between policy actors are constantly in 
arbitrary flux. Indeed, the whole question of which "interest" 
is linked to what particular group of policy actors becomes not 
only irrelevant - in the sense that objectives are fluid and 
ambigious anyway and actions unintentional - but it comes to 
fall outside the frame of reference. The definition of a 
policy actor becomes itself ambiguous once the arena of 
decision-making is seen to be made up of a complicated 
intermeshing of changing organisational policy choices, 
problems and solutions.

In the "garbage can" concept all configurations are in 
principal possible. It is based on a high degree of 
unconstrained relativism of policy actors and the way they view 
and evaluate policy problems. The infinite number of possible 
juxtapositions of policy actors with their respective goals and 
policy perceptions (however fluid and ambiguous) would make any
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attempt at analysing public policy choices in terms of goal 
dissensus among policy actors impractical, if not meaningless. 
The question of inquiring into the origins of interest would 
not only be empirically unmanageable but, above all, 
theoretically irrelevant. What such an approach ignores, is 
that policy actors are social organizations that have to 
account for their actions. Their particular selection of 
policy problems and solutions need to be credible in order to 
muster and maintain the social support on which their 
institutional viability depends. In this, policy actors need 
to be explicitly distinguished from individual decision-makers.

Constrained relativism

The breakdown of the politics of interest frame is partly due 
to the fact that much of the literature on decision-making and 
rationality is based on the individualist fallacy. It has 
implicitly developed in the mistaken belief that its inquiry as 
applied to individuals can simply be extended to the level of 
social organisations. Individual choice processes as the basic 
unit of analysis, may draw us initially to the belief that the 
pattern of 'rules of closure' in decision-making is unlimited 
in variation. Given that different individuals may have 
markedly different definitions of the situation they encounter, 
there could be as many goal-setting directions in their 
behaviour. At the level of policy actors as social 
institutions, however, rules of closure and boundaries in 
decision-making have to be justified. It involves mustering 
social consent and support for the way policy actors 'home in' 
on particular issues and objectives.

Similarly, in relation to the study of political power, many 
theorists have been prone to locate power and influence in 
policy-making (implicitly) in the resources of individuals 
rather than in the social organizations they uphold. The case 
against this basic misconception has been made convincingly in 
the important study on power by Dennis Wrong, in which he 
argues that social groups, not individuals are the central
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political actors in contemporary pluralist societies. In this 
perspective, the policy arena is made up of "power-seeking
groups", whose viability depends on successfully mobilizing

. r 4 21collective resources and formulating collective goals. 1 J The
maintenance of collective resources is seen as particularly
significant in political processes, and as Wrong concludes:
"also more enduring when possessed by relatively stable groups 

. r 4 31and organizations m  society". J In this respect, many 
decisional studies have come to adopt some kind of 
'institutional* approach. Nonetheless, much of the policy 
literature has not sufficiently acknowledged that this implies 
making social actors and thereby the conditions for their

F441social viability the appropriate focus of analysis.

The notion that the political arena is made up of social 
institutions that need to be maintained, lends support for the 
assertion that the number of policy actors engaged in policy 
making is not unlimited. Indeed, in observing actual cases of 
public decision-making it is obvious that there is a certain 
degree of social 'stability' in the system. A limited number 
of policy actors can be seen to be operating for significant 
periods of time. Social organizations involved in decision
making do align themselves with particular policy objectives 
(or claim to do so), and justify their actions in those terms. 
It is this viability criterion of justifiability that gives 
rise to a certain measure of recurrent regularity in the 
observed phenomena. In rejecting the "garbage can" model in 
its extreme form - of random streams of policy actors, 
problems, solutions and choice opportunities - we can restate 
our conceptual stance for a purposive analytical model of 
goal-setting in social choice. In attempting to formulate a 
framework which accounts for the conflicting boundaries and 
preferences in public decision-making, a certain notion of 
plurality has to be retained. Given the dynamic nature of
political processes, a static, uniform conceptualization of 
decision-making is clearly inappropriate. In rejecting this as 
well as the other extreme of the "garbage can", we take up a 
position of constrained relativism.
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The very nature of public policy making has meant shifting our
concern from individual choice processes to organizational
decision-making in the social and cultural context pertinent to
politics. What is required, then, is an analytical scheme by
which the "anarchy" in the policy arena can be organized so as
to acknowledge the social nature of the policy actors; a frame
which conceptualizes the constraints they impose on their
selection of problem frames and choice criteria. The
conceptual deficiency of the politics-of-interest model has
led us to call for a "social accountancy" model of interest,
that acknowledges that social viability of institutional actors
is an essential determinant of the process by which they come

r 4 51to pursue certain goals and strategies and neglect others.

From this perspective, we can return to the question of the 
origins of interests, with the important distinction that we 
can address explicitly the significant issues of credibility 
and policy justification as crucial factors in political 
decision-making and social choice. In effect we are once more 
examining the boundaries to analysis and the rules of closure, 
but now in their proper social and cultural context. In terms 
of the language of decision theory, we are re-introducing the 
question of what kinds of boundaries can occur in relation to 
rationality of policy actors in a social environment.

Although social constraints on choice situations have received 
only limited attention in the literature, the idea of bounded 
rationality does allow scope for social factors to be 
systematically included in the decision-making analysis. It is 
clear that the social environment imposes constraints upon 
choice and sets boundaries on the range of feasible 
alternatives. It has been suggested that the constraints of 
social institutions are in some ways incorporated in the 
perspectives of rational decision-makers. In this context
Simon has stated that:

"The givens in the situation of choice (that is the 
environment) and the behaviour variables (that is the 
organism itself) are usually kept strictly apart, but
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we should be prepared to accept the possibility that 
we call "the environment" may lie, in part, within 
the skin of the biological organism,"[47]

As to the implications for public policy analysis, this means 
abandoning the traditional view that rationality in decision
making can be treated as extensional - as having an existence 
wholly independent of organisational context. We need to 
analyse institutional policy actors as different cultural 
entities, which provide both the social constraints and 
selective incentives for policy choices.

5. Conclusion; the case for a cultural perspective

The conclusion that the selection of goals by policy actors is 
at least partly - determined by social and cultural 

processes, makes it possible to escape from the confines of the 
interest-premise in policy analysis. Without abandoning the 
notion that disagreements on goals may lead to different 
courses of action among policy actors, such an advance enables 
boundaries to institutional goal-setting to be included in 
analysis. It no longer depends on conflicts of interest as the 
fundamental singular 'cause* of policy dissensus.

This thesis is developed from the view that political dissensus 
(in "technological controversies") is not limited to 
disagreements on policy goals, but (may) involve conflicts 
among policy actors as to the appropriate definitional 
boundaries to policy issues. Hence, it is imperative to come 
to terms with the fact that public issues can be perceived and 
appraised through multiple frameworks of evaluation. The main 
conclusion emerging from this chapter is that the selection of 
policy goals which are integral to those frameworks can not be 
understood in terms of the narrow interest-premised notion of 
rational decision- making. In order to advance on the 
politics-of-interest, the selection and justification of
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institutional policy objectives must be analysed with reference 
to the social and cultural determinants of political behaviour.

The argument advanced in this chapter is essentially a call for 
a cultural framework for policy analysis: a conceptual basis 
that incorporates the social and cognitive premises of 
institutional processes of assessment and choice. From this 
perspective, the socio-cognitive constraints that policy actors 
generate for the way policy issues and 'legitimate1 solutions 
are perceived (for example, in the assessment of technology), 
provide the central conceptual focus for understanding how they 
come to select and justify their policy objectives and actions. 
The next chapter formulates such a cultural frame for the 
analysis of public policy disputes, by placing the pursuit of 
interest in its proper sociological context.

-o-
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CHAPTER 3

CULTURAL BIAS AND PUBLIC POLICY ANALYSIS

Introduction

The case for a cultural perspective on public decision analysis 
arises out of the failure of the politics-of-interest model to 
come to terms with the social and cognitive dimensions of 
policy controversy. To adequately understand political 
conflicts over the selection and justification of policy 
choices (e.g. those concerned with controversial technology) we 
will have to account for the boundaries to rationality in 
social decision situations. This chapter broadens the 
analytical scope for examining public policy disputes in 
systematic theoretical terms by embracing the notion of 
cultural pluralism among institutional actors. The conceptual 
advance developed here is sought, therefore, not in the 
rejection of the idea of competing interests, but by making it 
contingent on the culturally-induced biases in perception of 
policy actors, operating within a social arena that they 
themselves collectively shape and maintain.

The aim of this chapter is three-fold. First, it introduces 
the notion of cultural bias in institutional choice, advancing 
a conceptual approach that overcomes the analytical 
deficiencies of politics-of-interest models of decision-making.
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Secondly, it argues how the notion of competing 
culturally-induced institutional biases can provide a 
methodological scheme for explaining contending policy 
perspectives and choice criteria. And thirdly, it shows how 
this cultural bias frame can be applied to analyse specific 
public decision controversies over the assessment of 
technology.

The cultural framework advanced in this chapter provides a 
conceptual model of political dissensus, taking account of 
institutionally-induced perceptual differences impinging on the 
way policy actors select and vindicate what is in their 'best 
interest'. The central idea is that policy actors may be 
classified by reference to a limited number of socially viable 
cultural orientations in perception and strategic choice. This 
analytical perspective moves away from a static, unitary 
approach which assumes that there is agreement on the givens of 
a situation, whilst avoiding the totally relativistic position 
that gives equal plausibility to every imaginable configuration 
of policy actors and problem definitions.

This chapter argues then how cultural analysis can account for 
competing policy strategies by reference to basic differences 
in cultural orientation. The cultural analysis of policy 
disputes is developed from "grid/group" theory in anthropology 
and in the sociology of perception (as first formulated by Mary 
Douglas) . ̂  This line of analysis uses the social context 
dimensions of "group" and "grid" to classify variations in 
social constraints that people experience, and amplifies the 
distinctive cultural biases which emerge from, and help 
sustain, these different social arrangements. Based on this 
conceptual typology of institutional biases in perception, this 
chapter introduces the notion of contending political cultures, 
showing how they can be employed in public decision analysis.

The policy analytic approach formulated in this chapter is 
premised on the idea of competing culturally-dependent 
selection biases. Each distinct cultural orientation is seen
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to involve an appropriate way of selecting and vindicating how 
a (technological) policy issue is defined, what options and 
consequences are taken into account, and which evaluative 
criteria are seen as credible. This chapter thus argues how 
the notion of contending political cultures in the public 
policy arena can be applied to examine the socio-cognitive 
premises that underpin conflicting policy stances and 
assessments in technological decision controversies.

Political cultures

The application of the concept of culture to political science
r 21 . . .is not new. The distinction of the cultural bias frame is

that it is commited to a plurality of political cultures within
the policy arena. Cultural theory is not in disagreement with
those political theorists who have focussed on the
culturally-generated premises and prescriptions in political 

mbehaviour. In discussing the role of symbols as a
characteristic element of of a "political culture", Elder and
Cobb, for example, have explicitly acknowledged the link with
cognitive processes in boundary setting:

"In defining the range of symbols that are 
available to give social definition to a situation, 
a political culture acts to limit the range of 
problems and problem solving alternatives that are 
likely to be considered, or for that matter, even 
entertained or recognized. ... Culture colours
perceptions r4,and constrains problem
definition. ..". J

However, much of political science still embraces the idea that 
it makes sense to talk in the singular about the national or 
local political culture. The reality of political conflicts 
shows how different policy actors may have competing 
perceptions of the situation, and indicates that this simple 
assumption can not be upheld. The debate over whose 
socio-cognitive problem definition should prevail is often a 
basic issue in political conflict; one which is likely to be a 
critical determinant of the outcome of policy controversies.



93

Hence, my concern with political cultures in the plural.

Moreover, in insisting on a plurality of institutional 
cultures, we avoid the notion of culture as a residual category 
in analysis. It enables the development of an explanatory 
theory based on the variation of cultural settings within 
societies or organisations. This perspective highlights that 
social institutions construct their organisational culture in 
the process of behaviour (e.g. decision-making). Hence a 
plurality of (political) cultures provides a conceptual basis 
for understanding differences in behaviour within the same mode 
of analysis as the symbols and perceptions that accompany and 
justify that behaviour.

The cultural model sees public policy-making as the 'product'
of distinct political cultures at the level of social
institutions interacting in the policy arena. It enhances the
traditional approach to policy analysis, incorporating the view
(advanced by symbolic organization theorists) that the symbols
and social perceptions of reality can become a basis on which

r 5 1decisions are made and actions taken. The notion of
cultural pluralism in political conflicts makes explicit that 
social actors may differ on the kinds of symbols and issues 
that are seen as politically salient and on what meanings are 
to be attached to them. The significant advance of the 
cultural bias model is that it suggests a systematic and 
coherent basis for classifying and analysing these cultural 
differences in policy-making.

The classification of political cultures is based here on the 
grid/group typology of social environments, that uses the 
notion of social context to analyse the relationship between 
the social and symbolic orders. Each type of social 
environment generates, and is sustained by, a distinctive 
perceptual orientation. By asserting that not all combinations 
of institutional perceptions and social contexts are viable, 
cultural theory advances a four-fold classification of cultural 
bias. The dimensions of 'group' and 'grid' are used to
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classify two dimensions of action limited by social order, 
namely (1) whom one interacts with and (2) how one interacts 
with them.^ (for further discussion see below).

The grid/group classification of institutionally-induced biases 
thus provides a methodological grip on the process by which 
policy actors set boundaries to decision situations. The 
confrontation of distinctive political cultures in the policy 
arena can be used to analyse not only the outcome of the public 
policy process, but also the kinds of selection criteria and 
justifications that policy actors adopt. The notion of a 
plurality of political cultures in policy conflicts thereby 
provides the missing link between political theories concerned 
with cultural aspects such as symbolic action, and a 
classification of socially viable strategies that tells you 
what kinds of (symbolic) action are possible within a 
particular political culture. Since cultural theory is 
essentially concerned with comparing different social 
constraints on behaviour, the political cultures framework can 
help us see how goal-setting and legitimation in public 
decision-making relate to the social environment of policy 
actors.

By placing the process of public policy-making in its proper
social context, the cultural approach explicitly acknowledges
that decision-making institutions become effective or become
paralyzed according to whether they enjoy the credibility of
their members and constituents. In democratic policy-making,
governmental authorities (for example) are only able to govern
effectively as long as their authority is seen as 

r 71legitimate. Cultural theory provides an analytical approach 
for investigating the dynamic basis for that legitimacy. 
Conflicting political cultures, as manifest in the policy 
arena, define basic differences in consent and social support 
from which policy actors derive the credibility for their 
choices, as well as for their authority. The political
cultures model aims to conceptualize the contention of 
distinctive cultural orientations by which policy actors seek
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to preserve an adequate measure of social consent.

The conceptual strength of the cultural approach is that it 
allows institutional choice and policy justification to be 
analysed in a single frame. Cultural theory considers both as 
part of the social process by which policy actors generate and 
uphold shared meanings and moral commitments necessary for the 
legitimation of their actions.[8] Grid/group theory provides a 
conceptual scheme for analysing what forms this process may 
take.

2. Social institutions and cultural environments

The notion of "cultures" as abstract meanings internalized 
socially in terms of consistent sets of beliefs, values and

T91symbols, can be used to analyse both the variation m  
perceptual biases apparent in institutional behaviour and the 
types of social environments that institutions can sustain. In 
this respect, the advance of the cultural approach to public 
policy analysis, is a response to the challenge set by those 
organization theorists, who (with March and Simon) have (at 
least) acknowledged that

"The organizational and social environment in which 
the decision-maker finds himself determines what 
consequences he will anticipate, what ones he will 
not; what alternatives he will consider, what ones 
he will ignore. In a theory of organization, these 
variables cannot be treated as unexplained, 
independent factors, but must themselves be 
determined and explained by the theory".[10]

Underpinning the case for a cultural framework is the view (as 
emphasised above by March and Simon) that processes of 
assessment and choice inevitably are influenced by the 
institutional and social context in which actors operate. The 
cultural approach is an attempt to formulate a conceptual 
scheme to examine basic differences in the cognitive premises 
by which institutional policy actors set boundaries to the 
assessment of decision situations and to their own choice
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behaviour. By conceptualizing the relationship between social 
organizations and their environment in cultural terms, 
variations in perceptual biases can be analyzed in relation to 
the various social contexts from which institutions derive 
their social support.

Social institutions depend on the credibility that people grant 
to them. Individuals - as social entities - make basic choices 
in terms of giving support and legitimacy to institutions of 
different kinds. Most significantly, social institutions 
will differ according to the kind of social arrangements - the 
kinds of social environment - in which its supporters are bound 
up. The key to differentiating between institutional bias in 
choice behaviour is thus to be sought in terms of comparing 
different social settings.

The cultural theory advanced here goes beyond the traditional 
position that social organizations are "culture-bound", with 
culture standing for society. It takes on a more refined view 
of cultural differences: in terms of patterns of beliefs, 
morals and cognitive frames. The implication is that cultural 
differentiation refers to variations between institutional and 
social settings because of differences in beliefs, moral 
commitments and shared cognitive premises. In other words, the 
comparative study of institutional behaviour needs to consider

r 121bases for differentiation in cultural terms. It needs 
a cultural typology; in this I concur with the view expressed 
by Ostrander that

"One requirement for a classificatory approach to 
the analysis of symbolic behaviour is the 
elimination of 'societies' as the units of 
comparison in favour of the social environments of 
individuals".[13] (my emphasis)

Cultural theorists assert that individuals often do not make 
independent choices, but that decision processes are generally 
shaped by the social institutions in which individuals organize 
themselves. In creating the essential conditions for their 
(continued) existence, institutions are considered the central 
"decision processors", which (in the words of Douglas) "shut
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r 141some options and put others in favourable light". From

this perspective, a classification of social and organizational 
environments furnishes a conceptual basis for variations in 
institutional perception and behaviour. Developing a
theoretical frame for institutional policy analysis therefore 
requires a typology of organizational cultures, against which 
cultural orientations in policy perception and behaviour may be 
examined.

3. Cultural typology: grid/group theory

The cultural approach to policy analysis postulates that
different social and cultural environments in which policy
actors operate, will lead them to respond differently to
decision-making situations. What is required therefore is a
comparative classification of social environments as different
"patterns of culture", against which cognitive biases in
institutional behaviour may be characterized. My approach to
"culture" sees it as conforming to neither of the contradictory
extremes of rigid concreteness or total fluidity.
Consequently, I concur with the view advanced by Thompson, that

"Culture is plastic. Though it can be pushed this 
way and it can be pushed that way, it can not be 
pushed just anywhere".[16]

Cultural categories, whilst they are in many ways socially
negotiable, also exhibit a certain stability in that only somer 17 ]are persistent through social experience. The central
issue for a cultural typology is thus: into what distinct 
patterns can culture be 'pushed' or 'negotiated'? Since the 
stability of institutions depends on social support, such a 
typology must come to terms with how the connection between 
individuals and institutional forms is mediated. Hence the 
issue of cultural categories is viewed in terms of variation in 
the social constraints that people experience - their social 
context - together with the culturally-induced cognitive 
perspectives that give credence to particular social

n s  iarrangements. 1
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The central argument is that each distinct social context 
involves a characteristic pattern of culture-dependent rewards 
and punishments that limit the kinds of behaviour which can be 
morally justified (by those committed to that particular social 
arrangement). My approach follows the anthropological line (of 
Douglas and others) that reduces social variation to only a few 
'grand types', each of which embodies a commitment to 
self-sustaining premises and cognitive biases. As mentioned 
above, this cultural classification is developed from the 
argument that the two most general spheres of action limited by 
social order can be adequately described by just two basic 
dimensions of social context: "grid" and "group". This social 
classification explicitly links social structure to symbolic 
order, advancing what have been called two "dimensions of 
sociality".

Grid and group are control dimensions in relation to basic 
choices facing individuals as social beings. The grid 
dimension is concerned with the degree of prescriptive 
hierarchy to which interacting individuals are subjected. It 
relates to the extent of interpersonal role differentiation and 
structural stratification impinging upon social actors. This 
dimension can be visualized to run from "egalitarian" to 
"hierarchical" social environments. The group dimension refers 
to those social constraints that relate to the degree of social 
incorporation. It classifies the social environment 
according to the extent that individual behaviour is subject to 
or free from social pressures of bounded social groups. This 
dimension can be seen to run from "individualized" to 
"collectivized" social environments.

The variation in social contexts conceptualized by this 
cultural approach can be represented in matrix form as in 
Figure 3.1. The two-dimensional diagram presents a set of 
limits against which social behaviour can be mapped. The 
cultural classification is based on distinct social types whose 
respective identity is obtained from the social context to 
which they belong, and that they strive to maintain. Cultural



99

theory based on group-grid analysis conceptualizes the social 
arena into four distinct tendencies of social orientation, in 
each of the corner-quadrants of the social context map.

The cultural hypothesis asserts that these four ideal-types 
represent an exhaustive classification of socially-viable

r 211orientations. J It is based on the view that the perceptual 
bias inherent in each distinct social context incorporates a 
particular moral basis for justification and legitimation. The 
crucial claim in grid/group theory is that only a limited 
number of cultural orientations can be stabilized by a shared 
moral commitment of those belonging to a particular social 
context. The only way people can shift their cultural premises 
is by changing the kinds of social constraints that give 
credence to a particular set of moral principles. Conversely, 
any change in social context postulates commitment to a 
different package of culturally-induced cognitive premises.

Figure 3.1:

Hierarchical

participants in policy debate 
absentees in policy debate

Social types and social contexts based on grid-group

My analytical frame is developed from these cognitive premises, 
or cultural biases. Following Douglas, the concept of cultural
bias refers to a relational pattern of cultural orientation
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that selects out of the total cultural field those beliefs,
values and moral principles which are derivable as

[221justifications for behaviour. J The four-fold typology of 
cultural biases (derived from the grid/group classification) 
therefore conceptualizes distinctive culturally-induced 
incentives and prescriptions by which social actors select and 
justify particular courses of action.

The stabilising factor that cultural theory establishes, by
linking social context to cultural bias, is essential in
understanding social behaviour in terms of shared moral
commitments. As Douglas has concluded:

"... given the premises involved in defining the 
social environment, certain distinctive values and 
belief systems will follow as necessary ~-for the 
legitimation for the actions within it". J

The significant implication for institutional policy analysis 
is that it enables the conflicting preferences and 
justifications of policy actors to be analysed against a 
limited set of ideal-type socio-cognitive orientations - those 
that are socially viable and justifiable. The four-fold 
classification of cultural bias can thus be applied to analyse 
competing (dominant) perspectives of organizational policy 
actors, taking account of the distinctive moral principles by 
which they sustain their position and credibility in the social 
world.

The cultural approach sides with those organization theorists
who have acknowledged that the setting of goals is essentially
a problem of defining desired relationships between an

r 2 4 1organization and its environment. The notion of
distinctive cultural biases in perception, and the shared moral 
principles on which they are based, provide the framework for 
analysing what forms this relationship can take. The 
distinctive cultural biases postulated by grid/group theory 
conceptualize the way social institutions view the "givens" and 
premises of the situation. Hence any cultural bias will also 
act as a goal-setting bias in institutional choice, and this 
makes cultural theory applicable to social decision-making 
analysis.
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Institutional types

My concern with the macro-level of institutional policy actors 
interacting in the political arena, requires to move beyond the 
micro-level of the individual. The strength of the cultural 
theory is that it treats individuals not as isolated, 
psycho-physiological entities, but as social beings. 
Consequently, it can conceptualise social organisations in 
terms of aggregates of institutionalised individuals. This 
enables institutional policy actors to be classified by 
reference to the culturally-induced personal strategies
conceptualised by grid/group theory.

At the intermediate level of cultural analysis, the four
stabilizable conjunctions of social context and cultural bias
thus lead to three distinctive forms of social organization.
They have been referred to respectively as the ego-focused
network, the hierarchically-nested group, and the bounded

r 251egalitarian group. These types of social institutions
generate, and are sustained, by the cognitive biases of
respectively the entrepreneur, the hierarchist and the 
sectarian. The first two types are in many ways compatible 
with the two-fold classification in terms of "markets" and 
(bureaucratic) "hierarchies", to which many social theorists 
have habitually referred.

The right-upper quadrant of the cultural scheme (positive 
group/positive grid; see Figure 3.1) is the natural environment 
of highly prescribed institutional action where group loyalty 
is rewarded and formal status distinction is respected. It 
belongs to the hierarchy where every member knows his place, 
securely bounded and unambiguously stratified. At the other 
(diametric) corner of the social context 'space' (negative 
grid/negative group) - in the lower-left quadrant - individuals 
have ample freedom for negotiating relationships on the basis 
of contractual exchanges. This social environment allows for



102

maximum individual mobility up and down whatever the scale of 
authority or influence. Here one finds the ideal-type free 
market organization, characterized by entrepreneurial activity, 
aimed at private profit-seeking of all kinds. The entrepreneur 
has no interest in the maintenance of permanent transactional 
boundaries per se. The market institution is stabilized by the 
view that anything is negotiable in the pragmatic pursuit of 
personal rewards in a competitive environment.

r 2 6 1The third institutional type postulated by cultural theory,1 1

organized as a bounded egalitarian group (or sect), scores high 
on the group dimension. Its members are collectively 
protective against the outside world. It is bound together by 
a common set of ideals to which members subscribe (on voluntary 
basis). It rejects, however, the hierarchy and all the 
prescriptions which characterize highly stratified contexts 
(i.e. it scores negatively on the grid dimension). Authority 
resides not in the individual, nor on the basis of status, but 
in the collectivity as a whole.

In moving from individual behaviour to the level of
institutional behaviour pertinent to public policy-making,
cultural theory argues how one of the four individual cultural
strategies will not be actively present in the policy 

r 2 71arena. Given the continual pressures upon the "ineffectual" 
by those subscribing to hierarchical authority or by successful 
entrepreneurial competitors, this social type is excluded at 
the level of institutional (inter)action. The "ineffectuals" 
will find it impossible to involve themselves with lasting 
socially-viable group relations, and will be incapable of 
participating in public policy debates.

The individual caught up in the high-grid/low-group social 
context (in the upper-left quadrant) has no scope for 
autonomous personal transactions. His individual behaviour is 
entirely restricted by the social prescriptions which others 
have thrusted upon him.1 1 In the words of Douglas:
"In any complex society, some categories of people are going to
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find themselves relegated, to do as they are told, without the
r 29 7protection and privileges of group membership".

Unable to influence social transactions through group
membership and incapable of successfully building the 
entrepreneurial networks required to escape from their 
prescribed fate, ineffectuals remain peripheral to a stable 
pattern of organizational interaction. Hence, they will
have to rely on the other social types to speak on their 
behalf. (Alternatively, they can, of course, try and migrate 
to other social contexts).

These three distinctive cultural biases in perception 
associated with the ideal-type social institutions that emerge 
from the grid/group classification, provide an analytical 
scheme for conceptualizing different cognitive premises in 
institutional behaviour. By examining the different kinds of 
moral commitments and shared meanings that give credibility to 
each of the distinctive institutional perceptions, the cultural 
frame may now be applied to analyse the processes of 
goal-setting and justification that are at the heart of 
political decision-making processes.

4. Political cultures and policy strategies

The three contending institutional types postulated by
grid/group theory can be developed into a theoretical framework
for policy analysis that conceptualizes competing selection
biases among policy actors. Since the perceptual bias is
essentially cultural, and its significance for decision-making
behaviour political, I am following those who have referred to

[311distinctive political cultures in policy analysis. The
three distinctive political cultures are those associated with 
competitive individualism (the entrepreneurial culture), 
hierarchical collectivism (the hierarchical culture) and 
egalitarian sectarianism (the sectist culture). Hence the
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dominant behavioural orientation of institutional policy actors 
may be differentiated according to whether it reflects an 
entrepreneurial bias, a hierarchical bias or a sectist bias.

It must be stressed that in the cultural analysis of policy
behaviour the operative work is bias not cause. It provides a
scheme that models the variation in cultural selection and
institutional choice, which can be applied to political
analysis, rather than being itself explanatory. Cultural
theory is particularly useful for the analysis of policy
conflicts, since it allows the social and political arena to be
conceptualized by a process of continual contention between the
basic socio-cognitive orientations of its constituents. The
cultural typology derived from distinctive social contexts may

. T321be applied at various levels of aggregation. My focus upon
political cultures reflects the concern for institutional 
actors operating in the arena of public policy-making; here 
dissensus can be mapped in terms of patterns of conflicting 
political cultures.

The institutional distinctions conceptualized by grid/group 
theory are reflected in basic strategic orientations in 
political choice behaviour, that can be recognized by their 
culturally-induced features. Each distinct political culture 
can be shown to represent a specific set of cognitive, 
authoritative and justificatory premises. Each cultural bias 
furnishes particular moral commitments and socially-induced 
constraints and incentives favouring one particular political 
strategy over another. The cultural orientation of political 
actors will thus guide the selection process by which certain 
aspects of an issue gain saliency, and others are ignored. 
Similarly, distinctive culturally-dependent problem definitions 
will elicit different criteria for pursuing what are perceived 
as 'appropriate' policy solutions. The key to examining 
conflicting concerns and perspectives among policy actors is 
therefore to assess their manifest strategies against the 
distinctive biases associated with each of the three political 
cultures that make up the policy arena.
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The biases that distinguish the different political cultures
can be defined by a set of inter-related criteria which provide
a polythetic classification: each category reinforces the other
criteria and underscores the separation between the cultural
biases. It identifies differences in cultural orientation by a
combination of characteristics? with each defining feature
deriving its significance from the cultural 'package' of which

T331it forms a part. Institutional biases m  perception and
behaviour are "clustered", in that the various commitments 
choice mechanisms, and moral principles they generate and 
sustain are mutually reinforcing.

Thus, cultural analysis depends on the essential connections
between social constraints, cognitive biases and institutional
behaviour, all of which derive their social viability from the
degree of commitment to consistent principles. A policy actor
whose social constraints and internal structures reflect - for
example - an entrepreneurial incentives. He will be most
concerned with issues associated with an entrepreneurial
political culture - e.g. profits, competitiveness, freedom of
transaction - and he will select his actions in line with these
culturally-induced concerns. The polythetic indicators of
distinct political cultures can be applied to typify different
cultural biases in policy perspectives. Some major
distinguishing features of the three political cultures are
summarized in Table 3.1 - providing a set of typical concerns,

T341perceived incentives, risks, and goal orientations. In
terms of "bounded rationality", each cultural package can be
associated with a distructive form: an entrepreneurial culture
operates with a "market rationality", a hierarchical culture
embodies a "bureaucratic rationality", and a sectarian culture
adopts (what has been called) a "rationality of 

T351truculence". The concept of political cultures thus
relates to the notion of plural rationality.

In contrast with traditional interest-models of rational 
choice, cultural analysis places the process by which
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boundaries to rationality are set, and the selection of goals 
and behavioural srategies into a single framework. From this 
perspective, a policy choice is rational, if it supports and 
justifies one's political culture. J The plurality of 
rationality that sustains the decision-making bias of different 
political cultures, underlines the connection between cognitive 
frames through which policy issues are perceived, and a set of 
moral principles and shared commitments that guide the 
selection of policy actions and justifications in response to 
those issues.
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l a t e n t  s t r a t e g y p r e s e r v e  i n d i v i d u a l  
f r e e d o m  t o  c o n t r a c t

s e c u r e  i n t e r n a l  
s t r u c t u r e  o f  
a u t h o r i t y

s u r v i v a l  o f  g r o u p

c o m m i t m e n t p r a g m a t i c  m a t e r i a 
l i s m  g e a r e d  a t  
( i n d i v i d u a l )  

p r o f i t - m a k i n g

a d h e r e n c e  t o  
c o r r e c t  p r o c e d u 
r e s  a n d  s t a n d a r d  
c h a n n e l s

c o l l e c t i v e  m o r a l  
f e r v o u r  a n d  a f f i r m a t i o n  
o f  s h a r e d  o p p o s i t i o n  
t o  e x t e r n a l  w o r l d

s u r v i v a l  c o n d i t i o n f i n a n c i a l  s o l v e n c y  
a n d  ( l o n g - t e r m )  
c o m p e t i t i v e  m a r k e t  
p o s i t i o n

c o m p e t e n c e  i n  
a d h e r e n c e  t o  
s e t  p r o c e d u r e s  
i n  s t r a t i f i e d  
s t r u c t u r e

p r o t e c t i v e  o f  . 
c o l l e c t i v e  b o u n d a r i e s  
a g a i n s t  e x t e r n a l  
p r e s s u r e s

f o c u s  o f  r i s k  
t h r e a t s

e c o n o m i c  r i s k s c o n t r o l  r i s k s  
( a s  t h r e a t  t o  

s t a b l e  s o c i a l  
o r d e r )

i n v o l u n t a r y  a n d  
i r r e v e r s i b l e  r i s k s

r i s k  p e r s p e c t i v e  
b i a s

r i s k  a s  
o p p o r t u n i t y

r i s k - a v e r s e ;  
n e e d  t o  s p r e a d  
r i s k

r i s k  a v e r s e  e x c e p t  i n  
o r d e r  t o  d e f e n d  g r o u p  
b o u n d a r i e s

e q u a l i t y
c o n s i d e r s t i o n

e q u a l i t y  o f  
o p p o r t u n i t y

e q u a l i t y  b e f o r e  
t h e  l a w

e q u a l i t y  o f  r e s u l t  
( e q u i t y  c o n c e r n ;  o t h e r  

j u s t i f i c a t i o n s  
r e j e c t e d )

t i m e  c o n c e r n s h o r t - t e r m  
d o m i n a t e s  t h e  
l o n g - t e r m

b a l a n c e d  
d i s t i n c t i o n  
b e t w e e n  s h o r t  
a n d  l o n g - t e r m

l o n g - t e r m  d o m i n a t e s  
s h o r t - t e r m

d e c i s i o n
r a t i o n a l i t y

m a r k e t  r a t i o n a l i t y b u r e a u c r a t i c
r a t i o n a l i t y

r a t i o n a l i t y  o f  
t r u c u l e n c e

i d e a  o f  n a t u r e  
[ r e s o u r c e  
p e r c e p t i o n ]

s k i l l - c o n t r o l l e d
c o r n u c o p i a
( r e s o u r c e

a b u n d a n c e )

i s o m o r p h i c
( r e s o u r c e

s c a r c i t y )

a c c o u n t a b l e  
( r e s o u r c e  d e p l e t i o n )

Table 3.1
Political cultures: some major distinctions
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Cultural selection of risk

Cultural theory anticipates each distinctive political culture 
will furnish constraints and incentives that determine both the 
definition and saliency of an issue and the criteria that are 
adopted for its evaluation. As the cultural analysis of policy 
choice brings the interpretation of facts and the values that 
determine preferences into a single conceptual frame, it is 
therefore likely to prove particularly useful in the study of 
technological decision disputes (as discussed in Chapter 1) 
where the distinction between factual and evaluative issues is 
central to the controversy. The idea that competing policy 
perspectives can be examined against the three-fold typology of 
political cultures may be briefly illustrated here with 
reference to the issue of risk perception. The socio-cognitive 
selection bias of policy actors within one or another political 
culture is expected to be reflected in different styles of 
risk-handling.

Cultural theory stresses that risks (like other evaluative 
criteria) are selected. Such a cultural conceptualization is 
based on the contention that risk is never just risk but always 
"risk for". J The "risks for" are the perceived incentives 
and costs which a political culture associates with particular 
actions and choices. The selection of risks is thus ultimately

f39ia matter of social organization. The distinct political 
cultures identified earlier reflect different ways of 
formulating and evaluating risks. The following table (2) 
(based on that of Thompson), presents the socially-induced 
patterns of risk perception. It identifies the 
institutional bias towards risks (1) their acceptability (2) , 
the overlaying social, physically non-existent risk (3) , and 
the rewards and penalties for different kinds of risk (4) 
considered by the distinct political cultures.



Table 3.2
Risk perception patterns of political cultures

HIERARCHICAL CULTURE SECTIST CULTURE

Short and long term risks Short and long term per- 
perceived. Long term seen ceived. Concern for survi- 
as different from short val causes long term to 
term but controllable. dominate over short term.

Risk averse. If risks can Strong aversion to all 
not be avoided completely risks except those involved 
they are spread. in the defence of wall of

vi t u e .

ENTREPRENEURIAL CULTURE

I
11 Long and short terms per

ceived. Dominance of short 
term over long term main
tains expansive optimism.

2} Risk as opportunity

3) Little concern for
pollution (entrpreneurs 
profit from removal of 
social boundaries)

4) Personal risk for perso
nal reward approved (even 
if it causes coercion). 
Personal risk for benefit 
of totality less popular.

Many boundaries and dis
tinctions to be maintain
ed: elaborate pollution 
concepts and high incid
ence of non-existent 
r i s k .

Personal risk for perso
nal gain penalised, 
Personal risk for 
totality rewarded.

Pollution concerns all 
clustered around a single 
social boundary, and give 
rise to many non-existent 
r i s k s .

Zero sum mentality penalis^- 
es the personal risk for 
personal gain. Only risk 
taken for the totality are 
rewarded, .

Risk perception attributes: 1) institutional risk bias
2} acceptability criteria
3) overlaying socialf physically non-existent risks 
4} rewards and penalties for different kinds of risk.
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In the context of political analysis, the different ideal 
patterns of risk perception reflect the different 
socio-cognitive premises that separate conflicting policy 
perspectives. The cultural approach asserts that the 
distinctive (dominant) political culture that gives credence to 
a policy actor's risk definition - and renders it meaningful - 
will bias its actions and justifications in other respects too. 
The essential nature of the polythetic classification of 
cognitive bias dictates that within a particular political 
culture its various socially-induced manifestations are 
mutually reinforcing. The risk perspective adopted by a policy 
actors must therefore be viewed and analysed as part of a 
consistent set of concerns and perceptions - namely those 
associated with the (dominant) political cultural on which its 
credibility and social support depends.

The cultural consistency of institutional behaviour and 
perceptions enables political disagreements to be 
conceptualized in terms of the contending political cultures 
and provides a framework for accounting for conflicting policy 
perspectives among policy actors. The analysis of policy 
dissensus - for example on the issue of technological risks - 
can now proceed by amplifying the asymmetry in socio-cognitive 
problem definitions and strategies that go with the distinctive 
cultural biases manifest in the policy arena. The various 
selection biases characteristic of different political cultures 
thus enables competing policy perceptions of disputants in 
public decision controversies to be conceptually recognized and 
separated.

5. Cultural analysis of policy dissensus

Analysing public decision controversies requires applying the 
cultural frame at the level of the policy arena, where 
political actors interact. The crucial issue in the cultural 
segregation of policy conflict is to examine the pattern of
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contending political cultures represented in public decision 
disputes. The idea is that the presence or absence of 
particular voices in the debate may be analysed by reference to 
the ideal-type sets of policy concerns and justificatory 
arguments that are are classified within cultural theory. The 
notion of policy-making as a pluralistic process where 
competing demands interact in the political arena (of 
democratic societies) lies at the heart of much political 
analysis. Cultural analysis provides an organizing principle 
for conceptualizing the variation in policy claims and 
justifications. It focuses on the distinctive moral bases that 
the contending political cultures must invoke in order to 
muster and maintain social support.

The relative influence of competing policy demands, arguments, 
and justifications can be examined against the three-fold 
classification of political cultures, which theoretically spans 
the entire range of viable positions in the policy arena. The 
cultural analysis of public policy disputes is premised on the 
assertion that the different ideal-type institutional cultures 
postulated by the grid/group classification of social contexts 
are competing, yet complementary. Political pluralism in 
cultural terms means that whilst each distinctive political 
culture denies alternative socially-induced perceptions of 
social reality, it is in fact dependent on the divergent 
cultural contexts for its own survival and social viability.

This idea of essential cultural pluralism enables us to inquire 
into the possible coalitions between different cultures in the 
decision-making arena, and thus examine the relative influence 
or power that provides the link between policy demands and 
policy outcomes. The concept of power (as conventionally 
treated) has been absent in much of the literature on cultural 
theory. Thompson, however, has introduced a third dimension of 
"manipulation" into the social context 'map', thus providing a 
conceptual basis for examining the links between the basicr 4i Ipolitical cultures. Whilst this aspect of cultural theory
remains underdeveloped especially at the institutional level -
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the notion of manipulation opens up the possibility of 
investigating whether and when contending culturally-induced 
policy demands and their moral justifications may be 
reconciled.

The cultural theory asserts that at the level of personal
strategies the distinctive social types may be classified
according to whether they score 'positively' or 'negatively' on
a (ordinal) scale of "manipulation" - whether individuals are
either subject to manipulation, or whether their actions result
in the manipulaiton of others. Manipulation is considered here

T421as power made manifest.L J Entrepreneurs are classfied as 
individual manipulators - their strategy depends on the 
exploitation of inequality for personal gain, at the expense of 
others, to some extent. The hierarchists also require 
manipulating others, but only collectively. They need a 
controlled lowerarchy to sustain the authority on which their 
viability depends. Entrepreneurs and hierarchists make up the 
manipulative political cultures; they maintain what has been 
called an "axis of power" - the "positive diagonal" on the 
social context matrix.

The strategy of the sectists, on the other hand, is stabilized 
by the rejection of any form of authority and coercion. Whilst 
they need the inegalitarian market and the inequitable 
hierarchy to criticize, any move towards manipulating others 
runs counter to their moral justification for behaviour. They 
are, instead, themselves being manipulated - in so far they are 
incapable of completely escaping the coercive pressures (of the 
market) and the authoritarian order imposed on them (by the 
hierarchists). The sectists take up the "negative diagonal" of 
relative powerlessness, which they share with the absentees of

F441policy debates, the ineffectuals. The ineffectuals are -
by definition - unable to influence or manipulate others, 
whilst it is part of their fate to be subject to a considerable 
degree of manipulation by hierarchists and entrepreneurs.

The basic asymmetry between the manipulative strategies and the
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relatively powerless behavioural styles can serve to 
conceptualize a number of structural conflicts among contending 
political cultures in the policy arena. The juxtaposition of 
opposing coalitions of institutional cultures can be visualized 
as shown in Figure 3 . 2 , by contrasting the 'negative' and 
'positive' diagonals in the grid/group social context frame. 
This conceptualization is a useful one in that it highlights a 
considerable degree of compatibility and accommodation between 
the manipulative political cultures in the policy arena, as 
contrasted with the sectist institutional culture.

hierarchical

Participating biases 

^  Non-participating biases

(based on Thompson 1983) 
see note 29

Fig. 3.2
Social contexts, cultural biases, moral justifications and 
contending political cultures

The dominant coalition of hierarchical and entrepreneurial 
strategies is sustained by their respective 
culturally-dependent moral principles and justifications on 
which their policy behaviour depends. In this view, the 
stability of the positive diagonal in political society derives 
its strength from the adoption of a common principle. What 
brings the (partially) contradictory biases of the hierarchical
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and entrepreneurial political cultures together is a shared 
commitment to efficiency as the basis for consent in 
determining preferred policies and actions. Their 
efficiency-concern provides a basis for negotiation and 
compromise, and makes it possible to reconcile - at least 
partly - their various culturally-induced demands.

By contrast to the dialogue over efficiency trade-offs, the 
demands reflected in the sectist institutional bias are 
diametrically opposed to those of the hierarchists and 
entrepreneurs. The sectist political culture advances its 
arguments and claims by a moral commitment to equity 
considerations, and turn away from negotiation and compromise. 
The sectist perspecitve (at least in theoretical terms) rejects 
the bargaining language of the dominant coalition of 
hierarchists and entrepreneurs, unwilling to compromise their 
demands for equity results in any political trade-off.

The equity justification is based on the view that it is unfair 
and undesirable to make distincitons between individuals (or 
groups of individuals). This position demands policies to be 
applied impartially, and leads to a high degree of moral 
solidarity with the fate of the "ineffectuals". The sectists 
single out the perceived 'impotent' individualist social type 
for special attention, claiming to speak on behalf of those who 
are unable to gain entry to political debates.

The confrontation of contending cultural biases in the policy 
arena may be further exemplified by the distinctive attitudes 
to social equality held by the various political cultures. The 
efficiency trade-off along the positive diagonal can be related 
to two partly contradictory views on equality, taken up by the 
entrepreneurial and hierarchical cultures. The entrepreneurial 
concern for competition is normally justified by the notion of 
equality of opportunity. The hierarchical concern for order 
and stability is justified by the notion of equality before the 
l a w . By contrast, the sectist concern for equity and the
rejection of any form of inequality leads them to advocate
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equality of results as the moral basis for action and 
justification.

The issue of inequality thus provides a significant touchstone
whereby the culturally-bound demands of policy actors may be
segregated along the two opposing diagonals in the policy 

r 4 5 1arena. Hierarchists and entrepreneurs both need inequality
- be it that their respective moral justifications differ. The 
competitive individualist strategy justifies inequality by 
arguing that for success to be rewarded there must be winners 
and losers. The hierarchists' justification for inequality is 
based on a different assertion: that the orderly
differentiation of status for different groups is desirable, 
for the sake of the positive-sum that they (eventually) claim 
to bring to the total system. The compatibility of the 
hierarchical and entrepreneurial justifications for inequality 
enable a certain convergence of their two policy strategies, on 
the basis of some kind of settlement over efficiency 
trade-offs. What distinguishes them are different criteria and 
justifications for determining what is negotiable and under 
what circumstances. In this respect the "manipulative" 
political cultures are in fundamental disagreement with the 
sectist culture which rejects of inequality and refuses to make 
their equity concern part of any negotiated policy solution.

Cultural bases for social consent

The tension between considerations of efficiency and equity may 
be used at the conceptual level to amplify the fundamental 
differences in policy perceptions and in the associated moral 
justifications for behaviour. It provides us with an 
explanation of why public decision controversies are more 
likely to be resolved if the debate is limited to reconciling 
the efficiency demands, advanced by policy actors who are 
disposed to one of the political cultures along the positive' 
diagonal. Political consent becomes much more complex in cases 
where the institutional processes designed to arrive at
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decisions have to respond to the equity demands stemming from 
'sectist' policy participants.

The cultural disaggregation of policy dissensus is based on the 
idea that actors who participate in policy debates will bring 
to the policy arena the set of concerns and demands that are 
perceived as salient from their particular cultural vantage 
point. My application of the cultural approach to policy 
analysis examines the social processes by which certain policy 
goals are advanced in decision disputes, whilst others are 
neglected. To analyse the relative influence of certain policy 
demands in the process of public policy-making requires taking 
into account the social legitimacy of authoritative 
decision-making institutions. In the cultural analysis of 
public policy-making (expressed) objectives are credible 
reasons for action only when they are supported by an argument 
derived from consent. What constitutes consent is
ultimately culture-dependent. The juxtaposition of competing 
political cultures in the policy arena therefore provides a 
frame for examining the distinctive social bases for that 
consent.

The traditional reference point for national decision-making
authorities (certainly in W-Europe) has been the
efficiency-based alliance between the demands stemming from the
hierarchical and entrepreneurial political cultures. Public
consent for this style of political decision-making can only be
maintained, however, in a "social and cultural soil" where

r 471sectist demands for equity are absent or relatively weak.
Only when popular support for sectist concerns is limited, can 
decision-making authorities legitimize decisions that are based 
on a straight trade-off along the 'positive' diagonal of the 
political arena.

When there is a strong sectist bias present in the policy 
arena, one that is sustained by sufficient social support, 
decision-making authorities may be 'forced' to turn away from 
th congenial settlement between entrepreneurial and
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hierarchical political demands. In this kind of regime, 
govermental authorities will have to take account of the 
equity-biased demands advanced by sectist groups, in order to 
muster social acceptance for their decisions. They will have 
to assess how much they are likely to gain or lose in overall 
consent by responding to "pressure groups" and moving some 
distance from the considerations of the efficiency-biased 
political actors.

My application of cultural theory to the analysis of policy 
dissensus starts with the manifest selection of policy goals 
and justificatory arguments, and classifies them according to 
the distinctive concerns and socio-cognitive orientations 
pertinent to the different political cultures. By examining 
the balance that is struck between the demands of two or three 
distinctive political cultures - as manifest in the debate - 
the cultural frame enables the policy process to be analysed in 
the same basic theoretical terms. The juxtaposition of 
culture-bound arguments and justifications allows assessment of 
the extent to which the specific problem definitions and policy 
'solutions' adopted by govermental authorities reflect the 
relative claims of (culturally-distinct) political actors.

Whilst in conventional terms the 'positive' diagonal has been 
considered the powerful axis at the "centre" of the political 
a r e n a , c u l t u r a l  theory asserts that the absence or presence 
of (socially-sustained) sectist demands can be a significant 
and effective influence in the process and outcome of public 
decision disputes. (The empirical evidence of the growth and 
influence of single-issue pressure groups in recent decades 
certainly vindicates this view). In particular, a switch from 
a complacent two-cornered policy debate centred around 
efficiency trade-offs, to a critical three-cornered regime 
incorporating sectist equity demands must be considered a 
potentially significant determinant to the social emergence of 
public decision controversies.

The cultural dependency of social consent in authoritative
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public decision-making can be illustrated by the potential 
shift in policy considerations and justifications that may 
arise as a policy issue moves from the national to the local 
policy arena. (What is the appropriate arena for taking 
particular decisions is of course frequently integral to the 
political debate). Without effective pressure for local 
demands, national governments may be inclined to define their 
role as mediating between the orderly, hierarchical procedures 
for maintaining national stability, and the requirements for 
the successful working of market institutions. National 
authorities operating in such a regime are likely to be able to 
legitimize policy decisions by invoking the efficiency 
arguments associated with hierarchical and entrepreneurial 
biases.

Local authorities, on the other hand, are much more likely to 
see their 'natural* tendency towards orderly hierarchical 
procedures of governance off-set not just by entrepreneurial 
considerations (e.g. from local industry), but also by the more 
truculent sectist pressures at the local level. The sectist 
bias is often more explicitly concerned with local issues, and 
sectist representatives are therefore more likely to press the 
local rather than national authorities for their demands. 
Especially when local government is accountable to a local 
electorate, it is likely to be much more prone than national 
authorities to respond to the sectist demands for greater local 
involvement in decision-making, and greater emphasis upon 
'bottom-up' approaches in policy determination. In a strong 
sectist 'locale' authorities may see the need for greater 
participatory decision procedures, to ensure an adequate level 
of consent. In bowing to this (sectist) demand, the (local) 
government could be enhancing the effective influence by 
sectist groups - such as environmentalist organizations - in 
respect of other sectist demand concerns too.

The notion of contending political cultures and the 
requirement of consent for centralized decisions allows us to 
come to terms with the inclusion or exclusion of particular
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policy concerns in the process of public policy-making. By 
focusing on political cultures and their commensurability in 
the policy arena, the cultural frame has amplified the 
conflicting moral bases that underpin policy dissensus. It 
allows separation of the different culturally-induced selection 
patterns that go with each ideal-type set of justificatory 
principles. The strength of the cultural model is that it 
accounts for the culture-dependent bounds that are set to the 
process of governmental decision-making, and for the cognitive 
boundaries to social choice in a single frame. Hence, the 
various manifestations of public decision controversy - the 
definition of the problem, the saliency of issues, preferred 
policy strategies, and justifications - can all be analysed 
with reference to the conflicting political cultures 
interacting in the policy arena.

Technological risk and political cultures

The relevance of the political cultures frame for the analysis 
of public policy controversies concerned with 'technological' 
decisions, can be highlighted with reference to the issue of 
risk and the assessment of technological impacts. The degree 
of compatibility of the socio-cognitive perspectives inherent 
to the hierarchical and entrepreneurial cultures is clearly 
evident in their mutual perceptions of risk and appropriate 
style of risk handling. The premises associated with the 
positive diagonal in the policy arena - contrast to a sectist 
political culture - are reflected in a common "technocratic" 
approach to the assessment of technological impacts. The 
hierarchical and entrepreneurial biases stem from different 
social constraints, but in regard to issues such as 
environmental consequences they can trust and mutually support 
each other. In the words of Douglas and Wildavsky, both 
institutional cultures are essentially concerned with
"uphold[ing] the present social system and neither is able to 
envisage any different future".
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This common ground in anticipating the future leads the 
hierarchical and entrepreneurial political cultures to tolerate 
a considerable degree of long-term, low-probability risk 
(albeit with different justifications). The individualized 
entrepreneurial perspective is traditionally geared towards 
risk-taking, intentionally so, since its survival depends on 
it. The hierarchical - bureaucratic - strategy is never 
deliberately risk-seeking, yet it allows for a fair degree of 
longer-term risk-taking, especially if it can be 'controlled' 
through orderly rules and procedures. Both hierarchists and 
entrepreneurs tend to play down long-range risks because (in 
the words of Douglas and Wildavsky) "their sights are on 
immediate dangers and because they expect their expertise and 
their adaptiveness to grow to counter dangers".

The distinctive risk portfolios typical of the political centre 
contrast starkly with the risk perspective typical of the 
sectist institutional culture. The social organization along 
voluntaristic, egalitarian principles will lead to a sectist 
selection of risk, and a recognizable sectist perspective by 
which its view of danger is justified. The sectist concern 
with survival and its limited control over the short-term make 
long-term considerations dominant in this political culture. A 
sectist culture typically perceives high-consequence 
involuntary risk as the major source of danger.

The cultural distinction between the coalition of hierarchical
and entrepreneurial actors and the sectist policy participants
is also evident in their conflicting perspectives on the
assessment and control of technological impacts. Different
political cultures will tend to adopt different approaches to
the assessment and evaluation of the consequences of
technology, and to the role of scientific expertise in the

T521management of technology.

Cultural theory asserts that a hierarchical institution will 
typically emphasize highly structured forms in framing the 
'technical' problem (characteristic for a high-grid
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perspective) , and focus on strongly defined areas of technical
control and 'factual' consequences. As Caneva has argued, the
high-grid/high-group social context is "favourable to the view
of knowledge as an all embracing scheme, well differentiated

r 531and relatively stable". J The hierarchical political culture 
thus tends to encourage a technocratic approach to technology 
assessment. It aims to control the consequences of technology 
in a procedural manner, treating the technological impacts in 
principle as clear-cut. The hierarchical outlook embodies 
considerable trust in highly-specialised forms of scientific 
expertise, by whish the risks and benefits can be defined and 
managed in an orderly fashion.

Whilst the entrepreneurial institutional culture rejects the
view that technology is formally structured and can be fully
anticipated in its ramifications, it neverthless sees it as
manageable, in the sense of being exploitable through the right
kind of skills and expertise. In the words of Caneva

"The epistomology of low-group/low-grid is subject 
to continual negotiation, for knowledge is what 
people take it to be. There is a pragmatic notion 
that truth can only be gauged according to some 
kind of success criterion..." [54]

In this pragmatic outlook of the entrepreneurial culture, the 
application of scientific expertise is considered as part of 
its attempt to reap the (personal) benefits that may result 
from it. Technical uncertainty is not (a priori) considered 
undesirable - something to be removed at all cost - since it 
may in fact bring with it the opportunities that enable 
profitable arrangements.

By contrast to the belief in technical skills and scientific 
expertise by the political cultures along the positive diagonal 
in the policy arena, the sectist culture emphasizes that the 
"clear-cut" boundaries of technological consequences need not 
be treated as factual, objective entities. They believe that 
the impacts of technology require a normative, rather than a 
scientific kind of management. The sectist bias sees a high 
moral responsibility for directing technology in a collectivist
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and more equitable way. The sectist culture is suspicious of 
hierarchical and specialized forms of technology-handling, and 
emphasizes more collectivist and participatory styles of 
technological planning, such as "appropriate technology".

These cultural orientations highlight that the issues of
acceptability of technological impacts can be analysed
conceptually with reference to the distinctive orientations of
contending political cultures. The hierarchical view of
technology assessment is likely to accept higher levels of
risks, as long as they occur with very low
scientifically-calculated (statistical) probabilities. The
sectist outlook, on the other hand, is likely to attach less
significance to exact 'objectively* defined probabilities. The
sectist political culture will tend to judge the acceptability
of technology predominantly according to the level of
anticipated (catastrophic) consequences - even when these
consequences are defined in terms of social psychology (but
nevertheless "real"), rather than by reference to scientific

[551experimentation.

The contrasting views of technology assessment suggest that the 
notion of "technology" is itself subject to a process of social 
negotiation. Indeed the cultural analysis of "technological" 
decision controversies implies that both political 
decision-making and the 'technological' disputes that may 
emerge should be treated as social and cultural phenomena.
As set out in Chapter 1, a first requirement for the adequate 
understanding of public decision controversy over technology is 
to formulate an appropriate policy analytic approach. This 
chapter has turned to cultural theory to advance a conceptual 
frame that can come to terms with different basic differences 
in socio-cognitive bias, with culturally-induced premises that 
inform the selection of policy goals and justifications among 
conflicting policy actors. In this respect, it has been 
concerned with advancing the notion of contending political 
cultures, thereby seeking to enhance the cultural perspective 
on political analysis. In applying and integrating the idea of
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distinctive cultural biases into the conceptual analysis of 
both political choice behaviour and the assessment of 
technology, this chapter has developed a cultural framework 
that can be applied to the study of public decision 
controversies over technology.

The advance of cultural analysis: a summary

In considering the selection biases in policy behaviour in 
cultural terms, the political cultures frame has moved the 
analysis of policy controversy away from conflicts of interest 
per se, and towards the very process by which interest-biases 
are established. The juxtaposition of political cultures in 
the policy arena has made it possible to discern different 
socially-induced premises and incentives underlying policy 
disputes. Cultural analysis highlights how these contending 
biases are manifest both in terms of the expressed objectives 
of policy participants, and in the symbolic and justificatory 
actions integral to their policy behaviour.

The notion of contending political cultures in the policy arena
is an advance on the politics of interest in that it relates
the process of goal-setting to distinctive cultural
orientations of policy actors: in other words, it is able to
deal with the social origins of interests. Furthermore, by
taking account of the cognitive aspects of social
decision-making, the cultural approach avoids the perennial
problem in political analysis of determining the 'real',
'objective' interests of actors in relation to policy
behaviour (on which the 'explanatory' power of interest-models
depends). The cultural model analyses the proclaimed interests
and revealed preferences of policy actors in the same
conceptual frame that accounts for the differences in symbolic
action and legitimation that accompanies their behaviour. In
this respect, the cultural analysis of policy controversy
concurs with the conclusion of Edelman that

"the formal categories that name political goals 
are to be understood as expressions of culturally 
created values, not as causes of them. They 
accordingly tell us about prevailing values in the 
subcultures we observe".[57]
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In applying the grid/group typology, the notion of political 
cultures has enabled me to advance a conceptual scheme that 
makes it possible to analyse the culturally-induced goals and 
strategies in the context of controversial processes of public 
decision-making.

Cultural analysis is able to come to terms with basic 
differences in institutional perceptions of policy 'problems' 
and with the conflicting justifications and arguments in 
support of certain policy 'solutions'. They are treated as 
manifestations of cultural bias, and can be examined in policy 
analysis by reference to the distinctive political cultures 
conceptualized by cultural theory. The principle claims of the 
cultural bias frame as a theoretical and analytical advance on 
the politics-of-interest model are three-fold:
(i) it accounts for the kinds of interests that gain saliency 

among different culturally-biased policy actors;
(ii) it makes sense out of the selection of criteria and 

justification that policy actors advance as social 
support for their actions within the same conceptual 
frame? and

(iii) it makes the boundaries to policy-making and to the 
'rational' pursuit of interest contingent on the 
socio-cognitive and perceptual bias of institutional 
policy actors.

This chapter has been concerned with developing the cultural 
bias model in theoretical and conceptual terms, and to argue 
its potential for public policy analysis. In order to 
establish the significant advance of the cultural frame over 
the politics-of-interest perspective in the analysis of policy 
controversy, its analytical superiority should be assessed in 
an empirical setting. The next chapter addresses the essential 
conceptual distinctions between the interest model and the 
political cultures framework in the analysis of public policy 
disputes. In doing so, it sets the scene for examining what 
can be gained from a detailed application of cultural theory to 
the empirical analysis of public decision controversies over 
technology.
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CHAPTER 4

COMPETING PERSPECTIVES ON POLICY ANALYSIS; TOWARDS EMPIRICAL 
CONFRONTATION

1, Introduction

The previous chapters have argued in theoretical terms the case 
for a cultural perspective on public policy analysis. They 
have asserted the conceptual advance of the cultural bias frame 
over the politics of interest model, in accounting for 
competing boundaries to assessment and choice in political 
decision disputes. In order to examine this proposition in the 
context of a detailed case of 'technological decision' 
controversy, the analytical distinctions between the two 
contending conceptual frames need to be assessed in empirical 
terms. This chapter develops the research strategy and 
methodology which allows empirical analysis of public decision 
disputes against the different theoretical perspectives on 
political controversy as discussed in the preceding chapters.

The empirical research strategy advanced for the analysis of 
technological decision-making utilizes an extended case study 
of a controversial public decision process? it sets out to 
examine how empirical public policy conflicts can be accounted 
for conceptually. In this respect, my research method is akin
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to that of "analytic induction".^  Rather than deriving 
general principles from a body of theory, to be tested by a 
large number of empirical observations this approach seeks to 
generalize by abstracting essential features from a specific

r 21detailed case. Adopting this inductive strategy to produce
and examine explanatory propositions, enables the key concepts

r 31to be defined by direct reference to empirical categories. 
This chapter develops the link between the theoretical issues 
raised in the preceding chapters, and the subsequent empirical 
analysis of controversial public decision-making (to be 
presented in Chapters 5 through 7).

My approach to the qualitative analysis of decision disputes
employs concepts that have emerged from an initial account of
case study data. In this respect it draws on elements of

r 4 1"grounded theory", in identifying how the theoretical models 
for policy analysis can be applied in the empirical research of 
controversial decision-making. In developing the operational 
basis for the use and analysis of empirical data, my research 
methodology emphasizes that these concepts can only be 
meaningfully applied by reference to their specific empirical 
context.

The need to cover both policy actions and the context in which 
they emerge, makes a case study approach an appropirate 
research strategy for confronting in detail the explanatory 
bases of the two theoretical frames. This chapter formulates 
the key concepts and empirical issues for assessing the 
potential shortcomings of the politics of interest model - as 
compared to the cultural bias model - in explaining the process 
and outcome of public decision disputes. It thus defines the 
basic empirical research strategy that will be applied in an 
extended case study of controversial decision-making over 
technology.
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Evolution of the empirical research design

In order to understand the connection between the theoretical 
and empirical components of this thesis, it is necessary to 
place in its proper context, the evolution of my empirical 
research design. The use of a major empirical decision-making 
case study and the inductive approach underlying my research 
strategy reflect an iterative process between descriptive and 
analytical considerations. The historical background to my 
selection of the case study was a significant factor in its 
subsequent analysis; it enabled me to identify the key 
conceptual issues in relation to empirical phenomena.

The main empirical case study of this thesis - the public
decision controversy over LNG technology in the Netherlands -
originated from (my involvement in) an international research
project on risk and decision-making, carried out at the
International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis, IIASA (at
Laxenburg, Austria). The IIASA project concerned the study of
policy-making and national decision procedures regarding the
siting of large-scale liquefied gas facilities, with particular
emphasis on issues of risk analysis. As such, it presented an
example of research into institutional processes of
decision-making on large-scale technology and its impact. The
IIASA focus was formulated largely on the basis of general and
implicit notions as to decision issues over potentially

r 51hazardous facilities, "involving technological risk".

A major component in the IIASA project was a series of detailed
national case studies. Like most decision-case research, the
IIASA approach placed emphasis on description of (historical)
events and was weak on conceptual analysis. Despite its
analytical deficiencies, the scope and modus operandum of the
original IIASA project allowed me to use my empirical data from
the Dutch country case study (on Liquefied Natural Gas, LNG) ,
in the context of this thesis, and to develop it into an
appropriate empirical focus for examining the nature of public

F 61decision controversies over technology. 1 1



134

On the basis of the IIASA case research I was able to amplify 
the interplay between empirical data and the identification of 
key concepts in the analysis of policy dissensus. More 
specifically, the problematic questions that emerged from the 
Dutch LNG decision case at the level of description enabled the 
formulation of theoretical and conceptual issues pertinent to 
empirical analysis of public decision controversies to be 
addressed in this thesis. Hence my qualitative research 
strategy could proceed inductively, abstracting a number of 
critical issues from an initial account of the empirical 
phenomena.

Taking the descriptive element of the Dutch LNG decision case
(as presented largely in Chapter 5) as a starting point, makes
it possible methodologically to structure my empirical analysis
in a way similar to grounded theory. The idea is that emerging
"grounded" concepts derived from initial study of empirical
data are used to formulate basic issues and concepts pertinent

[71to further theoretical analysis. This mode of investigation 
allowed an analytical advance on the original (IIASA) research 
plan, in those areas where it seemed deficient; and to identify 
problematic conceptual issues arising from the empirical policy 
events themselves.

The major analytical deficiency of the descriptive IIASA model 
of decision processes, is that it considered political events 
in a 'single problem* frame. The IIASA approach thus reflected 
the significant weakness of most technological decision studies 
(as discussed in Chapter 1) in that it was restricted by the 
implicit assumption that there was broad agreement on "the" 
policy question at issue. It assumed that the "decision 
problem" could be defined unequivocally, which then acted as a 
frame of reference against which policy actors and events were[8isolely described. 1

This narrow approach limits policy disputes to the level of
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competing policy 'solutions' in response to agreed policy
'problems'. I have already argued the inadequacy of this
perspective in relation to the dominant controversy literature
on technological decisions (Chapter 1). As I have pointed out
(in my contribution of the IIASA study and elsewhere), the
outcome of the Dutch LNG decision case can not be accounted for
solely in terms of a confrontation of preferred policy

rqisolutions advanced by the various participants. The
analytic shortcomings in the original IIASA approach
re-emphasized that policy debates may involve fundamentally 
different problem definitions by which policy 'issues' reach 
the attention of political actors. My empirical account of the 
Dutch LNG controversy lends support for the view that 
conflicting problem frames need to be incorporated in empirical 
analysis of public decision disputes - as explicit phenomena to 
be explained.
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2. Conceptual and definitional issues in empirical analysis

In the light of the preceding discussion, the challenge posed 
by this thesis to the adequacy of the traditional politics of 
interest model, must now be extended to empirical analysis. 
The initial question at stake is whether competing problem 
definitions in empirical decision-making can or cannot be 
accounted for in terms of conflicting interests among policy 
actors.

The empirical confrontation of the two analytical perspectives 
- the politics-of-interest and cultural bias models - is 
premised on the view that policy dissensus may manifest itself 
empirically in terms of two types of conflict. First, in the 
goals or interests that policy actors pursue; and secondly, in 
the problem formulations which specify how they frame and 
interpret the policy issue at stake. The explanatory power 
of the politics-of-interest model as compared to the cultural 
bias model, is therefore to be examined with reference to 
actor-specific interests and problem definitions as the two key 
empirical concepts in the analysis of policy conflict.

The concept of problem definition refers to the way in which 
policy actors address a policy issue and how they define its 
boundaries. It can be considered central to the analysis of 
social process of decision-making, in that it marks the way 
institutional policy actors impose closure on the policy 
alternatives to be evaluated and represents a shared perception 
of the 'nature' of a policy issue. Conflicting problem 
definitions as used here thus represent different ways of 
framing an issue - establishing the 'givens' of a choice 
situation. Differences in problem definitions may be 
identified empirically in terms of the following three 
elements:
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(i) the kind of policy options that are included or excluded 
for policy considerations;

(ii) the way policy impacts (ie consequences of implementing 
the various options) are perceived and formulated; and

(ii) the actor-specific expressions of what "the decision 
problem" is.

From these proxy indicators it is abundantly clear that the 
adoption of a particular problem definition can significantly 
affect the preferred policy outcomes that are advanced by 
different policy actors. The central analytical issue in the 
context of this thesis is how competing problem definitions may 
be related to conflicting interests in the policy arena.

The conceptual definition of interests is considerably more 
problematic in empirical analysis. The dominance of the 
politics-of-interest model has led many to define interests in 
terms of the "objective goals" that actors pursue. Here goals 
are equivalent with interests, corresponding to the "ends" in 
choice behaviour as an explanatory variable for policy action;
i.e. each policy action is simply seen as the "means" selected 
to achieve a given objective. This separation between means 
and ends - apart from its theoretical questionability - has not 
escaped the criticism that in empirical terms the "real" 
objective interests of actors may never be unequivocally 
determined. From this perspective, interests either remain 
"hidden", or are only manifest in the actual observable 
behaviour that interest-models seek to explain.

Even within the politics of interest model the notion of 
"objective interests" can not be upheld empirically, without 
leading either to a tautology or to highly unrealistic 
assumptions. Interest models based on objective criteria are 
either too all-embracing - and thus meaningless - by insisting
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that all policy action is (by definition) motivated by implicit 
or explicit interests pursued by policy actors; or, 
alternatively they depend on the unrealistic premise that the 
self-expressed goals that actors claim they are pursuing can 
simply be taken as equivalent to their "objective interest".

The only way out of this dilemma is to abandon the position of 
"objectivity", that considers interests simply as wants or 
aspirations which act as 'causes* for policy behaviour. 
Interests are to be defined in relation to observeable 
manifestations of policy actions and in the terms that policy 
actors assign to them. In other words, they are found 
empirically at the level where policy actors make explicit and 
justify their own proclaimed interests or goals in relation to 
their policy choices. Hence we need to concern ourselves with 
the self-expressed subjective (yet collective) interests 
adopted by policy actors, as manifest in the criteria they 
themselves advance in support of their policy strategies and 
actions.

This definition of interests is particularly relevant in public 
policy analysis, since it assumes that within the public arena 
the credibility of policy actors depends, in part, on being 
seen to argue their positions with substantive rationality,
i.e. in relation to their publicly-stated goals. It highlights 
the assertion that justification for policy behaviour is an 
essential element in public decision processes. My conception 
of interests endorses the view (convincingly argued by Ball) 
that especially in a political context, they can not be causes 
for action without recourse to justifications. Interests 
provide reasons for undertaking a course of action and grounds 
for justifying it. Hence my empirical definition of
interest refers to the set of evaluative criteria by which 
policy actors argue and justify their particular policy 
preferences. To distinguish this operational concept from the 
broader theoretical discussion on the meaning and boundaries of 
the term "interests", my empirical analysis makes frequent

n  21reference to "interest-criteria".
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My empirical analysis is based on the "action context", where
r 1 31understanding begins with directly observable data. 1 1 It

focuses on the way policy actors can be observed to select and 
justify their choices and policy actions (see further section 
4). From this perspective, the central question in empirical 
analysis is no longer to determine the "real" interests of 
policy actors, but to examine the pattern of interest-criteria 
that policy actors advance empirically. The analytical point 
is to inquire as to why the pattern of justificatory criteria 
that actors adopt takes on a particular form. Similarly, in 
the empirical analysis of problem definitions, my research 
focusses on the manifest claims and formulations expressed by 
policy actors, and tries to account for them. It is at this 
level of observable policy behaviour that the analytical 
distinctions between the politics-of-interest model and the 
cultural bias model are to be examined in empirical contexts.

3. Empirical confrontation of the conceptual models

Having identified interests and problem definitions as the key 
conceptual categories in examining conflicting policy actors, 
these need now to be applied in an empirical assessment of the 
different theoretical frames for policy analysis. Can the 
goals and problem definitions that are observed in the policy 
arena be fully explained in the politics-of-interest frame? 
Alternatively, if the cultural bias model is to be considered 
an advance on the interest model, in what respect does the 
notion of a plurality of political cultures go further in 
accounting for the empirical manifestation of these two 
concepts in the analysis of political conflicts? Addressing 
these questions - central to this thesis - requires the 
distinction between the interest model and the cultural model 
to be amplified, and to be translated into empirical research 
questions.
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The two theoretical frames discussed in previous chapters 
postulate different ways of conceptualizing the relationship 
between interests and problem definitions, in addressing the 
issue of boundary-setting in decision-making. The politics-of- 
interest model derives its explanatory power from the assertion 
that all policy behaviour can ultimately be accounted for by 
reference to the pursuit of certain goals or interest (leaving 
aside for the moment how these may be determined empirically) . 
Hence it postulates a causal relationship between the goals 
pursued by a policy actor and the particular boundaries and 
problem definitions that are adopted. It assumes that a 
'rational' policy actor will impose closure on analysis and on 
policy alternatives according to whether it is conducive to 
achieving his (predetermined) interests. Goals or interests 
are considered the independent variables? problem definitions 
are the dependent variables.

The cultural model rejects this causal frame on the grounds 
that the imposition of closure is a culturally-dependent 
process that affects both problem definition and goal 
selection. The processes by which policy actors formulate 
issues and select policy options are seen as being 
interdependent with (rather than implied by) the selection of 
policy goals. The political cultures model asserts that both 
problem definitions and interests of a policy actors can be - 
and should be - accounted for within a single frame.

In conceptualizing the proclaimed interests of policy actors 
and their manifest problem definitions, it must be acknowledged 
that neither can be considered static attributes in the context 
of decision disputes. In this respect my concern with 
controversy in public policy leads to examining the divergences 
in actors' policy positions, which make for political conflict. 
The distinctive policy position of an actor (at a given time in 
the decision process) is defined here in terms of the problem 
bounds and interest-criteria it adopts. Divergent policy
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positions refer either to distinct policy actors (in which case 
I will speak of "conflicts") or - given the dynamics of 
decision-making - to the same actor at different stages of the 
policy process ("shifts"). The crucial analytical issue is the 
different explanations that the two conceptual frames furnish 
for understanding divergent policy positions in empirical 
decision controversies.

The politics-of-interest model postulates that a divergence of 
problem definitions must have conflicting (or shifting) 
interests as its major underlying determinant. The cultural 
bias model on the other hand focusses on the interdependence of 
problem definitions and interests. It postulates therefore 
that whether or not divergent problem definitions are 
concomitant with divergent interests, will depend on the 
particular political culture of the policy actors concerned. 
Moreover, rather than analysing empirical policy positions in 
terms of the one-way causal relationship between conflicting 
interests and problem definitions, the cultural model is 
concerned with the pair-wise 'configuration' between these two 
key concepts. Figure 4.1 provides a pictorial presentation of 
the analytical distinction made here between the two conceptual 
models.

Model Conceptual relationship key determinant

Politics of 
interest

/interest
>— criteria ^

/problem 
definition j Actor's interest

Cultural
bias

s^interesfr\
criteria^ <^problea^-^^ 

definition j
Actor's political 

culture

Fig. 4.1:
Analytical distinctions on key concepts

Given these conceptual distinctions, establishing the 
(potential) shortcomings of the politics of interest model in
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empirical research may be recognized by certain distinct 
manifestations of policy positions in the decisional arena. 
First, the inadequacy of the politics-of-interest model can be 
established in those cases where divergent problem definitions 
are identified in the policy process, in the absence of 
(apparent) conflicts of interest. If such empirical cases do 
occur, they may be addressed subsequently in terms of the 
political cultures model in an attempt to account for the 
empirical configuration between problem definitions and 
interest-cr iter ia.

Secondly, even if a shift or conflict in problem definition can 
be seen to be concomitant with divergent interests, the 
politics-of-interest model may be deficient. Although it seems 
that in such cases the empirical problem definitions can be 
accounted for in terms of conflicting interests, it still 
leaves us with the analytically weak position of being unable 
to explain where the respective interest positions come from. 
Hence it is impossible to say (within the politics-of-interest 
model) to what extent our conclusions are dependent on the 
idiosyncracies of the particular decision process; or whether 
they stem from systematic (or structural) characteristics of 
policy actors and their specific operational context.

The potential advance of the cultural bias model is sought in 
accounting for the adoption of problem definitions and the 
selection of interest-criteria in a single frame. It sees the 
problem definitions and the interest-criteria as being variable 
only in so far they can be made credible within a single 
political culture. Translated to the operational level, the 
cultural bias model postulates the types of constraints and 
incentives that are expected in the selection of evaluative 
criteria (interests) in decision situations. It relates these 
criteria to the culturally-induced policy frames and the 
boundaries to assessment, that inform actors* respective 
problem definitions.
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Whereas the politics-of-interest model is unable to explain why 
certain attributes will be taken as justifications for actors' 
preferences and problem bounds, the cultural model postulates 
that the choice of justificatory criteria will be restricted by 
the cultural boundaries to policy actors' problem perceptions. 
A crucial 'test case' for the cultural bias model is therefore 
to account for the kinds of justifications policy actors 
advance in defence of their policy preferences.

Accounting for the inclusion or exclusion of particular 
interest-criteria in support of an actor's policy preference 
impinges on the issue of rationality. Within the politics-of- 
interest perspective, rational choice implies embracing every 
conceivable criterion that can be presented in defence of a 
preferred policy outcome. Assuming that every policy actor 
will behave with substantive rationality, means defining any 
act that fails to include such supportive criteria as 
"irrational". In contrast, the cultural bias model sees 
rationality as being culture-bound. It attempts to account for 
the choice of interest-criteria with reference to the type of 
rationality associated with the political culture in which a 
policy actor is bound up.

The confrontation of the conceptual models in the context of 
empirical decision-making cases seeks to move beyond the level 
of mere description of actors' policy positions to the analysis 
of policy dissensus. Before the pattern of (conflicting) 
policy positions can be analysed, however, the empirical 
manifestations of interest-criteria and problem definitions 
will have to be identified. The next section discusses the 
empirical evidence to be used, and the operational issues 
involved in extracting from the data the empirical referents 
for the concepts of interests and problem definitions.
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4. Empirical evidence and operational research procedure

The action context and the use of political accounts

The starting point for my empirical analysis of policy disputes 
are the manifest policy positions of the various participants, 
as defined by (i) problem definitions that actors adopt, (ii) 
their policy preferences, and (iii) the interest-criteria by 
which preferences are formulated and justified in the public 
arena. These empirical referents can only be employed in the 
specific context in which they occur; problem formulations, 
choice-criteria and preferences are only meaningful attributes 
of policy actors with reference to the specific situations they 
encounter. This makes it imperative to focus on the action 
context of policy behaviour. Here actors' policy positions can 
be deduced by watching what a policy actor does and what he 
says; observing the options he considers, and the way he 
arrives at his publicly-expressed preferences over policy 
outcomes.

Accounting for the context of conflictual policy positions is
an essential part of my empirical approach. In the case of
disputes over the assessment of technological impacts (see
chapter 1 ) , I have already indicated that where the line is
drawn between the 'technical' issues and the context in which
they are placed (e.g. the physical or social impacts) is
frequently an integral part of policy controversy. From a
broader perspective, my focus on the action context - the level
where policy actors can be observed communicating and
interacting with each other - allows the empirical statements
that accompany public policy actors' behaviour to be
interpreted in their appropriate setting. in using policy
statements to infer motivations and rationalizations for policy
behaviour, the relevant consideration is whether or not a
claimed criteria for choice fits plausibly within ther i4 isurrounding structure of action.
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Given this, my empirical research strategy takes published 
policy documents and statements by policy actors themselves as 
the key data sources for deducing (their) policy positions, 
this approach acknowledges that public policy processes involve 
elements of social accountability. Policy positions are to be 
justified, defended and legitimized in the public arena, to 
ensure credibility and support from the members of policy 
institutions and the (political) society in which they operate. 
Policy documents and public statements are considered here as 
"political accounts”; these have been defined as explanations 
that justify behaviour by proposing a normative status to 
policy actions. Political accounts are used by policy
actors for influencing the process and outcome of
policy-making, and their analysis therefore is expected to 
reveal essential facts about the nature of empirical 
decision-making phenomena.

Political accounts have to be distinguished from other types of
language constructs and ought not be treated as "mere
rhetoric". They offer a normative basis on which the
legitimacy and credibility of actions and choice preferences
are judged. 1 1 My research methodology depends on examining
the pattern of political accounts that accompany - and often
define - decision-making behaviour. It concurs with the view
of Graber that "rather than using a deductive approach,
deriving specific political actions from general political
beliefs, one can take the inductive route, inferring general
policy outlooks from a study of particularized statements aboutr 1 7 1a specific political situation". 1 Incorporating the action
context in empirical analysis ensures that political accounts
are not treated as self-contained symbolic forms, but are
interpreted in their relationship to the developing political 

r i q 1situations. 1 1

The dynamics of the public decision process and the context in 
which the policy debate is conducted is of particular
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significance in examining the conceptual link between actors'
expressed interests and the problem definitions they adopt.
The interactive and processual nature of public policy making,
makes the participants especially attentive to the developing
themes and actions that sets the context for subsequent policy
events. As Bennett has emphasized with respect to the use of
political accounts, "each new act marks a potential shift in
the definition of a situation and sets the terms to which
actors must respond if their own preferences about the course

T191of the situation are to be taken seriously."

Policy positions: operationalization

As far as the policy positions and preferences of actors are 
concerned, the manifest content of their policy documents and 
published accounts represent the main empirical data base. My 
empirical research approach therefore borrows heavily from 
techniques derived from content analysis: identifying
substantive themes as characterizing actors' policy positions. 
It is particularly relevant to the empirical analysis of 
controversies in decision-making. As Cartwright has
underlined,

"social and political conflicts...can not be fully 
understood without studying the words employed in the 
interaction of conflicting groups, and the process of 
mediation consists largely of talking things out"[2 0 ]

In the context of this thesis, content analytical techniques
will be modified and applied to identify the presence or
absence of particular problem definitions adopted by policy
actors, and the various interest-criteria they advance in[211support of their policy preferences.L In this sub-section I 
will briefly outline how this will be done, so as to move from 
empirical documentary evidence to the key operational concepts 
employed in this thesis.

As indicated earlier, the concept of problem definition may be 
operationalized in terms of three empirical elements (i) policy 
options, that are included or excluded; (ii) the perception and 
formulation of policy impacts; and (iii) expressions as to the
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nature of "the" policy problem. The concept of interest refers 
to the partial objectives that policy actors say they are 
pursuing when selecting and justifying a particular preferred 
policy outcome. Empirically, the interest-criteria advanced in 
support of policy choices therefore may be operationalized in 
terms of the expressed ranking of relevant attributes. This 
ranking of different aspects of a decision problem is a measure 
of the saliency of evaluative criteria perceived as relevant 
for determining policy preferences.

Although the words that policy actors employ to express their 
positions may not be identical across statements, empirical 
analysis of policy positions is concerned with common 
underlying themes. A set of substantive categories, indicating 
broad aspects pertinent to the policy agenda under study, can 
be used systematically for determining differences in problem 
definitions and interests. As stated earlier, policy positions 
of actors, can be reconstructed by examining the political 
accounts they produce. The process of analysing the action 
context through the thematic analysis of political account is

r 221represented pictorially in Figure 4.2.

Figure 4.2:
Empirical research approach - thematic content analysis
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The operationalization of empirical problem definitions and 
interest-criteria concerns four main referents to be extracted 
from political accounts: the policy options that are included 
for consideration; the perceived consequences of each policy 
option expressed with reference to different impact areas; the 
expressed choice criteria; the preferred policy outcomes, 
supported by justifications and rationalizations.

These empirical referents will be employed to 'typify* the
various policy positions encountered in decision-making

T231processes from the empirical data.

Identifying policy positions from empirical accounts

The manifest policy positions identified from political 
accounts can be represented in empirical analysis by 'typical* 
verbatim statements - capturing the respective problem 
definitions and interest-criteria. Additionally, my extended 
case study (presented in the next part of this thesis) will 
summarize the result of the policy analytic procedure in terms 
of two key empirical elements by which policy positions may be 
described: (i) the options under consideration (pertaining to 
the problem definitions), and (ii) the ranking of impact 
dimensions (pertaining to the saliency of interest-criteria 
leading to policy preferences). These two elements enable 
policy actors respective policy positions to be presented 
schematically with reference to the significance of particular 
interest-criteria in evaluating different policy options and 
their (perceived) consequences.

Given the central importance in this study of deriving the 
empirical patterns of (conflicting) policy positions from 
political accounts, this research technique warrants some 
further discussion. Below I will illustrate by means of an 
example, the basic process by which empirical policy statements
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can be analysed qualitatively, and how policy positions can be 
represented in the terms discussed above. This approach to the 
empirical analysis of policy positions in controverisal 
decision processes will be applied in detail in Chapter 6 . 
(The reader may decide to leave the elaboration below until 
Chapter 6 and proceed now directly to section 5 of the present 
Chapter.)
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Analysing policy statements

The central idea is that problem definitions and
interest-criteria may be operationalized in terms of the 
various policy options and the evaluation of perceived impacts, 
leading to particular policy preferences. The way different 
policy actors evaluate the various options can be described on 
the basis of a substantive set of impact dimensions. These 
dimensions refer to different aspects of a policy issue that 
(may) have an impact on perceived policy outcomes. These 
impact dimensions thus serve as the substantive "themes" - as 
the units of analysis - in reviewing the textual accounts of 
the various policy actors. They provide a way of categorizing 
the empirical statements on a policy issue, deducing how the 
evaluation of different impact dimensions and their relative 
saliency determines policy preferences. It represents a 
qualitative application of content analysis, largely based on 
the presence or absence of categorized material, rather than 
upon its frequency.

By examining empirical policy accounts for evaluative 
statements 'along' different impact dimensions, a 
characteristic picture may be built up of the policy position 
of each policy actor. This basic approach leads to a matrix 
that summarizes each policy perspective. It can be illustrated 
here by way of example, utilizing the impact dimensions and 
policy options pertinent to a facility siting controversy (e.g. 
the LNG terminal decision dispute in the Netherlands). The 
relevant impact dimensions are the following:

1 .1 : energy policy 
1 .2 : economics/cost 
1.3: environmental impact 
1.4: safety risk/health 
1.5: employment generation.

In the example below, the policy actor limited the decision 
process to consideration and evaluation of three alternative 
siting options for the facility:
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S.l: off-shore
S.2: land-based, within the country 
S.3: abroad.

Using these impact categories and policy options the policy 
positions of an actor can be derived by analysing policy 
statements in empirical accounts. Figure 4.3 presents typical 
(fictional) examples of such statements, each pertaining to a 
different impact dimension.

I.l: "From the energy policy viewpoint, security of supply can
only be assured by having a Dutch import facility".

1.2: "The investment cost of an off-shore terminal are at least
three times higher than of a land-based facility".

1.3: T h e  environmental disruption is minimal at all the possible
terminal sites".

1.4: "The major advantage of an off-shore terminal is the expected
lower safety risk to the local population at the harbour".

1.5: "The lasting effect on regional employment must be considered
minimal, and the variation between the different sites is 
likely to be non-existent".

Fig. 4.3
Typical policy statements by impact dimension

On the basis of such empirical statements the policy actor's 
problem formulations and ranking of interest criteria may be 
represented in tabular form - as indicated in Table 4.1. It 
identifies the positive or negative implications attached to 
each policy position, from the perspective of a particular 
political actor.

policy options considered
impact dimensions S.l:land-based S.2:off-shore S.3:abroad

E n e r g y  p o l i c y  (I.l) + + -
E c o n o a i c s / c o s t  (1.2) ++ + o
E n v i r o n m e n t a l  i m p a c t  (1.3) o/+ o/+ o
H e a l t h / s a f e t y  r i s k  (1.4) ++ + o
E m p l o y m e n t  g e n e r a t i o n  ( 1.5) o/+ o/+ o/-

key: + = positive or present - * negative or absent o = neutral/nil

Table 4.1.
Illustrative policy perspective summary
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In this example, the overall preferred policy option (as 
manifest in empirical statements) was that of a land-based 
terminal (S.l), thus indicating that the energy policy (1.1) 
and economic/cost (1.2) dimensions were the dominant evaluative 
criteria leading to this policy preference. It may be 
concluded with reference to above summary, that the higher 
levels of safety risks (1.4) associated with this option 
(relative to S.2 and S.3) were apparently not perceived as 
sufficiently significant to offset the advantages (in terms of 
the two dominant impact dimensions 1.1 and 1.2) expected in 
respect of the land-based option (S.l). In this case the 
dimensions of energy policy and economics/cost can be 
considered the main evaluative criteria (interests) by which 
the preference for a land-based terminal was argued and 
justified.
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5. The explanatory case study as empirical research strategy

Drawing together now, the strands of previous discussion in 
this chapter, my empirical research approach is based on the 
assertion that the (prevailing) problem definitions and the 
interests of policy actors are not independent from the policy 
arena in which they emerge, but interacting with it. As 
stressed earlier, the way policy actors formulate the decision 
problem, and evaluate the different options can only be 
successfully analysed for their role and meaning with reference 
to the context in which they are bound up. The research 
strategy that takes explicit account of the dynamics and 
complex pattern of interactions among policy actors, that is 
implied by this concern for the action context, is that of the 
decision-making case study.

My empirical research design sets out to identify and analyse
the pattern of conflicting policy positions among actors,
taking into account the context they collectively sustain. The
use of a case study of decision-making for the analysis of
policy conflicts allows the inductive approach of this thesis
to be applied in a truly explanatory mode. The distinction
between description and analysis is important here. At the
level of description, an initial case study of public
policy-making confirmed the view that conflicts on the
preferred outcomes of a policy issue (or "issue dissensus") are
closely related to disagreement on the appropriate procedures
by which decisions of the issue should be reached ("process 

r 251dissensus).L J The relevant empirical concepts and
theoretical issues that emerged from an initial account of the
decision controversy can now be systematically examined in the 
context of case study analysis.

From a methodological point of view, case research is
especially suitable for developing and refining the 'grounded' 
theoretical concepts, since an explanatory case study
emphasizes the iterative process involved in analytic
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induction. Developing grounded theory from data (as formulated 
by Glaser and Strauss) means that most hypotheses and concepts 
not only come from the data, but are systematically worked out 
in relation to the data during the course of the research. 1 1

This approach enables me to move from a descriptive account of 
a public decision-making controversy to its empirical analysis, 
employing the theoretical concepts relevant to the policy 
conflicts under investigation. The significance of the action 
context in the empirical analysis of these concepts provides a 
further important justification for the explanatory case study 
as research strategy.

The case study approach to policy analysis allows examination 
of policy determinants in a dynamic enironment. It allows
systematic analysis of decision-making phenomena in terms of

r 27 1inter-institutional actions, policy positions and outcomes.
In adopting the case study as a research strategy, the
conceptual models of policy-making can be assessed empirically 
to explain not just single variables or factors in 
controversial decision-making, but the whole pattern of 
situated events that comprise the processes and observable 
policy outcomes of political disputes. By contrast with the 
conventions of experimental design to focus on single 
variables, the case study approach is able to examine accounts 
that involve empirical phenomena as well as the context in
which they occur.

The starting point for my empirical analysis is that policy
dissensus may involve conflicting problem definitions of the
policy issue at stake. Given my premise that the boundaries
between context and phenomena are not unequivocally
established, this rules out a research strategy that focuses on

(291a few variables separated from their context. J The 
distinction between the policy issue and the context in which 
is should be resolved is itself frequently part of the 
political debate (especially so in the case of 'technological 
decision' controversies). Hence, a case study appears
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appropriate to capture the nature of
.. 4.  ̂ [30]disputes.

such decision-making

To summarise, the empirical research strategy of this thesis is
based on the explanatory case study which has been described as
consisting of three main elements: (i) an accurate rendition of
the facts of the case? (ii) consideration of different
explanations of these facts, and (iii) a conclusion based on
the single explanation that appears most congruent with the 

[311facts. The search for an explanation is here seen as a
kind of pattern-matching exercise, in relation to the 
conceptual frames discussed in the previous chapters. It can 
be meaningfully applied even if there is just one case, since 
the pattern must fit multiple implications from the analytic 
models.

Presenting public decision processes in case research

The first stage of my empirical research is concerned with 
making visible the pattern of decision events, in a detailed 
description of the policy process. Given the problematic 
distinction between decision-making phenomena and their 
context, the presentation of empirical data poses particular 
difficulties in controversial cases of public policy-making. 
If competing definitions of the situation are seen as integral 
to political conflicts, (as is often the case in 
’technological' controversies), describing such conflicts is 
likely to be especially critical.

What is required therefore is a descriptive approach that 
enables reference to the conceptual issues raised in the 
previous chapters without imposing a rigid framework. My 
approach for describing the action context of 
inter-institutional choice processes is based on the view that 
they are fundamentally 'ambiguous'. By this is meant that
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participation, decision procedures and the selection criteria 
that govern the outcome, are all dynamic variables; they are 
all part of the political process (and as such open to debate). 
A useful starting point for describing (rather than analysing) 
the action context is therefore some kind of unconstrained 
"garbage can" model of policy choice (e.g. that advanced by 
March and Olsen). As an initial descriptive premise, decision 
processes are viewed here in terms of anarchistic streams of 
policy problems, solutions, participants and choice 
opportunities.

From this perspective, the conceptual models discussed in the 
previous chapters can be seen as alternative attempts to make 
sense out of the garbage can; to try and organize the anarchy. 
They postulate relatively stable patterns of policy problems 
and solutions adopted by different actors involved in the 
decision-making process. My empirical case approach
acknowledges however that the emergence of such patterns eludes 
analysis if we presume a priori that they are of one kind or 
another.

The underlying notion that sustains "decisional analysis" of
case studies as a research strategy, is the idea that the
process and outcome of policy decisions can be analysed in
terms of the various participants and their manifest
interactions. In line with this conception, my empirical
decision-making case will be presented by describing four main
elements: (i) policy actors, (ii) the sequence of events (iii)
the inter-institutional policy network, and (iv) the policy

T351positions representative of the various actors. J

The first element of empirical description is the policy actors 
which enter and exit the decision-making process. They are 
defined at the institutional (rather than individual) level, 
and may be recognized by the political accounts that they 
produce in order to influence the process and outcome of 
policy-making. My reliance on observable actions and manifest
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statements that accompany policy behaviour, implies that the
identification of distinct political accounts postulates the
existence of a policy actor. (Conversely, the participation of
policy actors in the decision-making process can only be
analysed empirically by reference to their political accounts).
The dynamics of the inter-institutional policy-making process
requires systematic examination in decisional analysis. The
extended case study featured in subsequent chapters will
present a detailed review of the various stages of policy
events, 1 J culminating in "authoritative" decisions on ther 3 7 1outcome of the policy process. 1 1 Given the importance of the
(dynamic) context in which policy actors operate, the pattern 
of interactions, or policy network, is an important focus in 
the analysis of the process and outcome of public decision 
controversies.

The notion of the policy arena will be employed to assess the
institutional and conceptual boundaries that are placed upon
participation in decision-making and the terms of the policy
debate. Considering political decision-making as a process of
bargaining and negotiation, requires the assessment of the
changing nature of the policy context in which actors 

(3 9 1operate. The 'shape' of the policy arena impinges upon the
frames and problems bounds in the institutional decision 
process through which the 'issues' are debated. The
structural shifts in the ('official') policy arena will be 
analysed in the extended case study, placing the respective 
interest-criteria and problem definitions of policy actors inr 4i itheir appropriate empirical settings. From an analytical
perspective, the notion of policy arena highlights the
potential constraints that are placed on the selection of
problem definitions and evaluative criteria as conditions to

(421participation m  (governmental) decision processes.

Against this background my empirical approach focuses 
explicitly upon the conflicting policy positions among actors. 
Having identified that policy dissensus involves conflicts over
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preferences as well as over the boundaries to policy issues, 
the next - intermediate - stage of empirical research examines 
in detail the interest-criteria and problem definitions 
manifest in empirical statements and actions (Chapter 6 ). It 
prepares the ground for the empirical analysis proper: 
confronting the conceputal explanations furnished by the 
politics-of-interest and cultural bias models.

In assessing the empirical pattern of interests and problem 
definitions in its appropriate context, additional case study 
data has been collected. Selective semi-structured interviews 
with (representatives of) key policy actors provide an 
additional research method, allowing a certain degree of 
corroboration of the evidence used for the empirical analysis 
of actors' policy positions. The use of interviews is 
particularly important for examining the dynamics and 
processual nature of political events. Interview data provide 
further empirical evidence about the context in which policy 
actors operate, and the nature of the policy arena they 
collectively help sustain. It sets the scene for analyzing the 
changing and interactive pattern of policy conflicts against 
the conceptual distinction between the two explanatory models.
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Summary: towards empirical analysis of public decision 
controversy

By way of conclusion let me summarize the main implications of 
this chapter for the empirical case research to be presented in 
the next part of this thesis. The empirical research strategy 
outlined in this chapter has been developed from the assertion 
that policy disputes among political actors involve both 
conflicting policy preferences, and competing problem 
definitions. The analysis of controversial public 
decision-making cases thus begins with describing the 
contending policy positions in terms of the various policy 
solutions that are advocated, and the underlying perceptions 
over what the relevant decision problem actually is. Divergent 
interest-criteria and problem definitions, and their 
inter-relationship have been identified as the key conceptual 
issues by which the theoretical models are to be assessed 
empirically. What is at stake is the analytic distinction 
between the politics-of-interest and cultural bias perspectives 
on political choice. This chapter has outlined how the 
relative explanatory power of the two conceptual frames for 
analysing public policy controversies may be assessed in an 
empirical setting.

In summary, the potential shortcomings of the politics of 
interest model is to be examined empirically by reference to 
two central issues. Firstly, the policy process will be 
analysed for instances where divergent problem definitions can 
be observed in the apparent absence of conflicting interest. 
Secondly, the particular selection of interest-criteria that 
policy actors advance as justifications for their preferred 
outcomes will be analysed with reference to rational choice 
theory pertinent to the politics-of-interest. These two 
empirical 'test cases' correspond to the two major theoretical 
criticisms levelled against the politics-of-interest model in 
the foregoing chapters. The first issue stems from the 
circularity of the interest model, as a causal explanation for
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behaviour, whilst the second relates to the failure to account
adequately for the socio-cultural context in which criteria for
policy choice are formulated and vindicated. The relationship
between the key concepts of interest and problem definitions,
and the selection of justificatory criteria may thus serve to
examine the analytical advantages of the cultural bias model
(over interest models) in empirical cases of 'technological

r 431decision' controversies.

Given the approach outlined in this chapter, the next part of 
this thesis applies the concepts and methodology developed 
here, and assesses the policy analytic models in the light of 
an extended case study of controversial public decision-making 
(viz the siting of LNG technology in the Netherlands) . It is 
organized in three chapters. Chapter 5 presents a systematic 
empirical description of the decision-making process, the 
policy actors involved and the dynamic nature of the policy 
arena. It identifies the policy controversy in terms of the 
major substantive issues of policy dissensus. Chapter 6 

assesses the details of the decision-making case in terms of 
conflicting policy positions. It identifies the presence of 
competing problem definitions and interests among policy 
actors, applying the empirical concepts that have been 
developed in this chapter. Finally, Chapter 7, turns to the 
analysis of the determinants of policy dissensus, and confronts 
the two conceptual models in accounting for the empirical 
process and outcome of the LNG decision case.
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CHAPTER 5

CONTROVERSIAL PUBLIC DECISION-MAKING: THE CASE OF LNG 

TECHNOLOGY IN THE NETHERLANDS

1. In troduc tion

The extended case  s tudy  p re sen ted  in  t h is  and subsequent 

chapters analyses the decision-m aking process concerning the 

s i t in g  o f an import term ina l fo r  L iq u e fie d  N a tu ra l Gas (LNG) in  

the Netherlands. In the mid-1970s the Dutch Government was 

confronted w ith  the question  o f whether and where to s i t e  a 

la rg e -s ca le  f a c i l i t y  fo r  LNG im portation  and storage. 

P a r t ic u la r ly  in  the l ig h t  o f  the cons ide rab le  p o te n t ia l 

p h y s ica l dangers and sa fe ty  r is k s  assoc ia ted  w ith  LNG 

te ch n o lo g y , p u b l ic  d e c is io n -m a k in g  on LNG s i t i n g  became a 

h ig h ly  c o n tro v e rs ia l p o l i t i c a l  issue . A fte r  lengthy p o l i t i c a l  

d e lib e ra t io n s  and complex in te ra c t io n s  among a cons ide rab le  

number o f p o l ic y  a c to rs , the Dutch cab ine t f i n a l l y  approved the 

s i t in g  o f an LNG te rm ina l a t Eemshaven Harbour in  August 1978 

(see map; F ig u re  5 .1 ) .  The p o l i t i c a l  and s o c ia l  p ro ce ss  

lead ing  up to tha t d e c is io n  -  w ith  the p o lic y  debate on the 

d e s i r a b i l i t y  and a c c e p ta b il ity  o f la rg e -sca le  LNG technology a t 

the cen tre  -  p rov ides the em p ir ica l research focus o f t h is  

th e s is .  As such i t  represents a s ig n i f ic a n t  case o f a p u b lic  

p o l ic y  controversy over 'te ch n o lo g ic a l dec is ion -m ak ing '.
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F igu re  5.1:

The Netherlands: Competing LNG import te rm ina l lo ca t io n s
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Th is  chapter o u t lin e s  the main sequence o f events, and

in troduces the key p o l ic y  a c to rs  invo lved  in  the p o l i t i c a l

debate. I t  presents a d e ta ile d  d e s c r ip t io n  o f the process o f

decis ion-m aking, and examines the changing network o f

in t e r - in s t i t u t io n a l  in te ra c t io n s  o f p o l ic y  p a r t ic ip a n ts .  The

review  o f major p o l ic y  events in  the d ispu te  over LNG

technology p rov ides the b a s is  fo r  subsequent a n a ly s is  (Chapters

5 and 6 ) . ^  Th is  chapter id e n t i f ie s  the ce n tra l issues in  the

p u b lic  d e c is io n  controversy , h ig h lig h t in g  the exten t o f

d issensus among p o lic y  a c to rs  over the expected 'im pacts ' o f

LNG techno logy, e s p e c ia l ly  the p o te n t ia l p h y s ica l hazards and
T21sa fe ty  r is k s  assoc ia ted  w ith  l iq u e f ie d  gas.

In order to f a c i l i t a t e  a n a ly s is  o f the complex sequence o f 

decision-m aking a c t iv i t ie s  -  spanning a number o f years and 

in vo lv in g  a m u ltitude o f d if fe r e n t  in s t i t u t io n a l a c to rs  -  the 

d is cu ss io n  on the Dutch LNG s it in g  process is  d iv id ed  in to  

three "rounds" o f p o lic y  events. J The f i r s t  o f  these, Round 

A, extending over the period  between the e a r ly  1970s and around 

1977, invo lved  the in d u s t r ia l a p p lica n t in te ra c t in g  w ith  

governmental p o l ic y  ac to rs  concerned w ith  energy p o l ic y  and the 

im portation  o f LNG. The review o f Round B , in  the second h a lf  

o f  1977, traces  the events fo llo w in g  the s ign ing  and 

governmental approval a LNG import con tra c t. I t  was a t t h is  

stage tha t the p o te n t ia l s i t in g  d e c is io n s  as regards a Dutch 

LNG te rm in a l and a s s o c ia te d  te ch n o lo g y  en te red  the  p u b l ic  

debate and became an urgent p o l i t i c a l  issue .

The p o l ic y  a c t io n s  in  n a tio n a l and lo c a l government during the 

e a r ly  p e r io d s , concentrated on debate over a proposed s i t e  a t 

M aasvlakte, w ith in  the Rotterdam Harbour reg ion  (see Map). A 

f in a l  pe riod  o f decis ion-m aking, Round C , was in it ia t e d  in  la te  

1977, when -  fo llo w in g  concern about a tim e ly  lo c a l approval o f 

the Maasvlakte s i t e  -  a second se r iou s op tion  fo r  lo c a t in g  a 

Dutch LNG te rm ina l entered the p o lic y  debate. The competing 

p o rt o f Eemshaven (see Map) -  in  the Northeastern  p rov ince  o f
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Groningen -  was e ven tu a lly  se lec ted  by the Dutch Cabinet in  

August 1978, and was subsequently approved by the m a jo r ity  in  

Parliam ent. For the purpose o f t h is  case study, t h is  approval 

o f  the Eemshaven s i t e  by Parliam ent ( in  la te  October 1978) 

marks the end o f the f in a l  round o f decision-m aking on LNG 

technology in  the Netherlands.

As to  the em p ir ica l data sources used in  the case study, a 

complete l i s t  o f pub lished  accounts and documents on the LNG 

d e c is io n  p ro ce ss  i s  p re sen ted  a t  the  end o f  t h is  s tudy  (a 

s e le c t io n  o f press repo rts  on LNG is  a lso  l i s t e d ) . In the main 

te x t ,  these em p ir ica l re ferences w i l l  be c ite d  accord ing  to 

author or is su in g  in s t i t u t io n  and date. As fa r  as fu rth e r  

prim ary em p ir ica l data is  concerned, Appendix A l i s t s  the Dutch 

o rgan isa tion s  and in d iv id u a ls  th a t were consu lted  and 

in terv iew ed  in  the course o f the em p ir ica l research ( i t  appears 

on page 213, fo llo w in g  the notes and re fe ren ce s ) .

In troduc ing  in s t i t u t io n a l p o lic y  ac to rs

The m u lt ip le  acto rs  invo lved  in  the decision-m aking process 

lead ing  to  the s e le c t io n  and approval o f a Dutch LNG import 

te rm ina l ranged from n a tio n a l and reg ion a l governmental 

a u th o r it ie s ,  to env ironm enta lis t groups and s p e c ia l in te re s t  

o rg an iza tion s . Before rev iew ing the d e ta ile d  events concern ing 

the p u b lic  d e c is io n  p rocess, the key p o lic y  a c to rs  need to be 

in troduced. They are grouped in to  the fo llo w in g  ca tego r ie s:

o in d u s t r ia l  app lican t;

o n a t io n a l government: m in is t e r ia l departments and Cabinet; 

o lo c a l government: m un ic ipa l and p ro v in c ia l a u th o r it ie s ;  

o parliam ent and the p u b lic  ( in c l.  lo c a l rep re sen ta tive  

c o u n c i ls ) ;

o env ironm enta lis t groups and sp e c ia l in te re s t  o rg an iza t io n s .

The major p o lic y  a c to rs  in  the LNG d e c is io n  controversy  are 

summarized in  Tab le 5.1.
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APPLICANT/DEVELOPER
NV N e d e r la n d se  G asu n ie ' G a s u n i e T h e  s o l e  n a t io n a l  g a s  company s e t  

up m  1963 f o r  th e  m anagem ent, s a l e ,  and d is  
t n b u t i o n  o f  n a tu r a l  g a s  f i e l d s  m  th e  N eth er  
l a n d s .  The s t a t e  h o ld s  50% o f  th e  s h a r e s ,  and  
m ust ap p rove o r  v e t o  many o f  i t s  p r o p o sed  
a c t i v i t i e s .

j NATIONAL GOVERNMENT
C a b in e t C o u n c il o f  m in i s t e r s  ( 1 6 ) ,  m ost o f  w h ich  a r e  

m  ch a r g e  o f  a governm en t d e p a r tm en t, and  
who c o l l e c t i v e l y  r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  m aking n a t i  
o n a l p o l i c i e s  and d e c i s i o n s .

ICONA The in te r -d e p a r tm e n ta l  c o o r d in a t in g  co m m ittee  
on N orth Sea a f f a i r s  ( I n te r d e p a r te m e n ta le  Co- 
o r d in a t i e  C om m issie v o o r  N o o rd ze ea a n g e le g e n  
h e d e n ):  a p o l i c y  a d v is o r y  group  to  th e  C a b in e t  
c o m p r is in g  o f  r e p r e s e n t a t iv e s  from  a l l  b u t two  
o f  th e  m in i s t e r s  t h a t  make up th e  C a b in e t .

LOCAL AUTHORITIES
G ron ingen  l o c a l  

a u t h o r i t i e s
In c lu d e  a )  g o v e r n o r s  and c o u n c i l  o f  th e  Pro 
v m c e  o f  G ron in g en , b ) th e  m u n ic ip a l a u th o r  1 
t i e s  o f  U ith u iz e r m e e d e n , and c )  th e  D e l f z i j l  
Harbour A u t h o r ity .

C ity  o f  R otterdam The m u n ic ip a l a u t h o r i t y  w ith  p rim ary  r e s p o n s  
l b i l i t y  f o r  p la n n in g  p e r m is s io n  and b u i ld in g  
p e r m its  m  R otterdam ; r e p r e s e n t e d  by mayor 
and a ld erm en ; r e s p o n s ib le  f o r  h arb ou r a c t i v i  
t i e s  v ia  th e  R otterdam  Harbour A u t h o r ity .

Ri jnmond
P u b lic  A u th o r ity

A c o l l e c t i v e  o f  16 m u n i c ip a l i t i e s  m  th e  
w id er  R otterdam  Harbour r e g io n ,  in c lu d in g  
th e  C ity  o f  R otterdam ; p erform s c e r t a i n  l e g i  
s l a t i v e  r o l e s  r e g a r d in g  a c t i v i t i e s  su ch  a s  
e n v ir o n m e n ta l p la n n in g ,  h o u s in g  p o l i c y ,  
t r a n s p o r t ,  h e a l t h  & s a f e t y  and p o l l u t i o n  
c o n t r o l .

Z u id -H o lla n d  P r o v in c e CYie o f  th e  11 Dutch p r o v in c e s , in  th e  South  
W est o f  th e  c o u n tr y ;  i t  en co m p a sses  th e  
R otterdam  r e g io n  and h as l e g i s l a t i v e  r e sp o n  
s i b i l i t y  f o r c e r t a m  e n v ir o n m e n ta l ,  p la n n in g ,  
and h o u s in g  r e g u la t i o n s .

ENVIRONMENTALIST
ORGANIZATIONS

A number o f  l o c a l  and n a t io n a l  en v iro n m en ta  
l i s t  g r o u p s , o p e r a t in g  m  th e  c o n t e x t  o f  th e  
LNG s i t i n g  d e b a te . Among th e  m ost p rom in en t  
th e  N oord zee w erk g ro ep  (N orth  Sea w ork in g  
g r o u p );  in  th e  LNG d e c is io n  p r o c e s s  a 
c o l l e c t i o n  o f  13 e n v ir o n m e n t a l i s t  o r g a n iz a  
t i o n s  w ere r e p r e s n t e d  un der th e  a e g is  o f  th e  
N oordzee w ork in g  g ro u p .

OTHER POLICY ACTORS Dutch S h ip ow n ers A s s o c ia t io n  (KNRV) 
T rad es Union o r g a n iz a t io n s  (FNV; NVV) 
P r o v in c ia l  Chambers o f  Commerce 
I n d u s t r ia l  e n g in e e r in g  firm ;

Tab le  5.1 Key p o lic y a cto rs  LNG d e c is io n  controversy:summary
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The next se c t io n  d iscusses in  more d e t a i l  these p a r t ic ip a n ts ,  

o u t l in in g  b r ie f ly  th e ir  form al and in fo rm a l involvement, and 

assessing  the nature o f th e ir  in s t i t u t io n a l  a c t iv i t ie s  in  the 

context o f the LNG d e c is io n  case. In order to  understand the 

r e s p e c t iv e  r o le s  p la y ed  by v a r io u s  p o l i c y  a c to r s ,  the  

p a r t ic u la r  le g is la t iv e  and procedura l context in  which th e ir  

involvement emerged w i l l  a lso  be b r ie f ly  d iscussed . The events 

analysed here can not be considered e n t ir e ly  independent from 

on-going and re la ted  p o lic y  developments. Hence the fo llo w in g  

d is cu ss io n  o f in s t i t u t io n a l p a r t ic ip a n ts  in e v ita b ly  impinges on 

a number o f p o lic y  events and (pre lim inary) a c t iv i t ie s ,  th a t 

need to be ra ised  to  f a c i l i t a t e  a meaningful a n a ly s is  o f p o l ic y  

a c t o r s '  r e s p e c t iv e  p o s i t io n s  in  the  cou rse  o f  the LNG 

technology d ispu te .

2. P o l ic y  ac to rs  and th e ir  contexts 

In d u s t r ia l app lican t:  Gasunie

The s p e c i f ic  p o l ic y  issue o f governmental approval fo r  a LNG

term ina l was in i t ia t e d  by the Dutch sem i-state  company NV

Nederlandse Gasunie (herea fter re fe rred  to as 'G a su n ie ') , the

in d u s t r ia l a p p lica n t fo r  the LNG f a c i l i t y .  From the mid-1970s

onwards, Gasunie expressed se r iou s in te re s t  in  im porting la rge
. r 51q u a n t it ie s  o f LNG v ia  a Dutch te rm ina l. 1 J Gasunie is  the 

s in g le  company w ith  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  fo r  the supply o f n a tu ra l 

gas in  the N e th e r la n d s . The a c t i v i t i e s  o f  the G asun ie  

concerning LNG im porta tion  were i n i t i a l l y  taken in  the context 

o f Dutch governmental energy p o lic y .  They even tua lly  se t in to  

motion developments a t n a tio n a l and lo c a l a u th o r ity  le v e l 

lead ing  towards cab ine t d e c is io n s  on the im porta tion  o f LNG and 

the approval o f a LNG term ina l s i t e .  1 1

The n a t io n a l d im ens ion  in  the LNG d e c is io n  p ro ce ss  i s  

h ig h lig h te d  by the fa c t  tha t the Dutch n a tio n a l government and
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Gasunie are not independent e n t it ie s .  The S tate  has a 50%

stake in  the n a tio n a l gas company, s p e c i f i c a l ly  fo r  the

dom estic  management, s a le  and d is t r ib u t io n  o f  n a tu ra l gas
T71f ie ld s  in  the Netherlands. S ig n if ic a n t ly ,  m  the context o f  

the LNG case, Gasunie is  respons ib le  fo r  a l l  m atters concerning 

the supply o f n a tu ra l gas to  Dutch consumers, in c lu d in g  the 

im porta tion  o f fo re ig n  su p p lie s . (Gasunie 1978a) In th is  

con tex t, c lo se  contacts e x is t  between Gasunie and the Dutch 

goverment, predom inantly fo rm alized  v ia  the M in is t ry  o f 

Economic A f fa ir s  (M in is te r ie  van Economische Zaken) , which has 

o v e ra ll r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  fo r  Dutch energy p o lic y .

N a t io n a l goverment: m in is te r ia l departments

N a tio n a l decision-m aking is  r e la t iv e ly  c e n tra liz e d , w ith  the 

n a tio n a l government coo rd ina ting  major d e c is io n s  w ith in  

n a tio n a l p o l ic ie s  fo r  reg ion a l developments, energy p lann ing , 

land use, e tc . P lann ing  approval and the issue o f  co n s tru c t ion  

lic e n se s  however, i s  u su a lly  a matter o f lo c a l a u th o r it ie s  

(Province; M u n ic ip a l it y ) . Larger p lann ing d e c is io n s  the re fo re  

t y p ic a l ly  combine lo c a l and n a t io n a l d e c is io n  procedures. The 

Dutch decision-m aking on LNG r e f le c t s  t h is  'd u a l' s tru c tu re  o f 

lo c a l and n a tio n a l a u th o r it ie s .  The s p e c if ic  way LNG s it in g  

emerged as a p o l ic y  issue led  to  a complex se t o f  governmental 

p o l ic y  ac to rs  in v o lv in g  va riou s m in is te r ia l departments and a 

number o f se le c ted  lo c a l a u th o r it ie s .

In the case o f the LNG s it in g  d e c is io n s , the involvement o f the 

n a t io n a l government extended over a number o f  d if fe r e n t  

M in is t r ie s .  Tab le 5.2 summarizes the main m in is t e r ia l 

departments concerned and th e ir  re le van t areas o f 

r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  (as form ulated in  1977/1978).^
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—

Ministry Area of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y

E c o n o m ic  A f f a i r s E n e r g y  s u p p l y  a n d  r e g i o n a l  i n d u s t r i a l
p o l i c y  *

T r a n s p o r t  a n d
P u b l i c  W orks W a te r w a y s  s h i p p i n g ,  N o r th  S e a  a c t i v i t i e s

H e a l t h  & Environm en
t a l  P r o t e c t i o n E n v ir o n m e n t a l  i m p a c t s ;  s a f e t y  **

S o c i a l  A f f a i r s S a f e t y  **
H o u s in g  a n d  P h y s i  

c a l  P l a n n i n g L an d u s e  p l a n n i n g ;  f e a s i b i l i t y
i

N o t e s :  * In 1977 th e  main departm ent w ith in  th e  Economic A f fa ir s
M in is tr y  in v o lv e d  w ith  LNG was th e  en erg y  s e c t i o n .

** At th e  tim e o f  th e  LNG d e c is io n -m a k in g , th e r e  e x i s t e d  a
p o t e n t ia l  c o n f l i c t  betw een  th e  M in is t r ie s  fo r  S o c ia l  A f fa ir s
and th a t  o f P u b lic  H ea lth  and E nvironm ental P r o te c t io n s
abou t th e  d em arcation  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  in  r e l a t i o n  to  
s a f e t y .  They w ere f i n a l l y  r e s o lv e d ,  l a r g e ly  m  fa v o u r  o f  th e
th e  l a t t e r .

___________________________________________________

Tab le 5.2

N a tio n a l government: m in is te r ia l departmental r e s p o n s ib i l i t ie s

As a contextua l fa c to r  in  the Netherlands, i t  should be noted 

tha t as p o l ic y  issues have become more complex and dependent on 

a number o f d if fe r e n t  governmental m in is te r ie s ,  in c rea s in g  

emphasis in  Dutch n a tio n a l decision-m aking has been p laced  upon 

in te r-departm enta l co o rd in a tio n . Where the r e s p o n s ib i l i t ie s  o f 

d if fe r e n t  departments overlap , coo rd ina tin g  committees are 

o ften  se t up w ith  the aim o f producing agreement among sen io r 

o f f i c i a l s  from  d i f f e r e n t  M in i s t r ie s ,  in  o rd e r to  p rep a re  

governmental (and u su a lly  Cabinet) p o l ic ie s  (Binnenlandse Zaken

1980).
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In the case o f  the LNG d e c is io n  most o f the coo rd in a tio n  took 

p la ce  w ith in  the Interdepartm ental Committee fo r  North Sea 

A f f a i r s ,  ICONA, under the r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  o f the M in is t ry  o f 

T ransport and P u b lic  Works (ICONA 1978c). ICONA d id  not come 

in to  ex is ten ce , however, u n t i l  1977, when a number o f p o lic y  

developments concerning LNG im porta tion  and s i t e  s e le c t io n  were 

a lready w e ll under way. In the preced ing pe riod , G asun ie 's  

re la t io n s  w ith  the n a t io n a l government was la rg e ly  lim ite d  to 

the (formal) con tacts w ith  the M in is t ry  o f Economic A f fa ir s .

The ro le  the n a tio n a l government would even tu a lly  p la y  in  the 

d e c is io n  p ro ce ss  on a LNG im port te rm in a l i s  p a r t ly  to  be 

traced back to  governmental in te re s t  re la t in g  to two 

developments in  the 1972-1977 pe riod . The f i r s t  concerned the 

sa fe ty  aspects o f LNG (mainly in v o lv in g  the M in is t ry  o f S o c ia l 

A f f a i r s ) . The second development was in troduced in  

governmental d e lib e ra t io n s  by the M in is t ry  o f Transport and 

P u b lic  Works, stemming from in d u s t r ia l in te re s t  in  a p o te n t ia l 

a r t i f i c i a l  in d u s t r ia l is la n d  to  be constructed  severa l m iles  

o f f  the Dutch coast.

In the case o f the LNG s i t in g  d e c is io n s , the involvement o f the 

n a tio n a l government was cons ide rab ly  g reater than form al 

(minimal) procedures s t ip u la te d . S it in g  perm ission fo r  a LNG 

import te rm ina l could  have been handled a t the le v e l o f lo c a l 

a u th o r it ie s  (provided the Economic A f f a i r s  M in is te r  granted 

approval fo r  the investment p lans, in  accordance w ith  n a tio n a l 

economic p o l ic y ) . Form ally , p lann ing  perm ission  was the 

r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  o f  m un ic ipa l and p ro v in c ia l a u th o r it ie s  in  the 

areas concerned, v ia  va riou s environm ental and p lann ing  

le g is la t io n  (eg, the p o l lu t io n  a c t ,  'nu isance a c t ' ,  e t c . ) .  

Concern a t n a tio n a l governmental le v e l on the sa fe ty  o f LNG 

techno logy, was a major fa c to r  in  extending the LNG p o l ic y  

issue beyond the so le  m in is te r ia l r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  o f the 

Economic A f f a ir s  M in is t ry ,  and in to  Cabinet c i r c le s .
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The involvement in  the LNG s it in g  process o f the M in is t ry  o f 

Transport and P u b lic  Works was prompted by the s e t t in g  up o f a 

s te e r in g  group (STUNET). Th is  in ter-departm enta l group was 

asked to  examine the p o te n t ia l fo r  a LNG te rm ina l lo ca ted  on an 

a r t i f i c i a l  North Sea in d u s t r ia l is la n d . I t s  a c t iv i t ie s

fo llow ed  G asun ie 's request to the Cab inet ( in  1975) to 

form ulate a f i r s t  o f f i c i a l  view on the p o s s ib i le  governmental 

approval fo r  a Dutch LNG import f a c i l i t y .  The s te e r in g  group 

was la t e r  made respons ib le  to  ICONA, thus c re a t in g  the 

in te r-departm enta l s tru c tu re  fo r  p o l ic y  p repa ra tion , w ith in  

w h ich  the  LNG s i t i n g  is s u e  was deba ted . A lth ou g h  o th e r

in ter-departm enta l bod ies a lso  became involved in  ( la te r)  

governmental d e lib e ra t io n s ,  ICONA remained the c e n tra l p o lic y  

a cto r a t n a tio n a l governmental le v e l,  p reparing  the ground fo r 

Cabinet d e c is io n s  on the m atter. (For fu rth e r d e ta i ls  on these 

p re lim in a ry  and con textua l developments, and on the complex 

governmental s tru c tu re s  these crea ted , see the fo o tn o te ) . 

Taking in to  account e x is t in g  le g is la t iv e  procedures, lo c a l 

governmental p o lic y  a c to rs  were a t tr ib u te d  a s ig n i f ic a n t  ro le  

in  the n a tio n a lly -coo rd in a ted  d e c is io n  process on the s i t in g  o f 

LNG techno logy.

Lo ca l government

In  the case o f  the LNG te rm in a l is s u e ,  a s p e c ia l  d e c is io n  

procedure was form ulated by the n a tio n a l government to 

in co rpo ra te  the re le van t, p re -se le c ted  lo c a l a u th o r it ie s  in to  

the on-going process o f n a tio n a l po licy-m aking on LNG 

im porta tion  and s i t e  s e le c t io n . (Except fo r  nuclear 

f a c i l i t i e s ,  no form al laws and re g u la t io n s  e x is t  in  the 

Netherlands to handle s p e c if ic  complex s it in g  d e c is io n s , such 

as la rg e  sca le  LNG f a c i l i t i e s ,  in v o lv in g  both n a t io n a l and
n  21 . .reg ion a l a u th o r ita t iv e  procedures). The sp e c ia l d e c is io n  

procedure fo r  LNG s i t in g  brought the approval and lic e n s in g  

requirem ents a t the lo c a l a u th o r ity  le v e l,  w ith in  the framework
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o f  the n a tio n a l governmental tim etab le  fo r  LNG d e c is io n  making.

The lo c a l a u th o r it ie s  invo lved  in  the LNG d e c is io n  process were 

those respons ib le  fo r  the two (pre-) se lected  p o te n t ia l LNG 

s it e s .  Given e x is t in g  reg ion a l environmental and p lann ing 

le g is la t iv e  procedures, the lo c a l p o l ic y  acto rs  fea tu red  in  

t h is  case study, r e f le c t  the tw o - t ie r  s tru c tu re  o f  reg iona l 

government in  the Netherlands:

• P ro v in c ia l a u th o r ity ;

• M un ic ipa l a u th o r ity .

In the case o f the LNG s it in g  debate, a th ird  in ter-m ed ia te  

re g io n a l 'P u b lic  A u th o r ity ' was invo lved  (Rijnmond), perform ing 

c e r ta in  le g is la t iv e  ro le s  fo r  a conglomerate o f m u n ic ip a lit ie s  

around -  and in c lu d in g  -  Rotterdam. At the lo c a l a u th o r ity  

le v e l,  decision-m aking procedures invo lved  m un ic ipa l and 

p ro v in c ia l governors, and re spec tiv e  c o u n c ils  o f 

re p re se n ta t iv e s .

For the e a r ly  rounds o f the decis ion-m aking, lo c a l governmental 

p a r t ic ip a t io n  in  the LNG s e le c t io n  process was concentrated 

w ith in  the reg iona l a u th o r it ie s  concerned w ith  the 

Rotterdam-Maasvlakte s i t e ,  s in ce  the Rotterdam Harbour s i t e  was 

favoured by Gasunie as w e ll as by n a t io n a l government a t that 

stage. The other prime land-based LNG s i t e  considered by the 

n a t io n a l government, the Eemshevan harbour complex, became a 

se r iou s  candidate on ly  towards the end o f the governmental 

s e le c t io n  process.

In the context o f my d e c is io n  case study, two se ts  o f lo c a l 

a u th o r it ie s  are analysed: those concerned re sp e c t iv e ly  w ith  (i) 

Maasvlakte-Rotterdam, in  the p rov ince o f Zu id-Holland and ( i i)  

Eemshaven, in  the p rov ince  o f Groningen.

As fa r  as the Maasvlakte-Rotterdam s i t e  was concerned, lo c a l
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government p a r t ic ip a t io n  in  LNG decision-m aking invo lved  three 

in s t i t u t io n a l  p o lic y  actors:

* Zu id-Ho lland  Province?

* R ijnm ond P u b l ic  A u th o r it y  (which in c lu d e s  the  Rotterdam  

a re a ); and

* Rotterdam  M u n ic ip a l i t y  (w ith  a .o .  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  fo r  

Rotterdam Harbour A u th o r ity ) .

In  respect o f the Eemshaven LNG s i t e ,  the fo llo w in g  three lo c a l 

a u th o r ity  p o l ic y  ac to rs  were invo lved:

-  Groningen Prov ince;

-  the  m u n c ip a lity  o f  U ithu ize rm eeden  (which in c lu d e s  the 

Eemshaven a re a ); and

-  D e l f z i j l  Harbour ( re s p o n s ib le  fo r  managing the  Eemshaven 

complex).

Involvement in  LNG p o l ic y  d e lib e ra t io n  by the lo c a l a u th o r it ie s  

respons ib le  fo r  Eemshaven, was to  a h igh degree based on 

concerted a c t ion s  and coo rd ina tion  among the va riou s groups. 

Most o f the p o l i t i c a l  accounts tha t were subm itted to  the 

n a t io n a l governm ent, were p re sen ted  j o i n t l y ,  la r g e ly  

coord inated  by the Groningen P ro v in c ia l A u th o r ity . Hence, in  

most cases the an a ly s is  w ith in  th is  decision-m aking case study 

re fe rs  to 'Groningen lo c a l a u th o r it ie s ' as a s in g le  p o lic y  

a c to r .

Pa rliam ent, lo c a l co u n c ils  and p u b lic  rep resen ta tion

P u b l ic  r e p re s e n ta t io n  in  n a t io n a l and lo c a l  d e c is io n s  i s  

in corpora ted  in to  the system o f rep resen ta tives c o u n c ils ,  a t 

le a s t  fo rm a lly .  In  the N e th e r la n d s , the m u n ic ip a l and 

p ro v in c ia l co u n c ils  as w e ll as n a t io n a l Parliam ent are e le c ted  

on the b as is  o f p ro p o rt io n a l rep resen ta tion . V ia  p o l i t i c a l  

p a r t ie s '  r e p re s e n ta t iv e s  these  c o u n c i ls  p ro v id e  im p o rtan t 

channels fo r  p u b lic  involvement in  decision-m aking. Dutch 

p o l i t i c a l  t r a d it io n  emphasises the importance o f p lu ra lism  in
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p o l i t i c a l  in s t it u t io n s ;  w ith in  the p . r .  system cons ide rab le  

opportun ity  i s  provided fo r a wide range o f p o l i t i c a l  views to 

be expressed.

In  the case o f LNG decision-m aking lo c a l co u n c ils  a t m un icipa l 

and p ro v in c ia l le v e l were d ir e c t ly  invo lved  in  debating the 

approval o f a (proposed) LNG s i t e  in  th e ir  re spec tiv e  areas. 

In the context o f the n a tio n a l Parliam ent, the issues o f 

im porta tion  and approval o f a LNG term ina l were ex ten s ive ly  

d iscussed  by parliam entary committees. During the f in a l  stages 

o f po licy-m aking a sp e c ia l committee on LNG s it in g  was created 

(14626). A t va rious stages w r it te n  questions were subm itted to  

the M in is te rs  w ith  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  fo r  p a r t ic u la r  aspects o f the 

LNG issue . At the end o f the governmental decision-m aking 

p rocess, the s e le c t io n  and approval o f Eemshaven as the Dutch 

LNG term ina l s i t e  was d iscussed  in  a 3-day Parliam entary debate 

in  the Lower House. (Tweede Kamer 1978a)

In  lo c a l  d e c is io n -m a k in g , an a d d it io n a l  forum  fo r  p u b l ic

'invo lvem ent' ex is ted . Lo ca l government a t both Maasvlakte and

Eemshaven s it e s  organized s o -c a lle d  "p u b lic  hearings"; here

concerned  in d iv id u a ls  and o rg a n iz a t io n s  were g iv en  the

opportun ity  to  express th e ir  views on the proposed LNG s i t in g
n  31

p lans. 1 1 T y p ic a lly ,  these p u b lic  d is cu ss ion  meetings were

organised in  the context o f the e s tab lished  environm ental and 

p lann ing  le g is la t io n  -  lo c a l ly  and m un ic ip a lly . The outcome o f 

these p u b lic  hearings (usua lly  l im ite d  to  a few days a t most) 

serve as non-binding advice to  lo c a l governors and e le c ted  

c o u n c il lo r s  invo lved  in  the form al p o lic y  d e lib e ra t io n s .

Env ironm en ta lis t o rgan isa tion s  and sp e c ia l in te re s t  groups 

In  the  co n te x t  o f  the Dutch " p o l ic y  s t y le "  based on
n 4 i

n eg o tia t io n , 1 J env ironm enta lis t o rgan iza tion s  and in te re s t  

groups p la y  a s ig n i f ic a n t  p a rt  in  the fo rm u la tion  o f p u b lic
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p o lic y .  In  many cases the Dutch government con su lts  w ith  

adv iso ry  bodies which in c lude  various rep re sen ta tive  in te re s ts  

and a sso c ia t io n s . Over and above these 'fo rm a l' channels o f 

involvement, s p e c ia l in te re s t  groups o ften  seek to  in flu en ce  

p u b lic  d e c is ion s  on s p e c i f ic  issues by making d ir e c t  approaches 

and appeals to  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t ie s ,  m in is te r ia l departments, 

Cab inet m in is te rs , and to  lo c a l governors or c o u n c il lo r s .  In 

the case o f the LNG s it in g  d ispu te , env ironm enta lis t groups, 

trades union and business o rgan iza tion s  addressed lo c a l and 

n a t io n a l a u th o r it ie s  a t various stages o f the d e c is io n  process.

No s p e c i f ic  pro or anti-LNG were formed in  the Netherlands. 

The Dutch env ironm enta lis t movement achieved a cons ide rab le  

degree o f coo rd ina tion  in  i t s  e f f o r t  to  in f lu en ce  the outcome 
o f the LNG s it in g  d ispu te . [15] E s p e c ia lly  in  the f in a l  stages 
o f the d e c is io n  process, a group o f th ir te e n  n a t io n a l and lo c a l 

e n v iro n m e n ta lis t  o r g a n iz a t io n s  combined t h e ir  ' lo b b y in g ' 

a c t iv i t ie s .  In dea ling s  w ith  lo c a l a u th o r it ie s ,  Parliam ent, 

and the n a tio n a l government, t h is  env ironm enta lis t c o l le c t iv e  

used an e x is t in g  o rgan iza tion , Werkgroep Noordzee (North Sea 

working group), to  operate as a s in g le  rep re sen ta tive  vo ice . 

(Noordzee 1978a; 1978b). Th is  c o l le c t iv e  set-up was created 

s p e c i f ic a l ly  in  response to  the LNG s it in g  debate. The va rious 

co n s t itu e n t groups invo lved  are l is t e d  in  Tab le 5 .3 , organ ized 

accord ing  to  th e ir  n a t io n a l versus reg iona l concerns.
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National organizations Local/Regional Organizations

* W e r k g r o e p  N o o r d z e e

* E c o l o g i s c h e  B e w e g i n g  -  A n d e r s

D e n k e n , A n d e r s  D o e n

* L a n d e l i j k  E n e r g i e  K o m i t e e

* M i l i e u  A c t i e c e n t r u m

N e d e r l a n d

* S t i c h t i n g  N a t u u r  & M i l i e u

* V e r e n i g i n g  t o t  B e h o u d  v a n

N a t u u r m o n u m e n t e n  i n  

N e d e r l a n d

* V e r e n i g i n g  M i l i e u d e f e n s i e

r e :  M a a s v l a k t e  s i t e

* R i j n m o n d  E n e r g i e  K o m i t e e

* S t i c h t i n g  C e n t r u m  M i l i e u b e h e e r

Z u i d - H o l l a n d

* V e r e n i g i n g  t e g e n  M i l i e u b e d e r f  i n

e n  o m  h e t  N i e u w e - W a t e r w e g g e b i e d

r e  : E e m s h a v e n  s i t e

* L a n d e l i j k e  V e r e n i g i n g  t o t  B e h o u d

v a n  d e  W a d d e n z e e

* S t i c h t i n g  W e r k g r o e p  E e m s m o n d

* M i l i e u f e d e r a t i e  G r o n i n g e n

Tab le  5.3:

Env ironm en ta lis t o rgan iza tion s  concerned w ith  LNG d e c is io n s

In a d d it io n  to these env ironm enta lis t o rg an iza t ion s , the Dutch 

LNG d e c is io n  d ispu te  invo lved  a number o f p o l ic y  acto rs  

concerned w ith  other s p e c i f ic  aspects or in te re s t  p e rt in e n t to 

the debate. These ac to rs  inc luded trades union o rg an iza t io n s , 

lo c a l chambers o f commerce, in d u s t r ia l groups, e tc . On the 

whole they p layed, however, a r e la t iv e ly  minor ro le  in  the 

p u b lic  d e c is io n  p rocess, e s p e c ia l ly  in  the context o f 

controversy over the r is k  and sa fe ty  issues . These

p a r t ic ip a n ts  are not, th e re fo re , s in g led  out fo r  fu rth e r 

d e t a i le d  d is c u s s io n .  (For a l i s t  o f  the  m ajor r e le v a n t
ri61o rgan iza tion s  see fo o tn o te ) . L J

3. The LNG d e c is io n  process: sequence o f events

Having introduced the main p o lic y  a c to rs  and th e ir  background, 

t h is  se c tio n  examines the process o f decision-m aking in  the LNG
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s it in g  controversy. I t  descr ibes  the sequence o f events, and 

the in s t i t u t io n a l in te ra c t io n s  among p o l ic y  a c to rs , lead ing  to 

the  e v en tu a l p o l i c y  outcome. The key p o l i c y  a c t io n s  a re  

reviewed here se q u e n t ia lly  by means o f a number o f c r u c ia l 

'd e c is io n  p o in ts ' separated in  tim e, and in v o lv in g  va rious 

p o l ic y  acto rs  a t d if fe r e n t  stages. (As mentioned e a r l ie r ,  use 

w i l l  be made o f the notion  o f  "rounds" in  decision-m aking to 

descr ib e  the LNG p o l ic y  p ro ce ss) .

F igu re  5.2 p resents a p ic t o r ia l  summary o f the sequence o f 

e ven ts  in  the  Dutch LNG s i t i n g  d is p u te ,  d e p ic t in g  f i f t e e n  

s ig n i f ic a n t  p o l ic y  events. These d e c is io n  p o in ts  have emerged 

from i n i t i a l  a n a ly s is  o f the complex in te ra c t io n s  and 

a c t iv i t ie s  o f p o lic y  a c to rs , as m anifest in  documentary 

evidence (and corroborated  by in te rv iew s w ith  rep resen ta tives  

o f  the major p o lic y  acto rs; see Appendix A ) . The arrowed l in e s  

connecting the d e c is io n  p o in ts  in d ic a te  the flow  o f a c t iv i t ie s
[i7i

lead ing  from one re le van t p o l ic y  a c t io n  to another. A more 

comprehensive ch ro n o lo g ica l breakdown o f events in v o lv in g  the 

key p o lic y  a c to rs  can be found in  Appendix B ( th is  Chapter 

p214). F igu re  5.2 serves as an a id  to the subsequent 

d e s c r ip t iv e  a n a ly s is  o f the d e c is io n  process in  the LNG s it in g  

controversy.
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■ 4---------------Round A -------------------------- Round B------- --------------------- —Round C "H

1973/74  ̂ June January October
1977 1978 1978

o Key events and/or decisions (= completion of all activities leading to that node) 

Direction of activity (= task required to be undertaken)

Key events and/or decisions
© G asunie declares interest in LNG imports and building a terminal (early 1970s).
© G asunie discussions with Ministry o f Economic Affairs begin (1977).
© G overnm ent activities: TNO risk study commissioned; interest in offshore island 

terminal declared; STUNET and ICONA initiated.
© R otterdam  harbor and local authorities begin study and discussion of LNG 

terminal siting.
© G asunie signs contract with Sonatrach for LNG supply (June 1977).
© Sonatrach contract approved by Ministry of Economic Affairs (October 1977).
© C abinet and parliament start discussions on LNG.
© P u b lic , environmentalist, and other interest groups start expressing concern over 

LNG.
© G overnm ent requests further official advice from ICONA and other relevant 

organizations; draws up procedure for local authority consultations.
©  Discussions between Gasunie and Groningen authorities start regarding Eemshaven 

(December 1977).
©  Eemshaven accepted as an alternative LNG terminal site by government (in 

addition to the Maasvlakte sites) (March 1978).
©  Local authorities start official local decision procedures (April 1978).
©  Local authorities formulate positions on LNG terminals at Eemshaven and 

Maasvlakte, respectively (June 1978).
©  Cabinet decision: LNG terminal at Eemshaven (August 1978).
©  Parliament debates cabinet decision and approves LNG terminal at Eemshaven 

(October 1978).

F igu re  5.2:

LNG Decision-m aking process: flow  o f events
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Round A: Executing n a tio n a l energy p o lic y

In the context o f  t h is  case study, the p u b lic  d e c is io n  process

on LNG s i t in g  in  the Netherlands is  taken to  have commenced in

the  e a r ly  1970s, w ith  G a su n ie 's  d e c la re d  in t e r e s t  in  the

im porta tion  o f l iq u e f ie d  gas. (1) (The round bracketed numbers

r e fe r  to  the  d e c is io n  p o in t s  in  F ig u re  5 .2 ) .  P r e l im in a ry

d is cu ss ion s  w ith  the A lg e r ia n  s ta te  company Sonatrach took
9 3p la ce  in  1973 fo r  the supply o f 6 x 10 m o f LNG per year fo rri8ia period  o f 20 years. J Although a f in a l  co n tra c t was on ly

drawn up in  1977 a f t e r  a round o f  d is c u s s io n s ,  the  e a r ly

n ego tia tio n s  stressed  G asun ie 's  o b je c t iv e  o f im porting
9 3approxim ately 10-15 x 10 m o f LNG per year by the 1990s. 

These developments took p la ce  in  the context o f DutchQ91
governmental energy p o l ic y  m  p a r t ic u la r  the d e s ire  to

import na tu ra l gas. The gas import p o lic y  had gained o f f i c i a l  

approval in  1974, as p a rt o f  the energy p o l ic y  white paper 

(Energ ienota Tweede Kamer 1974). The involvement by n a tio n a l 

goverment in  Gasun ie 's LNG p lans was m ainly v ia  the M in is t ry  o f 

Economic A f fa ir s ( 2 ) .

Goverm enta l conce rn  su b seq u en tly  extended to  the is s u e  o f  

f in d in g  a s u ita b le  and sa fe  LNG term ina l s i t e .  Consequently, 

in  March 1974, the M in is t ry  o f S o c ia l A f fa ir s  commissioned the 

sem i-state  app lied  research o rgan iza tion  TNO (Nederlandse 

O rgan isa tie  voor Toegepast-Natuurwetenschappelijk Onderzoek) to 

ca rry  out a study on the sa fe ty  aspects o f LNG im porta tion , 

w h ils t  the f e a s ib i l i t y  o f  p o te n t ia l s it e s  was examined by the 

Netherlands Maritim e In s t itu te  (NMI). The government became 

fu rth e r  invo lved in  1975, when Gasunie o f f i c i a l l y  requested the 

government's view as to the p o s s ib i l i t y  o f an o ffsh o re  te rm ina l 

(STUNET 1977). During th is  time, Gasunie in i t ia t e d  d is cu ss ion s  

w ith  harbour a u th o r it ie s  ( p a r t ic u la r ly  a t Rotterdam) w ith in  the 

N etherlands, as w e ll as abroad, and approached lo c a l 

a u th o r it ie s  tha t e v en tu a lly  would be respons ib le  fo r  g ran ting  

s i t e  approva l. (Rotterdam 1977a).
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In response to Gasunie's request, and taking account of 
existing industrial interest in the possibility of an 
artificial island in the North Sea (notably by the North Sea 
Industrial Group), in 1975 the Ministry of Transport and Public 
Works set up the Stuurgroep Studie Noordzee-eilanden en 
Terminals (STUNET; North Sea Island and Terminal Steering 
Committee). STUNET formed a working group with the specific 
task to investigate the feasibility and desirability of an 
offshore LNG terminal as an alternative to a land-based 
s i t e . (3) The technical reports of STUNET were eventually 
completed in 1977 and submitted to the coordinating committee 
for North Sea affairs (ICONA). (STUNET 1977a, 1977b) STUNET 
advised positively vis-a-vis the desirability of LNG imports, 
and judged the "pipeline option" for gas importation not 
advisable because of economic and practical constraints, 
especially given the perceived lack of "nearby" natural gas 
supplies (STUNET 1977a).(4)

A major impetus was introduced into the decision process in
June 1977 when Gasunie signed the contract with Sonatrach for

9 3the purchase of 4 x 10 m of LNG per year over the period 
1985-2005. (5) An important deadline was hereby introduced; a 
side-letter to the contract stipulated (i) that approval of the 
contract by the Ministry of Economic Affairs was required by 31 
October 1977; and (ii) that notification of the exact location 
of an LNG import terminal was to be given by 31 October 1978. 
If an LNG terminal site could not be announced by this date, 
the contract would become void. (Tweede Kamer 14626:5; this 
notation refers to Parliamentary paper 14626, document number 5 
- see LNG references).

Developments concerning the establishment of a Dutch LNG 
terminal, however, had already been set into motion by Gasunie 
prior to the signing of the Algerian import contract. Early 
February 1977, the gas company formally requested the Rotterdam
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City Authorities for permission to extend Gasunie's LNG peak 
shaving plant with the aim to establishing an import terminal 
for LNG reception by ship (Rotterdam 1978c. p 1028) Following 
the signing of the LNG import contract with Algeria, in 
mid-1977, the LNG siting issue became an urgent matter for 
national governmental policy-making. A first policy advice 
from ICONA to the Cabinet was immediately drawn up, prepared on 
the basis of the 'technical studies' carried out by STUNET. 
(STUNET 1977a; 1977b) The main policy conclusion reached by 
ICONA endorsed the view that LNG importation at a Dutch 
terminal was desirable. (ICONA 1977) Whilst identifying 
Maasvlakte as the preferred land-based site, the ICONA advice 
left open - for the time being - the question of whether Dutch 
LNG importation was to make use of either a land-based or an 
off-shore terminal. The policy advice formulated by ICONA did 
not carry unanimous support, however, from all ministerial 
departments represented in the committee. Dissent was 
expressed specifically on the desirability of LNG importation 
and the acceptability of the health and safety risks associated 
with LNG technology (at Maasvlakte) (Tweede Kamer 14626:3). 
This development was a marked indication that the decision 
controversy over LNG technology extended to within the national 
government itself.

The collective conclusion reached in ICONA's first policy 
report (1977) was in line with the subsequent action by the 
Minister of Economic Affairs, who gave official approval to the 
Gasunie-Sonatrach LNG import contract on 18 October 1977 
(apparently without consultation with the rest of the 
Cabinet). (6) The issue of LNG imports and the selection of a 
terminal site then entered more fully the political arena - 
involving the Cabinet, parliament, local authorities, as well 
as environmentalist opposition groups. The approval of the LNG 
contract signalled a new round in the decision process, now 
focussing on whether an acceptable LNG terminal site could be 
found within the specified time period.
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Round B; Seeking approval for Maasvlakte site

Awareness among several government departments that the LNG 
siting decisions now involved a number of issues beyond energy 
policy alone (such as the environment, safety, land use, 
regional planning, etc.) drew various departments closer into 
the policy deliberations. It became clear that the final 
decision would have to be taken at Cabinet level. (7) In the 
latter part of 1977, ICONA, the main coordinating committee on 
LNG, and various other advisory bodies such as the 
Inter-departmentale Commissie voor Milieuhygiene (ICMH; 
Committee for Environmental H y g i e n e ) , and the Rijks 
Planologische Commissie (RPC? State Land-Use Planning 
Committee), were called in by the national government to 
provide further advice in preparation for an eventual decision 
on site selection (ICONA 1978a).

The responsibility for granting final siting approval and 
planning permission for an LNG terminal, remained with the 
relevant local authorities. The government therefore thought 
it necessary to request the relevant local authorities for "in 
advance" judgements as to the acceptability of an LNG terminal 
in their areas. A special decision procedure and a timetable 
were drawn up by the national government in late 1977 for 
consultation with the local authorities. This initiative was 
designed in order to avoid undesirable delays, and to ensure 
that a site selected at national level would not prove 
unacceptable at a later stage when the local authority would be 
asked to grant planning permission. (RPC 1977)

By 1977 Rotterdam harbour had emerged as the preferred site for 
the terminal, following initial screening for technical 
feasibility and nautical safety by the NMI and other bodies. 
Once it had been decided that a land-based terminal was
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favoured for strategic and economic reasons, both national 
government (including ICONA) and Gasunie focused almost 
exclusively upon a Rotterdam location.(9)

The number of sites considered for the planned LNG facility was 
narrowed down at an early stage in the governmental decision 
process. Until late 1977, intragovernmental evaluation of the 
technical feasibility and costs/benefits of various sites had 
led to strong support for Maasvlakte in the Rotterdam harbour 
area. Technical studies (such as those by the Netherlands 
Maritime Institute, NMI) had concluded that alternative sites 
were less feasible; in particular, Eemshaven harbour was 
declared unsuitable on nautical and technical grounds. The 
emphasis upon Rotterdam was furhter reinforced by Gasunie, 
which had favoured a Maasvlakte LNG site right from the start, 
since it saw a number of economic and corporate-strategic 
advantages. (Gasunie 1978b)

Despite some dissenting voices within ICONA, the majority of 
inter-departmental advisors also expressed the view that 
Maasvlakte should be selected as the site for a Dutch 
land-based terminal (ICONA 1978a); 1977). They concluded that 
the anticipated safety levels at Maasvlakte were acceptable. 
(ICONA 1977). Hence the approval procedures for a LNG import 
terminal were initially directed towards the 
Maasvlakte-Rotterdam area. By the second half of 1977 it was 
becoming increasingly apparent, however, that approval by the 
local authorities responsible for the Maasvlakte site would not 
be without considerable opposition and conditional demands.

Initial discussions (from 1977 onwards) with the local 
authorities in the Rotterdam region (Province of Zuid-Holland, 
Rijnmond Public Authority, and City of Rotterdam), indicated 
that they were likely to demand stringent conditions prior to 
any approval of an LNG terminal. In particular, Rijnmond 
Public Authority indicated that it would question in detail the
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safety and desirability of the planned LNG technology. Public
information meetings in the Rotterdam region similarly
reflected public concern over the perceived local safety risks,
associated with a LNG import terminal in the highly-developed

r 211industrial area. Safety and other local environmental
concerns thus began to endanger the tightly timed 
decision-making schedule foreseen by proponents of a Maasvlakte 
LNG terminal and by governmental planners.(8)

A serious threat of delay was presented by demands from local 
authorities for greater public participation and for stringent 
conditions, (such as the absence of a nuclear power station in 
the region), before approval would be granted. This opposition 
from local authorities, in addition to various objections being 
raised by environmentalist groups, triggered an important new 
development: in December 1977 Gasunie approached Delfzijl
Harbour Authority Groningen Province to reopen discussions on 
the feasibility of using the newly-built Eemshaven harbour as a 
site for the LNG terminal.(10) This initiative introduced a 
major new group of policy actors into the proceedings - the 
local authorities in Groningen - and signalled a new round in 
the decision-making process. (Delfzijl 1978)

Round C: The Rotterdam versus Eemshaven debate

Due to the lack of consensus among the three major local
authorities with jurisdiction over the Rotterdam sites, and
because of the threat of delay and imposed conditions, in
December 1977 Gasunie reintroduced Eemshaven as a possible site
for the LNG terminal. New technical studies on the nautical
conditions of Eemshaven concluded that recent shipping
movements had made the approach to the harbour suitable for

r 321LNG-type tankers, and so Eemshaven was officially proposed. 
These developments took place outside the decision procedures 
planned by national government.

\
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The positive response by Groningen local authorities to 
Gasunie's approaches is to be seen in the context of Dutch 
socio-economic policies. At the time, the national government 
had singled out the northeastern region as a focus for 
development and had announced policies for attracting new 
industries. Dutch regional development policies specifically 
favor plans that provide a more equitable distribution of land 
use, economic activities, and employment. Consequently siting 
of the LNG terminal in Eemshaven could be viewed locally, as a 
significant way through which the government could demonstrate 
its commitment to promoting industrial activities in the 
region. (Groningen 1978c; 1978g? 1978h; 1978i). Given the 
perceived socioeconomic advantages, the Groningen local 
authorities successfully organized a large number of public and 
private interests to lobby in support of the facility at 
Eemshaven.

In March 1978 the Cabinet responded to the strong and 
concerted requests from the Groningen authorities for official 
consideration of Eemshaven. It was decided that the site was 
to be included in the special decision procedure, culminating 
in to the final selection of a Dutch LNG terminal location 
(Tweede Kamer 14626:6) (11) The Cabinet's interim policy 
position indicated preference for a Dutch land-based LNG import 
terminal with the Maasvlakte sites and Eemshaven harbour as the 
only serious contenders. From this point onwards, the national 
government increasingly turned the policy debate away from 
questions of general risk and benefits of a (Dutch) LNG import 
terminal, but focussed instead on comparing the respective 
merits and drawbacks of the two final land-based locations. 
Consequently, the final round of governmental decision-making 
increasingly became a confrontation between policy actors on 
whether Maasvlakte or Eemshaven should be selected.

The decision-making processes at the local authority level in
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Groningen and Rotterdam formally began in April 1978. (12) The 
local governments were each granted a period of three months to 
formulate their positions vis-a-vis the "acceptability in 
principle" of an LNG terminal in their respective areas. The 
local decision procedures involved council debates at various 
levels, and public hearings. The official policy stances of 
local authorities were presented to the Cabinet in late June 
and early July 1978. (13)

The divergent policy positions of local authorities at 
Maasvlakte and Eemshaven struck at the heart of the LNG policy 
debate. The different arguments advanced highlighted that the 
real dispute in the LNG controversy centred around the issue of 
the expected risks and acceptable safety levels. The local 
authorities responsible for the Rotterdam-Maasvlakte site 
failed to agree on a positive verdict vis-a-vis the approval of 
a LNG import terminal. Rijnmond Public Authority in particular 
objected strongly to the LNG siting plans, citing the issues of 
safety and health risks to the population as the major grounds 
for dissent. Groningen local authorities, contrast, 
unanimously supported the plans for a LNG import terminal at 
Eemshaven, viewing the safety levels as acceptable and 
perceiving the local socio-economic benefits of LNG technology 
as considerable.

The stated policy views of the local authorities at the two 
contending LNG sites, constituted a significant input into the 
Cabinet's final deliberations in the LNG decision case. 
Additionally, ICONA submitted a final policy advice to the 
Cabinet in June 1978. The majority advice from ICONA came out 
clearly in favour of a Maasvlakte LNG site, rather than 
Eemshaven, mainly in view of the stated economic and energy 
policy advantages. ICONA's advice was once again accompanied 
by a number of dissenting positions from individual ministerial 
departments. The Cabinet's, policy stance fell largely in line 
with the majority view expressed by ICONA, when it stated (in
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June 1978) that it attached "not insignificant objections" to a 
LNG terminal site at Eemshaven. (Tweede Kamer 14626:7)

The final siting decision by the Cabinet, however, diverged 
from the policy advice submitted to it by ICONA. In August 
1978 the Cabinet declared its preference for E e m s haven, 
justified primarily in terms of the perceived socioeconomic and 
regional industrial advantages. (14) (Tweede Kamer 14626:11). 
Risk considerations assertedly did not influence the final 
choice between the two contending land-based sites (Tweede 
Kamer 1978). Confronted by the various positions on the safety 
of LNG technology, the Cabinet declared that both Maasvlakte 
and Eemshaven were acceptable in terms of risks (without 
specifying, however, the analytic basis for this conclusion). 
The fact that the government’s own risk assessments showed that 
the Eemshaven site was in some respects safer for the local 
population than Maasvlakte, was not advanced as a criterion or 
justification by the Cabinet in its final selection of the 
Eemshaven site. (Tweede Kamer 1978).

The Cabinet's decision was debated at considerable length in 
Parliament; it was criticized and questioned by a number of 
political opposition parties, but was nevertheless approved by 
a Parliamentary majority at the end of October 1978. (15) 
(Tweede Kamer 1978a). In the context of this case study, the 
Parliamentary approval of the selection of Eemshaven as a Dutch 
LNG import terminal, marks the end of the decision-making 
process.

4. The policy arenas: context of decision controversy

The description of events in the Dutch policy debate over LNG 
technology siting highlights that the process and outcome of 
decision-making disputes can not be understood simply in terms
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of choices by 'authorized* decision-makers with formal 
responsibility for policy formulation. The public decision 
process needs to be analysed by reference to the dynamics and 
inter-institutional actions produced by a range of governmental 
and non-governmental participants. Hence, a proper 
understanding of the LNG decision controvery requires analysing 
the context in which respective policy actors participated in 
the debate, and how they related to each other. This section 
examines the evolution of the public policy arena; the changing 
network of interrelations between actors, through which the 
issues in the dispute were debated.

The notion of policy arenas in empirical analysis accompanies a 
conceptualization of public decision-making as the resultant of 
an interactive process among multiple policy actors. It 
captures the context in which different participants to the 
debate operated. The changing nature of the policy arena had 
significant implications for the involvement or exclusion of 
institutional actors into the decision process, at different 
stages of the debate. Furthermore, given my concern with 
competing problem definitions and policy preferences in 
controversies, the structure of the 'formal' policy arena is of 
particular importance in setting the terms of the debate. The 
inter-institutional network both shapes and reflects the policy 
agenda, in the limitations placed upon the legitimate problem 
frames and policy solutions that are debated in the official 
public policy arena (see also Chapter 4, section 5).

Analysing the decision-making process of LNG siting in the 
Netherlands thus depends on addressing both the contextual 
locations of policy actors involved, and the historical path 
that lead them to interact. The official institutional 
channels incorporated in the formal decision-making procedures 
will be taken as a starting point for assessing the way in 
which the social and political setting prejudged and 
constrained the process and outcome of public decision-making.
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The dynamics of the policy arena can be traced through the 
visible interactions of policy actors participating in the 
formal decision procedures on LNG siting. Additionally the 
following section describes the extent to which 'unofficial' 
participants challenged existing institutional channels through 
which the LNG siting controversy evolved.

Pre-1975 period; national energy policy arena

An appropriate starting point for assessing the evolving 
structure of the policy arena for the LNG siting controversy is 
the formulation of Dutch national energy policy, as set out in 
the 'white paper' on energy policy of 1974. (Energienota? 
Tweede Kamer 1974). This policy memorandum provided the 
official mandate for the semi-state company Gasunie for 
pursuing a strategy of natural gas importation. Whilst the 
1974 policy memorandum did not discuss explicitly the 
importation of liquefied gas, it provided the framework for an 
active LNG import policy on the part of Gasunie. Consequently, 
the initial policy arena in which the LNG issue emerged was 
that of national energy policy implementation.

During the first half of the 1970s, Gasunie explored different 
LNG import options, raising the question of a Dutch reception 
facility. Given the required governmental approval of eventual 
LNG import contracts (and for the investments for a Dutch 
import terminal), the initial involvement of national 
government in Gasunie's corporate initiatives, were 
institutionalized through the Ministry of Economic Affairs.

Involvement of other ministerial departments must be considered 
in the context of the implementation of energy policy in 
general, and LNG importation in particular. The Social Affairs 
Ministry focused on the safety aspects of LNG activities 
implied by the potential siting of a reception and storage
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facility considered by Gasunie. Similarly, the initial 
involvement by the Transport and Public Works Ministry (in
1975) concerning the possible use of an off-shore terminal, 
essentially dealt with the need for and feasibility of a Dutch 
LNG terminal that would enable national gas policy and planning 
to be implemented.

In addition to Gasunie and national government, a third
institutional participant was involved in the early period of
the LNG decision process: Rotterdam Harbour Authority. In the
1972-1974 period Gasunie established contacts with the
Rotterdam authorities over the potential use of the Maasvlakte
site for LNG activities, and to discuss at the local level the

[231operational issues involved (Rotterdam 19 7 7 a ) . 
Consequently, the early institutional network comprising the 
initial policy arena for LNG siting decision-making involved 
three main groups of policy actors, as illustrated in Figure 
5.3.

Figure 5.3:
Institutional network 1972-1975: Energy policy arena
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The setting up of the STUNET study group by the Ministry of
Transport and Public Works marked the beginning of the LNG
. . r 241siting issue as an inter-departmental policy concern,1 J but

did not initially alter the contextual frame of energy policy
implementation. It was not until 1977, with the creation of
ICONA and the associated involvement of the Cabinet, that the
public policy arena for LNG decision-making began to see
significant change.

1977: Broadening the policy arena

The second half of 1977 saw a considerable broadening of the 
policy arena, as the urgency and political significance of the 
LNG siting decisions became increasingly apparent. At the 
level of national government, the installation of ICONA (at 
administrative, civil servants level) and its ministerial

r 251counterpart MICONA (chaired by the Prime Minister)1 1 , placed
the LNG siting debate explicitly in an inter-departmental 
context. The central governmental role assigned to ICONA in 
coordinating the decision process, became more urgent and 
pronounced in mid-1977, following the signing of Gasunie's LNG 
import contract.

The contractual arrangements made by Gasunie to further 
involvement of local government actors in the LNG policy arena. 
The approval of the LNG import contract by the Economic Affairs 
Minister was preceded by preliminary discussions with a number 
of local authorities responsible for the Maasvlakte site 
(Tweede Kamer 14626). Following national goverment approval, 
consultation with local government actors in the Rotterdam 
region began in earnest. As stated earlier, at this stage both 
Gasunie and national government policy-makers (especially 
ICONA) considered the Maasvlakte site as the only viable 
land-based option for a Dutch LNG facility.

A number of developments in the second half of 1977 placed the 
LNG decision process on importation and terminal siting 
increasingly in a political context. Following the publication
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of the STUNET LNG Terminal study (Verkeer en Waterstaat 1977)
and the governmental announcement of the LNG contract approval,
Parliament became directly involved in the LNG controversy
(Tweede Kamer 1977, p.493). Similarly, at local government
level, those concerned with approval of the Maasvlakte site
increasingly became part of the political and public 
. . [26] .aeoate. This m  turn intensified interest in the issue by
local and national environmentalist organizations, including
environmentalist groups and political parties.

The formal involvement of local authorities into the national 
decision procedures initially related only those concerned with 
approval of the Maasvlakte site. In November 1977 national 
government began formulating a timetable for Synchronizing' 
local and national decision and approval procedures for LNG 
siting (within the time period specified in the LNG contract). 
The procedure envisaged by the national government involved an 
early preliminary policy statement by the Cabinet on the 
Maasvlakte location, followed by local authorities' decision 
procedures for the approval "in principle" of a LNG terminal 
within their area of jurisdiction (RPC 1977). In this context 
a number of formal and informal discussions between national 
and local government policy actors concerned with Maasvlakte 
took place in late 1977. The official policy arena for LNG 
decision-making at this stage is pictured in Figure 5.4.

Figure 5.4
National and local government policy arena 1977
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A significant shift in the structure of the policy arena, began 
in December 1977, when a second set of local government actors 
entered the debate. Following initiatives by Gasunie, local 
authorities in the province of Groningen were introduced into 
the policy arena (Delfzijl 1977). In subsequent months, in 
response to concerted action by the Groningen local 
authorities, the Cabinet decided to consider Eemshaven as a 
potential LNG terminal site (Tweede Kamer 14626:6). 
Consequently the official policy arena for LNG decision-making 
also saw an important transformation. The inclusion of a 
second land-based alternative in the selection procedures 
signalled a new round in the policy-making process by involving 
Groningen local authorities directly in the formal approval 
deliberations designed by national government. The broadening 
of the inter-organizational network made the decision process 
increasingly a contest between two competing land-based LNG 
sites. The changed institutional arena which was thus created 
for the final round of the decision process is presented in 
Figure 5.5.

Figure 5.5
Institutional network early 1978
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In addition to the formal input by local authorities in the 
national governmental decision process, participation in the 
policy debate increasingly began to include 'unofficial' 
institutional actors. In particular, during the final round, 
the decision process saw the entry of a considerable number of 
non-governmental actors into the policy arena. Environmentalist 
groups, trades unions, local chambers of commerce and other 
(local) organization advanced their respective cases, 
addressing local and national authorities and parliamentary 
politicians. Additionally, 'public hearings' provided channels 
for these groups and members of the public to influence local 
decision-making on the acceptability of the siting of LNG 
technology at the two contending sites. The resultant policy 
arena, with official and 'unofficial' links among institutions 
participants to the LNG debate is pictured in Figure 5,6.

Figure 5.6:
Policy arena 1978: final LNG decision period
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The official policy arena dictated the formal and informal
channels through which participants attempted to influence the

r 271final outcome to the LNG controversy. Whereas local
authority policy actors had been made part of the decision 
procedures set out by national government, environmentalist 
organizations and other special interest groups remained 
largely outside the official policy arena. The main 'input 
channels' of these actors concerned direct contacts with 
members of local councils and national parliament, and direct 
submissions to responsible Cabinet Ministers (Noordzee 1978b; 
1978c; Eemsmond 1978a; 1978b; N&M 1978a; MAN 1978 EGD 1978; 
Kamer 1978; N W  1978).

In this context, the final decision by the Cabinet may be seen 
as the resultant or 'product' of the various institutional 
demands and policy positions advanced in the course of the 
debate. Given the central position which was thus assigned to 
the Cabinet, the final policy arena may be visualized as in 
Figure 5.7, below.

ICONA Interdepartmental Coordinating Committee for North Sea Affairs
STUNET North Sea Island and Terminal Steering Committee
TNO Organization for Applied Scientific Research
NMI Netherlands Maritime Insitute
MICONA Ministerial Committee for North Sea Affairs
RPC State Land-Use Planning Committee
ICMH Interdepartmental Committee for Environmental Hygiene
CPR Committee for the Prevention o f Disasters due to Dangerous SubstancesRRO Council for Land-Use Planning
NSP National Shipping Laboratory

Central decision network LNG: input into the Dutch Cabinet
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The Cabinet decision (of August 1978) was subject to
Parliamentary approval. Final deliberations in the LNG siting
dispute therefore concerned the various links between
Parliament, national and local authorities and non-governmental
actors. A special Parliamentary committee on LNG siting
(Committee 14626) held a series of meetings with
representatives of leading policy actors - national ministerial
departments, local authorities, Gasunie, and representatives ofri9ienvironmentalist organizations (Tweede Kamer 14626:12). 
These institutional contacts did not affect the essential make 
up of the LNG policy arena, as discussed above. It is in this 
context that we need now address the main areas of dissensus 
that marked the public decision controversy over LNG siting.

5. Outlining the LNG controversy: the essential policy 
conflicts

The LNG siting controversy in the Netherlands centred around 
two inter-related policy issues: (i) the need or desirability
of liquefied gas importation, and (ii) the selection of an 
acceptable LNG terminal site. In examining policy actors' 
respective views in response to these issues, this section 
reviews the main areas of policy dissensus in the course the 
public decision controversy. By identifying the divergent 
policy stances at various stages of the decision process, it 
sets the scene for subsequent analysis (in Chapter 6 ) of 
contending interest-criteria and problem definitions that 
marked the dispute over LNG technology.

Taking the official governmental policy agenda as a starting 
point, reveals conflicting preferences among policy actors on 
both the issues of whether and where to import LNG into the 
Netherlands. Limiting the discussion initially to "issue
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dissensus", 1 J the question of desirability of LNG 
importation was addressed predominantly by national 
governmental actors (including ICONA) and the industrial 
applicant Gasunie (Round A) . In large measure these 
participants favoured LNG importation into the Netherlands, on 
the grounds of energy policy considerations.

Whilst local governmental policy-making was structured around 
the limited issue of acceptance of a LNG terminal in respective 
areas of responsibility (at the request of national 
government), the broader question of desirability featured to 
some extent at Provincial and Municipal levels in the dispute. 
At later stages of the decision process (Rounds B and C) , the 
need for liquefied gas imports - and hence for a LNG terminal - 
was questioned by a number of environmentalist groups (e.g 
Noordzee 1978b) and local political parties (e.g. PPR 1978). 
As to national politics level, Parliamentary (opposition) 
parties similarly raised the issue (Round C) (Tweede Kamer 
1978a). In consequence, the major contrasting policy stances 
by institutional actors on the need for LNG importation can be 
summarized as in Table 5.4. The separation of the questions of 
LNG desirability and the selection of a terminal site was a 
significant characteristic of a national governmental policy 
frame within which the LNG controversy was debated.

Desirable/required Undesirable/not required

• Gasunie

• ICONA (majority)

• Cabinet

• Environmentalist groups

• Various Parliamentary 
parties

• Various local and 
regional council 
political parties

Table 5.4:
Policy issue: LNG importation into the Netherlands

i
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Siting the LNG terminal: selection of an acceptable location

The search for an acceptable LNG terminal site involved the 
choice between a land-based or an off-shore site, as well as 
the exact location for a terminal. The first question was 
settled almost exclusively within national government. The 
majority governmental preference (in round A) was for a 
land-based terminal, (advancing the argument that an
isiand-terminal could not be completed within the stringent 
timescales set by the Algerian LNG import contract) (Tweede 
Kamer 14626:3).

[311In line with the majority advice of ICONA, J and following 
other governmental advisors, national government concentrated 
its local approval procedures upon the Maasvlakte site. An
official Cabinet statement endorsing a land-based terminal 
(rejecting an island terminal mainly on high cost grounds) came 
in early 1978 (Tweede Kamer 14626:6). By this time, however, 
the policy considerations on the location of a Dutch LNG 
terminal was limited to two alternatives: Maasvlakte and
Eemshaven. The major divergent preferences among contending 
policy actors on the issue of the selection of a Dutch LNG 
terminal are summarized in Table 5.5. (It must be noted, that 
the negative stances on the need or desirability of LNG
importation led some policy actors - such as certain 
environmentalist groups to reject a LNG terminal at any site; 
hence they are not included in this table).

O F F - S H O R E L A N D - B A S E D

M a a s v l a k t e E e m s h a v e n

•  M i n o r i t y  v i e w  I C O N A •  I C O N A ( G r o n i n g e n  P r o v i n c e

( M i n . H e a l t h ) •  ( U i t h u i z e r m e e d e n  M u n .

•  G a s u n i e ( D e l f z i j l  H a r b o u r

•  R i j n m o n d  P . A . ,

( r e : r e c e p t i o n  L N G ) •  R i j n m o n d  P . A . •  C a b i n e t

( r e : s t o r a g e )

•  Z u i d - H o l l a n d  P r o v . •  P a r l i a m e n t  ( m a j o r i t y )

A u t h o r i t y •  R o t t e r d a m

( r e : V o o r n e d a m l C i t y •  T r a d e s  u n i o n s

>

Table 5.5
Policy issue: preferred LNG terminal site location
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Underlying the dissensus among policy actors over LNG 
importation and siting are divergences in assessing the 
expected 'benefits' and 'risks' associated with the proposed 
developments. In order to account for the way different policy 
options were formulated and the varous criteria by which these 
were evaluated, we need to examine in detail the contending 
policy stances which made for controversy. In particular, we 
need to identify for each policy actor which 'dimensions' of 
the policy issue were seen as salient, and how they were 
appraised. Understanding the underlying factors in the 
decision controversy over LNG technology, therefore requires 
policy dissensus to be analysed by reference to the various 
manifest interest criteria and problem definitions by which 
policy actors operated. The next chapter addresses this task, 
examining in detail the various arguments advanced by 
disputants in the policy process, and identifying the essential 
factors underpinning the divergent policy perspectives manifest

r 3 21m  the LNG decision controversy.
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Chapter 5

NOTES AND REFERENCES

[1] In addition to primary empirical data and interview
material, this chapter draws on my assessment of the LNG 
decision-making case in the Netherlands in the context of 
the IIASA project. See Michiel Schwarz, "The Netherlands: 
The Rotterdam-Eemshaven Debate", in H. Kunreuther, J. 
Linnerrooth, et al., Risk Analysis and Decision Processes 
- The Siting of Liquefied Energy Gas Facilities in Four 
Countries (Berlin/Heidelberg/New York: Sprinqer-Verlaq,
1983), pp.64-97.

[2] Liquefaction of natural gas has potential transportation 
advantgges. It entails cooling the gas to a temperature 
of 162° Centigrade below zero, thereby reducing it to
1/6 th of its volume. If LNG escapes from its container, 
it vaporizes and becomes highly flammable and explosive. 
A major LNG spill in a densely populated area - whether by 
accident or sabotage - could have catastrophic 
consequences. C f . Office of Technology Assessment (OTA), 
Transportation of Liquefied natural Gas (Washington, D.C.: 
OTA, 1977); Lee N. Davis, Frozen Fire (San Francisco: 
Friends of the Earth, 1979) .

[3] See H. Kunreuther, J. Lathrop and J. Linnerooth, "A
descriptive model of choice for siting facilities", 
Behavioural Science 27, (1982), 281-297. Cf. D.
Braybrooke, Traffic congestion goes through the
issue-machine (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1974.)

[4] This table is based on that presented in Schwarz 1983, 
op.cit. (note 1).

[5] Discussions on LNG imports from Algeria started in 1973.

[6] The first contact between Gasunie and Rotterdam Harbour 
Authority took place in 1972. (Interview with Ph.Bijl, 
Gasunie).

[7] The shares of Gasunie are divided as follows: The State of 
the Netherlands-10%, DSM Aardgas B.V.-40% (DSM = Dutch 
State Mines) Shell Nederland BV-25%, and Esso Holding 
Company Holland-25% (Gasunie 1978a).

[8] Governmental State involvement in the governing body of 
Gasunie takes place representatives of the Ministry of 
Economic Affairs (one of 16 Cabinet m i n i s t e r s ) . The 
Minister also has to approve Gasunie decisions concerning 
the annual sales plan, gas prices, and the construction of 
facilities and equipment for the transport and storage of 
gas (Tweede Kamer 1974). Cf. Stand van Zaken - 
Staatsbestel in feiten en cijfers, Ministerie van
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Binnenlandse Zaken (’s-Gravenhage: Staatsuitgeverij,
1981), p.72.

[9] Personal communication, Ministry of Economic Affairs, The 
Hague.

[10] The issue of siting a large-scale LNG import terminal had
to some extent a precedent. In the first half of 1972 
Gasunie had sought approval for a peak-shaving plant for 
LNG at Maasvlakte. (This was a facility for storing 
natural gas in low-demand periods and does not involve the 
transport and handling of LNG as required for an import 
terminal.) Discussions between Gasunie and the national 
government on the safety aspects of such a LNG facility 
led in 1972 to the direct involvement of the Ministry of 
Social Affairs (with formal responsibility for
occupational hazards). One consequence of this
development was the setting up by national government of a 
special advisory committee (Commission Buschmann) to 
evaluate the safety aspects of a LNG peak shaving plant, 
proposed for the Rotterdam-Maasvlakte site. Maasvlakte 
was selected by Gasunie for its peak shaving plant on 
economic grounds and because of the proximity of major gas 
users. Potential expansion of the site for an LNG
terminal at a later date was considered. In the early 
1970s, the gas company was already involved in discussions 
with Algeria regarding imports of LNG, for which a 
terminal would eventually have to be built. The peak 
shaving plant was approved in the mid-1970s by the local 
authorities at Rotterdam (after considerable discussion on 
issues of safety) and became operational in May 1977.
The initial brief of the Buschmann Committee on a LNG peak 
shaving plant was later extended to cover the safety 
aspects of a LNG import terminal (at Maasvlakte). Partly 
as a result of this governmental concern with LNG safety, 
the Social Affairs Ministry commissioned a comprehensive 
safety study and risk analysis on LNG importation (in 
1974) from the Dutch organization for applied scientific 
research TNO (Nederlandse Organisatie voor 
Toegepast-Natuurwetenschappelijk Onderzoek). For a brief 
review of the general use of risk analyses in the 
Netherlands to date, see E.F. Blokker, "The use of risk 
analysis in the Netherlands" Angewandte Systemanalyse, 2 
(4), 1981, p.1968-71.
TNO is a government-supported institute for applied 
scientific research. The TNO risk analysis Evaluatie van 
de gavaren verbonden aan aanvoer, overslag en opslag van 
vloeibaar aardgas (TNO Bureau Explosieveiligheid) was 
published in 1976.

[11] In 1975 Gasunie requested a first official view from the 
Cabinet concerning the possibility for a LNG import 
terminal in the Netherlands - thereby intensifying 
governmental interest on the issue of LNG imports and
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reception/storage facilities. (STUNET 1979,pi). This 
formal request was a major decision point, in that it gave 
rise to (further) national government involvement in the 
LNG siting issue. A first development emerged when the 
official Gasunie request was linked in governmental 
circles to existing interest (by industrial engineering 
organizations and the Ministry of Transport and Public 
Works) in an artificial island for industrial activities 
in the North Sea off the Dutch coast. The immediate 
result was the creation of the so-called STUNET "steering 
group for the study of North Sea islands and terminals". 
Its first major task: to study and to advise the Cabinet 
on the desirability and modalities of a Dutch LNG terminal 
to be located off-shore on an artificial North Sea island. 
A comparison with a land-based location was also to be 
made (ICONA 1978c). To carry out this task the "STUNET 
LNG Project Group" was set up. The group included 
representatives of four ministerial departments; one of 
its sub-groups, concerned with environmental and safety 
aspects incorporated the on-going activities of the 
Buschmann committee (see note 10). Gasunie had observer 
status in STUNET's LNG Terminal project group. Research 
by the group involved five sub-groups, concerned with 
legal, administrative, economic, design and 
environmental/safety aspects of LNG terminal locations 
(STUNET 1977a). These sub-groups included representatives 
(at civil servant level) of other ministerial department: 
Internal Affairs, Defence, Foreign Affairs and Finance 
(STUNET 1979b).
STUNET-which completed its report in 1977 - was made 
responsible to a governmental advisory committee, ICONA 
(for Interdepartmental Coordinating Committee for North 
Sea Affairs), which was to become a major policy actor at 
the national level concerned with LNG decision-making. 
ICONA was established by the Cabinet (in 1977) with the 
task of coordinating policy formulation among different 
Ministries on affairs concerning the North Sea - including 
LNG transport and importation. (ICONA 1978c) ICONA's 
activities were carried out under the auspices of the 
Ministry of Transport and Public Works. The relationship 
between STUNET and ICONA is an intricate one, with five of 
ICONA's 17 committee members also belonging to STUNET 
(including the Chairman). At ICONA's installation, by the 
Minister for Transport and Public Works (in June 1977), 
STUNET was officially described as the "executive 
committee" of ICONA (ICONA 1978c, 42) . The 
inter-departmental structure of ICONA was seen to be 
required in order to prepare Cabinet decisions concerning 
LNG. ICONA (Interdepartmentale Coordinatie Commissie voor 
Noordzee-aangelegenheden) included representatives of 
government Ministries, and was designed to give policy 
advice on North Sea affairs, directly to the Cabinet. 
Officially, ICONA advised MICONA, a Cabinet sub-committee 
consisting of Ministers of many of the departments
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represented in ICONA (at senior civil servant level). 
Because of the way the LNG siting issue had entered at the 
level of national government, became the central forum for 
interdepartmental discussion on siting policy (see ICONA 
1978c). In this manner, the national government 
acknowledged that whilst the interest in LNG importation 
stemmed from national energy planning considerations 
(which in 1974 had become official policy) the LNG siting 
issue went beyond the singular concern of energy policy. 
ICONA thus institutionalized the selection of a LNG 
terminal site as including aspects of regional and 
industrial planning, health and safety, and international 
relations. Involvement by different parts of the national 
government was further enhanced by the introduction of 
additional governmental 'advisory bodies' into the 
decision-making process, e.g. the Interdepartmental 
Committee for Environmental Hygiene (ICMH), and the 
National Physical Planning Commission (RPC). ICONA 
remained, however the central coordinating policy actor at 
national government level, preparing Cabinet decisions 
concerning LNG siting.

[12] Personal communication with Ministry of Social Affairs.

[13] See the following references: Groningen 1978k,
Zuid-Holland 1978b, and Rotterdam 1978 for reports of 
local public hearings on LNG siting.

[14] J. van Putten, "Policy styles in the Netherlands: 
negotiation and conflict", in J.J. Richardson, G. 
Gustaffson and G. Jordan (eds) Policy Styles in Western 
Europe (London: Allen & Unwin, 1982), pp.168-196.

[15] For a brief review of the Dutch environmentalist groups 
see E. Tellegen, "The environmental movement in the 
Netherlands" in T. O'Riordan and R. Kerry Turner (eds), 
P r o g r e s s  in R e s o u r c e  M a n a g e m e n t  and E n v i r o n m e n t a l  
Planning, vol. 3 (Chichester: John Wiley & Sons, 1981), 
p.1-32; also E. Tellegen Milieubeweging 
(Utrecht/Antwerpen: Het Spectrum, 1983)

[16] The major additional 'special interest' groups involved in 
the LNG siting debate were the following:

_  FNV Federatie Nederlandse Vakverenigning - the largest 
and main employees' organization in the Netherlands, the 
Dutch federation of trades unions

- Kamer van Koophandel en Fabrieken voor de Veenkolonien 
in Oostelijk Groningen - Chamber of Commerce for Eastern 
Groningen

- Electriciteitsbedrijf voor Groningen en Drenthe - 
Electricity Corporation for the Groningen and Drenthe 
Provinces

- Koninklijke Nederlandse Redersvereninging KNRV - Royal 
Dutch Shipowners Association

{
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- North Sea Industrial Group - group of Dutch construction 
firms interested in North Sea off-shore artificial 
island.

At empirical level these policy actors were manifest in 
the policy statements they made on in the course of the 
LNG decision dispute. See FNV 1978; Kamer 1978; EGD 1978; 
and KNRV 1978.

[17] This tracer approach is originally derived from research 
designed to evaluate the progress of the US Navy's Polaris 
missile programme; See C. Emory and P. Niland, Making 
Management Decisions (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1968). It 
was subsequently adopted for describing LNG 
decision-making in the context of the IIASA research 
reported in H. Kunreuther, J. Linnerooth, et al (1983) 
op.cit. (note 1).

[18] Personal communications with Gasunie. The various 
discussions with Sonatrach took place within a consortium 
involving the West German firms Ruhrgas AG and Salzgitter 
Ferngas GmbH.

[19] The annual gas consumption on the Netherlands is about 44 
x lCr m , less than half of the domestic gas production 
(CBS 1979). The other half is exported, mainly to Italy 
and France, under long-term contracts made in the mid-late 
1960s for 20-25 year periods. The energy situation in the 
late 1970 was seen in a different light, however. Since a 
large part of the energy infrastructure was designed to 
use natural gas, Dutch gas fields were being conserved, 
and the government and Gasunie had agreed to embark on a 
policy of importing LNG to offset the exports.

[20] In addition to the land-based sites at Rotterdam and 
(later) Eemshaven, several other alternatives were also 
considered. These included an artificial island 27km 
offshore, connected by pipeline to Maasvlakte or other 
parts of the mainland, and an offshore tunnel terminal 
system (OTTS) comprising a receiving platform 4 km 
offshore (11 km to the nearest town of Hoek van Holland), 
connected by an underwater pipeline to a storage site at 
Maasvlakte. Another "intermediate" solution was also 
rejected - the Voornedam breakwater, a 7-10 km long dam 
extending from the southwestern point of Maasvlakte. 
These three alternative solutions had the advantage that 
the shipping routes to the unloading terminals would not 
interfere with other Rotterdam harbour traffic, but they 
were rejected by the government (mainly because of the 
high cost). A summary of the main proposed LNG terminal 
sites featured in the Dutch policy debate is presented in 
the Table below (based on Schwarz 1983, op.cit.).

[21] For example, a public information day was organized by
Rijnmond Public Authority on the LNG siting issue - 1 
November 1977. Reference: press notice Voorlichting
Rijnmond. "Informatiedag over LNG", (24 Oktober 1977).

i



210

Details of the alternative LNG terminal sites in the Netherlands.

Maasvlakte (site A) In southwestern comer of Maasvlakte, adjacent to existing 
Gasunie Peakshaving plant. Relatively small site; distance 
to nearest towns Hoek van Holland (5 km); Oostvoome 
(4 km).

Maasvlakte (site B) In northwestern comer of Maasvlakte, larger than site A; 
distance to nearest towns Hoek van Holland (6 km); 
Oostvoome (8 km). Shipping route to sites A and B 2 km 
from the center of Hoek van Holland.

Maasvlakte (site C) Extension west of existing Maasvlakte area to be con
structed. Size of area can be designed as required. Distance 
to nearest towns Oostvoome (7 km); Hoek van Holland 
(9 km).

Voomedam Breakwater 
(short or long)

Extended dam to be constructed 7 or 10 km long from 
southwestern point of Maasvlakte. Shipping route does 
not interfere with other Rotterdam harbor traffic. Dis
tance to nearest town Oostvoome (10—13 km) (short or 
long dam).

North Sea island location Artificial island to be built 20—50 km off the Dutch coast, 
connected by pipeline to Maasvlakte or elsewhere.

Offshore tunnel terminal 
system (OTTS)

Platform 4 km offshore from Maasvlakte for reception of 
LNG, with underwater pipeline for transport of gas to 
storage site at Maasvlakte. Distance to nearest town Hoek 
van Holland (11km).

Eemshaven New harbor complex at the northernmost tip of the 
province of Groningen. Situated in open agricultural land, 
with very low population density (140 people per km2). 
Distance to nearest towns Oudeschip (3 km); Uithuizer- 
meeden (6 km). Eemshaven complex is managed by the 
Delfzijl Harbor Authority.
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[22] New nautical studies concluded that since 1976, when the 
NMI had first investigated the possibility of an LNG 
terminal at Eemshaven, changes had occurred in the 
approach to the port, making it (under certain conditions) 
feasible as an LNG harbour. TNO was therefore 
commissioned to carry out a risk analysis of the site 
(Gronigen 1978g). For this and other risk studies on 
Eemshaven see TNO 1978 and Groningen 1978a.

[23] At this stage, discussions were mainly of a "technical" 
nature, involving in particular the Rotterdam Harbour 
Authority; no political debate took place at this stage 
within municipal or regional authorities as regards the 
approval of a potential LNG site in the Rotterdam area.

[24] "TUNET was set up to carry out studies concerning the
desirability and fasibility of an artificial island in the 
North Sea for industrial uses. STUNET*s first task was to 
examine the desirability and modalities for a LNG terminal 
either in the North Sea or on-shore. For this task the 
STUNET LNG Terminal Project Group was set up. This LNG 
project group included representatives of four Ministerial 
departments: Economic Affairs (which housed the
Secretariat of the group), Transport and Public Works, 
Social Affairs and Health & Environmental Protection.

[25] ICONA members included of representatives (at civil 
servant level) of all but two of the sixteen ministers of 
sate which make up the Cabinet (ICONA 1977a, p. 35): Prime 
Minister; Foreign Affairs, Justice, Interior, Education 
and Sciences, Science Policy, Finance, Defence, Housing & 
Physical Planning, Transport and Public Works, Economic 
Affairs, Agriculture & Fisheries, Health and Environmental 
Protection. ICONA was to report to MICONA, the 
Ministerial Committee for North Sea Affairs. MICONA, 
chaired by the Prime Minister, included membership by the 
Ministers for Transport & Public Works, Economic Affairs, 
Finance, Housing & Physical Planning, and Health & 
Environmental Protection. ICONA was entrusted to prepare 
policy advice for MICONA and the Cabinet, utilizing 
STUNET1s "technical studies."

[26] In particular, Rijnmond Public Authority became 
increasingly more concerned with the LNG siting issue. 
Rijnmond Council members tabled questions addressed at the 
Rijnmond Governers, (Rijnmond 1977d) and the Authority 
became increasingly active in organizing local discussion 
and disseminating information on the issue. (Rijnmond 
1977c).

[27] The personal contacts between the Provincial Governor of 
Groningen (Commissaris van de Koninqin) and some key 
Cabinet ministers provided a significant illustrative 
example of the informal contacts which were exploited by
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various policy actors within the official network of 
decison-making.

[28] This figure is taken from Schwarz 1983, op.cit (note 1).

[29] Submissions made by various policy actors to the 
Parliamentary committee on LNG siting included the 
following: Eemsmond 1978b; Gasunie 1978c; Groningen 1978j; 
Zuid-Holland 1978d; Rijnmond 1978e.

[30] Cf. Jonathan I. Gershuny, "What should forecasters do? - A 
pessimistic View", in P.R. Baehr and B. Wittrock (eds) , 
Policy analysis and Policy Innovation - Patterns, 
Problems, and Potentials (London: Sage, 1981), p. 193-207.

[31] A minority view was expressed by the ICONA member 
representing the Science Policy Minister, questioning the 
way and structure by which ICONA had reached its policy 
conclusion, in favour of the Maasvlakte land-based site. 
(Tweede Kamer 14626:3)

[32] This table corresponds to the one presented in Schwarz 
1983, op.cit. (note 1).

0
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Appendix A: INTERVIEWS WITH INSTITUTIONAL REPRESENTATIVES

In the course of the empirical research on LNG decision-making 
twenty-two detailed, semi-structured interviews were conducted 
(typically lasting 1-1^ hours each) . The following
organizations and individuals were consulted by the author in 
carrying out the study (where more than one senior official was 
involved, the total number of interviewees is indicated in 
brackets):

Delfzijl Harbour Authority 
Groningen Provincial Authority
dr.ir. J.L.A. Jansen (PPR; Member of Parliament at the time 

of LNG decision-making)
Ministry of Economic Affairs (2)
Ministry of Education and Sciences (Science Policy)
Ministry of Public Health and Environmental Protection (2)
Ministry of Home Affairs
Ministry of Housing and Physical Planning
Ministry of Social Affairs
Ministry of Transport and Public Works (ICONA) (2)
Natuur en Milieu Foundation (national environmentalist 

organization)
N.V. Nederlandse Gasunie (2)
Noordzee Working Group (environmentalist organization) 
drs.A.P.J. Planken (Parliamentary journalist;

Erasmus University Rotterdam)
mr. A.A. T. van Rhijn (formerly senior official at Energy 

Dept. Ministry of Economic Affairs)
Rijnmond Public Authority (3)
Rotterdam Harbour Authority 
Rotterdam Municipal Authority
TNO Netherlands Organization for Applied Scientific 

Research (2)
Vereniging tegen Milieubederf in en om het Nieuwe-Waterweg 

gebied (Zuid-Holland environmentalist organization) 
Zuid-Holland Provincial Authority
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Appendix B: Chronology: LNG DECISION PROCESS THE NETHERLANDS

1974 - 1978

1974-1976

DATE EVENTS

1 May 1974 TNO: Start LNG safety study/risk analysis; 
commissioned by Ministry of Social Affairs

Sep 1974 National government: Energy policy memorandum 
published (Energienota); includes commitment to 
natural gas imports

22 Oct 1974 Gasunie: application for license for LNG 
peak-shaving facility at Maasvlakte

Early 1975 Gasunie: requests official view from national 
government on possible off-shore LNG terminal

Apr 1975 Cabinet sets up STUNET committee; first task to 
assess LNG terminal at off-shore artificial 
industrial island

Jan 1976 Eemshaven: Nautical report (by NMI) on Eemshaven 
completed; LNG importation not considered 
favourably

10 June 1976 National government: Ministry of Economic Affairs 
advises Delfzijl Harbour Authority (on latter 
request) that it sees nautical and environmental 
objections to the possible use of Eemshaven as 
LNG import terminal

Dec 1976 TNO: LNG risk analysis (Maasvlakte) completed
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1977

8 Feb 1977 Gasunie: requests official permission from 
Rotterdam City Governors for extending peak 
shaving plant at Maasvlakte for LNG importation 
by tanker

March 1977 STUNET: Completion of "LNG Terminal" study

17 June 1977 ICONA: First official meeting of advisory 
committee

30 June 1977 Gasunie: signs LNG import contract .-with Algerian 
state-company Sonatrach - 4 x 1(j nr LNG/year for 
1985-2005 period

11 July 1977 Rijnmond Governors: receive questions on LNG from 
council members

12 July 1977 Parliament: MPs question government on LNG 
importation policy

15 July 1977 National government: STUNET study "LNG Terminal" 
published

27 Sep 1977 Parliament: further questions on LNG policy from 
MPs

12 Oct 1977 ICONA: Policy advice concerning STUNET study for 
Cabinet submitted to the national government

18 Oct 1977 Minister of Economic Affairs (EZ): approves LNG 
import contract with Sonatrach? conditions 
stipulate import terminal location should be 
announced by 31 Oct 1978

21 Oct 1977 Cabinet: Ministerial sub-committee MICONA 
discusses LNG policy at its first meeting.

Oct 1977 Rijnmond Public Authority (Governors): publishes 
information brochure on LNG.

Oct 1977 Rotterdam Harbour Authority: publishes evaluation 
report on LNG siting at Rotterdam? favours 
Maasvlakte site.

28 Oct 1977 Rijnmond Public Authority: requested by Min. 
Economic Affairs to start preparing local 
decision process for LNG terminal 
approval/licensing
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1 Nov 1977 Rijnmond Public Authority: organizes public 
information day on LNG terminal

1 Dec 1977 Gasunie: holds meeting with Delfzijl Harbour on 
possible siting of LNG terminal at Eemshaven

4 Nov 1977 Cabinet: commissions further advice from ICONA 
and plan for decision from RPC (State Planning 
Commission)

Dec 1977 Delfzijl Harbour/Groningen provincial 
authorities: nautical and safety studies 
commissioned on Eemshaven as LNG terminal site

1978

Feb 1978 TNO: completes risk analysis for LNG at Eemshaven

13 Feb 1978 Groningen/Delfzijl Province Harbour: official 
request to Cabinet to include Eemshaven as 
potential LNG terminal site in governmental 
decision process

17 Feb 1978 National government: notifies local authorities 
concerned with LNG siting on special decision 
procedures planned

23 Feb 1978 ICONA: Second policy report submitted to Cabinet

3 Mar 1978 Cabinet: Ministerial Sub-Committees MICONA and 
RROM (land use planning/environment council) 
discuss ICONA advice

6 Mar 1978 Groningen local authorities: meet with national 
government; reiterate request for Eemshaven 
consideration.

9 Mar 1978 Uithuizermeeden Municipality: council debates LNG 
favourable position as regards LNG terminal at 
Eemshaven

10 Mar 1978 Cabinet: discusses LNG siting policy
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13 Mar 1978 Cabinet: preliminary policy view announced - 
Maasvlakte sites are under consideration, 
Eemshaven not excluded at this stage

21 Mar 1978 Local authorities Eemshaven and Maasvlakte sites: 
receive official national govermental request to 
start local decision procedures; notification of 
policy views on LNG expected by July 1978

24 Apr 1978 Groningen Province: public hearing on LNG siting 
at Eemshaven

26 Apr 1978 Rotterdam City Governors: publish policy memo on 
LNG for discussion in Council

2/3 May 1978 Rotterdam City Governors: public information 
meetings organized in municipalities close to 
proposed Maasvlakte LNG sites (Hoek van Holland; 
Oostvoorne)

8 May 1978 Groningen Provincial Governors: submit LNG policy 
memo to Provincial Council committees

9 May 1978 Zuid-Holland Provincial Authority: organizes 
public information meeting on LNG siting

16 May 1978 Groningen Provincial Governors: further policy 
memo on LNG submitted to Provincial Council 
committees

23 May 1978 Municipality of Hoek van Holland: debates LNG 
siting in Council - endorses Maasvlakte LNG 
terminal

25 May 1978 Groningen Provincial Council: debate on LNG 
siting - Eemshaven LNG terminal endorsed

30 May 1978 Zuid-Holland Provincial Goverors: policy memo on 
LNG submitted to Provincial Council

1 June 1978 ICONA: further (3rd) policy advice on LNG 
terminal siting submitted to Cabinet

5 June 1978 Groningen Provincial Governors: publishes policy 
statement for meeting with national governments

6 June 1978 National Goverment: holds discussions with 
Groningen provincial authority delegation

7 June 1978 Rijnmond Public Authority Governors: publish 
policy memo on LNG for Council meeting

9 June 1978 Cabinet: discusses LNG siting policy
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13 June 1978 Cabinet: announces further policy position - 
Eemshaven site is possible, as additional option 
to Maasvlakte, but is not unproblematic

15 June 1978 Zuid-Holland Provincial Council: debates on LNG 
siting

16 June 1978 Rotterdam City Goverors: publish policy memo for 
discussion in City Council

23 June 1978 Parliament: MPs address written questions to 
Cabinet ministers on LNG siting policy

26 June 1978 Rijnmond Council: debates LNG siting

27 June 1978 Groningen Provincial Goverors: publish policy 
statement addressed to Cabinet

29 June 1978 Parliament: Lower House Committees discuss LNG 
with Cabinet Ministers

29 June 1978 Rotterdam City Council: debates LNG siting; 
notifies Cabinet on policy position

6 July 1978 Rijnmond Council: further debates LNG siting and 
voting on policy position

17 July 1978 Rijnmond Public Authority officially notifies 
Cabinet on policy position

20 July 1978 Cabinet: Ministerial subcommittees MICONA and 
RROM meet on LNG

25 July 1978 Zuid-Holland Provincial Governors: notify Cabinet 
on outcome of Provincial council debate and 
official position

1 Aug 1978 Rotterdam City Governors: publish pro-Maasvlakte 
document on LNG, addressed to national government 
and Parliament

3 Aug 1978 Groningen Province/local authorities delegation: 
meets with national government ministers

17 Aug 1978 Groningen Provincial Governors: further statement 
on policy views published and submitted to 
Cabinet and Parliament

25 Aug 1978 Rotterdam City Governors: meet with government 
Ministers

25 Aug 1978 Cabinet: discusses LNG policy leading to final 
siting decision - Eemshaven favoured
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15 Sep 1978 

9 Oct 1978

18 Oct 1978

20 Oct 1978

26-27 Oct 
& 31 Oct 1978

National government: announces final policy
decision by Cabinet on LNG terminal site 
selection - Eemshaven

Parliament: special Parliamentary committee
(14626) on LNG holds discussions with 
representatives of local authorities responsible 
for Eemshaven and Maasvlakte site approval 
(respectively) and Gasunie officials

Parliament: written questions on LNG policy to 
Cabinet Ministers

National government: Cabinet Ministers answer
Parliamentary questions on LNG policy

Parliament: Lower House debates LNG siting policy 
of the government - majority approves Cabinet 
decision in favour of Eemshaven.

- 0 -

i
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CHAPTER 6

LNG DECISION DISPUTE; POLICY STANCES AND CONTENDING PROBLEM 
DEFINITIONS

1, Introduction

For an adequate understanding of the underlying policy 
conflicts in the LNG decision controversy, we will have to 
inquire into the strategies and motivations of contending 
policy actors. In examining what lies behind the conflicting 
preferences in the siting dispute, this chapter assesses the 
arguments and selection criteria of the various participants to 
the debate.

This chapter is concerned with two analytic tasks. First, it 
examines in detail the various policy statements and accounts 
by participants to the LNG controversy, and assesses for each 
policy actor the options under consideration and the evaluative 
criteria governing choice. Secondly, by reviewing the way 
different policy actors framed the 'givens’ of the policy 
situation, it examines the presence of competing problem 
definitions as a significant feature of the dispute.

The policy conflicts over the desirability and acceptability of 
a Dutch LNG terminal (as discussed in the previous chapter),
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were underpinned by significant disagreements among policy 
actors in respect of the options and consequences that were 
taken into account, as well as over the relevant criteria for 
assessment and choice. This chapter analyses in detail the 
policy perspectives of participants to the LNG dispute, 
examining the dominant dimensional criteria manifest in their 
political accounts, and identifying the (contending) reference 
frames through which they compared and ranked the (perceived) 
policy options.

The empirical analysis of the LNG siting controversy assesses 
policy dissensus in terms of three actor-specific variables 
(see Chapter 4): policy options under considerations; 
dimensional impact formulations; ranking of evaluative 
criteria. By identifying the contending policy perspectives 
among actors, this chapter thus maps the essential empirical 
features which made for controversy in the LNG siting case. It 
analyses the policy dispute in terms of conflicting 
interest-criteria a n d  competing problem definitions, which will 
be subject to further analysis in Chapter 7.

Impact dimensions; substantive themes in the LNG siting dispute

Policy actors involved in decision-making can be distinguished 
according to their respective evaluations of anticipated 
consequences associated with different policy o p t i o n s . ^  
Characterizing a policy issue in terms of 'impact dimensions' 
enables identification of substantive themes through which 
questions of assessment and choice are debated. In the context 
of technological decision controversies the formulation and 
evaluation of impacts provide an appropriate focal point for 
the analysis of policy disputes (see Chapter 1).

In the empirical analysis of the manifest policy perspectives 
in the LNG siting controversy, the following set of impact 
dimensions is employed:
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* energy policy
* economics/cost
* health/safety (risks)
* socioeconomics/employment generation
* environmental impact.

By examining how the various policy actors interpreted and
appraised these impact dimensions, enables the different policy
perspectives that featured in the LNG decision controversy to
be disaggregated. Whilst the formulation of these various
dimensions may be a matter of some contention, it is feasible
to identify broad substantive impact areas against which the
choice criteria and problem frames of policy actors can be
described and compared. The broad impact dimensions used in
the description and analysis of policy perspectives in the

[21Dutch LNG siting controversy are introduced below.

The energy policy dimension refers to aspects concerned with 
national energy planning and supply policies, both generally, 
and in respect of the specific case of natural gas. In this 
context a significant 'background' factor is the fact that the 
national energy mix in the Netherlands which is dependent for 
more than 50% upon natural gas (mid-1970s; CBS 1978). Despite 
the fact that the Netherlands is (and will remain) a net 
exporter of natural gas, the Dutch government in the 1970s 
embarked upon a policy of selective gas imports, in order to 
safeguard long-term strategic national gas reserves. (Tweede 
Kamer 1974).

The economics/cost dimension concerns primarily the direct 
financial cost of various policy options, including the overall 
cost of LNG importation as compared to imports of pipeline gas 
and the investment and operating cost for a LNG terminal. In 
comparing alternative LNG sites, the following cost aspects are 
included: transport, distribution to major users, terminal
infrastructure, maintenance, harbour modification, and 
additional technical safety measures.
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The health/safety dimension refers to the physical risk aspects 
in terms of (potential) hazardous accidents associated with LNG 
activities and their impacts. It involves an assessment of the 
probabilities and consequences of LNG accidents, as well as the 
perception of potential hazards as experienced by (sectors of) 
the population.

Socioeconomics includes the expected impacts upon the (local or 
national) industrial infrastructure. This may entail direct 
anticipated consequences, in terms of the generation additional 
employment, as well as the prospective future follow-on 
effects, such as associated industrial activities. This 
dimension includes the issue of local and regional economic 
development (as a policy concern) and the potential effects on 
the enhancement of local skills and know-how.

Environmental impact dimension concerns the potential effects 
upon the natural environment (excluding the physical 
consequences of hazardous accidents), due to either the LNG 
terminal itself or the transportation and handling of LNG. 
Various kinds of environmental pollution, thermal effects, 
noise, infringement upon recreational areas are included here.

This chapter now turns to the actor-by-actor analysis of policy 
stances of the various participants to the LNG decision 
dispute. In the discussion below the policy perspective of the 
interdepartmental committee ICONA (at various stages of the 
debate) is more extensively analysed than other policy stances. 
In this case, the additional degree of detail seeks to amplify 
how the formulation and evaluation of expected impacts can be 
used to characterize policy views and strategies. Furthermore, 
the extended analysis highlights the significant role played by 
ICONA in structuring and defining the (official) agenda and 
terms of the policy process in the LNG decision controversy.
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2. ICONA Policy perspective

ICONA acted as the central coordinating body at national 
governmental level in the LNG decision process. During 1977 
and 1978 the interdepartmental committee prepared three policy 
studies as input to decision-making by the Dutch Cabinet. 
ICONA concerned itself with the following policy questions:

- the desirability of LNG imports;
- the need for a Dutch LNG terminal;
- the location of a (Dutch) facility, either off-shore or 

land-based;
- the selection of a LNG terminal site and the conditions for 

its approval.
f31In examining in detail ICONA's three advisory reports , the 

policy stance of this inter-governmental committee on these 
issues is analysed below.

The first policy advice of 1977 reflects in many ways the 
overall framework within which ICONA appraised the LNG policy 
questions. The ICONA assessment endorsed Dutch national energy 
policy as formulated by the Government in 1974, arguing the 
need for diversification of energy supply. It justified its 
positions by citing the anticipated reduction of Dutch natural 
gas production (for the 1980s) arguing the strategic importance 
of Dutch gas reserves and the continued use of existing 
infrastructure, and asserting the environmental benefits of gas 
over the use of oil.

Considering the scope for gas importation via pipeline as 
"limited" and citing the "very high gas demand” (expected) in 
Western Europe (1977:3), ICONA perceived natural gas imports in 
liquefied form as representing the only "realistic” option for 
acquiring gas over long distances. As a means for retaining 
the "central position" of the Netherlands as a Western European 
gas supplier, ICONA argued the case for a Dutch LNG facility, 
citing the economic and energy policy advantages of re-export 
of imported gas to other countries (1977:3,7,9).
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On the location of a Dutch LNG terminal, ICONA rejected an 
island-terminal, mainly because of the additional financial 
investments required (comparison to a land-based facility). 
Furthermore, referring to the Algerian LNG contract, ICONA 
asserted that it was "practically impossible" to complete an 
off-shore island terminal within the time constraints specified 
(1977:8-9) . [4]

As to the safety dimension, ICONA defined the risk of the
various options by reference to the "probabilities x
consequences" of various options. On this basis, ICONA
concluded that the risks of LNG importation/handling at the
Maasvlakte site "hardly diverged" from those associated with an

r 51island terminal (1977:6). 1 The majority of ICONA concluded
that both off-shore and land-based terminals were "acceptable"
options. It is significant that ICONA argued this position in
terms of a comparison - or trade off - between safety factors
and the expected benefits of various options. The committee
stated that "the acceptability of the risks of a project can
only be determined by weighing against each other the
advantages and disadvantages of that project and the available
alternatives" (1977:6). It argued that energy policy and
economic justifications for a land-based terminal "amply
outweighted" the "relatively small" risk advantages associated
with an island terminal (1977:6). Whilst the ICONA member
representing the Ministry of Health and Environmental
Protection published a minority view point on the issue of 

f 6 1safety, 1 the majority conclusion reached by ICONA was that 
the risks of LNG were acceptable, and that a Dutch land-based 
terminal was desirable.

The policy stance taken by ICONA in its first advisory report 
is summarized in Table 6.1, indicating the major policy options 
which were considered, the dominant impact dimensions, and the 
major arguments advanced in support of particular policy 
preferences on the key policy questions.



Table 6.1
ICONA second policy advice; 

the Maasvlakte imperative

P O L I C Y  O P T I O N S
D o m i n a n t
I M P A C T  D I M E N S I O N ( S )  A R G U M E N T S / C R I T E R I A  O U T C O M E

L N G  i m p o r t s  

y e s / n o

E n e r g y  p o l i c y  - E n e r g y  s u p p l y  •  L N G  i m p o r t a t i o n  

E n v i r o n m e n t a l  d i v e r s i f i c a t i o n  d e s i r a b l e

i m p a c t  - A v a i l a b i l i t y  L N G

s u p p l i e r s

D u t c h  L N G  

t e r m i n a l  ? 

o r  a b r o a d  ?

E n e r g y  p o l i c y  - S e c u r i t y  o f  s u p p l y  •  D u t c h  L N G  t e r m i n a l

E c o n o m i c s  - R e - e x p o r t  g a s  a c c e p t a b l e  a n d

S o c i o e c o n o m i c s  - i n d u s t r i a l  a c t i v i  d e s i r a b l e

t y : t a n k e r s  & 

t e c h n i c a l  f a c .

- a n t i c i p a t e d  b e n e f i t  

o u t w e i g h s  r i s k s  

( ^ m a j o r i t y  v i e w )

L N G  t e r m i n a l  

l a n d - b a s e d  ? 

o r  o f f - s h o r e  ?

E c o n o m i c s  - H i g h  i n v e s t m e n t  • B o t h  o p t i o n s  a r e  

E n e r g y  p o l i c y  c o s t  o f f  s h o r e  f e a s i b l e  a n d

H e a l t h  & s a f e t y  ' c o m p l e t i o n  o f f -  ^  a c c e p t a b l e

s h o r e  t e r m i n a l  t o  ( = m a j o r i t y  v i e w )  

h o n o u r  A l g e r i a n  

L N G  c o n t r a c t

- r i s k s  o f f - s h o r e  a n d  

l a n d - b a s e d  a l m o s t  

i d e n t i c a l

E x a c t  l o c a t i o n  

L N G  t e r m i n a l  ?

E c o n o m i c s  - I n v e s t m e n t  c o s t  • N o  f i r m  s e l e c t i o n

t o  b e  m i n i m i s e d  m a d e :- M a a s v l a k t e  
P h y s i c a l  p l a n n i n g  n r e f e r r e d  i f

- A c c e s a b i l i t y  a n d  s i t e  

n a u t i c a l  a d v a n t a g e

t o  b e  m a x i m i s e d  -  B r e a k w a t e r  d a m

p r e f e r r e d  i f  

o f f - s h o r e

226
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In its second policy report, ICONA assessed in more detail a 
number of policy options, but the committee did not diverge 
fundamentally from its earlier position. Most significantly it 
re-iterated its preference for a Dutch land-based LNG facility 
at Maasvlakte. A number of additional justificatory criteria 
advanced in support of this policy conclusion are noteworthy, 
in that they reflect the prevailing problem definition. 
Especially significant was the insistence that the issue of 
"perceived risk to the local population" was excluded from 
ICONA's policy brief.

In the context o f the energy p o l ic y  'im p e ra t iv e ',  the op tion  o f 

a Dutch LNG te rm in a l was framed by ICONA as a s ig n i f i c a n t
F7i"opportunity" for Dutch energy supply. The perceived need

for importing natural gas and the anticipated strategic 
advantages of a Dutch terminal provided the justification for 
rejecting a number of alternative policy options, in particular 
the possibility of exchange agreements with importers of Dutch 
natural gas, and the use of a foreign LNG terminal. (ICONA 
1978a:section 2).^

The perceived significance of energy policy considerations was
further highlighted by ICONA's insistance that the Algerian LNG
co n tra c t should be honoured. T h is  outlook prov ided the 'terms

o f re fe rence ' fo r  ICONA"s assessment o f the s it in g  issu e , s in ce

it accepted as its premise that:
"One aspect which a priori plays a special role - 
i.e. in the sense of a boundary condition which 
should not be overstepped - concerns the time for 
realization. In connection with the already agreed 
contract for the supply for LNG, the construction of 
a LNG terminal at the location to be selected needs 
to be completed in the third quarter of 1984 at the 
latest." (my emphasis) (ICONA 1978a:4-6)

In this context, ICONA rejected all but the Maasvlakte site as 
a viable option (ICONA 1978a:4-28).

As to  i t s  r i s k  assessm ent, the  r e j e c t io n  by ICONA o f  an 

is la n d - t e rm in a l was based on the  a s s e r t io n  th a t  the sm a ll



228

"factual" risk advantages (as defined by "risk probabilities x 
consequences") of an island terminal did not justify the 
considerably higher financial cost (ICONA 1978a:4-8). Whilst 
ICONA discussed the issue of "perceived risk", it was defined 
essentially by reference to its "factual" risk formulation, 
namely as

"the phenomena that in the way people perceive and 
experience risk, the conceivable actual (feitelijk) 
effect of a serious accident is often given much more 
weight than the probability of it occurring". (ICONA 
1978a:4-8)[9]

In these terms, the Maasvlakte site was considered as having a 
higher level of "perceived risk" compared to the other sites. 
ICONA reiterated its view that both an island-terminal and a 
Maasvlakte LNG facility were "socially not unacceptable". It 
argued that the (local) population was in any case already 
"exposed to comparable risks". (ICONA 1978a:4-30) In its final 
deliberations, ICONA did not raise any safety objections.

Eemshaven versus Maasvlakte: the ICONA assessment

The third and final ICONA policy advice was concerned primarily 
with Eemshaven harbour as a potential LNG terminal site and its 
relative (dis)advantages compared to Maasvlakte. By the time 
ICONA was requested to carry out this assessment (March 1978) , 
the Cabinet had come to announce its preference for a 
land-based LNG import facility in the Netherlands. (Tweede 
Kamer 14626:6).[10]

In the comparison between Maasvlakte and Eemshaven, ICONA 
considered the Rotterdam site as offering significant cost 
advantages, partly because of its closer proximity to large 
industrial users of natural gas (as well as to the Algerian 
suppliers) (ICONA 1978b: 2-30) . Energy policy
considerations were however, less pronounced than had been the

r 121
case  in  e a r l i e r  ICONA re p o r t s .  As to  the  a n t ic ip a t e d
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regional socioeconomic impacts, ICONA considered the scope for
employment generation "not as significantly different" among
the two prime sites. (ICONA 1978b:3-5). Consequenty "no clear
preference" was expressed in respect of the quantitative
employment effects at the contending locations (ICONAr 1 311978b:2-25). The minority viewpoint of the Ministry of
Economic Affairs excepted, ICONA excluded from considerations 
the potential advantages of either site in terms of broader 
issues of regional economic policy and industrial development 
programmes.

The comparison of safety levels associated with the Maasvlakte 
and Eemshaven sites did not significantly influence ICONA's 
overall policy preference in favour of the former. In 
considering the issue of safety risks, ICONA cited the 
conclusions reached by the Committee for the Prevention of 
Disasters (CPR) which had acted as advisor to ICONA. Its 
policy stance on the safety issue can be summarized as follows 
(ICONA 1978b:2-12)

* the maximum consequences of a LNG accident would be lower at 
Eemshaven by a factor 10 (compared to Maasvlakte sites);

* the longer route to Eemshaven would result in a greater 
probability of accidents at sea during the transport stage;

* the perceived risk - i.e. to the local population in the 
Eemshaven area - would be considerably higher than at 
Maasvlakte in the Rotterdam region, where industrial 
activities were already very much developed.

Nonetheless, in combining the various factors, ICONA reiterated 
that "on the basis of the total of risk considerations no clear 
preference in favour of one of the locations can be made" 
(ICONA 1978b:3-5) . On the issue of "perceived" risk to the
local population, ICONA stressed that further understanding 
into the significance of this factor could only be gained 
within (subsequent stages of) the local decision-making 
process. As to the risk and safety issue, the committee 
repeated that the Maasvlakte sites (A and B) were "socially not 
unacceptable" (ICONA 1978b:3-5).
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ICONA policy stance: interest criteria and problem definitions

Drawing together now the foregoing discussion, the overall 
policy stance of ICONA is summarized in Table 6.2. It reviews 
ICONA's evaluation of major policy questions by reference to 
the five impact dimensions. Table 6.3 summarizes the major 
arguments and justificatory criteria by which ICONA argued its 
preferences on the various policy issues. It highlights the 
extent to which ICONA's policy stance can be characterized in 
terms of a hierarchy of policy issues. The way the LNG policy 
question was framed, is reflected in the sequence by which each 
of the issues were addressed. The outcome of partial 
assessments of each preceding policy question, thus set the 
interpretive context for the appraisal and evaluation of 
subsequent policy questions and their resolution. The way 
ICONA 'related' to the LNG decision issue can also be discerned 
in its particular ranking of the various impact dimensions.

n . Policy 
n . Q uestion

D im ension
LNG

Im p ort?
D utch

T erm inal?
Land-

based?
Siting:

a ) H aasvlakte
S iting:

b) Eem shaven

energy policy + + + + / - - /  +

econ om ics/cost + / - + D + + -
environm ental
im pact + o + / - + -
health  and safe ty + / - 0 - / + o o
socio-econom ics + + + o o

Outcome Yes Yes Yes Yes No

KEY: +  fa v o ra b le
u n fa v o ra b le

+ / -  in d e c is iv e : m a rg in a lly  fa v o ra b le
- / +  in d e c is iv e : m a rg in a lly  u n fa v o ra b le

o n o  p r e f e r e n c e :  n o t  a f fe c tin g  o u tc o m e
1) w h en  la n d -b a s e d  t e r m in a l  w as c o n s id e re d , in  c a s e  o f  

o ff-sh o re  te r m in a l ,  f o re ig n  LNG te r m in a l  w ould  y ie ld  
lo w e r c o s t .

Table 6.2:
ICONA: Policy views by impact dimensions
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P O L I C Y  C O N C L U S I O N S S T A T E D  S U P P O R T  C R I T E R I A

1 •  n a tu r a l  gas im p orts r eq u ired -  en ergy  su p p ly  d i v e r s i f i c a t io n
-  m ain ten an ce o f  s t r a t e g i c  Dutch gas  r e s e r v e s

2 •  im p o rta tio n  o f  gas in
liquefied  form r eq u ired -  l im i t e d  s u p p l ie r s  in  W estern  Europe

-  LNG o n ly  ' r e a l i s t i c '  o p t io n  fo r  l a r g e - s c a l e ,  lo n g -d is ta n c e  im ports
3 •  Dutch LNG te r m in a l favou red -  s t r a t e g i c  and econom ic ad van tages in  n a t io n a l  en ergy  p o l ic y  c o n te x t

-  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  r e -e x p o r t  to  n e ig h b o u r in g  c o u n tr ie s
4 •  la n d -b a sed  te r m in a l  p r e fe r r e d -  c o s t  ad van tages

-  t im in g : en ergy  p o l ic y  im p e r a tiv e  to  honour A lg e r ia n  im port c o n tr a c t
5 •  b o th  o f f - s h o r e  and lan dte r m in a l s o c i a l l y  a c c e p ta b le -  form al r is k  a n a ly se s  in d ic a t e  LNG has low er r is k s  tha c e r t a in  e x i s t in g  in d u s t r ia l  a c t i v i t i e s
6 •  c o s t / r i s k s  v e r su s  b e n e f i t sa sse ssm en t fa v o u rs  la n d -b a sed  LNG te r m in a l

-  m arg in a l s a f e t y  ad van tages o fo f f - s h o r e  outw eighed  by econom ic and c o s t  ad van tages o f  la n d -b a sed  te r m in a l
7 •  M aasvlakte i s  p r e fe r r e dLNG te r m in a l s i t e  lo c a t io n -  ad v a n tag es Rotterdam  s i t e s  in  term s o f  en erg y  p o l i c y  c o n s id e r a t io n s ,  c o s t s  n a u t ic a l  and t e c h n ic a l  req u irem en ts

-  no c le a r  p r e fe r e n c e  betw een two f i n a l  la n d -b a se d  o p tio n s  (M aasv lak te / Eemshaven) in  term s o f  f a c t u a l  r i s k s  and employment e f f e c t s

Table 6.3:
ICONA: Policy evaluation and manifest support criteria
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The accounts reviewed here, highlight the dominance of the 
dimensions of energy policy and economics in ICONA's policy 
perspective. The hierarchical ordering of the different 
dimensions is further illustrated by ICONA's rejection of the 
off-shore siting options because of high costs, despite its 
acknowledgment of the (small) associated safety advantages. In 
the trade-off between safety and economic dimensions, ICONA's 
expressed interest-criteria clearly placed emphasis upon the 
cost factor.

Table 6.4 provides a summary of the dominant impact dimensions 
underpinning ICONA's expressed policy preferences. It 
represents the ranking of interest-criteria and justifications 
and highlights the evaluative basis for ICONA's assessment in 
the LNG decision controversy.

P O L I C Y  Q U E S T I O N _________________  p O M I N J U f T  P I M E W S I O t f  CS l Q U f C O t f E

LNG imports 
desirable?

(1) Energy policy Yes

LNG terminal in the 
Netherlands?

(1) Energy policy Yes

LNG terminal land-based 
or offshore?

(1) Economics/cost
(2) Energy policy

Land-based

Preferred location? (1) Economic s/cost
(2) Energy policy
(3 X Environmental. impact

Maasvlakte

Table 6.4:
ICONA: Dominant impact dimensions

3. Local authorities: policy stances 

City of Rotterdam policy perspective

The Municipal Authority of Rotterdam was concerned essentially 
with two inter-related policy issues:
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(i) the feasibility and desirability of a LNG import facility 
at Maasvlakte? and
(ii) the (conditions for) acceptability of a LNG terminal at 
Maasvlakte

The first issue was initially addressed by the Rotterdam 
Harbour Authorities in response to a request by Gasunie. The 
Harbour Authorities carried out a detailed quantitative 
cost/benefit analysis (Rotterdam 1977a) which became a
significant input into the local political process. The 
municipal decision procedures involved the City Mayor and 
Aldermen, and the Rotterdam City council. The City of 
Rotterdam Authority endorsed the view that there were 
significant economic and socio-economic benefits associated 
with LNG developments in the (harbour) region. As indicated in 
Table 6.5 these two impact dimensions represented the major 
criteria by which the desirability of a LNG terminal at 
Maasvlakte was argued. Given the framing of the policy 
questions set by national government, the Rotterdam authorities 
largely excluded from their appraisal issues of national energy 
policy.

P olicy
Q uestion

D im ension

LNG a t  
M aasviakte 
d es irab le?

LNG a t  
M aasvlakte 
accep tab le?

P re fe rre d
site?

1. e co n o m ic s /c o s t +» +2 A
2. socio-econom ics + +®> B
3. h e a lth  and  safe ty +3) C
4. env iron m en ta l im p ac t + /- o

O utcom e Yes Yes site  B

KEY:

+/-

favorable 
no  p re fe re n c e
n o t c o n s id e re d /n o t re le v a n t 
m arginally  favorable

NOTES. 1) depend ing  on q u a n tity  im p o rte d  ^
2) if LNG would prov ide econom ic benefit; LNG ta n k e rAbuild 

in R o tte rd am ; . su pp ly  in  a re a  to  b e  g u a ra n tee d
3) no n u c le a r  pow er p la n t in  R o tte rd am  a re a  was co ndition

Table 6.5: Rotterdam: Policy implications by impact dimension
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The positive stance in respect of the issue of desirability of 
a LNG facility in the Rotterdam region provided the context for 
addressing the question of acceptability. The policy debate 
thus shifted to the conditions under which the siting of a LNG 
terminal would be approved by the Municipal Authority. An 
important feature in the way the issue of safety was framed by 
the Rotterdam City authorities, was the insistance that the 
'risks' associated with LNG developments should not be assessed 
in themselves, but should be evaluated in relation to the 
(other) costs and benefits involved. Consequently the question 
of acceptability of a Rotterdam LNG facility largely became one 
of trade-off among different anticipated impacts.

In this context, the safety dimension was treated as one of the 
factors to be incorporated into the assessment. This 
particular problem definition in determining the conditions for 
acceptability, was supported by the assertion that an LNG 
terminal at Maasvlakte would not be more dangerous than other 
industrial activities already in the area. The City Governors 
argued that the cumulative level of risk would not increase 
(Rotterdam 1978a:62;1978c:1053). They failed to specify, 
however, under which exact safety conditions a LNG terminal

r 161would be acceptable or not. L J The City authority simply 
argued that once risk-reducing measured had been taken, the 
"rest risk" (sic) of the LNG activities should be weighed 
against the anticipated social benefits of LNG. In this 
respect, the City Governors cited the positive impact upon the 
national and local economy, upon employment and the environment 
(Rotterdam 1978c:1054).

As indicated in Table 6.5, the acceptability of a LNG terminal 
at Maasvlakte was dependent on a number of conditions set by 
the Municipal authorities. In the Governor's account, the 
Rotterdam Governors and the Municipal Council attached great 
importance to the condition that a LNG terminal at Maasvlakte 
would effectively rule out a (future) siting of a nuclear power 
plant in the region (Rotterdam 1978c:1053). The City Council
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finally approved the siting of a LNG facility at MaasvlakteQ71(site B) 1 , but made its approval dependent on strict
traffic control, the introduction of risk-reducing measures, in 
addition to the agreed absence of nuclear power (Rotterdam 
1978d:220).

Table 6.6 summarizes the dominant dimensional criteria which 
underpinned the Rotterdam City authorities policy preferences 
on the three key policy questions.

Policy question Dominant dimension (s) Oytcome

ING terminal feasible 1. socio-eooncmics Yesand desirable? 
(at Maasvlakte)

2. econcmics/cost

LNG terminal acceptable? 1. health and safety Yes(at Maasvlakte) 2. economics/cost
Preferred 1. econanics/oost site BMaasvlakte site? 2. Socio-ecananics

Table 6.6 : Rotterdam: Dominant dimensional criteria

Rijnmond Public Authority policy perspective

Whilst Rijnmond Public Authority perceived significant social 
and economic benefits associated with LNG activities in the 
Rotterdam harbour area, it did not divorce the question of 
desirability of a LNG terminal from the issue of (local) 
acceptability. In this context, the policy perspective of 
Rijnmond authority was dominated by concerns for safety on the 
one hand, and socio-economic aspects on the other. In 
balancing these two impact dimensions, both the Rijnmond 
Governors and the majority of the Rijnmond Council rejected a 
combined LNG import/handling facility at the proposed
Maasvlakte sites. The main arguments in support of this policy 
stance related to the expected health and safety risks to the 
local population. In this respect Rijnmond Public Authorities
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concluded that LNG only storage of LNG would be acceptable at 
Maasvlakte, whilst refusing approval for importation and 
handling at a Maasvlakte terminal. (Rijnmond 1978;Rijnmond 
1978b;1978c).

Table 6.7 summarizes the major implications of Rijnmond's 
assessment of the various impact dimensions and the policy 
questions it was addressing. The energy policy dimension is 
not featured here, since Rijnmond accepted the national 
governments intention of LNG importation as an underlying 
premise for the evalutation of potential LNG sites at 
Maasvlakte (Rijnmond 1978a,67).

P o l i c y
Q u e s t io n

e c o n o m i c s / c o s t  

s o c i o e c o n a m i c s

h e a l t h  &  s a f e t y  

e n v i r o n m e n t a l  i m p a c t s

LNG i nR ijnm ond a r e a  
d e s i r a b le ?

LNG i n
R ijnm ond a r e a  

a c c e p t a b le ?
P r e f e r r e d  

LNG s i t e ?

+ + R ijnm ond
r e g i o n / o

+ + R ijnm ond
r e g i o n / o

o ( - / + ) 1} M a a sv la k te
O f f - s h o r e  3)

+ / - + / - o

K ey: + f a v o u r a b le
u n fa v o u r a b le( - / + }  m ixed  p r e f e r e n c e  , d e p e n d in g  on p a r t i a l  a s p e c t s  

+ / -  m a r g in a l ly  f a v o u r a b le  
o no © r e fe r e n c e

N o te s :  1) LNG r e c e p t i o n / h a n d l in g  deem ed u n a c c e p t a b le  a t  M a a sv la k te ;  
s t o r a g e  o f  LNG a t  M a a sv la k te  a c c e p t a b l e .

2) r e l a t e s  t o  s t o r a g e  o f  LNG o n ly
3) r e l a t e s  t o  r e c e p t i o n  o f  LNG; to b e  com b in ed  w i t h  l a r g e -  

s c a l e  LPG r e c e p t i o n  f a c i l i t y  o f f  R ijnm ond c o a s t .
Table 6.7:
Rijnmond: Policy implications by impact dimension

The dominant dimensions which governed Rijnmond's policy 
position in relation to the three main policy questions are 
summarized in Table 6 ,8 . It reflects the view that LNG 
activities were encouraged in the Rijnmond region because of 
the anticipated economic and socioeconomic benefits. On-shore
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reception of LNGf however was deemed unacceptable in the light 
of the perceived associated safety risks to the local 
population.

Policy Question Maior Dimensions') Outcome
LNG desirable for 1. socio-economics Yes
Rijnmond area? 2. econom ics/cost
LNG acceptable m 
Rijnmond area?

1. health and safety Yes/No1)

Where to site LNG 1. socio-economics in/near Rijnmond;
terminal? 2. health and safety not at Maasviakte2)

1) as far as Maasvlakte sites A and B were concerned: 
sto rage—acceptable;
handling/reception—not acceptable

2) handling /sto rage combined

Table 6 .8 : Rijnmond: Dominant dimensional criteria

Whilst Rijnmond did not formulate absolute (quantitative) 
safety requirements for its assessment of risks, it judged LNG 
reception and handling (as distinct from its storage) as 
unacceptable in terms of safety. In this respect the Rijnmond 
authorities paid particular attention to the risk of LNG as 
perceived and experienced by the local population. With 
respect to the acceptability of increased risk in the Rijnmond 
region, it noted that the Rijnmond area already experiences 
higher (environmental) risks than the rest of the Netherlands; 
this, it argued, has led to a "mental pressure" upon the local 
population. According to Rijnmond, the siting of a LNG 
terminal in the area would further increase the 
"psychological-social" pressure among the population. 
Particularly the high anticipated consequences of an LNG 
accident led Rijnmond Authority to argue against the reception 
and handling of LNG at the proposed Maasvlakte sites, (even 
though it acknowledged that the chances of a major hazard were 
very low) (Rijnmond 1978a, p66).
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The opposition to LNG by Rijnmond Public Authority must be seen 
in the context of Rijnmond's historic institutional concern for 
local environmental management and pollution control (this 
issue will be addressed in more detail in Chapter 7). In this 
respect, the opposition to a nuclear power plant in the 
Maasvlakte area was explicitly raised within the LNG policy 
deliberations (Rijnmond 1978a p50). In arguing in favour of an 
off-shore terminal for the reception of LNG, Rijnmond Governors 
stepped outside the ‘terms of reference* set by the official 
national governmental policy agenda. The national government 
had requested the policy position of Rijnmond Authority in 
respect only of the approval of the Maasvlakte sites. (A and 
B) .

Zuid-Holland Province policy perspective

The Provincial Authority of Zuid-Holland endorsed the views of 
other local authorities as to the socio-economic benefits 
associated with a LNG terminal in the Rotterdam region 
(Zuid-Holland 1978b). The question of general desirability of 
a LNG terminal was dominated therefore by the anticipated 
socio-economic and economic impacts. The issue of
acceptability of the local siting of a LNG terminal, however, 
was predominantly appraised by reference to the safety 
dimension. In seeking to maximize the employment-generating 
effects and the anticipated benefits for upon associated 
industrial activities, the Zuid-Holland Authority argued in 
favour of LNG site in the region. (Zuid Holland 1978b,22). 
Nonetheless, the concern with local safety risks, led it to 
argue for an alternative location (Voornedam). (This option 
had been ruled by national government at an earlier stage of 
the LNG decision procedures).
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The assessment of the anticipated local safety impact of LNG 
activities, led the Zuid-Holland Authority to endorse neither 
Maasvlakte site A nor site B. Underlying its concern about 
safety was the "standstill" principle, i.e. that a decline in 
environmental health and/or safety levels a result of a LNG 
terminal was unacceptable (Zuid-Holland 1978b, p 2 2 ) . The 
Zuid-Holland Authority argued the need to maximize the distance 
between LNG activities and any built-up area, and this made 
Maasvlakte sites A and B unacceptable in terms of safety (given 
the limited distance of LNG tankers to the local town of Hoek 
van Holland when entering Rotterdam harbour). Consequently, 
the safety dimension led to an overall preference for the 
Voornedam breakwater as LNG import and storage site. 
(Zuid-Holland 1978b, p.23). Table 6,9 summarizes the 
implications of the various impact dimensions for the three 
major policy questions as considered by Zuid-Holland Province.

Ns .  Policy  
Question

Dimension \

LNG terminal 
in  province desirable?

LNG terminal 
in  province acceptable? Preferredsite?

energy policy + [] []
econom ics/cost + / • + / • Maasvlakte A or B
health and safety/ e n v ir o n m en t [] • + o Yoornedam
socio-economics + + Maasvlakte B

Outcome Yes Yes 2 *
 ̂ 3) Voornedam(u n d e ter m in ed )

KEY. + favorable
[] no t considered, not relevant 
•  no preference; not affecting outcome

Notest  1) c o n d i t io n s  -  r i s k - r e d u c in g  m ea su res; s t a n d - s t i l l  p r in c i p l e  to  be fo l lo w e d
21 s t a n d s t i l l  p r in c i p l e  a s main c o n d it io n
31 u n ab le  t o  approve M a a sv la k te  s i t e s  w ith o u t  ad eq u ate  f u r th e ra sse ssm e n t o f  o th e r  a l t e r n a t i v e s , in c lu d in g  Voornedam b rea k w a ter

Table 6.9:
Zuid-Holland: Policy implications by impact dimension
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In the overall policy assessment by Zuid-Holland Province, thens iimpact dimensions of socioeconomic and safety dominated. 1 

The Provincial Governors' preference for Voornedam was 
supported by the view that a decision in favour of alternative, 
potentially less economical sites was justified given the 
existing environmental burden to the local population in the 
Rijnmond/Rotterdam region. (Zuid-Holland 1978b p23). Whilst
stressing that the Maasvlakte area was already subject to many 
other risks, the Zuid-Holland Provincial Authority did not 
advance explicit criteria for its assessment of the 
acceptability of Maasvlakte sites A and B. Nonetheless, it 
decided to reject approval of these sites, and urged further 
investigation of the Voornedam site and other alternatives, 
arguing that these options had not hitherto been adequately 
explored. (Zuid-Holland 1978c, p 4361). Table 6.10
summarizes the dominant impact dimensions underpinning the 
policy stance of Zuid-Holland Provincial Authority.

P o l i c y  q u e s t i o n  D o m i n a n t  d i m e n s i o n

LNG in  province d e s ir a b le ?  (1) Socioeconom ics

LNG term inal in  Zuid-H olland (1) H ealth  and s a fe ty  
accep tab le?  (2) Socioeconom ics

P referred  UJG s i t e ? (1) H ealth  and s a fe ty
(2) Socioecancm ics

O u t c o m e

Yes

Yes/n^ 1)

Voomedam/
u n d e t e  rroi ne d2 )

N o t e s  1} s a f e t y  and e n v ir o n m e n t a l  h e a l t h  s t a n d a r d s  n o t  t o  b e  r e d u c e d
2) V oornedam  s i t e  p r e f e r r e d  from  s a f e t y  v ie w p o in t ;  no  d e f i n i t e  

com m itm en t u n t i l  o t h e r  a l t e r n a t i v e s  had  b e e n  a s s e s s e d  f u r t h e r

Table 6.10: Zuid-Holland: dominant dimensional criteria

Groningen local authorities policy perspective

The policy stance of the various local authorities responsible 
for approval of a LNG terminal at Eemshaven, reflected strong 
support for the Groningen site, mainly argued in terms of the 
perceived regional economic benefits. As mentioned earlier,
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the policy perspective reviewed here, is considered as a single 
viewpoint, aggregating the policy stances of the Provincial 
Authorities of Groningen the municipal authorities of the town 
of Uithuizermeeden (covering the Eemshaven harbour area), and 
the Delfzijl Harbour Authority (which is formally responsible 
for managing the Eemshaven complex).

Groningen local authorities were anxious to attract new 
industrial activities as a means of stimulating the economy of 
this relatively poorly-developed Northern province. Its 
involvement in the LNG siting discussion - responding to the 
request made by Gasunie - must be considered in this particular 
context. Given the perceived economic advantages of an LNG 
terminal (esp. employment) the Groningen local authorities 
addressed predominantly the conditions of acceptability of an 
Eemshaven LNG terminal.

The dominant dimension governing the outcome of the policy 
assessment by the Groningen local authorities was that of 
socioeconomics. The local authorities saw the siting of a LNG 
terminal as being of real importance for stimulatng new 
industrial activities in the area, and for providing 
employment. As compared to the Maasvlakte site, the Groningen 
authorities stressed that at Eemshaven the employment generated 
by LNG activities would be relatively and "qualitatively" more 
significant. (Groningen 1978g, p4). The socioeconomic case was 
argued with strong political overtones. According to the 
Groningen authorities, it presented a "unique opportunity" for 
the national government to show that it was serious in 
implementing its stated policy of selective regional support 
for the northern provinces (Groningen 1978b, 
p.56-12;1978f,pll). Groningen authorities argued that in 
addition to the direct employment effects, LNG activities would 
have an important "psychological" effect, in that they would 
stimulate other interest in the Eemshaven region (Groningen 
1978f, p4).
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The risk and safety dimension was of relevant concern vis-a-vis 
the acceptability. The Groningen local authorities did not 
specify a precise level of safety, but concluded that a LNG 
terminal at Eemshaven was acceptable, provided "safety measures 
to be determined" would be implemented. The Groningen local 
authorities stressed that the levels of risk (in terms of 
"probabilities x consequences") were considerably lower at 
Eemshaven: as compared to Maasvlakte a difference by a factor 
100 (Groningen 1978i, p8) . The risk "as experienced by the 
local population" was considered unrealistic (irreeel) as 
policy argument against siting the LNG terminal at Eemshaven 
(Groningen 1978h, p4).

In support of its risk and safety stance, the Groningen 
Provincial authorities cited the "unanimous conclusion" from 
research into the safety aspects of LNG transport, that "the 
objective risk is not unacceptable, compared to other sizeable 
industrial projects". (Groningen 1978i, p8).

Table 6.11 summarizes the dimensional impact assessment by the 
Groningen local authorities. The way the authorities framed 
the LNG siting issue reflects the dominance of the 
socioeconomic dimension, which provided the context for 
assessing other impact dimensions. This policy perspective is 
summarized in Table 6.12. After establishing their favourable 
stance vis-a-vis a LNG terminal at Eemshaven because of the 
anticipated socioeconomic gains, the Groningen authorities 
concluded that the various other factors "do not result in 
arguments which will alter our overall conclusion" (as to the 
desirability and importance of LNG developments at Eemshaven) 
(Groningen 1978b, p56-ll/12).
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Policy Question.

Dimensions (in order of significance!

LNG at Eemshaven 
acceptable? Eemshaven preferred  

to Maasvlakte?

socio-economics + +
health and safety + +
econom ics/cost + -
environmental impact + •
energy policy [] []

Outcome Yes Yes

KEY: + favorable 
unfavorable

•  no preference; not affecting outcome
[] not considered; not relevant

Table 6.11:
Groningen authorities: Policy implications by impact dimension

Policy question Dominant dimension (s) Outcome

LNG at Emshaven (1) Socioeconomics Yes
acceptable? (2) Health and safety

Preferred site for LNG: (1) Socioeconomics Eemshaven
Eemshaven or Maasvlakte? (2) Health and safety

Table 6.12
Groningen authorities: Dominant dimensional criteria
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4. Industrial actor: Gasunie policy perspective

The policy perspective of NV Nederlandse Gasunie was based on 
its responsibility for supplying natural gas to Dutch users at 
economical prices, and the desire to maximise the benefits to 
the semi-state company. Consequently Gasunie's policy stance 
on LNG decision-making was argued predominantly by reference to 
two main dimensions: energy policy and economics/cost. These
concerns dominated the policy position of Gasunie in respect of 
a singular policy question: "What is the optimal site for a LNG 
terminal?"

The dimension of energy policy impinged on its longer-term 
strategic goals, such as competitive strength and its 
international position in the energy market. The cost 
dimension was more directly related to Gasunie's corporate 
concern with cost reduction and effiency. From the viewpoint 
of both energy policy and economics, a Maasvlakte site was 
considered as the company's preference for a Dutch LNG 
terminal.

In relation to energy policy, the Maasvlakte site was preferred 
by Gasunie, since it was seen to provide greatest flexibility 
for gas supplies in the Netherlands (Gasunie 1978c, pi) , and 
because it enhanced the Dutch potential for buying and selling 
natural gas (Gasunie 1978b, p7) . (Rotterdam was the largest 
and most important energy harbour of Western Europe 
strategically placed in relation to the major potential 
European buyers of natural g a s ) . Gasunie saw it in the 
interest of Dutch energy policy, to enhance its role as major 
supplier of natural gas - as set out by national government 
policy.(Gasunie 1978c pi) In this context the Rotterdam 
harbour - where Gasunie already operated a LNG peak-shaving 
plant - was favoured. (Gasunie 1978c, pi).

The dimension of economics played a significant role as a 
justification for Gasunie's preference for the Rotterdam as the
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preferred LNG site. The company stated the following factors 
(Gasunie 1978c p2/3):

- Maasvlakte was cheapest option. Shipping route to Rotterdam 
shorter than to Eemshaven for Algerian LNG. Largest 
concentration of demand for natural gas is in the western 
part of the Netherlands. Island terminal was rejected on 
the ground of the high cost involved.

- Unloading and storing large quantities of LNG considered 
technically and economically as extension of LNG 
peak-shaving activities at Maasvlakte. Maasvlakte site A 
would be optimal in this respect.

- In terms of cost, Maasvlakte maximized potential for gas 
supply to neighbouring countries, resulting in economies of 
scale, with consequent economic benefits.

Judging from these justificatory arguments economics and energy
policy concerns seemed to have played a minor role in Gasunie's

r2ilpolicy position. J Gasunie's policy perspective was 
predominantly argued in terms of the perceived need to minimize 
the financial cost and to maximize the financial and 
corporate-strategic benefits. Table 6.13 highlights these 
various considerations. The dimension of safety can be seen to 
have played a minor role in Gasunie's selection process. The 
Company assumed that, whatever the selected site, the location 
of a LNG terminal "should fulfill the safety requirements in an 
acceptable manner" (Gasunie 1978c, p3).

\

Table 6.13
Gasunie: Policy implications by main impact dimension
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Gasunie remained in favour of a Maasvlakte site, but its wish 
to find a politically acceptable LNG site before the stipulated 
deadline in the Algerian contract, led the company eventually 
to accept a LNG terminal at Eemshaven, be it as a second

r 221choice. (Gasunie 1978c, p3) . Other alternatives, 
including an island terminal, were never seriously considered 
by Gasunie, because of the high financial costs involved and/or 
the lack of technical feasibility as perceived by Gasunie. The 
dominance of energy supply and cost considerations underpinning 
Gasunie's policy stance is indicated in Table 6.14.

P o l i c y  q u e s t i o n D o m i n a n t  d i m e n s i o n ( s ) O u t c o m e

Optimal site for (1) Energy policy MMaasvlakte
LNG terminal ? (21 Economics/cost

jtf
N o t e :  Eemshaven LNG terminal site acceptable

as second choice

Table 6.14
Gasunie: Dominant dimensional criteria

5. Environmentalist perspective: the Noordzee working group

Given the 'coordinating* role of the Noordzee Working Group
among environmentalist organizations concerned with the LNG
decision controversy, the following review is predominantly

[231based on accounts published through this group. The
Noordzee Working Group, whilst primarily concerned with issues 
pertaining to the human and natural environment (including 
health and safety), also discussed a number of other impact 
dimensions associated with the LNG siting dispute. In its 
overall policy perspective the Noordzee working group rejected 
the approval of a land-based LNG terminal because of what it 
saw as inadequate consideration of alternatives, and because it
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claimed there was insufficient data and research on the 
associated risks and environmental impacts. Additionally, the 
environmentalist collective advanced a number of substantive 
objections to the LNG siting plans (as formulated by the 
national government in 1977/78).

As to the dimensions of national energy policy, the Noordzee 
working group questioned the need for importing gas in 
liquefied form and suggested that as a prerequisite for a final 
decision, alternatives (e.g. imports via pipeline, possibly 
involving contractual re-arrangements with buyers of Dutch 
natural gas) should be further investigated. (Noordzee 1978a 
pl6; Noordzee 1978b p9) Additionally, the group argued that 
the siting issue should be examined in the context of medium 
and long-term energy planning (including e.g. energy
conservation policies) rather than solely with reference to 
national gas supply. (Noordzee 1978b p2, Noordzee 1978a 
pll/14). The group explicitly raised the option of obtaining 
natural gas via a foreign LNG import terminal (e.g. via Belgium 
or FR Germany). (Noordzee 1978a, p22).

Given the safety risks and environmental implications attached
to LNG activities, the (re-)examination of alternatives to LNG
importation at a Dutch land-based terminal was seen as
particularly important by the Noordzee working group.
According to the group, a considered view on the risk of LNG
activities, could not be based on formal risk analyses, because
of "inadequate" experience with LNG transport and
handling.(Noordzee 1978 p6) Given the anticipated potential
consequences of an accident involving LNG, the working group
judged the risks unacceptable, nonwithstanding the small

[241probibility of a maximum credible accident. In this
respect, the group quoted the California State norms for LNG 
terminal siting (Senate bill 1081, par .5582), arguing that at 
both Maasvlakte and Eemshaven locations, the population density 
in surrounding areas were above the acceptable limits as set in 
the California legislation. (Noordzee 1978b p6) .
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As to the anticipated environmental impact of LNG activities, 
the working group argued that greater weight should be attached 
to the detrimental effects at Eemshaven. It urged further 
investigation of the environmental consequences. (Noordzee 
1978b, p7) . An off-shore LNG terminal was rejected by the 
Noordzee working group, mainly because of the environmental 
considerations(Noordzee 1978a pl9).

The Noordzee working questioned a number of assumptions and 
analyses in the ICONA governmental assessments. The cost of 
importation of LNG at a Dutch land-based terminal, the group 
argued, had generally been under-estimated, (by governmental 
actors) whilst the anticipated socioeconomic benefits for local 
employment and industrial development had been over-estimated 
(Noordzee 1978b, p8/10). Table 6.15 summarizes the dimensional 
policy assessment by Noordzee working group.

P o l i c y^ s' v O u e s t io n
D im en sion

LNG im p o rt  
d e s ir a b le ? D utch  LNG te r m in a l? LNG t e r m in a l  o f f - s h o r e ?

LNG a c c e p t a b le  a t  M a a sv la k te  o r  Eem shaven?

e n e r g y  p o l i c y _1) _3) • • f[]

e c o n o m ic s / c o s t .1) -  3) -/• •/[]

s o c io e c o n o m ic s • _ 3) u  2) .

h e a l t h / s a f e t y • / u - • n -

e n v ir o n m e n ta lim p a ct •/ n • - _4)

•  no p r e f e r e n c e /n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a f f e c t i n g  outcom e
[] n o t  c o n s id e r e d /n o t  r e l e v a n t u n fa v o r a b le

Notes? 1) alternatives to LNG imports not adequately e x a m i n e d / too
many gaps in information and analysis

2) governmental assessment has over-estimated socioeconomic/ 
employment benefits

3) dependent on quantities involved/ more data and analysis needed

4) governmental assessment under-estimated environmental damage
at Eemshaven/ more analysis needed before decision can be made

Table 6.15; Noordzee environmentalists: policy implications by 
impact dimension
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The g roup 's  emphasis upon a lte rn a t iv e  p o l ic y  op tions concerned 

both the im portation  issue  and the need fo r  l iq u e f ie d  gas. 

W h ils t  i t  argued in  favour o f the so -ca lle d  "p ip e lin e  

a lte rn a t iv e "  the Noordzee working group c a lle d  upon the 

n a tio n a l government and Parliam ent fo r  a postponement o f the 

d e c is io n  on LNG im porta tion  in to  the Netherlands u n t i l  a fte r  

t h is  and other p o lic y  op tions had been fu rth e r in vestig a ted  

(Noordzee 1978b p l2 ) . Table 6.16 summarizes the p o l ic y  view 

advanced by the  Noordzee w ork ing  group (on b e h a lf  o f  the 

'c o l le c t iv e '  o f env ironm enta lis t o rgan iza tion s  a c t iv e  in

re la t io n  to the LNG s it in g  issue; see Tab le 5 .3).

P o l i c y  q u e s t i o n D o m i n a n t  d i m e n s i o n ( s ) O u t c o m e

LNG import desirable? (1) energy policy no/?1*
(2) health and safety

2)
Dutch LNG terminal (1) energy policy no/?

desirable? (2) economics
(3) socioeconomics

LNG terminal land-based (1) environmental impact not off-shore
or off-shore? (2) cost

LNG terminal acceptable 
at Maasvlakte or 
Eemshaven?

(1)
(2)

health and safety 
environmental impact

no

(3) socioeconomics

N o t e s t 1) based .on total evaluation of energy policy alternatives; 
no definite decision can be made until further 
examination of policy options^

2) can not be definitely considered until further data and 
analysis of quantities and of available options.

3) consequences of maxible credible accident unacceptable/ 
reliable risk analyses impossible until more data and 
research is available.

Table 6.16:

Noordzee env ironm enta lis ts: Dominant d im ensional c r i t e r ia
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6. National government; Cabinet policy perspective

The p o l ic y  pe rspective  o f the Cabinet was concerned w ith  three
[251

in te r - re la te d  p o l ic y  questions (TK 14626:11,p .5):

(a) the d e s i r a b i l i t y  o f im porting LNG in to  the Netherlands;

(b) the d e s i r a b i l i t y  o f im porting LNG a t a Dutch term ina l

(c) the s e le c t io n  o f the lo c a t io n  o f a (Dutch) LNG te rm ina l.

The Cabinet considered the issue o f d e s i r a b i l i t y  predom inantly 

in  the context o f the 1974 Energy P o l ic y  (that stressed  the 

importance o f energy supp ly d iv e r s if ic a t io n ,  and o f saving o f 

s t ra te g ic  reserves o f Dutch n a tu ra l gas su pp ly ). A d d it io n a lly ,  

the Cabinet expressed i t s  co n v ic t io n  th a t nearby su p p lie rs  o f 

n a tu ra l gas would be too l im ite d , thus ru lin g  out the 

im p o r ta t io n  o f  n a tu ra l gas v ia  p ip e l in e  (TK 14626:11 p 7 ) . 

S im ila r ly ,  the op tions o f ren ego tia t in g  the co n tra c tu a l 

arrangem ents w ith  fo r e ig n  custom ers o f  Dutch n a tu ra l gas,  

and/or the use o f a p ip e lin e  from A lg e r ia  to the Netherlands 

were opposed by the Cab inet. They were re jec ted  on the grounds 

o f 'p r a c t ic a l '  co n s id e ra tio n s  and f in a n c ia l c r i t e r ia  (TK 

14626:11, p7-8; TK 14626:13, p l 7 ) . The C ab in e t's  pre ference 

fo r  im porta tion  o f l iq u e f ie d  gas was argued predom inantly in  

terms o f the expected co st advantages (e sp e c ia lly  when la rge  

tran spo rt d is tances from su p p lie rs  were involved) (TK 14626:9 

p5) .

Having 'e s ta b lis h e d ' the need fo r  LNG im porta tion , the Cabinet 

addressed the issue o f where to lo ca te  a LNG te rm ina l. The 

Cabinet favoured a Dutch term ina l m ainly because o f i t s  

perce ived energy p o l ic y  advantages, the a n tic ip a te d  b e n e f its  in  

terms o f employment, and the o p p o rtu n it ie s  fo r  a cqu ir ing  

te ch n ic a l knowledge (on LNG tran spo rt and handling) w ith in  the 

Netherlands (TK 14626:11 p9) . The energy p o l ic y  advantages 

were seen in  the p o te n t ia l fo r  re -export o f LNG to neighbouring 

co u n tr ie s . (At la te r  stages o f the p o l i t i c a l  debate, however, 

as the import f ig u re s  decreased to 4x 10 m LNG/ year th is
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argument ceased to be advanced by the Ca b i n e t ) . As to 
employment, the Cabinet argued that the anticipated employment 
gains associated with building and operating a LNG terminal 
were to be achieved within the Netherlands if at all possible 
(TK 14626:5, p7).

The most prominent single issue featured in the policy 
statements and policy justifications by the Cabinet, concerned 
the selection of a suitable location for a Dutch LNG import 
facility. The main factor cited in support of the Cabinet's 
preference for a land-based LNG terminal (over the off-shore or 
Breakwater options), was the anticipated cost involved. (TK 
14626:3 p 8 ) ^ ^  Significantly, the Cabinet's case for a 
land-based terminal was not argued by reference to the risk and 
safety impacts. (TK 14626:6 p2)

The Cabinet officially ruled out an off-shore LNG terminal in 
early 1978. Having argued that the Maasvlakte site was the 
only viable land-based LNG facility location, it increasingly 
limited policy discussion to the issue of acceptability and 
feasibility of the Maasvlakte sites alone (TK 14626:5 p2) . 
Following the (re)introduction of the Eemshaven site as 
potential (land-based) option for the Dutch LNG terminal (March 
1978; TK 14626:6 p 2 ) , the Cabinet, however, addressed the 
various advantages and disadvantages of the Eemshaven and 
Maasvlakte sites.

Maasvlakte versus Eemshaven: shifting policy perspectives

Analysis of the Cabinet's policy assessment of the two 
land-based sites, reveals two distinct periods in the policy 
process. The first period, (covering rounds A and B and most 
of the final round C of decision-making) was characterized by 
implicit and explicit references in support of the Maasvlakte
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sites. The second period, including the Cabinet's final policy 
memorandum and its Parliamentary statements, reflected a policy 
intention in support of the Eemshaven location. The Cabinet's 
apparent initial preference for the Maasvlakte site was 
revealed by the policy statements made prior to August 1978? at 
that stage, the national government, however, did not make any 
formal commitment on the selection of a LNG terminal 
location. [28] (TK 14626:7 p7).

Analysis indicates that in the final stage of policy 
deliberations, the national government shifted its preference 
from Maasvlakte to Eemshaven. The Cabinet's final policy 
decision is therefore at odds with earlier intra-governmental 
evaluations of the LNG site options. Especially ICONA had 
cited the distinct advantages of the Maasvlakte sites. (TK 
14626:9 p22).[29]

In the Cabinet's early policy position, support for the 
Maasvlakte site in terms of the anticipated socioeconomic 
impacts was minimal. The employment-generating effects of 
(operating) a LNG terminal were considered small; in policy 
statements the Cabinet acknowledged, that the "relative 
employment effect" would be larger at Eemshaven, given the 
higher employment rate in the province of Groningen as compared 
to the Rotterdam region (TK 14626:9 p26). Nonetheless, the 
Cabinet (initially) largely played down the secondary 
socioeconomic advantages of adjacent industrial activities (TK 
14626/9 p36).[301

No final commitment for the selection of a LNG terminal site 
was made by the Cabinet until mid-August 1978. Policy 
statements made prior to that date, can be summarized, as in 
Table 6.17 revealing the following implicit 'preliminary' 
Cabinet policy position (as regards the Maasvlakte versus 
Eemshaven question) .
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Policg question Dominant dimension (s) Outcome
[preliminary]

Preferred LNG 1. Economics/cost Maasvlakte
site ? 2. Energy policy (sites A or B)

Table 6.17:
Cabinet: implicit dominant dimensional criteria on site 
selection - preliminary position [prior to August 1978]

The risk/safety dimension was not treated as an independent 
factor by the Cabinet in comparing the Eemshaven and Maasvlakte 
sites (both having been considered "acceptable" in principle). 
The Cabinet argued that the use of 'general criteria' for 
assessing the acceptability of a LNG terminal location was 
"practically impossible". Furthermore, it believed that "all 
relevant aspects" of a proposed location should be taken into 
consideration (TK 14626:9 p5).

The shift in the Cabinet's policy position - as manifest by its 
final policy announcement (TK 14626:11; August 1978) - in 
favour of Eemshaven, was argued predominantly in terms of the 
perceived socioeconomic advantages over the Maasvlakte sites. 
The Cabinet emphasised the contribution of LNG to the regional 
development policies of the national government, more so since 
it had been acknowledged that in absolute terms the direct 
employment advantages of the Eemshaven site over Maasvlakte 
were very small (TK 14626:11, Bijlage 2). In its final policy 
announcement, the Cabinet referred to the "necessary impulse" 
to the Northern region of the Netherlands (which included 
Eemshaven) for stimulating industrial activities and employment 
generation (TK 4626:11 pi). A major socio-economic factor 
cited by the Cabinet was the "psychological effect" (my 
emphasis) of the actual use of Eemshaven, which was believed to 
have a positive effect upon the economic activities in the 
region (TK 14626:9 p36? TK 14626:11 p l 2 ) . The Cabinet's
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statements show that its decision in favour of siting LNG at 
Eemshaven was considered especially important in giving 
credibility to the government's regional industrial policy. (TK 
14626:11 pl2; Tweede Kamer 1978a, p862).

Table 6.18 summarizes the final policy position of the Cabinet 
in terms of the dimensional criteria impinging on the major

r 3 21relevant policy questions. J It is significant that in the 
assessment of risk and safety, the Cabinet concluded that "no 
clear preference" could be given in favour of either Maasvlakte 
or Eemshaven LNG sites (TK 14626:11 pll). In their 
perspective, a risk comparison was deemed difficult: wheras the 
maximum consequences of LNG accidents would be lower at 
Eemshaven by a factor 10, the longer shipping route on the 
other hand would increase the probability of calamities as 
compared to Maasvlake (TK 14626:11 pll). The Cabinet did not 
actually use safety as a final selection criterion; nor did it 
make any fundamental objections to LNG on safety grounds. In 
supporting its policy stance the Cabinet instead focused on the 
dimension of socioeconomics. The Cabinet's final policy 
perspective on the LNG siting issue is summarized in Table 
6.19.

PolicyQuestion

Dimensions
LNG importation  desirable?

Dutch term inal desirable?
Location LNG Terminal: Eemshaven or Maasvlakte?

energy policy + + Maasvlakte *
econom ics/cost + o Maasvlakte **(?)
health and safety o /[] 0 /[] o

. socio-economics o /[] + v  mshaven

. environmental impact 0 /[] o /[] Maasvlakte

KEY. + favorab le
o n o  p re fe re n c e
u n o t  co n sid ered  / n o t  re le v a n t

NOTES. • g re a te r  o p p o rtu n itie s  fo r  la rg e r  LNG c a rr ie r s ,  if re q u ire d ,
by  im p lica tio n  f ro m  c o s t d a ta , po licy  p re fe re n c e  n e v e r  ex p lic itly  s ta te d  
s ta te d  in  final g o v e rn m e n ta l view; th is  d im en sio n  was d o m in an t w ith 
re s p e c t  to  p re fe re n c e  of la n d -b a se d  LNG te rm in a l.

Table 6.18:
Cabinet: Policy implications by impact dimension
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Policy auestion Dominant dimensionfsl Outcome

LNG import desirable? 1. energy policy
2 . cost/economics

Yes

Dutch terminal desirable? 1. energy policy2 . socioeconomics
Yes

Land-based or off-shore 1. economics/cost Land-based
terminal? 2. energy policy
Preferred LNG site? 1. socioeconomics Eemshaven

Table 6.19:
Cabinet: Dominant dimensions criteria - final policy stance

7. Contending problem definitions

Having established in broad terms the various policy stances in 
the LNG decision controversy, we now examine the contending 
problem definitions in the policy debate. The foregoing 
discussion has highlighted the absence of consensus among 
policy actors on the policy options to be considered, as well 
as on the relevant criteria for assessment and choice. Here I 
identify and amplify a number of manifestations of dissensus in 
terms of contending reference frames and problem formulations 
adopted by disputants in the policy debate.

The notion of divergent problem definitions enables one to 
account for the different ways contending policy actors 
'related' to the decision controversy. In contrast with much 
decisional analysis - which sees the policy process in a one
dimensional plane - this multiple-problem approach acknowledges 
that disputants in the LNG decision controversy (may) have very 
different perceptions and timescales within which the 'LNG 
siting issue' reaches their attention. In assessing the 
contending problem definitions, a distinction can be made

i
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between "issue dissensus" and "process dissensus". The former 
relates to disagreement on substantive content and evaluative 
criteria; the latter to policy conflict pertaining to the 
procedures and reference frames through which policy decisions 
are reached.

In the context of the LNG controversy, process dissensus was 
especially manifest in contending reference frames for 
assessing the various dimensional aspects of the dispute. These 
represented contrasting views on the appropriate boundaries for 
assessing the LNG policy issue and on the procedures for its 
'resolution'. In the LNG controversy, issue dissensus centred 
around contending risk definitions and safety criteria - 
highlighting divergent cognitive stances in formulating and 
appraising the relevant dimensions to the ING decision dispute.

This section analyses these manifestations of competing problem 
definitions, thus disaggregating the policy participants 
according to their contending socio-cognitive perspectives.

Competing policy frames

In the LNG decision controversy a number of different policy
frames may be identified, emphasising distinctions in the
relevant boundaries to the policy agenda. Whilst the LNG
decisions initially concerned questions of national energy
planning, at subsequent stages of the debate they were
increasingly framed in the context of their inter-related
economic, environmental, and technical dimensions. Three main
frames of reference can be discerned in the LNG decision
controversy, each defining the problem in different terms,
leading to different policy options and to alternative criteria 

r 3 4 1for choice. 1 Table 6.20 summarises these contending policy 
frames, and shows the implications for the appropriate set of 
policy questions.

i
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Frame A considers the LNG issue as a problem of energy policy 
implementation. Here the LNG decisions are appraised in the 
context of the 1974 national energy policy. In this context the 
need for the importation of natural gas as a means towards 
energy supply diversification (as argued in the 1974 white 
paper) is accepted as one of the 'givens' of the decision 
situation. Hence, the policy option of importing liquefied gas 
is perceived as an appropriate solution to the problem of 
national gas supply and planning. The siting of a LNG terminal 
thus follows from the commitment to the (1974) national energy 
policy.

A broader perspective is reflected in Frame B , which approaches 
the LNG decisions in the context of the selection of an 
appropriate Dutch energy policy. In this frame, the need for 
LNG importation is considered a matter for policy deliberation; 
it is assessed predominantly by reference to demand and supply 
policies in national energy planning. The requirements for LNG 
importation and the policy options that flow from it are made 
contingent here on the selection of an appropriate energy 
strategy (e.g. emphasis upon demand management) . It is in this 
context that various means of gas importation - e.g. the use of 
pipelines; or LNG tankers - are evaluated and selected.

In contrast, Frame C considers the LNG issue as an 
acceptability and/or feasibility problem. In this reference 
frame, policy appraisal is limited to establishing the 
(boundary) conditions under which the siting of a LNG terminal 
is deemed acceptable or feasible (either in general or at a 
specific location). Here policy actors are concerned with the 
criteria which are to be adopted to evaluate the desirability 
and acceptability of a LNG terminal. In this context, the need 
for such a terminal is not questioned in itself.

i
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PERCEPTION OF POLICY PROBLEM RELEVANT POLICY QUESTION

IA] Energy policy implementation •  p r e f e r r e d  m e a n s  o f  n a t u r a l  g a s
i m p o r t a t i o n ?

•  ( i f  L N G : ) p r e f e r r e d  l o c a t i o n  f o r  

L N G  t e r m i n a l ?

[B] Energy policy selection •  p r e f e r r e d  d e m a n d / s u p p ly
e n e r g y  s t r a t e g y ?

•  p r e f e r r e d  g a s  s u p p l y  p o l i c y  

w i t h i n  n a t i o n a l  e n e r g y  s t r a t e g y ?

•  L N G  i m p o r t a t i o n  d e s i r a b l e ?

•  ( i f  y e s : }  p r e f e r r e d  l o c a t i o n  
f o r  L N G  t e r m i n a l ?

Ic] Acceptability/feasibility •  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  f e a s i b l e  L N G
LNG L N G  s i t e ?

•  c o n d i t i o n s  f o r  a c c e p t i n g / r e j e c t i n g  
a  L N G  t e r m i n a l  l o c a t i o n ?

Table 6.20:
Competing reference frames LNG policy problem

Policy actors involved in the LNG decision controversy may now 
be grouped against these three reference frames. Previous 
analysis indicates that governmental policy actors at the 
national level (Cabinet, ministerial departments, advisory 
bodies) considered the LNG policy issue predominantly in the 
context of established Dutch gas policies (Frame A) . The 
desirability of natural gas imports was accepted, and the 
policy discussion concerned the means and conditions for 
implementation. This perspective reflected the ’official' 
policy frame by which the LNG decision process was structured. 
In this context, policy actors at the provincial, regional and 
municipal levels were requested by the national government to 
evaluate only the feasibility and acceptability of a LNG 
terminal in their respective area of responsibility. Local 
governmental actors were thus to limit the policy discussion 
largely to Frame C.

The earlier discussion highlights, however, that a number of 
local governmental policy actors went beyond the 'official'
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frame of reference that were assigned to them. Rijnmond Public 
Authority did not limit discussion to the evaluation of the 
pre-selected LNG sites (Frame C ) , but debated the potential for 
alternative policy options (relevant to the Rijnmond region). 
Consequently, the policy frame adopted by Rijnmond Authority 
was largely that of Frame A (energy policy implementation). 
Similarly, Zuid-Holland Provincial Authority included 
additional LNG options in their policy assessment, requesting 
further investigation of sites, and reconsideration of the 
Voornedam and island locations. At national governmental level 
also, the 'official' policy frame was challenged. Within the 
national government, for example, the Ministry of Health and 
Environmental Protection (within ICONA) evaluated the LNG issue 
from the perspective of Frame B (rather than A ) , by questioning 
the need for natural gas imports in liquefied form (Tweede 
Kamer 14626:3, Bijlage 3).

As to non-governmental actors, the applicant Gasunie addressed 
the LNG issue predominantly in the context of Dutch energy 
policy (Frame A) . Even before the process of public
decision-making commenced in full, Gasunie had resolved the 
policy question as to the need for LNG importation. At later 
stages of the policy process, Gasunie effectively operated in 
the context of Frame C, examining the feasibility and operating 
conditions for a LNG site at (pre-)selected sites (Maasvlakte;

f35iand in Round C, Eemshaven).

The most comprehensive policy perspective in the LNG decision 
dispute, Frame B, was adopted by two groups of policy actors 
that were critical of the governmental LNG siting plans: 
environmentalist organisations, and a number of Parliamentary 
opposition parties. Both groups questioned the need for natural 
gas importation, and challenged the national governmental view 
that foreign supply by means of LNG tankers was the only 
feasible policy option. In the context of this reference frame, 
they argued that the question of selecting an appropriate 
energy strategy was to be re-opened. Table 6.21 summarises the

i
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policy stances of the main actors in the LNG decision 
controversy in terms of the three contending reference frames 
identified here.

[A] Energy policy
implementation

[B] Energy policy 
selection [C] Acceptability/

feasibility LNG

I C O N A  ( m a j o r i t y ) E n v i r o n m e n t a l i s t R o t t e r d a m  C i t y
G r o u p s

C a b i n e t / n a t i o n a l G r o n i n g e n  L o c a l
G o v e r n m e n t P a r l i a m e n t a r y a u t h o r i t i e s

p a r t i e s  ( m i n o r i t y )
R i j n m o n d  P u b l i c G a s u n i e ) ++

A u t h o r i t y I C O N A  ( m i n o r i t y :  M i n .
H e a l t h  & E n v . )

Z u i d - H o l l a n d +
P r o v i n c e

G a s u n i e

Notes: +A l t h o u g h  t h e s e  p o l i c y  a c t o r s  d i d  n o t  a d d r e s s  a l l  p o l i c y
q u e s t i o n s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h i s  r e f e r e n c e  f r a m e ,  t h e y  a r e  
i n c l u d e d  h e r e  s i n c e  t h e y  d i d  e v a l u a t e  a  n u m b e r  o f  p o l i c y  
o p t i o n s  f o r  ( l i q u e f i e d )  n a t u r a l  g a s  i m p o r t a t i o n  w h ic h  
w e r e  o u t s i d e  t h e  m o r e  r e s t r i c t i v e  t e r m s  s e t  b y  t h e  n a t i o n a l  
g o v e r n m e n t  ( F r a m e  C )  © £ a s s e s s i n g  M a a s v l a k t e  s i t e s  A  a n d  B  
o n l y .

++G a s u n i e  h a s  a  p r im e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r i m p l e m e n t i n g  D u t c h

e n e r g y  p o l i c y  i n  s o  f a r  i t  c o n c e r n s  g a s  s u o o l y ;  i t s  c o m m it m e n t  
t o  a  D u t c h  L N G  t e r m i n a l ,  . h o w e v e r ,  w a s  m ad e  e a r l y  d u r i n g  

R o u n d  A . G a s u n i e ' s  p o l i c y  f r a m e - d u r i n g  m o s t  o f  t h e  L N G  d e c i s i o n 
m a k in g  p r o c e s s  w a s  t h u s  l i m i t e d  t o  e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  

a n d  a c c e p t a b i l i t y  o f  v a r i o u s  LN G  t e r m i n a l  l o c a t i o n s . ________________

Table 6.21:
Competing policy actors: contending reference frames

Process dissensus: the time imperative

The contending reference frames that emerged in the LNG policy 
dispute are to be considered in the context of the dynamics of 
the decision process. In the early stages of decision-making 
(Round A) , the policy arena involved only a limited number of 
actors? these were in broad agreement as to the appropriate 
reference frame for debating the various policy options. The 
Economic Affairs Ministry, Gasunie and Rotterdam Harbour 
Authority were all concerned with the formulation and 
implementation of national energy policy, thus operating in the 
context of Frame A (see Figure 5.3). This dominant energy 
policy frame had significant structural implications for the
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various detailed issues that were debated in subsequent stages 
of the controversy. In this respect, a particular contentious 
question was the approval of the Algerian LNG import contract 
and its stringent time constraints. The issue of timing 
represents an insightful ’indicator' of process dissensus in 
the conflicting problem definitions adopted by policy 
actors.

The signing and approval of the Algerian LNG import contract
(by Gasunie and the Economic Affairs Ministry), highlighted the
dominant governmental view (in Round A) that gas importation in

T371liquefied form was desirable. In this context, the
subsequent governmental procedures were structured around the 
issue of LNG importation per se, taking the Algerian contract 
as a premise for further policy decisions (Tweede Kamer 
14626:3,p.3; Tweede Kamer 1977b, p.405). The existence of the 
LNG import contract enabled the national government to shift 
the policy agenda from the issue of whether natural gas should 
be imported (in liquefied form or not) , to where LNG should be 
i m p o r t e d . I n  considering the various 'appropriate' policy 
options , much depended therefore on the acceptance of the LNG 
import contract as boundary condition for further assessment 
and evaluation. In particular, the time constraints set by the 
Gasunie-Sonatrach contract provided a significant touchstone 
for the contending frames of reference in the LNG decision 
controversy.

The dominant perspective on the issue of timing was the view 
that the dates set by the Algerian contract should be honoured 
(i.e. a definite decision on the LNG import location by October
1978) The imperative of this 'a priori' governmental position 
prompted the national government to design a special local 
approval procedure, and became a significant premise for 
further evaluation of the various options. ICONA explicitly 
identified the Algerian contract and the timing specified 
within it as a boundary condition for assessment and 
choice.[39] (ICONA 1977,p.12; ICONA 1978a,p.4-6; ICONA
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1978b,p.3-5). The Cabinet's position - although not finalised 
until August 1978 - reflected the acceptance of this boundary 
condition in its policy formulation (Tweede Kamer 
1977b,403; Tweede Kamer 14626:5/6/9/11/13; Tweede Kamer 
1978a,849,860).

Given the request as framed by the national authorities, local 
governmental policy actors accepted the time constraints set by 
the Algerian LNG contract. The policy asssessments made by the 
local authorities at Rotterdam and Eemshaven were made in 
context of the national government decision in favour of LNG 
importation. The contractual arangements were considered 
outside their terms of reference.

The main group of policy actors challenging the contractual 
terms as premise for LNG decision-making were Parliamentary 
opposition parties, and environmental organisations. A number 
of Parliamentary parties argued the case for delaying a 
definite decision on LNG beyond the stipulated 'deadline', in 
order to (re-)assess alternative policy options, and to examine 
further a number of controversial aspects, especiallyr 4i isafety. J (Tweede Kamer 1978a). Similarly, environmentalist 
groups, such as the Working Group Noordzee rejected the time 
constraints of the Sonatrach contract. As shown earlier, they 
argued for a delay in the final decision by the national 
government until further aspects and policy options were 
(re-)examined. (Noordzee 1978a,b). Table 6.22 summarises the 
various contending policy stances in terms of acceptance or 
rejection of the Algerian LNG import contract as a 'boundary 
condition' for policy evaluations and selection in the LNG 
decision dispute.
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Terms of contract 
binding

Terms of contract 
not binding

Terms of contract 
not considered 
relevant for 
policy preference [+1

fc ICONA
• Cabinet/national

government
• Gasunie

• Environmentalist • Rotterdam City
groups

Parliamentary 
parties 
Iminorityj

• Rijnmond Public 
Authority

• Zuid-Holland
Province

• Groningen local
__________________________________________authorities______

1+] Note:This perspective o n  the LNG contract was underpinned 
by the restrictive frame within which local 
authorities assessed the LNG siting alternatives 
exclusively w-ithin their areas of jurisdiction 
Cconform governmental reguests)

Table 6.22
Process dissensus; contractual imperatives

Issue dissensus: contending formulations and evaluations of
impacts

The policy statements reviewed in this chapter highlight that 
the participants to the LNG decision controversy made divergent 
assessments of the perceived impacts of different policy 
options. Dissensus on the evaluation of policy alternatives 
was underpinned by different formulations and comparisons of 
expected consequences. By reference to the dimensions 
introduced earlier in the Chapter, this section identifies a 
number of structural differences in the way conflicting policy 
actors perceived and assessed the potential impacts of 
alternatives, and in the premises they adopted for policy 
evaluation and choice. It analyses divergent problem 
definitions among policy actors, examining a number of 
significant instances of issue dissensus in the LNG siting 
dispute.
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In the LNG decision case two main 'modes' of impact assessment 
and evaluation may be distinguished: one based on comparative 
measures and trade-offs, the other on absolute evaluative 
criteria. The comparative mode is biased towards policy 
evaluation on the basis of a trade-off among different impact 
dimensions and a comparison between alternative options (e.g. 
different LNG sites). By contrast, the 'absolute' assessment 
mode, tends to focus on separate impact dimensions, evaluating 
the various options in their own right by reference to certain 
absolute impact criteria.

Risk assessment and evaluation

The divergent bases for assessing the perceived impacts of
policy alternatives in the LNG decision controversy were
particularly significant in relation to the health and safety
dimension. The following review illustrates that policy
conflicts over the assessment of safety risks associated with
LNG were manifest at a number of different levels. First, there
was disagreement as to the inherent properties of LNG,

f 431especially on the probability of detonation. Secondly,
policy actors diverged on the risk definition that was adopted, 
in particular whether assessment was to be based solely on 
'technical' risk analyses. Thirdly, conflicts persisted over 
how risk evaluations were to be related to other impact 
assessments, and the extent to which the safety dimension 
served as criterium for policy choice. Below, I examine these 
three elements of the LNG risk dispute, and analyse policy 
actors' contending problem definitions in relation to the 
various impact assessment manifest in the policy controversy.

The dispute over the risk probabilities associated with the
detonation of LNG can be considered a 'scientific controversy':
expert disagreed about the 'facts' and their 

T441interpretation. Without elaborating on the possible factors

L
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underlying the various contending scientific views on 
detonation per s e , I am concerned here with the different 
stances policy actors took up in the context of the LNG 
decision controversy. Three risk perspectives on the issue of 
LNG detonation can be distinguished:

(a) detonation of LNG can not occur: probability is 
zero;

(b) detonation of LNG can occur: positive probability 
which (in principle) can be quantified;

(c) detonation can occur: probability positive, but 
can not be determined.

Table 6.23 groups the major policy actors according to their
f45irespective stances on the issue of LNG detonation.

L N G  D E T O N A T I O N  I M P O S S I B L E  

P r o b a b i l i t y  - z e r o  I P = 0 J

L N G  P E T O N A T I O M  P O S S I B L E

P r o b a b i l i t y

q u a n t i f i e d

1 P = 1 % 1

P r o b a b i l i t y  
i n d e t e r m i n a t e  
l P = p o s i t i v e 7

• IC O N A • C a b i n e t / • Z u i d - H o l l a n d
/ m a j o r i t y } g o v e r n m e n t P r o v i n c e

• G r o n i n g e n • E n v i r o n m e n -
P r o v i n c e t a l i s t

• R i jn m o n d g r o u p s
A u t h o r i t y • P a r l i a m e n t

• R o t t e r d a m  
C i t y

/ m i n o r i t y }

Table 6.23:
Scientific dispute: risk probabilities detonation LNG

Disagreement among policy actors on the definition of risk used 
in impact assessment was a significant case of issue dissensus 
in the LNG decision dispute. Two basic risk formulations can be 
identified from the political accounts reviewed in this 
chapter:

[i] 'factual risk' - defined as the (quantitative) 
product of "probabilities x consequences" of 
accidents; and
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[ii] 'perceived risk' - defined by the risk
experienced by the (local) population, esp. 
in the areas where a LNG terminal is planned.

Given the importance of the risk issue in the LNG decision 
controversy, the contending risk definitions used by different 
policy actors provide significant indicators of competing 
problem definitions underlying the policy dispute. Below, I 
analyse the various risk perspectives of participants to the 
debate.

The quantitative risk definition in terms of "probabilities x 
consequences" was used in the formal risk analyses carried out 
by TNO (TNO 1976?1978) , and was adopted by the majority of 
national governmental actors. The risk comparison made by ICONA 
in assessing the desirability of a land-based or off-shore 
terminal was made on this basis. ICONA's overall risk 
assessment (during Round B) similarly was premised on this risk 
formulation. (ICONA 1977; Tweede Kamer 14626:3,6). ICONA made 
some distinctions between the so-called "factual risks" and 
"perceived risks" during the latter stages of the decision 
process, but its impact evaluation and policy assessments 
continued to refer to the quantitative risk analytic data 
alone. In the comparison between Eemshaven and Maasvlakte 
sites, the issue of "perceived risk" was discussed, but played 
a minor role in ICONA's policy evaluation.

The governmental view as advanced by the Cabinet, similarly
emphasised the quantitative risk definition [i] , as basis for
impact evaluation and policy assessment. Especially in the
earlier stages of decision-making the Cabinet used the notion
of "risk x probabilities" to compare the land-based Maasvlakte
site with other LNG terminal locations (Tweede Kamer
14626:6,2). Issues of "perceived risk" were largely seen in
terms of "psychological pressures" upon the local population,
resulting from the "totality" of hazardous activities in a

T471particular region (Tweede Kamer 14626:9,31). The Cabinet
justified its risk assessment, however, largely by reference to 
the "factual risk" data (as calculated by TNO).
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The safety evaluations made by local governmental policy actors 
were dominated by consideration of the "factual risks", using 
mainly the TNO risk analyses. Only Rijnmond Public Authority 
based its risk assessment and policy evaluation explicitly on 
the notion of perceived safety risks. Neither Zuid-Holland 
Provincial Authority nor the City of Rotterdam Authority 
evaluated the risk dimension explicitly in terms of the local 
perception of safety hazards. The Rotterdam Governors viewed 
the perceived risks as "psychological pressure" upon the local 
population, which they believed could only be evaluated in the 
context of other dimensions (Rotterdam 1978c,1054). Both these 
local government actors based their assessments predominantly 
by reference to the quantitative risk data. (Rotterdam 
1978c,1039; Zuid-Holland 1978b,22). The Groningen local 
authorities carried out their own risk analysis (Groningen 
1978a), using the "probabilities x consequences" definition of 
safety risks. The Groningen authorities referred to the notion 
of risk as "experienced" by the local population ("ondervonden 
risico"), but treated it as a "psychological" risk factor, that 
was deemed an "unrealistic" basis for policy evaluation 
(Groningen 1978h,4).

By contrast to the above local government actors Rijnmond 
Public Authority placed particular emphasis in policy 
evaluation upon the (so-called) "psychological-social" pressure 
upon the local population. This perspective on risk attached 
particular significance to the large effects of a potential LNG 
accident in the region (Rijnmod 1978a,66). In this context, the 
Rijnmond Authority argued that the national government had 
over-emphasised the "total risk" level at different sites (i.e. 
the product of probability and effect). It argued that the 
consequences of accidents at different sites should be compared 
in assessing and evaluting the safety dimension (Rijnmond 
1978,67-68). The bias towards the risk level as perceived by 
the local population is highlighted the words of the Rijnmond 
Governor responsible for environmental affairs:
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"[for the] risk experienced by the population, it 
does not make much difference whether the probability 
of death as a result of LNG was once in ten-thousand 
or once in hundred-thousand". (RRM 1978,3)

Environmentalist groups similarly rejected the technical risk 
definition in terms of "probabilities x consequences". The 
Noordzee environmentalist organization argued that the 
consequences of accidents were indicative of the risk level 
experienced by individuals (Noordzee 1978,5). This notion of 
'perceived' risks, dominated their perspective whilst largely 
accepting the calculations of "factual risk" as presented in 
the TNO risk analyses. Environmentalist groups
furthermore, stressed the "mental pressure" upon the local 
population in the Hoek van Holland/Rotterdam region as a 
significant factor in the assessment of risk (RRM 1978,7).

Many of the Parliamentary political parties were critical of 
using solely the risk definition in terms of the product of 
probabilities and consequences. Some argued that even when 
accepting the risk analytic data (the "factual risk" level as 
calculated by TNO), this risk formulation was not meaningful in 
such cases where the potential accidents give rise to 
exceptionally large consequences (Tweede Kamer
1978,764/772/791).^^ In Parliament and elsewhere, it was 
apparent that the dispute on defining and formulating the 
safety risk associated with LNG developments was inexorably 
linked to the issue of risk evaluation. Before summarising the 
different risk definitions adopted by the policy participants 
in the LNG dispute, the following discussion therefore reviews 
the contending bases for risk evaluation as manifest in the 
policy stances of the various actors.

In the LNG decision controversy three basic contending 
positions can be discerned on risk evaluation:

(i) The view that the acceptability of risk levels
can only be judged in comparison to other impact 
dimensions. The assessment of risk is seen here 
as a trade-off between risks (and other 
perceived negative impacts) and (perceived) 
benefits.

i
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(ii) The view that cr iteria^ o r  acceptable/ 
unacceptable risks levels are to be used, in 
order to determine whether a policy option 
or LNG site should be accepted or rejected.

(iii) The view that it is possible to determine 
references and acceptable risk
levels by comparative assessments 
of different options or LNG sites. Risk 
assessment is thus seen here as a relative 
measure only. (Included here are cases where 
the acceptability of a LNG terminal is judged 
relative the risk of other industrial 
activities).

The contending policy assessments of participants in the LNG 
controversy can now be analysed by reference to these three 
basic perspectives on risk evaluation. (A degree of repetition 
of the earlier discussion is inevitable here).

ICONA assessed the risk and safety dimension predominantly in 
comparative terms. The inter-departmental committee did not 
specify a specific (absolute) risk level by which the the 
acceptability/unaccepability was to be judged. The
"socially acceptable" level of safety of LNG activities at or 
near Maasvlakte was partly argued by ICONA in terms of the 
"comparable risks" to which the population was already exposed 
(Icona 1978,4-30). A risk comparison between the two prime 
land-based sites (mainly in quantitative terms) was presented 
by ICONA, but no distinct policy implications were attached to 
this safety assessment (Icona 1978b,3-5).

The risk assessment advanced by the Cabinet was strongly biased 
towards comparative approaches - both in the evaluation of 
land-based versus off-shore siting, and in assessing the 
Maasvlakte and Eemshaven locations (Tweede Kamer 
14626:6,2;14626:11,11). The Cabinet rejected the use of general 
criteria for evaluating acceptable risk levels, since it argued 
that the safety dimension could only be evaluated by taking 
into account other "relevant aspects" (Tweede Kamer
1462629,5). Hence the Cabinet assessed the risk and safety of 
LNG activities (albeit implicitly) in terms of a trade-off 
against other impact dimensions.



2 7 0

Among the three local authorities concerned with the Maasvlakte 
sites, considerable differences can be detected in the mode of 
risk assessment. The Rotterdam City Authority considered the 
safety dimensions in comparative terms, arguing that the risks 
involved should be weighed against the social benefits expected 
for the local area (Rotterdam 1978c,1054). The Provincial 
authorities of Zuid-Holland adopted a comparative approach to 
risk assessment, stressing the adherence to the so-called 
"stand-still" principle. In this perspective, the "cumulative" 
risk level in the region was not to increase (Zuid-Holland 
1978b,22). Rijnmond Public Authority, on the other hand, took a 
less comparative approach, judging the "perceived risk" 
associated with LNG handling in itself as unacceptable. Whilst 
rejecting a risk assessment on the basis of absolute 
quantitative safety levels, Rijnmond Authority expressed an 
uncompromising stance as to the unacceptability of the 
potential consequences of a LNG accident (regardless of the 
probabilities involved).(Rijnmond 1978a,66).

The Groningen local authorities initially assessed the risk
associated with LNG activities by reference to limits set
within the standard provincial "environmental norms". On the
basis of quantitative risk data the proposed LNG plans at

r 5 i IEemshaven were considered within these limits. (Groningen
1978c,56-9). The Groningen authorities subsequently assessed 
the acceptability of LNG at Eemshaven in comparative terms, 
evaluating the (expected) risk levels relative to other 
sizeable industrial projects and in comparison to Maasvlakte 
(Groningen 1978i,8).

Environmentalist organisations assessed the acceptability of 
risks predominantly in 'absolute' terms. Whilst being critical 
of the qualitative risk analyses carried out by TNO, 
environmentalist groups used the figures on casualties to argue 
their objection to the health risks of the proposed LNG 
developments. Quoting the figure of 17,600 deaths in the case
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of a "maximum credible accident" at Maasvlakte, 
environmentalist groups considered such a "catastrophic 
accident" unacceptable (Noordzee 1978bf5). Similarly, the 
consequences calculated (by TNO) for potential LNG accidents at 
Eemshaven provided the basis for their rejection of the safety 
levels (cf.Eemsmond 1978b,4). As mentioned earlier, the 
rejection of the risk levels at the Maasvlakte and Eemshaven 
sites were also argued by reference to the absolute criteria 
cited in California's LNG Senate Bill 1081 (in terms of minimum 
distance to populated areas) .

Gasunie did not explicate its position on risk formulation and 
risk assessment. The industrial applicant assumed that the 
(technical) safety levels could be made to "acceptable" 
requirements (Gasunie 1978c,3).

Summarizing the above review of risk assessment and risk 
evaluation, Table 6.24 presents the conflicting perspectives on 
the health and safety dimension in the LNG controversy. It 
shows the impact assessments made by the major policy 
participants in terms of risk definitions and the contending 
evaluative bases for risk assessment. This table indicates a 
considerable degree of divergence in problem definitions among 
policy actors in relation to the LNG risk dispute.

The basic differences in risk perspectives reviewed above, 
highlight the importance of the safety dimension in judging the 
acceptability of LNG technology by various policy actors. Table 
6.25 summarises the position of major participants to the LNG 
debate on the issue of risk and acceptability , showing the 
extent of policy dissensus on the appropriate bases for risk 
assessment and the implications for policy choice. They 
represent significant manifestations of competing policy 
perceptions in relation to the assessment of technological
risks



Table 6.24:
Policy actors' 

risk definitions and risk assessment criteria

RISK DEFINITIONS[dominant] RISK ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

probabilities'^ as perceived/ risk v absolute: compara r-
POLICY ACTORS x i experienced 

consequences  { by local
versus  1 risk • 

benefit  | criteria i

tive 
ri sk

i population trade-ofl* { assess-
l
l
i

i l 
l 1 
i i

men t

• ICONA
l
l

x 1
l

h ■ i r
i i

x ! !
i i

( X )

• Cabinet/national
government

I
x !

»
i

(x) ! !
i i

X

• Rotterdam City i
X  l 

1

i i
X  j j ( X )

• Rijnmond Public 
Authority

1
1

! x 
1

1 1 1 1
J x |
i i
i i

• Zuid-Holland
11

X  J 

1

i i 
i i XProvince t i 
i it |

• Groningen local 
authorities

1
1

X  j 

1

1 > 1 1
1 (x) !
i i

X

• Environmentalist
1
1
j X

11
____________________________ 1_____________

i i 
i i

i x ! 1 1 
I 1 1 1

organizations
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Acceptable Too uncertain Additional 
population risk 
unacceptable

Unacceptable

Cabinet Zuid-Holland Zuid-Holland North Sea (Noordzee)

ICONA
Provincial Provincial Environmentalist
Council Governors Group

Parliament
(majority)

Eemsmond Rijnmond Public Electricity Corpora-
Environmentalist Authority tion of Groningen

Rotterdam
Harbor
Authority

Rotterdam
municipal
authorities

Groningen
local
authorities

RPC

Group
Minister of Health

North Sea (Noordzee) 
Environmentalist Group

and Environmental 
Hygiene 
(minority view)

ICONA
(m in o r it y )

Notes
Acceptable: risks are negligibly small or acceptable in relation to the advantages of 
LNG.
Too uncertain: the risk analyses are too uncertain; too many underlying assumptions 
and contradictions; it is unacceptable to draw conclusions (at this stage); further 
investigation of risk and alternative options should be pursued.
Additional population risk unacceptable: psychological factor/perceptions of risk; at 
least handling/reception of LNG should not take place at Maasvlakte (parties in this 
group did not express views on the acceptability of the risk at other locations, nor on 
absolute levels of acceptable risk).
Unacceptable: possible consequences of an accident are too great; reception/handling 
and storage of LNG onshore are unacceptable.

Tab le 6.25:

R is k  p o s it io n s  p o l i c y  a c to rs  in  LNG d e c is io n  c o n tro v e rs y -  

conc lu s ions

Re-examining the LNG d e c is io n  controversy

Th is  chapter has analysed the c o n f l ic t in g  p o lic y  stances in  the 

LNG d e c is io n  d ispu te  in  terms o f competing in te re s t  c r i t e r ia  

and contending problem d e f in it io n s .  I t  has e s tab lish ed  tha t 

p o l ic y  acto rs  d if fe r e d  in  s ig n i f ic a n t  ways on the appropra ite  

bases fo r  p o lic y  eva lua tion  and on the re levan t d e f in it io n a l 

boundaries to the LNG p o lic y  issue . In th is  re spect, competing
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perspectives  on the sa fe ty  r is k s  assoc ia ted  w ith  LNG technology 

have been id e n t if ie d  as s ig n i f ic a n t  fea tu res  o f d issensus among 

in s t i t u t io n a l a c to rs . In order to account fo r the process and 

outcome o f decision-m aking in  the LNG controversy , these 

m an ife sta tions o f con troversy  have to  be analysed in  th e ir  

in te r - re la t io n s h ip  and need to be assessed in  th e ir  appropria te  

contexts. In p a r t ic u la r ,  the ro le  o f  contending problem 

d e f in it io n s  as (p a r t ia l)  determ inants in  the controversy w i l l  

not be subjected to fu rth e r  a n a ly s is .

Given the d is cu ss ion  above, the next chapter re-examines the 

LNG co n tro v e rs y  and t r i e s  to  accoun t fo r  the  p ro ce ss  and 

outcome o f the d e c is io n  d ispu te  by re ference  to the c o n f l ic t in g  

p o l ic y  stances. I t  assesses the key determ inants o f d issensus 

among p o l ic y  a c to rs , and analyses the exten t to which d ivergen t 

prob lem  d e f in i t i o n s  may be understood  in  r e la t io n  to  the 

expressed in te re s ts  advanced by the d ispu tan ts . In assessing 

the s o c ia l and p o l i t i c a l  contexts w ith in  which p o l ic y  acto rs  

operated, i t  examines the strength  o f the c u ltu ra l b ia s  frame 

in  em p ir ica l p o l ic y  a n a ly s is  o f  'te ch n o lo g ic a l d e c is io n ' 

con tro ve rs ie s .

- 0 -

Notes and references - see next page.
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Chapter 6

NOTES AND REFERENCES

1. c f .  J .D . Thompson and A. Tuden, "S tra te g ie s , S truc tu res
and processes o f O rgan iza tiona l D e c is io n ", in  J .  Thompson, 
e t a l  (eds), Comparative S tud ies in  A dm in is tra tio n  
(P ittsburgh: P ittsb u rgh  U n iv e rs ity  P ress, 1959),
p p .195-216.

2. My impact dimensions are derived  from an i n i t i a l  a n a ly s is  
o f em p ir ica l data, and focus in  p a r t ic u la r  on those areas 
which fea tu res h ig h ly  in  the m anifest p o lic y  d ispu te , (see 
a lso  Chapter 4).

3. The th re e  ICONA re p o r ts  were subm itted  to  the C a b in e t 
(sub-committee MICONA) in  October 1977, February 1978 and 
June 1978 re sp e c t iv e ly . The f i r s t  rep o rt, (during 'Round 
A' 1977) took the form o f 'p o l ic y  adv ice ' (b e le id sa d v ie s ) 
accompanying the STUNET stud ies  (1977a; 1977b). ICONA drew 
h e a v ily  upon the STUNET reports  in  terms o f fa c tu a l data 
and i n i t i a l  a n a ly s is  (Tweede Kamer 14626:3). A t the 
request o f  the Cabinet in  i t s  second repo rt ICONA focussed 
( in  'Round B ') in  more d e ta i l  on a number o f aspects o f 
the LNG issue , in c lu d in g  sa fe ty , economic, n a u t ic a l and 
p lann ing  con s id e ra tio n s . Th is  second repo rt (ICONA 1978a) 
was la r g e ly  concerned  w ith  the M aasv lak te  s i t e s  and a 
number o f  o f f - s h o r e  lo c a t io n s ,  w h ich  were s t i l l  under 
con s id e ra tio n  a t the time (ea rly  1978). I t  i s  s ig n i f ic a n t  
th a t  ICONA d id  no t make a d e t a i le d  assessm ent o f  the  
Eemshaven o p t io n  u n t i l  i t s  t h ir d  p o l i c y  re p o r t  (ICONA 
1978b).

4. A l l  quo ta tions from em p ir ica l p o lic y  documents are based 
on o r ig in a l te x t in  Dutch (unless otherw ise s ta ted , 
t ra n s la t io n  by M .S .).
As to  the c o s t  com parison , ICONA a ls o  argued th a t  the 
expensive o ff-sh o re  op tions would re s u lt  in  a co s t p r ic e s  
fo r  gas in  the Netherlands which i t  considered " fa r  too 
h igh" (ICONA 1977:8).

5. T h is  c la im  was based on r is k  a n a ly t ic  f ig u re s ,  quoting  the 
re spec tiv e  le v e ls  ( " p ro b a b il it ie s  x consequences") a t 
Maasvlakte and an is la n d -te rm in a l o f 0.27 as compared to
0.24 (based on the import volume o f 25 b i l l i o n  nr LNG per 
y e a r) . According to ICONA th is  d if fe re n c e  was " v ir t u a l ly  
n e g lig ib le "  ( "v r ijw e l verwaarloosbaar") (Tweede Kamer 
14626:3, p .5 ) . ICONA's r is k  d e f in it io n  was based on the 
approaches taken by STUNET (1977; 1977b) and the TNO r is k  
a n a ly s is  (TNO 1976) .
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6 . As reg a rd s  the  s a fe ty  d im ens ion  o f  a LNG te rm in a l,  a 
m in o r ity  view was pub lished  by the ICONA member 
re p re s e n t in g  the  M in is t r y  o f  H e a lth  and En v iron m en ta l 
P ro te c t io n  (Volksgezondheid en M ilieuhyg igne ) . Th is  
p o s it io n  was argued in  terms o f the fo llo w in g  a sse rt io n s  
(ICONA 1977:13)

the evidence does not in d ic a te  " in con te s tab ly "  tha t 
im portation  o f LNG is  a b so lu te ly  requ ired  fo r  Dutch 
energy supply;

-  the p o s s ib i l i t y  o f  LNG detonation  can not be ru led  out 
com plete ly and could lead to thousands o f deaths and 
b i l l i o n s  o f g u i ld e r s  o f  damage in  an a rea  such as 
Rijnmond;

the STUNET P ro je c t  Group should have considered the 
'maximum c re d ib le  a cc id en t ' in  assessing  the 
consequences o f a Maasvlakte term ina l fo r  LNG;

p u b lic  concern o f  the lo c a l popu la tion  in  the Rijnmond 
(Rotterdam) area is  j u s t i f ie d ;  tha t the dangers 
assoc ia ted  w ith  e x is t in g  (chemical) in d u s tr ie s  in  the 
densely populated area were a lready  cons ide rab le .

On the bas is  o f  these co n s id e ra t io n s , i t  was concluded 
tha t " lo c a t io n  o f  a storage and hand ling  f a c i l i t y  fo r  LNG 
a t a Maasvlakte s i t e  is  unacceptab le".

A second m in o r ity  v iew , expressed  by the ICONA member 
representing  the M in is te r  o f Science P o lic y ,  concerned the 
" s t r u c tu r e "  o f  the  ICONA a d v is o ry  re p o r t  (p .1 4 ). I t  
stressed  the d ivergence between a d ra f t  ve rs ion  o f the 
ICONA report and the f in a l  study pub lished , on the 
assessment o f an o ff-sh o re  versus land-based te rm ina l. In 
p a r t i c u la r ,  the  m in o r ity  v iew  q u e s tio n ed  the la c k  o f  
d e ta ile d  in fo rm ation  underpinning the co st comparison, and 
the " in s u f f ic ie n t "  data fo r  assessing the l ik e ly  
com pletion dates fo r  an o ff-sh o re  term ina l (ICONA 
1977:14) .

7. In the words o f the ICONA rep o rt, Gasunie "cou ld  ensure" 
the supply o f A lg e r ia n  gas to  the Netherlands 
(1977,p .1 -3 ) . T h is  wording corresponds w ith  a percep tion  
o f the LNG demand/supply s itu a t io n  as a " s e l le r s  market".

8 . T h is  la t t e r  op tion  was a r e a l i s t i c  p o s s ib i l i t y  g iven  tha t 
both Belgium and FR Germany were a t the time cons id e rin g  
to  b u ild  LNG import te rm ina ls . ICONA judged th is  
"undes irab le" (1978a,3-8) because o f s t ra te g ic  fa c to rs  
(se cu r ity  o f supp ly, e tc .)  and a d d it io n a l co s t.
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9. In th is  respect, ICONA concluded tha t the 'pe rce ived  r is k '  
was h ighest a t the Maasvlakte s i t e s ,  but be lieved  tha t 
t h is  r is k  aspect could  be tte r be assessed in  the course o f 
lo c a l p o l ic y  d e lib e ra t io n s .

10. The p o l ic y  debate was thereby reduced to a cho ice  between
the Maasvlakte and Eemshaven s it e s .  ICONA assessed the 
re spec tiv e  op tions in  terms o f the fo llo w in g  p o l ic y  
'd im ens ions ': "energy p o l ic y ,  sa fe ty , te c h n ic a l-n a u t ic a l
consequences, s a fe ty / r is k ,  environm ental p ro te c t io n , 
p h y s ica l p lann ing , economic a c t iv i t ie s ,  co s t, 
in t e r n a t io n a l  c o n s u lt a t io n ,  and the  re q u ire d  tim e fo r  
com pletion" (1978b,1-4).

11. Th is  fa c to r  was a lso  assessed in  the context o f the co st 
dim ension, re s u lt in g  in  an advantage o f the Maasvlakte 
s it e s  as compared to  Eemshaven. The main reasons c ite d  
were the 10% shorte r route from the A lg e r ia n  su p p lie rs  and 
the need fo r  a d d it io n a l dredging a t Eemshaven.

12. As a s e le c t io n  c r i t e r i o n  fo r  the e x a c t lo c a t io n  o f  a
lan d -based  LNG te rm in a l in  the N e th e r la n d , the  energy 
p o l ic y  con s id e ra tion s  p layed a le s s  s ig n i f ic a n t  ro le  in  
ICONA's p o l ic y  fo rm u la tion , as compared to e a r l ie r  stages 
o f the d e c is io n  process. N everthe less, i t s  assessment led  
to a m arginal p re ference o f Maasvlakte, because o f the 
la rg e r  q u a n t it ie s  tha t could be handled, the p rox im ity  to 
major users, and the an tic ip a te d  scope fo r  coa l
g a s s if ic a t io n  f a c i l i t i e s  in  con junction  w ith  a LNG 
term ina l (1978b,2-5; b ij la g e  2 ,7).

13. The 'd i r e c t '  employment e f fe c t s  (of 50 man-years) a t both
s i t e s  were co n s id e re d  id e n t i c a l ,  bu t in  the case o f  
Eemshaven an a d d it io n a l 50 man-years stemming from 
" in f r a s t ru c tu ra l a c t iv i t ie s "  were foreseen (1978b,2-23). 
However, la rg e r p rospects fo r a d d it io n a l employment were 
seen a t Maasvlakte due to  "ex te rna l"  in d u s t r ia l a c t iv i t ie s  
(e.g. the development o f a cryogen ics in d u s t ry ) .
(1978b,2-25).

14. The m a jo rity  repo rt by ICONA pu rpos ive ly  l e f t  out o f i t s
assessment the reg ion a l p o lic y  im peratives. A separate 
statement by the Economic A f fa ir s  M in is t ry  rep re sen ta tive  
stressed  tha t i t  was inapp rop ria te  fo r  ICONA to express 
i t s  o p in io n  as to  the  'w e ig h t ' to  be g iv en  to  the  
" p o l i t i c a l  dimensions" o f reg ion a l p o lic y .  In h is  v iew , 
i t  should be assessed in  the C ab in e t's  p o lic y  s e le c t io n  
r e la t iv e  to other impact dimensions: " I f  on account o f
reg ion a l economic p o l ic y  an Eemshaven lo c a t io n  would be 
p re fe rred , th is  would have to outweigh the a d d it io n a l co s t 
a ssoc ia ted  w ith  a term ina l a t Eemshaven" (1978b,3-6).



278

15. ICONA re ite ra te d  the conc lu s ion  o f the CPR tha t the lower 
r is k  a t Eemshaven in  terms o f maximum consequences, were 
o f fs e t  by an expected h igher le v e l o f 'perceived* r is k  
experienced by the lo c a l popu la tion  around Maasvlakte. I t  
noted tha t lo c a l po licy-m aking procedures and p u b lic  
invo lvem en t (in s p ra a k ) a t lo c a l  a u th o r it y  le v e l  would 
e s ta b lis h  whether the lo c a l r is k  percep tions were as h igh 
as an tic ip a te d  (1978b 3-2).

16. I t  is  s ig n i f ic a n t  tha t the Rotterdam Harbour 
" co s t-b e n e fits  a n a ly s is "  was c a r r ie d  out in  q u a n t ita t iv e  
term s o n ly  and ex c luded  the r is k s  a s s o c ia te d  w ith  LNG 
hazards. An im portant aspect in  the acceptance o f LNG 
from a " s o c ie ta l p o in ts  o f v iew ", was the fa c t  tha t the 
co s t-b e n e fit  a n a ly s is  assumed a h igh le v e l o f LNG imports 
(25 b i l l i o n  cub ic  metres per y e a r); a t cons ide rab le  lower 
q u a n t it ie s  the Rotterdam Harbour b e n e f it/ c o s t  r a t io  would 
f a l l  below 1. (Rotterdam 1977a,94).

17. Economic and socioeconom ic con s id e ra tion s  played a major 
ro le .  P o lic y  statements suggest tha t Maasvlakte s i t e  C 
was re je c te d  on the  b a s is  o f  h ig h  c o s t ,  w h i ls t  in  the 
comparison between s it e s  A and B, the la t t e r  was favoured 
because o f the scope fo r  a d d it io n a l in d u s t r ia l 
developments adjacent to the LNG term ina l s it e .

18. Zu id-Holland A u th o r ity  argued aga in st Maasvlakte s i t e  A 
because o f  the  l im it e d  space fo r  a d ja ce n t in d u s t r ia l  
a c t iv i t ie s ,  w h ils t  s i t e  C was seen as unfavourable in  view 
o f  reg iona l p lann ing  con s id e ra tio n s .

19. The p o l i t i c a l  s e n s i t i v i t y  o f  the LNG s i t i n g  is s u e  was 
re f le c te d  in  the d e lic a te  way in  which Zu id-Ho lland 
P ro v in c ia l C ounc il worded i t s  re je c t io n  o f the Maasvlakte 
s ite s :  "a fo rced  cho ice  between Maasvlakte A and B . . .  has 
to  lead to a re je c t io n  o f s i t e  A, w h ils t  i t  cannot lead to 
a p o s i t iv e  c h o ic e  in  fa vou r o f  s i t e  B, u n t i l  o th e r 
seem ingly more a t t r a c t iv e  a lte rn a t iv e s  ( in c l.  Voornedam, 
is la n d  term inal) are fu rth e r in vestiga ted  and 
reconsidered" (Zuid-Holland 1978c, p4361). Th is  p o s it io n  
was based on four sta ted  cons ide ra tions:

the  o u ts ta n d in g  im portance  o f  LNG in  the  Rotterdam  
region?
the cons iderab le  r is k ,  e s p e c ia l ly  a t s i t e  A, due to the 
p rox im ity  o f populated areas, which were a lready  
sub jec t to many other r is k s ;  and
the lim ite d  scope fo r  extended a c t iv i t ie s  fo r
Maasvlakte s it e s  A and B;
the view tha t p o te n t ia l advantages and d isadvantages o f 
a lte rn a t iv e  s it e s  had not been adequately exp lored.

In the context o f the above, i t  was su rp r is in g  tha t in  
p a r t ia l  deviance o f the P ro v in c ia l C ou n c il, the
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Zu id-Ho lland governors in d ica ted  in  a le t t e r  to the 
n a tio n a l government (25 J u ly  1978) th a t Maasvlakte B would 
be an acceptab le LNG s i t e  c o n d it io n a l to maximum sa fe ty  
measures and other r isk -red u c in g  measures, ( in c l ,  sa fe ty  
to chem ical in d u s tr ie s  in  teh Rijnmond a re a ). 
(Zuid-Holland 1978e),

20. Contrary to  the n a tio n a l government's request, Groningen 
a u th o r it ie s  a lso  assessed the comparative advantages o f 
the Eemshaven s i t e  over Maasvlakte.

21. Other impact dimensions can be seen to have been addressed 
la rg e ly  as 'o p e ra t io n a l c o n d it io n s ':  once a p re fe rred  LNG 
s i t e  was se le c ted  on the grounds o f economic and energy 
p o l ic y  con s id e ra tio n s , the f e a s ib i l i t y  and a c c e p ta b il it y  
was assessed  in  terms o f  i t s  n a u t ic a l  a c c e s s , s a fe ty ,  
environm ental impact and socio-econom ic e f fe c t s .

22. Gasun ie 's pre ference fo r  Rotterdam -  which was apparent 
from the e a r ly  1970s when i t  planned the LNG peak-shaving 
p la n t (Gasunie 1978a, p.14) -  was i n i t i a l l y  strengthened 
by i t s  concern fo r  tim e ly  access fo r  LNG te rm ina l fo r  the 
recep tion  o f the contracted  A lg e r ia n  LNG. In the 
p e rce iv e d  " s e l l e r s  m arke t" , tim e was seen as o f  the 
essence -  both in  respect o f co n tra c tin g  LNG su p p lie s , and 
as regards the s e le c t io n  o f a su ita b le  LNG f a c i l i t y  s it e .  
Only la t e r ,  in  the face o f lo c a l o p p o s it io n , was Gasunie 
'fo rc e d ' to  accept a lte rn a t iv e  s it e s .

23. In the LNG d e c is io n  case, Noordzee working group acted in  
c o lla b o ra t io n  w ith , and on b eha lf o f twelve other 
env ironm enta lis t o rg an iza t io n s , whose involvement is  not 
analysed sepa ra te ly  in  th is  respect (see Tab le 5 .3 ).

24. The Noordzee working group quoted the TNO f ig u re s  fo r  a 
maximum c re d ib le  acc iden t a t Maasvlakte in  t h is  respect: 
17,600 fa t a l  c a s u a lt ie s .  (Noordzee 1978b.,p .5; re ference 
to  TNO 1976).

25. Th is  se c tio n  is  based on the a n a ly s is  o f documents and 
statements by the Cabinet or in d iv id u a l Cabinet m in is te rs  
(rather than by c i v i l  servants, rep resenting  the 'n a t io n a l 
government'), The abbreviated n o ta tion  o f re ference  
fo l lo w e d  h e re , uses TK fo r  Tweede Kamer, d e n o t in g  a 
P a r lia m e n ta ry  Paper p re sen ted  to  the  Lower House? the  
number 14626 r e f e r s  to  the  s u b je c t  number o f  the  LNG 
s i t i n g  p o l i c y  is s u e ,  and the number 11 in d ic a t e s  the  
document number. The f u l l  re ference  fo r  th is  statement 
would be Tweede Kamer, z i t t in g  1977-1978,14626,n r ,11
page 5.
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26. M a in ly  by re ference  to the ICONA f ig u re s ,  the Cabinet 
concluded th a t the co st o f  an is la n d -te rm in a l was 
"excessive" (TK 146262/3,p8 ).

27. In March 1978 the Cabinet expressed i t s  view tha t "the 
p ro b a b il it y  o f c a la m it ie s  invo lved  in  the lo c a t io n  o f a 
LNG te rm in a l a t  an a r t i f i c i a l  is la n d  does no t d i f f e r  
e s s e n t ia l ly  from tha t invo lved  a t Maasvlakte s it e s  A and 
B". The same conc lu s ion  app lied  to Maasvlakte s i t e  C (TK 
14626:6fp2 ).

28. The Cabinet p o l ic y  statement o f June 1978, fo r  example, 
w h ils t  not e lim in a t in g  the Eemshaven op tion  e n t ir e ly  a t 
th a t  s ta g e , conc luded  th a t  i t  saw "no t in c o n s id e ra b le  
ob je c t io n s" to  t h is  s i t e  (TK 14626:7,p i) .

29. I t  is  s ig n i f ic a n t  tha t the assessment by the Cabinet was 
based on the assumption o f a y e a r ly  import le v e l o f 12 
b i l l i o n  cub ic metres o f LNG. The p o te n t ia l fo r  la rg e r LNG 
tankers a t Maasvlakte had been c ite d  as a fa c to r  in  favour 
o f th is  s i t e .  (TK14626:9, p36).

30. However, the Cabinet noted tha t in  terms o f the p o te n t ia l 
use o f "co ld  energy" (c ryogen ics), the ex te rna l e f fe c t s  
would p o s s ib ly  be g re a te r  in  the Rotterdam  re g io n  (TK 
14626:9,p .36).

31. The fa c t  tha t th is  p o lic y  p o s it io n  was e n t ir e ly  con s is ten t 
w ith  the m a jo rity  view expressed by ICONA (which inc luded 
c i v i l  servants representing  most Cabinet m in is te r s ) , lends 
support fo r  my a n a ly s is  o f the C ab in e t's  i n i t i a l  p o lic y  
pe rspective , as summarised in  Tab le 6.18.

32. T h is  summarised f i n a l  p o l i c y  p e rs p e c t iv e  i s  based on 
a n a ly s is  o f TK 14626:11 and Tweede Kamer 1978a.

33. For the no tions o f " issue  d issensus" and "process 
d issensus" see Jonathan I .  Gershuny, "What should
fo re ca s te rs  do? -  A P e s s im is t ic  V iew", in  P .R . Baehr and 
B. W it t r o c k ,  P o l i c y  A n a ly s is  and P o l i c y  In n o v a t io n  -  
Pa tte rns Problems and P o te n t ia ls  (London: Sage, 1981) , pp. 
193-207.

34. The three re ference  frames id e n t if ie d  here are p a r t ia l ly  
o v e r la p p in g ?  the  c r u c ia l  d i s t in c t i o n  i s  the  le v e l  o f 
problems attended to . A h igher-o rder le v e l t y p ic a l ly  acts  
as a con textua l premise fo r  low er-order questions. W ith in  
one frame o f re fe rence , a p a r t ic u la r  p o lic y  cho ice  may be 
taken as g iven , whereas in  another i t  i s  considered s t i l l  
open fo r  n eg o t ia t io n . For a b r ie f  d is cu s s io n  o f 
sequen tia l decision-m aking in  the context o f gas term ina l 
s i t in g  see a lso  J .  L innerooth  "R isk  a n a ly s is  in  the P o l ic y  
P rocess", in  H. Kunreuther, J .  L inneroo th , e t  a l . ,  R isk
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A na ly s is  and D ec is ion  Processes -  The S it in g  o f L iq u e fie d  
Energy Gas F a c i l i t i e s  in  Four Countries (B e rlin :  
Sp ringe r-Ve rlag , 1983) esp. p.185-187.

35. In the sense tha t Gasunie d id  no longer question  the need 
fo r  LNG im porta tion  and a Dutch f a c i l i t y  (Frames B and A 
re s p e c t iv e ly ) .

36. The conten tion  was due to the fa c t  tha t the LNG import 
co n tra c t seem to 'c lo s e ' p o l ic y  d is cu ss io n  on the need fo r  
LNG im porta tion  and on the d e s i r a b i l i t y  o f a Dutch 
te rm in a l.  New p o l ic y  a c to r s  f u e l le d  the  LNG d e c is io n  
controversy , by re-opening debate on these issues (see the 
changing p o l ic y  arenas d iscussed  in  Chapter 5 f se c t io n  4).

37. The s ign ing  o f the LNG import con tra c t cha rac te r ised  the 
'im pe ra tive ' towards re je c t in g  the so -ca lle d  "p ip e lin e  
a lte rn a t iv e "  o f im porting n a tu ra l gas in  gaseous form.

38. The re je c t io n  o f the is la n d  term ina l as a v ia b le  op tion  
h ig h lig h ts  the s ig n if ic a n c e  o f the ' o f f i c i a l '  p o lic y  
agenda in  p ro v id in g  the background to  the  's c re e n in g  
procedures' fo r  eva lua ting  s it in g  op tion s , and to se t the 
terms fo r  i n i t i a l  assessments.

39. As mentioned e a r l ie r ,  the time co n s tra in ts  were seen as an 
"a p r io r i  boundary co n d it io n "  by ICONA (ICONA 1978a, 4-6). 
In i t s  f in a l  p o l ic y  rep o rt, ICONA sta ted  e x p l i c i t ly  tha t 
"the time requ ired  fo r  the r e a lis a t io n  o f a LNG term ina l 
. . .  c o n s t itu te s  a determ in ing fa c to r  in  the s e le c t io n  o f a 
lo c a t io n "  (ICONA 1978b,2-36). (my emphasis)

40. I t  was in  th is  context tha t the n a tio n a l government saw 
the need fo r  a sp e c ia l co n su lta t io n  procedure on lo c a l 
a u th o r ity  approval o f a LNG te rm ina l. (Tweede Kamer 
1977b,p403).

41. In p a r t ic u la r  the fo llo w in g  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t ie s :  PvdA, d '66 , 
PPR, PSP. These represented, however, a m in o r ity  a t the 
time o f the Parliam ent debate, and a motion requesting  the 
Cabinet to  fo llo w  th is  p o l ic y  l in e  was defeated in  the 
Lower House (Tweede Kamer 1978).

42. These c r i t e r ia  cou ld  re la te  to the assessment o f 
' p o s i t iv e '  or 'n e g a t iv e ' im pact d im en s io n s . E .g .  the 
perce ived need o f a LNG term ina l "a t a l l  c o s t" ,  or the 
abso lu te  "u n a cce p ta b ility "  o f a p a r t ic u la r  (perceived) 
r is k  le v e l,  whatever the b e n e f its  a n t ic ip a te d .

43. There  i s  no s c i e n t i f i c  consensus as to  the  c o n d it io n s  
under which detonation  (the exp los ion  o f a n a tu ra l gas 
vapour cloud) w i l l  a c tu a lly  take p la ce . For a d is cu ss ion  
o f  e x p o rt  d isag reem ent on the p r o p e r t ie s  o f  LNG and
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c o n f l ic t in g  r is k  ana lyses, see C. Mandl and J .  Lathrop, 
"LEG R isk Assessments: Experts d isag ree ", in  Kunreuther 
and L innerooth  e t a l.  1983, o p . c it .  (note 34), pp .148-177.

44. I am re fe r r in g  here s t r i c t l y  to  d ispu tes  among s c ie n t is t s , 
ra ther than p o l i t i c a l  con trove rs ie s  in v o lv in g  ' s c ie n t i f i c '  
issues.

45. The 1% p ro b a b il it y  in  the m iddle column corresponds to the 
r is k  a n a ly t ic  data on detonation  as presented in  the TNO 
r is k  analyses (TNO 1976;TNO 1978). The a n a ly s is  presented 
in  th is  ta b le  draws p a r t ly  on J .  H e it in k ,  " R is ik o 's  in  
Recht en B es lu itvo rm in g ", Technische Hogeschool Twente, 
A fd e lin g  der Chemische Techno log ie , November 1981, mimeo.

46. ICONA saw the issue o f r is k  percep tion  as being 
approp ria te  to  assessment in  the context o f  lo c a l p o lic y  
d e lib e ra t io n s ,  in te rp re t in g  th is  aspects as the r is k  "as 
experienced" to the lo c a l popu la tion  in  the v ic in i t y  o f a 
LNG term ina l (ICONA 1978a,4-30; 1978b,3-2). In any case, 
the perce ived  r is k  le v e ls  a t Eemshaven and Maasvlakte were 
no t co n s id e re d  s ig n i f i c a n t  fa c t o r s  in  the  com para tive  
assessment o f the two LNG s it e s  (ICONA 1978b,3-5).

47. The f a c t  th a t  the  p e rce iv e d  r is k  le v e ls  co u ld  no t be 
q u a n t if ie d  was c ite d  by the Cabinet as a j u s t i f ic a t io n  fo r  
i t s  conc lu s ion  tha t on the bas is  o f r is k  assessments no 
preference fo r  e ith e r  Maasvlakte or Eemshaven s it e s  cou ld  
be made (TK14626/11,pl4). E lsewhere, however, the Cabinet 
has sta ted  th a t in  terms o f the "p s y ch o lo g ic a l- s o c ia l"  
dimension o f sa fe ty  r is k ,  the Eemshaven s it e  was favoured 
over the Maasvlakte lo c a t io n  (TK 14626:9, p.31;36)

48. P a r t ic u la r  concern was expressed by the lo c a l 
env ironm enta lis t group opera ting  in  the area between 
Rotterdam and the co as ta l reg ion , the "Veren ig ing  tegen 
M ilie u b ed e rf in  en om het Nieuwe-Waterweggebied" (VMNW 
1978).

49. The main p o l i t i c a l  p a r t ie s  in  the Lower House who adopted 
th is  l in e  were PPR, d'66, and CDA (Tweede Kamer 1978, esp. 
P764/765, 772/773, and 791).

50. An example o f t h is  comparative mode o f r is k  assessment was 
the re je c t io n  by ICONA o f the is la n d -te rm in a l j u s t i f ie d  on 
the bas is  o f  a t ra d e -o ff between the low ga ins in  sa fe ty  
versus the h igh a d d it io n a l co s t invo lved  (ICONA 1978a, 
p4-30).

51. More p re c is e ly ,  the q u a n t ita t iv e  r is k  le v e l was such tha t 
i t  d id  n o t le a d  to  a r e j e c t io n  on the b a s is  o f  the  
en v iro nm en ta l s a fe ty  norms, nor co u ld  i t  be approved 
u n co n d it io n a lly . Fo llow ing  fu rth e r assessments o f the
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co n d it io n s  fo r  LNG developments (e.g. r is k  reducing 
m easu res), the  proposed p la n s  were deemed a c c e p ta b le .  
(Groningen 1978c, 56-9). The norms were se t in  " P o llu t io n  
co n tro l and use o f norms in  Groningen" (County Aldermen o f 
the Prov ince o f Groningen, 1979, mimeo). (A t ra n s la t io n  
o f  Nota M ilieunormen 1976) . T h is  document de fined  a range 
o f  r is k  le v e ls  s itu a ted  in  between the "acceptab le" and 
"unacceptable" extremes, which requ ired  " fu rth e r 
assessment" (Dutch: "verdere to e ts in g " , p54).
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CHAPTER 7

DETERMINANTS OF POLICY DISSENSUS IN THE LNG CONTROVERSY; 

THE ADVANCE OF CULTURAL ANALYSIS

1. In trodu c tio n

The preceding chapters have examined the LNG d e c is io n  

controversy by ana lys ing  the c o n f l ic t in g  p o lic y  p o s it io n s  o f 

in s t i t u t io n a l  a c to rs . They have id e n t i f ie d  not on ly  c o n f l ic t in g  

in te re s ts  among p o lic y  p a r t ic ip a n ts  -  in  the sense o f 

contending eva lua tive  c r i t e r ia  fo r cho ice  - but have analysed 

competing percep tions as to the nature o f the LNG d e c is io n  

issues . In examining the LNG p o l ic y  controversy i t  was obvious 

tha t a number o f in s t i t u t io n a l  a cto rs  d isagreed on the le v e l o f 

p o l ic y  p re fe ren ces . I t  was le s s  obvious why they d isagreed. 

Th is  chapter analyses fu rth e r the determ inants underpinning the 

c o n f l ic t in g  p o lic y  stances, and attempts to  account fo r  the key 

areas o f p o lic y  d issensus tha t emerged.

In  d raw ing  to g e th e r the  main s tra n d s  o f  da ta  and a n a ly s is  

presented in  the fo rego ing  d is cu ss io n , t h is  chapter addresses a 

number o f a n a ly t ic  questions tha t a r is e  from the em p ir ica l and

conceptua l issues p e rt in e n t to 'te ch n o lo g ic a l d e c is io n '
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controversy. In (re-)exam ining the determ inants o f p o l ic y  

d issensus in  the LNG d e c is io n  d ispu te , th is  chapter i s  

concerned w ith  four a n a ly t ic  tasks. F i r s t ,  to e s ta b lis h  the 

s ig n if ic a n c e  o f competing problem percep tions as determ inants 

fo r  the process and outcome o f  decision-m aking. Second, to 

analyse the main con tra s tin g  problem d e f in it io n s  and 

a c to r - s p e c if ic  p o lic y  percep tions tha t were a t the cen tre  o f 

the LNG d ispu te . T h ird , to examine the adequacy, or otherw ise , 

o f the p o l i t ic s - o f - in t e r e s t  frame fo r exp la in in g  the d ive rgen t 

prob lem  p e rc e p t io n s  in  e m p ir ic a l c o n te x t .  And fo u r th ,  to  

a sse ss  the advance o f  c u l t u r a l  a n a ly s is  in  a cco u n t in g  fo r  

p o lic y  behaviour in  the LNG d e c is io n  controversy.

At the heart o f t h is  th ird  and f in a l  em p ir ica l chapter i s  thus 

an attempt to address, in  the context o f a d e ta ile d  d e c is io n a l 

case, the main theme o f t h is  study. That is  to question  the 

extent tha t contending problem percep tions in  'te ch n o lo g ic a l 

d e c is io n ' con trove rs ie s  can be accounted fo r  s o le ly  in  terms o f 

c o n f l ic t s  o f in te re s ts  among p o lic y  a c to rs , and to  argue the 

s ig n if ic a n t  c o n tr ib u t io n  o f the c u ltu ra l b ia s  frame fo r 

enhanced understanding o f the dynamics and re so lu t io n  o f p u b lic  

p o lic y  d ispu tes  over c o n tro v e rs ia l technology.

2. Key areas o f  p o lic y  d issensus

A n a ly t ic a l accounts o f the LNG d e c is io n  controversy need to

id e n t ify  the v a r ia b le  in f lu en ce  o f d if fe r e n t  p o lic y  a c to rs  and

events in  shaping the process and outcome o f the d ispu te . The

d if fe r e n t  in t e r e s t - c r i t e r ia  and problem d e f in it io n s  adopted by

p o l ic y  a c to r s  need to  be examined in  the  co n te x t  o f  the

dynamics and s t ru c tu ra l determ inants o f the d e c is io n  p rocess.

In order to e s ta b lis h  the c r u c ia l p o lic y  a c to rs  and events tha t

underpinned the LNG controversy , the d e c is io n  process w i l l  be

re-examined the re fo re  by re ference  to three issues

(i) p o l ic y  a c t io n s  governing the in tro d u c t io n  or 
ex c lu s ion  o f (a lte rn a tiv e )  p o l ic y  options;
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( i i )  s h i f t s  in  the d e c is io n  p rocess, m an ifest though 
changing p o lic y  arenas and agendas; and

( i i i )  the r e la t iv e  s ig n if ic a n c e  o f p o lic y  p o s it io n s  
and a c t ion s  in  determ in ing the f in a l  outcome o f 
the d e c is io n  d ispu te .

Given the d e ta ile d  d e s c r ip t io n  o f p o lic y  events presented in  

Chapter 5, these issues can be addressed below in  a summarized 

review  o f the LNG d e c is io n  process.

In troduc tion  and re je c t io n  o f p o l ic y  op tions

D u ring  Round A, the M aasv lak te  s i t e  emerged as the  o n ly  

'v ia b le '  lan d -b ased  lo c a t io n  fo r  a Dutch LNG te rm in a l,  as 

viewed by n a tio n a l government (ICONA) and the a p p lica n t 

Gasunie. In the i n i t i a l  stages o f decision-m aking the va rious 

p o l ic y  ac to rs  were not in  d ispu te  over the s e le c t io n  o f p o l ic y  

op tions and the major s e le c t io n  c r i t e r ia .  The consensus among 

the ea r ly  p a r t ic ip a n ts  (M in is try  o f Economic A f f a ir s ,  Gasunie. 

Rotterdam Harbour Authority) provided the background to the 

governm enta l d e c is io n  to  r e j e c t  the o p t io n  o f  n a tu ra l gas 

im portation  v ia  p ip e lin e .  In th is  con text, the emergence o f 

controversy over the LNG d e c is io n s  can be considered in  terms 

o f d ivergence from th is  dominant p o lic y  pe rspective  (as 

e s tab lished  in  the e a r ly  stages o f the decision-m aking 

p ro cess).

The governm enta l v iew  on the  ( land-based) LNG s i t e s  under 

con s id e ra tion  was not cha llenged s ig n i f ic a n t ly  u n t i l  the end o f 

Round B, w ith  the ( re -) in tro d u c t io n  o f the Eemshaven s i t e  in to  

the p o lic y  d e b a te .^  Th is  s ig n i f ic a n t  s h i f t  in  the d e c is io n  

process was in it ia t e d  independently from the n a tio n a l 

government, s ig n a ll in g  a r e la t iv e  reduction  o f i t s  in f lu e n ce  

(as compared to i t s  dominant ro le  in  s tru c tu r in g  the p o l ic y  

process in  e a r l ie r  s tages). Under pressure from Groningen lo c a l 

a u th o r it ie s ,  and aga inst the background o f lo c a l o p p o s it io n s  to
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a Maasvlakte s i t e ,  the n a t io n a l government accepted the 

re-emergence o f the Eemshaven op tion  in to  the p o lic y  

d e lib e ra t io n s .

The in c lu s io n  o f Eemshaven in  the formal d e c is io n  procedures

se t out by n a tio n a l government presents the most s ig n if ic a n t

s in g le  event in  red e fin in g  the boundaries to the ' o f f i c i a l '

p o l ic y  agenda. W h ils t  the in i t i a t iv e  fo r  re s ta r t in g  d is cu ss ion s

w ith  Eemshaven Harbour A u th o r ity  came from Gasunie, the key

p o lic y  acto r tha t was instrum enta l in  re - in tro d u c in g  the

Eemshaven op tion  was the Groningen p ro v in c ia l a u th o r ity  ( in
F21

co lla b o ra t io n  w ith  the harbour a u th o r it ie s ) . The p o lic y  

a c t io n s  o f Groningen lo c a l a u th o r it ie s  were c r u c ia l in  

determ in ing the f in a l  stages o f the LNG d e c is io n  d ispu te , and 

the eventual s e le c t io n  o f Eemshaven.

Determ inants o f s h i f t s  in  the p o l ic y  process

A more complex and more ' p o l i t i c a l '  p ic tu re  emerges when the 

re - in tro d u c t io n  o f the Eemshaven op tion  is  analysed fo r  i t s  

underly ing  determ inants. The determ ining fa c to r  behind 

G a su n ie 's  i n i t i a l  approach to  the harbour a u t h o r i t ie s  and 

Groningen p rov ince was the growing concern over the lack  o f 

consensus in  the Rotterdam  a rea  on the a c c e p t a b i l i t y  o f  a 

M aasv lak te  LNG te rm in a l (as favou red  by G a su n ie ) . In t h is  

respect, c o n f l ic t s  over lo c a l approval o f a Maasvlakte s i t e  

were rooted in  d ivergen t impact assessments, e s p e c ia l ly  on one 

o ve rr id in g  dimension: s a fe ty . Considerab le  o p p os it io n  became

apparen t -  in  la t e  1977 -  on the  p a r t  o f  R ijnm ond P u b l ic  

A u th o r ity , Rotterdam C ity  C ou n c il, and Zu id-Holland P ro v in c ia l 

Counc il as fa r  as the (expected) hea lth  and sa fe ty  r is k s  were 

concerned. A d d it io n a lly ,  env ironm enta lis t o rgan isa tion s  

expressed in c reas in g  concern over the p o te n t ia l r is k s  to the 

lo c a l  p opu la tion .
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The la ck  o f consensus on the sa fe ty  o f LNG developments in  the 

Rotterdam area cou ld  become e s p e c ia lly  s ig n if ic a n t  because o f 

the n a tio n a l government's commitment to the tim etab le  

s t ip u la t e d  in  the A lg e r ia n  LNG im po rt c o n t r a c t .  G iven  the 

concern on the p a rt o f  the n a tio n a l government (and o f Gasunie) 

over the tim e ly  approval procedures fo r  the Maasvlakte s i t e ,  

the op pos it ion  expressed w ith in  the Rijnmond and Zu id-Ho lland 

lo c a l a u th o r it ie s  must be id e n t if ie d  as a key fa c to r  t r ig g e r in g  

a c r u c ia l s h i f t  in  the LNG d e c is io n  process. T h is  conc lu s ion  

suggests tha t the p o lic y  pe rspectives  o f these two 

in s t i t u t io n a l  a c to rs  requ ire  fu rth e r  a n a ly s is , in  p a r t ic u la r  

th e ir  con tra s tin g  assessments o f the sa fe ty  r is k s  as a 

determ in ing fa c to r  in  the LNG controversy .

Determ inants fo r  f in a l  p o lic y  outcome

In  many ways, the s a fe ty  d im ens ion  seems to  have p la yed  a 

lim ite d  ro le  in  the C ab in e t's  f in a l  p o lic y  assessment lead ing  

to  the p re ference o f Eemshaven over the Maasvlakte op tions . As 

in d ica ted  e a r l ie r ,  the Cabinet d id  not re fe r  to  the sa fe ty  

c r i t e r ia  in  arguing i t s  f in a l  cho ice , p la c in g  o ve rr id in g  

emphasis on j u s t i f ic a t io n s  in  terms o f reg ion a l development 

p o l ic y  and socioeconom ic aspects. The Cabinet judged both the 

Maasvlakte and Eemshaven s it e  eq u a lly  aceptab le in  terms o f 

s a fe t y ,  bu t d id  not endorse e x p l i c i t l y  the  p o s i t iv e  v iew  

expressed by Groningen a u th o r it ie s .  W h ils t  the Cab inet d id  not 

ra is e  fundamental o b je c t io n s  to LNG a c t iv i t ie s  on the grounds 

o f the sa fe ty  r is k s ,  i t  fa i le d  to  're s o lv e ' the b a s ic  c o n f l ic t s  

among p o lic y  ac to rs  on the issue o f acceptab le sa fe ty  le v e ls  

fo r  LNG developments.

However, from a broader p e rspec tive , tak ing  account o f the 

cons ide rab le  p o l i t i c a l  dimensions in  the LNG d e c is io n  

controversy , the contending r is k  assessments were instrum enta l
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in  determ in ing the f in a l  p o lic y  cho ice  by the Cab inet. The 

c r u c ia l fa c to r  was the the d ivergence among contending lo c a l 

a u th o r it ie s  on the cond it io n s  fo r  approva l. Having reduced the 

f in a l  d e c is io n  round to a 'c o n te s t ' between the Maasvlakte and 

Eemshaven s it e s ,  the Cabinet was confronted w ith  two 

d ia m e tr ic a lly  opposing groups o f lo c a l government a c to rs . On 

the one hand Groningen lo c a l a u th o r it ie s  s tro ng ly  endorsed a 

LNG term ina l a t Eemshaven, supported a t p ro v in c ia l and 

m un ic ipa l le v e ls ,  and backed by lo c a l  Chambers o f Commerce and 

trades unions. In s ta rk  con tra s t to  th is  un ited  fr o n t ,  the 

Rotterdam  lo c a l  a u t h o r i t ie s  were d iv id e d  on the  is s u e  o f  

approva l. In p a r t ic u la r  Rijnmond P u b lic  A u th o r ity  was s tro n g ly  

opposed to  a Maasvlakte LNG recep tion  f a c i l i t y .

Viewed in  the context o f t h is  d if fe re n c e  in  lo c a l p e rspective  -

e s p e c ia l ly  in  terms o f the r is k  assesment - the f in a l  p o lic y

preference by the Cabinet may be seen to  be determ ined la rg e ly

by p o l i t i c a l  opportun ity  and im peratives. Indeed, the s e le c t io n

o f Eemshaven as a -  sym bolic -  endorsement o f the governmental

commitment to reg ion a l economic support fo r  Groningen,

h ig h lig h ts  the p o l i t i c a l  con s id e ra tion s  invo lved. However, in

accounting fo r  the underly ing  fa c to rs  tha t gave r is e  to th is

p o l i t i c a l  con text, we are led  back to the d ive rgen t p o l ic y

stances o f Groningen and Rotterdam lo c a l a u th o r it ie s  as the key

determ inant. The c o n f l ic t in g  p o lic y  views o f these groups o f

lo c a l government a c to rs  must be id e n t if ie d  the re fo re  as the

ce n tra l m an ife sta tion  o f p o lic y  d issensus governing the process

and outcome o f the LNG d ispu te . Below I assess the ex ten t tha t

the  c o n f l i c t in g  p o l i c y  s ta n ce s  o f  G ron ingen  and Rotterdam

p a r t ic ip a n ts  are underpinned by contending problem d e f in it io n s ,

e s p e c ia l ly  in  th e ir  assessment o f the sa fe ty  r is k s  assoc ia ted

w ith  LNG technology. In th is  con tex t, the fo llo w in g  d is cu ss io n

examines how the LNG d e c is io n  controversy can be accounted fo r

in  r e la t io n  to  the d ive rgen t p o l ic y  percep tions o f these two
T41groups o f in s t i t u t io n a l  p a r t ic ip a n ts .
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3, D ivergent problem d e f in it io n s :  Groningen versus Rijnmond

Groningen a u th o r it ie s  s tro n g ly  favoured a lo c a l LNG te rm ina l, 

w h i ls t  R ijnmond P u b l ic  A u th o r it y  (and to  a le s s e r  e x te n t 

Zu id-Holland P ro v in c ia l Au thority ) expressed strong op p os it io n  

to  LNG developments. In th is  context the d ispu te  between these 

two groups o f  lo c a l a u th o r it ie s  r e f le c t  a number o f s ig n i f ic a n t  

fea tu res  associa ted  w ith  'te ch n o lo g ic a l d e c is io n ' con trove rs ie s  

(as d iscussed in  Chapter 1). The p o l ic y  disagreements between 

Groningen and Rijnmond a u th o r it ie s  inc luded  c o n f l ic t in g  stances 

in  re s p e c t  o f  th re e  main is s u e s  p e r t in e n t  to  such p o l i c y  

con trove rs ie s: (i) the a c c e p ta b il it y  o f LNG techno logy, ( i i )  the 

in te rp re ta t io n , v a lu a t io n  and u t i l i s a t io n  o f s c ie n t i f i c  data, 

e s p e c ia l ly  in  respect o f the hea lth  and sa fe ty  r is k s  concerned, 

and ( i i i )  the d e f in it io n  and eva lua tion  o f the (perceived) 

r is k s  and b e n e f its  assoc ia ted  w ith  LNG technology.

The Groningen and Rotterdam lo c a l a u th o r it ie s  took up 

con tra s tin g  p o s it io n s  on a l l  three counts. Below I seek to 

e s ta b lis h  tha t these areas o f  d issensus are embedded in  

competing problem d e f in it io n s  among the d ispu tan ts . Tab le 7.1 

summarises the major d is t in c t io n s  in  th is  respect, based on the 

a n a ly s is  presented in  the p rev ious chapter. At the cen tre  o f 

the d ispu te  were d ive rgen t pe rspectives  on the a c c e p ta b il it y  o f 

LNG a c t iv i t ie s  in  the re spec tiv e  reg ions. The fo llo w in g  

sec tion s  con tra s t the p o lic y  views o f the Groningen and 

Rijnmond a u th o r it ie s ,  ana lys ing  in  d e t a i l  the d if fe r e n t  problem 

percep tions and d e f in it io n a l  boundaries by which these p o lic y  

a c to rs  operated -  as m anifest in  th e ir  p o l i t i c a l  accounts (c f. 

Chapter 4) . The p o lic y  stance o f Rijnmond P u b lic  A u th o rity  

w i l l  be analysed as in d ic a t iv e  o f the lo c a l government 

oppos it ion  to  LNG in  the Rotterdam area. Given the forego ing  

a n a ly s is ,  the contending views on sa fe ty  and r is k  assessments 

w i l l  continue to serve as a s ig n i f ic a n t  fo c a l p o in t.
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[a] A c c e p t a b i l i t y * M a a s v l a k t e  site * c o m b i n e d  s t o r a g e  a n d * LNG i m p o r t a t i o n  at
of L NG " u n a c c e p t a b l e "  or r e c e p t i o n / h a n d l i n g  of E e m s h a v e n  t e r m i n a l

" u n f a v o u r a b l e " LNG t e r m i n a l  at " c o m p l e t e l y  a c c e p t a b l e "
* LNG a c c e p t a b l e  at M a a s v l a k t e  " r e j e c t e d "

V o o r n e d a m  s i t e / a w a y * LN G  r e c e p t i o n  t e r m i n a l
f r o m  p o p u l a t e d  a rea o n l y  a c c e p t a b l e  if

o f f - s h o r e

[b] Role of * f o r m a l  r i s k  a n a l y s i s , * t e c h n i c a l  r i s k  d e f i n i - * t e c h n i c a l  r i s k  a n a l y s e s

s c i e n t i f i c  d a t a u s e d  as p a r t i a l  b a s i s tion r e j e c t e d dat a  a c c e p t e d
for a s s e s s m e n t ,  to * p r o b a b i l i t i e s  a nd * 'factual* r i s k  d ata in
e n s u r e  'stand still' c o n s e q u e n c e s  to be t e r m s  of “p r o b a b i l i t i e s
p r i n c i p l e  in c u m u l a - c o m p a r e d  i n d e p e n d e n t l y x c o n s e q u e n c e s "  u t i l i z e d
tiv e  s a f e t y  r i s k s * h i g h - c o n s e q u e n c e to a s s e s s  s a f e t y  level

* q u a l i t a t i v e  r i s k  data h a z a r d s  m e r i t  s p e c i a l
( p s y c h o l o g i c a l  p r e s - a t t e n t i o n
sure on local p o p u l a - * a s s e s s m e n t  of
t i o n ) c o m p l e m e n t s p e r c e i v e d  r i s k  to

q u a n t i t a t i v e  data local p o p u l a t i o n
c o m p l e m e n t s  q u a n t a t a -
t ive r i s k  data

[c] R i s k / b e n e f i t s * r i s k  c o m p a r e d  to * a c c e p t a b l e  r isk level * f a c t u a l  r i s k  dat a  d e t e r m i -
a s s e s s m e n t o t h e r  e x i s t i n g  a c t i - l a r g e l y  to be d e t e r m i nes a c c e p t a b i l i t y  r e -

v i t ies; a p p l y  s t a n d n e d  by c o n s e q u e n c e s q u a n t i t a t i v e  n o rms
still' p r i n c i p l e * i m p o s s i b l e  to w e i g h * a n t i c i p a t e d  s o cio-

* r e g i o n a l  b e n e f i t s r i s k / s a f e t y e c o n o m i c  b e n e f i t s  far

a c k n o w l e d g e d ,  but a g a 1 n s t o u t w e i g h  o t her c o n s i -

c a n n o t  be n e g o t i a - a n t i c i p a t e d d e r a t i o n s ,  i n c l u d i n g

den in r e l a t i o n  to b e n e f i t s s a f e t y

s a f e t y
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Groningen lo c a l a u th o r it ie s  problem d e f in it io n

The perce ived b e n e f its  o f a LNG term ina l a t Eemshaven were 

framed by the Groningen lo c a l a u th o r it ie s  predom inantly in  

terms o f reg iona l and socioeconomic fa c to rs .  E s p e c ia lly  in  

comparison to the Maasvlakte s i t e ,  the Groningen a u th o r it ie s  

argued th a t the Eemshaven op tion  had cons ide rab le  "o b je c t iv e  

advantages" (Groningen 1978c,56-12; my emphasis). In th is  

p e rspec tive , other impact dimensions in c lu d in g  sa fe ty , were 

framed as c o n s tra in ts , tha t should not " in h ib it "  the s it in g  o f 

a LNG term ina l a t Eemshaven (Groningen 1978g,10). Given th is  

problem d e f in it io n ,  the Groningen a u th o r it ie s  attached much 

importance to the p o l i t i c a l  commitments on the p a rt o f  n a tio n a l 

government; s i t in g  a t Eemshaven was seen as a "unique 

opportun ity" fo r  the Cabinet to "take s e r io u s ly  the 

socio-econom ic problem atigue o f [Groningen] p rov ince" 

(Groningen 1978c,56-12).

Groningen a u th o r it ie s  conceded tha t 'tang ib le*  socio-econom ic 

b e n e f its  in  terms o f short-term  employment generation  would be 

lim ite d .  They emphasised, however, the "p sy ch o log ica l"  e f fe c t  

upon the lo c a l economy (Groningen 1978j,16). In any case, they 

argued tha t g iven the h igher unemployment le v e l in  the 

Groningen reg ion , employment created by LNG developments would 

be " r e la t iv e ly  and q u a l i t a t iv e ly  o f much greater s ig n if ic a n c e  

to  Groningen" than i t  would be to the Rotterdam area (Groningen 

1978h,4). Groningen a u th o r it ie s  repeated ly  re fe rre d  to  the 

"o b je c t iv e ' advantages o f Eemshaven, arguing among other th ings 

tha t n a tio n a l and European investment su b s id ie s  a v a ila b le  fo r  

the Groningen reg ion  would o f f - s e t  the otherw ise negative cost 

e ffe c t iv e n e ss  o f Eemshaven in  comparison to the Rotterdam s it e s  

(Groningen 1 9 7 8 h ,3 ) .^
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R isk  assessment

The handling and assessment o f the r is k  and sa fe ty  dimensions 

assoc ia ted  w ith  LNG a c t iv i t ie s  r e f le c t  the d is t in c t iv e  problem 

frame adopted by Groningen lo c a l  a u th o r it ie s .  The r is k  

assessment made by Groningen lo c a l a u th o r it ie s  was la rg e ly  made 

in  q u a n t it a t iv e  term s (as p re sen ted  in  the r i s k  a n a ly se s  

c a r r ie d  out by TNO and by the Groningen p ro v in c ia l p u b lic  works 

a u th o r ity ;  TNO 1978 and Groningen 1978a). Invoking the 

d e f in it io n  o f " p r o b a b il it ie s  x consequences", Groningen 

a u th o r it ie s  argued tha t

" . . . i t  i s  p o s s ib le  to make a respons ib le  v a lu a t io n  o f
the o b je c t iv e  r is k  assoc ia ted  w ith  the im porta tion  o f
LNG". (Groningen 1978j,4? my emphasis)

Groningen a u th o r it ie s  considered the sa fe ty  r is k s  o f LNG 

predom inantly in  s c ie n t i f i c  and te ch n ica l terms, w ith  

p a r t ic u la r  emphasis on the q u a n t ita t iv e  r is k  ana lyses. W ith 

re ference to the TNO data they played down the p o s s ib i l i t y  o f 

de tona tion , s tre ss in g  tha t the r is k  analyses were based on 

ove r-cau tiou s, "worst case" acc id en ts  (Groningen 1978c,56-9? 

1978d,56a-6). The Groningen problem pe rcep tion  revealed 

c o n s id e ra b le  c o n f id e n ce  in  the  a p p l ic a t io n  o f  s c ie n c e  and 

technology as a means o f  d ea lin g  w ith  the sa fe ty  aspects o f 

LNG. Even in  the "very u n lik e ly "  case o f detonation  (Groningen 

1978c,56-9), the a u th o r it ie s  concluded the "p ro v is io n a l

a c c e p ta b il ity "  o f LNG developments, arguing tha t "eng ineering  

and technology are in  rap id  development, e s p e c ia l ly  in  the 

f ie ld  o f sa fe ty " (Groningen 1978d,56a-6).

A fu rth e r fea tu re  o f the p o l ic y  assessment by Groningen 

a u t h o r i t ie s  was a b ia s  tow ards the  s h o r t  and medium term . 

Eva lua tion  o f the sa fe ty  aspects fo r  example, was based on a 

r e la t iv e ly  low import q u o ta .^  Larger q u a n t it ie s  o f LNG 

imports were not foreseen fo r  another 12 years (1990) , and by 

then, the Groningen a u th o r it ie s  argued, more te ch n ica l 

in fo rm a t io n  would be a v a i la b le  to  d e a l w ith  the  in c re a se d
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sa fe ty  r is k .  In the words o f  the a u th o r it ie s ,  by tha t time

" i t  may be expected tha t more w i l l  be known about the 
p o s s ib i l i t y  o f detonation  o f n a tu ra l gas c loud s , in  
v iew  o f  the  ve ry  in te n s iv e  in t e r n a t io n a l  re se a rch  
[ e f fo r t s ] " .  (Groningen 1978j , 7)

The conc lu s ion  drawn by Groningen a u th o r it ie s ,  tha t the sa fe ty

le v e ls  assoc ia ted  w ith  LNG a c t iv i t ie s  at Eemshaven were

accep tab le , was based on the "ob je c t iv e "  r is k s  as de fined  by

p r o b a b i l i t ie s  x consequences" o f a cc id en ts , and on an equa lly

te ch n ic a l co n cep tu a liza tio n  o f "environm ental norms"(Groningen
m

1978a,16;). A minimum d is tan ce  between a LNG te rm ina l and

populated areas or in d u s t r ia l a c t iv i t ie s  -  g iven the p o te n t ia l 

consequences o f acc iden ts  -  was re jec ted  s in ce  i t  d id  not take 

account o f the (low) p r o b a b i l i t ie s  invo lved  (Groningen 

1 9 78 d ,56 -7 ). The is s u e  o f  p e rce iv e d  r is k s  to  the  lo c a l  

popu la tion  was seen as emphasising unduly the e f fe c t s  o f LNG 

p o te n t ia l hazards, and th is  no tion  was the re fo re  re je c ted  as a 

s ig n i f ic a n t  fa c to r  in  i t s  r is k  eva lua tion . Groningen 

a u th o r it ie s  acknowledged the "p sy ch o log ica l p ressure" upon the 

lo c a l p opu la tion , but judged i t  to  be an ir r e le v a n t  d e c is io n  

c r i t e r i o n .  As to  the n o t io n  o f  "e xp e r ien ced  r i s k s " ,  they 

argued that

" t h i s  la r g e ly  p s y c h o lo g ic a l fa c to r  a p p l ie s  to  any 
in d u s t r ia l estab lishm ent a t Eemshaven, which is  empty 
a t p resent, and consequently th is  is  an unreal 
argument in  the con s id e ra tion s  as to a LNG te rm ina l" 
(Groningen 1978i,4; my em phasis).[8]

Contrasted w ith  what they saw as "o b je c t iv e "  r is k s ,  the 

Groningen a u th o r it ie s  used the no tion  o f "su b je c t iv e "  r is k s  as 

experienced by the lo c a l p opu la tion . The ir b ia s  towards the 

q u a n t ita t iv e  r is k  d e f in it io n  and assessment was supported by 

the a sse rt io n  tha t fo r  the su b je c tiv e  r is k ,  "so fa r  no r e l ia b le  

methods o f c a lc u la t io n  or estim ation  have been found, which are 

g e n e ra lly  acceptab le" (Groningen 1978j , 4). Having concluded the 

a c c e p ta b il it y  o f the "ob je c t iv e "  r is k s  assoc ia ted  w ith  LNG, the 

Groningen a u th o r it ie s  assessed the sa fe ty  dimension aga inst the 

a n t ic ip a te d  " s o c ie ta l b e n e f its "  (Groningen 1978j,7). I t  a lso
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provided the basis for a risk comparison between the Eemshaven
and Maasvlakte sites. The Groningen authorities quoted the
risk figures presented in the ICONA reports and argued that the
safety levels at Eemshaven were at least one order of magnitude

rgilower than at Rotterdam (Groningen 1978],8). J Consequently.
the Groningen authorities concluded that

"As far as the safety aspects are concerned ..., the 
research [reports] show that for the siting of a LNG 
terminal, Eemshaven is completely acceptable and is 
safer than any other potential location in the 
Netherlands". (Groningen 1978j,16)

In summary, the Groningen local authorities viewed the LNG 
terminal as an "opportunity" for stimulating local economic 
developments, stressing the "objective" benefits in this 
respect. The Groningen problem definition was characterized by 
a bias towards the "objective" assessments of regional 
socioeconomic gains and a quantitative evaluation of the risks. 
Their perspective was dominated by short and medium terms 
concerns, and reflected a technocratic confidence in keeping 
the (long-term) safety risks within acceptable levels.

Rijnmond Public Authority problem definition

Rijnmond Public Authority assessed the LNG siting issue in the 
context of broader questions of energy planning and 
environmental implications, with particular emphasis upon the 
safety risk experienced by the local population. By contrast to 
the Groningen policy approach, Rijnmond authority framed the 
LNG issue not as a single independent decision, but saw it in 
relation to other policy concerns. In this respect, Rijnmond 
Authority considered wider energy policy issues (e.g. the 
large-scale storage and use of LPG), questions of environmental 
pollution and energy conservation (Rijnmond 1977b,25?
1978a,49;). Consequently, within the problem definition
adopted by Rijnmond Authority the various impacts were assessed 
in their interrelationship, whereby the policy option of siting
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a LNG terminal at Maasvlakte was not seen to provide an 
appropriate "solution". (Rijnmond 1978af55) .

Whilst Rijnmond Authority acknowledged the potential 
socioeconomic gains for the region (Rijnmond 1978a,67), it 
stressed that these could not be properly evaluated without 
taking into account other impact dimensions. In this respect it 
emphasised right from the outset, that the safety aspects were 
to be treated as "an important disadvantage" (Rijnmond 
1977b,9). In assessing the risks and anticipated benefits 
within single frame, Rijnmond Authority concluded that "the 
economic and other societal benefits" did not "outweigh" the 
perceived safety risks of a LNG transport/handling facility at 
Maasvlakte (Rijnmond 1978a,51). In making this comparative 
assessment, Rijnmond Authority used a risk definition which 
differed considerably from the quantitative formulations used 
by the Groningen authorities, emphasising especially the 
subjective risks as experienced by the local poulation.

The risk perspective manifest in the policy accounts of
Rijnmond Authority rejected the notion of risk as the product
of scientifically-determined probabilities and consequences of
accidents. Rather, it saw it as more appropriate to assess
separately the chances of accidents and the potential effects
in making risk comparisons (Rijnmond 1978a, 58, 68). In this
context Rijnmond Authority revealed a distinct bias towards
emphasising the maximum consequences of hazards (Rijnmond
1978a,67) It related the "high-consequence" nature of LNG
activities (as framed by the Authority) to notions of
"perceived risks" to which the local population was seen to be
"exposed". In the words of the Rijnmond Governors:

"In particular the possibility that an incident 
involving LNG has large consequences - several 
thousands of deaths to neighbouring populations - will 
lead to an increase in psychological-social pressure 
upon the population [in the Rijnmond region]". 
(Rijnmond 1978a,66).
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In this problem frame, the assessment of risks was not carried 
out by reference to technical analyses and scientific data. The 
relevance of scientific evidence was considered limited from 
the Rijnmond policy perspective. With reference to the 
contentious issue of LNG detonation, the Authority boldly 
stated that

"Whereas the discussion about the possibility or not 
of detonation certainly makes sense from a scientific 
point of view, it must be questioned whether this 
discussion makes similar sense in relation to the 
decision on the importation of LNG". (Rijnmond 
1978a,60)

Even in scientific terms, Rijnmond Authority challenged the 
value of the formal risk analytic data in policy assessment. It 
asserted that the TNO quantitative risk analyses were based on 
insufficient data and lack of technical and scientific 
knowledge about the technology, and that this had lead to a 
degree of "inaccuracy" (Rijnmond 1977b,14).

At the centre of Rijnmond Authority's rejection of the LNG
terminal at Maasvlakte was thus its framing of the safety issue
in terms of the risks as perceived and experienced by the local
population. The broader issue of the overall risks associated
with LNG technology was not seen as relevant in evaluating the
local acceptability of a Maasvlakte LNG facility. In this
respect, the Rijnmond Authority stressed that "as far as the
decision over the location is concerned only the risks for the
'neighbouring' population is relevant" (Rijnmond 1978,60; my
emphasis). In assessing this subjective risk factor, Rijnmond
Authority presented the high consequences of (potential) LNG
accidents as an additional source of "danger", leading to
increased feelings of "insecurity" among the local populace. In
this respect the objections by Rijnmond authority to a LNG
terminal at Maasvlakte were supported by the assertion that

"the feelings of threat as a result of such large 
effects, lead to an increase in the mental burden on 
the population in [the] area. ... The psychological 
burden for the Rijnmond population is already greater 
than in other areas in the Netherlands, because of the 
presence of environmentally-polluting and particularly 
dangerous industries in Rijnmond". (Rijnmond 1978a,68)
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In the same context, Rijnmond Authority stressed its outright 
rejection of a nuclear power plant in the area on the grounds 
of unacceptable safety levels, and highlighted the commitment 
by national government that siting of both nuclear and LNG 
facilities at Maasvlakte was ruled out (Rijnmond 1978a, p51).

The concern for the perceived impacts of LNG on the local
population, provided the background for the plea by Rijnmond
Public Authority for greater local participation in the LNG
decision procedures. It regretted that, because of the tight
timetable set by the national government, it was unable to
consider its policy stance on the basis of an "Environmental

ri31Impact Statement" (Rijnmond 1978a,48) . Greater public
involvement in policy deliberations was also seen as a means to 
enhance the scope for debate, and to enable assessment of the 
LNG issue "in the broader context of the total energy supply 
for the future" (Rijnmond 1977c,2).

In summary, the conceptualization and evaluation of risk and 
safety by Rijnmond Public Authority was the major factor 
underpinning its rejection of a LNG facility at Maasvlakte. Its 
risk assessment was characterized by a critical view of the 
scientific and technical risk analyses , emphasising instead 
the social and psychological "dangers" as "perceived" by the 
local population. The problem definition adopted in the 
Rijnmond policy stance placed the LNG siting question in the 
wider context of future energy supply and environmental 
concerns, whereby alternatives to large-scale LNG activities in 
the Rijnmond region were explicitly placed on the policy 
agenda. Emphasising in particular the local concern over the 
high number of deaths as a result of a potential LNG accident, 
Rijnmond authority rejected the Maasvlakte policy option, 
despite the economic and socioeconomic benefits that were seen 
for the Rijnmond region.
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4. The 'politics-of-interest' explanation

Having established the considerable contrast in policy 
perceptions between Groningen and Rijnmond local authorities, 
the key analytic issue is how the different problem definitions 
and assessments can be accounted for. Why, for example, did 
the local government actors diverge so markedly about the 
appropriate bases for formulating and evaluating the safety 
risks associated with LNG technology? Why did Rijnmond 
Authority emphasise the subjective "perceptions" by the local 
population, whereas the Groningen authorities relied 
predominantly upon the assertedly "objective" and technical 
appraisal of policy options?

In confronting these questions, the traditional goal-seeking 
perspective on policy analysis treats competing problem 
perceptions as stemming from conflicting interests among the 
disputants in the controversy. As discussed earlier, within 
the politics-of-interest model, policy actors are expected to 
select the appropriate reference frames and definitional 
boundaries that best serve their particular policy objectives. 
Consequently, the validity of the interest explanation of 
competing problem definitions depends on the presence of 
significant divergences in interest-criteria as premises for 
policy behaviour. The following review (re-)examines some of 
the arguments and justifications advanced by Groningen and 
Rijnmond local authorities, in order to assess whether their 
contending policy perceptions can be accounted for in those 
terms. I will challenge the 'rational' interest-premised 
explanation of policy disputes, by arguing that as far as 
manifest interest-criteria were concerned, these local 
government actors essentially pursued similar policy goals in 
the context of the LNG decision controversy.
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Interest criteria; comparing policy justifications

In the case of the Rijnmond and Groningen local authorities,
the biased perceptions in the assessment of 'risks* and
'benefits' of LNG developments cannot be understood adequately
in terms of conflicting interest. The analysis presented in
the previous chapter indicates a considerable extent of
agreement over the relevant dimensional criteria by which these
local government actors argued their conflicting policy
preferences. Both could be observed to support their policy
stances predominantly by reference to an assessment of the
socioeconomic and safety impacts (see Chapter 6, Tables 6.9 and
6.13). The challenge this poses to the adequacy of the
politics-of-interest account of contending problem definitions,

r 151need to be examined further.

Analysis of the empirical terms by which Groningen and Rijnmond
authorities argued from dimensional concerns to policy
preferences, shows that the difference in dimensional concern
was minimal. The manifest interest-criteria advanced by these
actors were cast in very similar terms. Both assessed the
policy options predominantly by reference to the perceived
regional economic benefits, and both made explicit that
maintaining the safety risks within acceptable levels was an
important policy objective. Whilst the exact form of words may
have been different, the proclaimed objectives embedded in the
respective policy views were very similar, as the following
quotations serve to highlight. Groningen Provincial Governors:

"Though the stimulation of employment is high on the 
province's list of priorities, this ought not to be 
achieved, however, at the expense of the ... 
well-being [of the population]. Included in the 
notion of well-being are also the prevention or 
limitation of environmental and concern for safety". 
(Groningen 1978i,3)
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A similar link between the dual interests of socioeconomic
development and maximizing safety was manifest in the policy
view advanced by Fijnmond Governors:

"From [our] perspective, a strict safety regime and a 
future-oriented structural economic regional policy go 
hand in hand". (Rijnmond 1978a,69)

The objective of local socioeconomic development was an 
important selection criterion in the policy formulation by both 
sets of local authorities. In the case of Groningen local
authorities, their policy preference in favour of a LNG 
facility at Eemshaven was argued by reference to what they 
called

"... very important interests for the Province and the 
country in the context of regional economic 
development [... and] employment." (Groningen 1978,16)

In similar vein, the policy preference of Rijnmond Public
Authority in favour of an (off-shore) LNG site near the
Rijnmond region was argued in terms of "national and regional
economic consideration." (Rijnmond 1978a,69). The Rijnmond and
Groningen local authorities both saw it in their interest to
establish a LNG terminal in their respective regions. As
Groningen Provincial Governors asserted;

"... it is of the greatest interest, that the LNG 
terminal is located at Eemshaven. Not just because 
the employment which directly concerns this activity, 
but because of the psychological effect, which will 
emanate from a positive decision". (Groningen 1978g:3)

And in the words of Rijnmond Authority:
"In addition [to direct employment and regional 
industrial advantages], such a widening of the 
technical-economic infrastructure of the Rijnmond 
economy, is furthermore of great influence - also 
psychologically - upon the attraction of this region 
for new economic activities". (Rijnmond 1978c:68)

Furthermore, in both regions the safety requirements for LNG 
developments were seen as dominant decision criteria. For 
Rijnmond Public Authority, the issue of achieving acceptable 
safety levels became the major determinant underpinning their 
rejection of the proposed LNG facility at the Maasvlakte sites.
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In similar terms, the Groningen authorities indicated that the
risk and safety impacts constituted a major decision objective:

"Safety, as well as the prevention of environmental 
damage, are in fact the boundary conditions that the 
siting of LNG ought to satisfy, before it can be 
considered whether the project is acceptable or 
desirable". (Groningen 1978,4)

In this analysis the policy dissensus between Groningen and 
Rijnmond authorities cannot be accounted for in terms of their 
respective 'interest' in regional economic development and in 
maximizing safety. Underlying the contrasting policy 
preferences expressed by the two local authorities were 
contending approaches to the relevant terms and boundaries by 
which these impact dimensions were to be assessed. While both 
local government actors saw it in their interest to ensure an 
"acceptable level" of safety, the real conflict lay not in the 
basic commitment to maximizing this objective, but rather in 
the divergent views and interpretation as to what constituted 
an "acceptable" risk.

The analysis of the interest-criteria manifest in the policy 
perspectives of Groningen and Rijnmond local authorities 
therefore indicates that the significant policy conflicts 
between these actors emerged over the way issues of regional 
development and of safety should be interpreted, framed and 
assessed. In other words, we are forced back to square one, 
namely to the competing problem formulations and policy 
perceptions by which policy actors operated. Since the 
'rational' goal-seeking frame remains committed to explaining 
divergent problem definitions solely in terms of differences in 
predetermined policy objectives, the apparent absence of such 
interest conflicts in the Groningen-Rijnmond case signals the 
empirical breakdown of the politics-of-interest explanation.

From a traditional interest perspective, it may perhaps be 
argued that despite this apparent absence of conflicting policy 
goals, the contrasting preferences by the two local authorities
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can be understood in terms of rational goal-seeking behaviour. 
Such a view invokes differences in 'objective' circumstances 
within which Groningen and Rijnmond authorities operated, to 
explain why they 'optimized' their respective goals in 
different ways. It may be argued, for example, that given the 
higher level of unemployment in the Groningen region, the 
expected benefits of LNG were especially significant and 
therefore provided a 'rational' justification for accepting a 
LNG facility, notwithstanding the anticipated safety risks. 
Similarly, proponents of the interest model may argue that the 
higher levels of 'factual' risk of LNG in the Rotterdam region 
justified the rejection of a LNG facility at the Maasvlakte 
sites. This line of argument, however, is at odds with the 
empirical-reality of the LNG debate, and exposes the 
circularity of the interest-explanation (as discussed in the 
first part of this thesis). The foregoing discussion has 
established the considerable divergence in problem definitions 
among Groningen and Rijnmond authorities: it identified stark 
contrast in policy perception over the terms and boundaries for 
formulating and assessing the anticipated socioeconomc and 
safety impacts. It is therefore meaningless (and 
contradictary) to try and account for these divergent frames 
for policy assessment by reference to "objective' notions of 
these impacts. To revert to this course would ignore that 
impact assessments involve both cognitive and evaluative 
processes, and would fall prey to the inadequacies of the 
traditional 'dope' model in technological controversy studies 
(cf. Chapter 1).

As highlighted earlier, what is at stake in the assessment 
dispute between Groningen and Rijnmond authorities is not just 
different evaluations of various policy options by reference to 
pre-existent policy goals, but fundamental disagreements over 
the appropriate contexts, terms and boundaries by which these 
options should be identified and appraised. Hence the 
breakdown of the politics-of-interest explanation is not simply
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due to the absence of significant differences in 
interest-criteria advanced by the two local policy actors, but 
is also manifest in its inability to account for the different 
meanings and interpretations that were given to notions of 
safety and socioeconomic impacts.

Given the premise of the politics-of-interest model, that 
contending problem definitions (like all other features of 
policy behaviour) are sustained by conflicting policy goals, 
the divergent policy stances manifest in the positions of 
Groningen and Rijnmond authorities fall outside its analytical 
frame. In rejecting the causal, reductionist interest 
explanation, I argue that the different policy perceptions of 
these two local participants to the LNG controversy are to be 
analysed as cognitive and evaluative features in their own 
right.

Hence, divergent problem definitions are to be examined as 
reflecting different socio-cognitive policy orientations, 
within which goal-setting mechanisms and selection criteria 
have their appropriate place.

It is here that cultural analysis presents an alternative 
approach in accounting for the determinants of contending 
policy perspectives in the LNG decision controversy. As an 
analytical advance on the politics-of-interest frame, the 
notion of 'cultural bias' (see Chapter 3) may be employed to 
re-examine the contrasting policy stances of Rijnmond and 
Groningen authorities. Whereas the divergence of these local 
actors presents itself as an 'anomaly' in terms of the 
politics-of-interest explanation, this key area of policy 
dissensus may be accounted for in cultural terms. The next 
sections assess whether different policy stances among 
contending actors can be understood by reference to different 
culturally-induced biases in perception and behaviour.
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5. Rijnmond versus Groningen; contrasting cultural biases

To what extent can the observed pattern of problem formulations 
and policy justifications of Groningen and Rijnmond authorities 
be understood by reference to contending culturally-induced 
policy orientations, or cultural biases? Can the contrasting 
policy perceptions be accounted for in terms of contending 
political cultures? I will now attempt to show that the 
divergent reference frames and definitional boundaries by which 
these conflicting actors assessed the various policy options 
and anticipated impacts, correspond to a confrontation of two 
culturally-induced alliances in the policy arena: one biased 
towards efficiency concerns typical of hierachical and 
entrepeneurial cultures, the other biased towards equity and 
other sectists concerns.

The whole thrust of cultural theory as applied to public policy 
analysis is that policy debates can be understood with 
reference to the continual contention between different social 
contexts and culturally-induced perceptions, which influence 
the strategic orientation of policy actors. Hence, the 
analytic reference points are not the (conflicting) 'interests' 
by which policy actors are assumed to determine their 
strategies, but the pattern of policy orientations manifest in 
their behavioural commitments and justifications for that 
behaviour. The starting point for analysing the LNG decision 
controvery is thus to examine the manifest policy arena and 
assess whether policy actors reveal significant features 
'typical' of one or another political culture.

Given the discussion in Chapter 3, an appropriate first stage 
in the cultural analysis of the LNG controversy is to 
disaggregate the policy arena by identifying the 'positive'
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diagonal, along which the hierarchists and entrepreneurs 
operate. In the LNG decision case the efficiency-biased 
positive diagonal was taken up by the 'energy planners'; those 
policy actors who operated largely in terms of 'maximizing' the 
technological and economic effectiveness and efficiency of gas 
importation. Hence, included here are the national government, 
especially as represented by the Ministry of Economic Affairs, 
and the semi-state industrial applicant Gasunie. In cultural 
terms, these policy actors can be identified as representing 
the dominant coalition of pragmatic entrepreneurial activity 
and orderly hierarchical planning, that perceived the siting of 
a LNG terminal as an appropriate option, in response to their 
respective 'energy policy' concerns.

Having placed the positive diagonal on the cultural map of the 
LNG policy arena, the respective positions of Rijnmond and 
Groningen local authorities can now be analysed by reference to 
the national government/Gasunie coalition. Given the 
opposition by Rijnmond Public Authority to the locations and 
conditions for a Maasvlakte LNG terminal as proposed by the 
national government and Gasunie, the cultural frame suggests 
that Rijmmond Authority was biased towards the 'negative' 
diagonal. This raises the question as to whether the policy 
stance and justifications manifest in the views of Rijnmond 
Authority correspond with a sectist orientation. This 
hypothesis emerges from cultural theory, since it expects a 
sectist bias to derive much of its justification from a 
rejection of the concerns and preferences of the 
efficiency-dominated positive diagonal (see Chapter 3) . In 
contrast to Rijnmond Authority, rather than confronting the 
Gasunie/national government siting plans head on, the Groningen 
authorities went out of their way to make the Eemshaven option 
compatible with the (revealed) preferences and concerns which 
dominated the policy stance along the positive diagonal.

The view that a LNG terminal at Eemshaven was desirable and
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acceptable was virtually a 'pre-condition' for the inclusion of 
Groningen Authority in the official (governmental) policy 
process. It was effectively a choice between joining the LNG 
siting 'contest' on the terms set by the coalition of national 
energy policy planners or not at all. Given also that Gasunie 
had initiated the (re)introduction of Eemshaven as a policy 
option, the favourable response to the siting of a LNG facility 
suggest that the Groningen authorities reflected a cultural 
orientation in line with the efficiency-biased positive 
diagonal.

Whilst this initial cultural assessment of the policy stances 
of Groningen and Rijnmond local authorities lends support for 
the cultural hypothesis, their respective policy perceptions 
and strategies will have to be analysed in detail before the 
consistency with a cultural account of policy dissensus can be 
established. Below, I re-examine the different policy 
perspectives and justifications of these key local policy 
actors, to establish the extent to which these can be 
understood in terms of contending cultural biases. Again, 
their contrasting views on the assessment of the safety impacts 
associated with LNG technology will serve as a significant 
focal point in the cultural analysis of the controversy.

Rijnmond policy perspective: the sectist bias

The problem definition and policy strategy of Rijnmond Public 
Authority may be discerned in relation to its particular style 
of risk-handling. As established earlier, Rijnmond's risk 
perspective focussed especially upon the perceived dangers to 
the local population. It turned away from the scientific 
definition and technical risk analyses as a basis for 
decision-making, and in arguing its opposition to a Maasvlakte 
terminal considered the high-consequence nature of potential 
accidents at the proposed LNG facility as a particularly
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salient impact dimension. In these respects the concerns 
expressed by Rijnmond Authority reflect a distinctive sectist 
risk portfolio. In the political cultures frame, sectists 
institutions are seen to follow strategies that reject 
compromise on the acceptance of risk to the local population, 
especially if those risks are potentially catastrophic, 
irreversible and involuntary.

The sectist bias in Rijnmond's policy view is further 
underscored by its 'absolute' stance, in its moral commitment 
to local safety. At no point was the Rijnmond Authority 
willing to depart from its local risk perspective, and to 
negotiate the safety concerns as part of any trade-off against 
anticipated benefits (e.g. employment). This approach led to 
an uncompromising demand for a minimum distance (albeit 
implicit) between LNG handling activities and local population 
centres. Rijnmond's views as regards the acceptability of a 
LNG terminal at Maasvlakte thus reveal a considerable bias 
towards equity concerns. Their sectist orientation is manifest 
also in its outright rejection of efficiency-biased 
considerations of weighing risks against other impact 
dimensions. A particularly significant feature in Rijnmond 
Authority's policy stance, was its local orientation. The 
risks as perceived and experienced by the local population 
living close to the proposed LNG facility was a salient aspect 
in its safety assessment. This can be interpreted as showing 
particular concern for sustaining local consent for its policy 
actions. Furthermore, in the terms of cultural analysis, it 
highlights the commitment by Rijnmond Authority towards the 
'negative diagonal' that connects the sectist context to the 
isolated and impotent individuals in the (local) community - 
the ineffectuals - on whose behalf many sectist groups claim to 
speak.

The outright rejection of the siting of a nuclear power station 
in the Rijnmond region further indicates a bias of Rijnmond 
Authority towards the sectist concerns of avoiding long-term,
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high-consequences safety hazards to which the local population
was exposed. Cultural analysis stresses that the sort of risks
associated with nuclear power are perceived as particularly

n  7ithreatening from a sectist perspective.1 J As postulated by 
cultural theory (see Chapter 3) the sectist bias in policy 
orientation of Rijnmond Authority was manifest in a range of 
different aspects of its policy actions and justifications. In 
this respect, Rijnmond Authority's sceptical stance towards 
technical risk definitions and its emphasis upon the
"psychological burden" are in line with sectist concerns.

The policy strategy followed by the Rijnmond Authority was 
appropriate to a sectist outlook on local decision-making. In 
this context, two specific empirical features of its policy 
stance can be accounted for in terms of a culturally-induced 
bias towards a sectist pattern of policy behaviour and 
justification. First, the call for a comprehensive "public 
participation programme" in local decison-making on LNG, and 
the desire for an "environmental impact assessment" can be 
identified as particularly sectist issues. Public
participation at a local level is likely to provide a platform 
for sectist demands; it is to be seen as a sectist 'mechanism' 
to ensure greater influence in the decision-making process. 
Institutionalized assessments of the environmental impacts of 
technological developments focus (local) attention onto these 
issues, thus emphasising the types of risk that are seen as 
particularly salient from a sectist perspective. In contrast, 
from an efficiency-biased viewpoint, participatory procedures, 
and environmental impact assessments are considered obstacles 
to effective and timely governmental decision-making.

Secondly, the concern with energy conservation and long-term 
energy supply is typical of a sectist energy outlook. 1 J A 
sectist energy perspective sees resource exhaustion as 'the' 
essential policy problem. The domination of the long-term over 
the short-term (which is inherent in such a sectist viewpoint)
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was also apparent in Rijnmond's policy position. It saw future 
national (as well as local) energy planning as the relevant 
context for debating the LNG siting issue, thus raising the 
need for a (re)-examination of alternative policy options. The 
linkages between LNG developments and other energy resources 
(LPG; nuclear power) as well as to issues of energy 
conservation, are only appropriate in a cultural perspective 
that rejects the efficiency-biased gas policy implementation 
frame.

In summary then, the Rijnmond policy perspective can be 
adequately understood in terms of a sectist cultural bias. The 
issues and concerns which it saw as significant, its risk 
perception and evaluation, its time perspective and the problem 
definition which it adopted for debating the LNG siting issue 
were all highly consistent with a sectist policy orientation. 
The selection of salient issues and the appropriate decision 
procedures emphasized the local orientation of Rijnmond's 
policy perspective and the preference for equity-biased 
commitments and strategies.

Groningen policy perspective: the hierarchical/entrepreneurial 
bias

The policy perception manifest in the views and justifications 
advanced by Groningen local authorities was diametrically 
opposed to the problem definition adopted by Rijnmond 
Authority. As to risk assessment, where Rijnmond emphasised 
the subjective risks as experienced by the local population, 
Groningen authorities focussed on the scientifically- 
formulated 'factual' risks, and on, what they saw as, 
'objective' consequences. Groningen's technocratic outlook, 
assessed the safety impacts as part of an efficiency trade-off 
in relation to other relevant concerns, especially the expected 
socio-economic benefits.
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The objectified approach to risk moved the safety issue away 
from local consideration and equity concerns in the 
distribution of risks. The scientific basis for risk 
assessment adopted by Groningen authorities reflect a bias 
towards hierarchical concerns for order and clarity. The 
reference to "environmental impact norms" - which were also 
specified in terms of formal risk calculations - made the issue 
of acceptability contingent on predetermined standards and 
pre-conditions for approval. (Cultural theory asserts that 
precedents are particularly favoured in hierarchical

QQlregimes). In the LNG case, the calculated risk level was 
considered to lie between the risk norms of acceptability and 
rejection. This allowed the risk evaluation to be negotiated, 
taking account of technical modifications, designed to bring 
the risks within acceptable levels. Negotiation and compromise 
as the basis for consent are the hall-marks of efficiency-based 
strategies shared by the entrepreneurial and hierarchical 
cultural perspectives.

In cultural terms, these arguments and justifications advanced 
by Groningen local authorities in favour of a LNG terminal at 
Eemshaven thus reflect a trade-off typical of the 'positive 
diagonal'. The equity-based sectist strategy of reducing the 
(local) risks to zero was rejected out of hand. Groningen 
local authorities evidently believed that risks simply had to 
be taken, and that the acceptability of those risks depended on 
the extent of (economic) benefits which could be expected from 
LNG activities.

Other manifestations of the bias towards hierarchical and 
entrepreneurial concerns can be seen in the time perspective 
adopted by Groningen authorities. On the one hand, the local 
authorities were concerned with reaping the short-term benefits 
which were perceived, in terms of employment generation with 
industrial development. On the other hand, they turned away 
from the (sectist) long-term concerns, which were seen as
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controllable, given their expectation that expertise and 
information would grow to counter any problems that may arise. 
The hierarchical bias towards risk management by specialized 
scientific and technical experts underscores this particular 
policy perception.

The policy bias of Groningen authorities towards efficiency 
concerns is further highlighted by the saliency of criteria 
concerned with regional employment and local socioeconomic 
developments. Although these issues were advanced as real 
"objective" advantages, the way the Groningen local authorities 
framed and assessed the types of 'benefits' (and 'risks') 
associated with LNG developments can only be understood in 
relation to their cognitive dimensions. The framing to local 
LNG developments as an "opportunity", not to be missed, was 
underpinned by arguments as to the anticipated socioeconomic 
benefits, as perceived by Groningen local authorities.

The perceptual bias in the policy frame adopted by Groningen 
local authorities can be illustrated in particular by its 
interpretation and assessment of (so-called) "psychological" 
considerations in the LNG debate In the context of their 
efficiency-biased entrepreneurial/hierarchical concern for 
socioeconomic development, the case for an LNG terminal at 
Eemshaven was argued especially in terms of the "positive 
psychological effect" upon regional industrial initiatives. By 
contrast to this assertedly "objective" advantage of Eemshaven, 
Groningen local authorities rejected entirely the policy 
relevance of the issue of safety risks as experienced by the 
local population, in this instance claiming that this 
"psychological" factor was unrealistic (if not irrational) as 
decision criterion in respect of the acceptability of LNG (at 
Eemshaven).

In summary, the endorsement by Groningen authorities of the 
Eemshaven LNG facility, can be seen to have been framed in 
terms of the convergence of two lines of argument. On the one
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hand the entrepreneurial justification in favour of economic 
efficiency, based on the belief that meaningful socioeconomic 
benefits could be expected from LNG developments. And on the 
other, the hierarchical argument stemming from logical, orderly 
and visible procedures of (technocratic) planning, as manifest 
in the references to provincial safety norms and quantitative 
risk assessments. In this context, the Groningen authorities' 
problem definition can be contrasted with a sectist outlook. 
In the terms of cultural analysis, it was entirely consistent 
with a policy bias in line with the positive diagonal, whereby 
the experts' measurements of 'factual' risks were valued over 
the experiences of the local populace, and the perceived future 
benefits were traded off against the potential for 
low-probability hazardous consequences of LNG technology.

6 . Cultural analysis of policy contexts

In contrasting the policy biases of Groningen and Rijnmond 
local authorities in cultural terms, their respective 
perceptual orientations could be attributed to contending 
culturally-induced premises and strategies consistent with the 
political cultures model. The cultural analysis has rendered 
an adequate account of the divergent problem perceptions of 
these policy actors, while, conversely, conflicting policy 
views could not be explained in terms of the 
politics-of-interest. The advance of the cultural explanation 
can now be developed further.

The cultural framework considers variation in cultural biases 
to be contingent on a variation of social contexts. At the 
macro-level of interorganisational conflict, cultural theory 
expects biases in policy behaviour to be sustained by social 
contexts that are dominated by corresponding political 
cultures. In the case of the LNG decision controversy, the 
asymmetry in cultural orientation between Groningen and
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Rijnmond authorities must therefore be examined by reference to 
their respective 'local cultures'. This section seeks to 
strengthen support for the cultural account of policy 
dissensus by assessing in cultural terms the differences in 
local 'policy context' within which these two actors operated. 
In particular, I will identify differences in the relative 
importance of sectist representations and local support in the 
respective regions, and advance these as significant 
explanatory factors in accounting for the contrasting 
culturally-induced policy strategies that were adopted by 
Rijnmond and Groningen local authorities.

In the cultural model, environmentalist organisations 
(typically) are considered as one of the prime manifestations 
of sectism in modern society. Sectist concerns of purity and 
equality of results are frequently at the heart of 
environmentalists' demands and strategies. The presence of 
environmentalist groups in the local policy arena, and the 
extent of popular support for certain environmentalist 
concerns, therefore serves as appropriate touchstones for the 
empirical significance of the sectist political culture, (cf. 
sections 5.2 and 6.5). Given the divergence in policy 
perceptions between Groningen and Rijnmond local authorities, I 
wish to establish whether this dissensus can be accounted for 
in terms of the relative significance of sectist forces as 
manifest in environmentalist demands and local representations.

Environmentalist groups rejected the land-based LNG sites, at 
both Maasvlakte and Eemshaven predominantly on the grounds of 
the anticipated environmental and safety impacts. The 
distinction between environmentalist opposition in the two 
local policy deliberations is to be sought in the specific 
context in which local governmental decision procedures took 
place. If the cultural explanation of the asymmetry between 
Groningen and Rijnmond policy biases is valid, we expect 
significant differences in the respective roles played by
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(sectist) environmentalist concerns, popular support and policy 
demands in the regional social context, and in local government 
decision-making.

Environmentalism and Rijnmond local authority

The role of environmentalist concerns and demands in the local 
decision process in the Rijnmond region was considerable. The 
strong institutional (and popular) support for environmentalist 
and sectist policy strategies was sustained by a number of 
specific features pertinent to the policy context in which 
Rijnmond Public Authority operated. In broad terms, these 
concerned three aspects. First, the high level of public and 
institutional awareness of the environmental impacts of 
potentially hazardous industrial developments in a 
densely-populated region. Secondly, the historical and 
institutional concern for public participation in 
decision-making, especially in relation to issues of safety and 
the local environment. And third, the involvement of 
environmentalist organisations in local decision-making bodies. 
In briefly illustrating and arguing these features, I will 
highlight that in terms of cultural analysis, the 
Rotterdam/Rijnmond area was embedded in a particularly sectist 
'locale'.

As the most extensive petrochemical industrial centre in 
Western Europe, the Rijnmond region has become one of the 
leading areas on the Netherlands with significant institutional 
and popular concern for the measurement and control of 
environmental pollution. It was the first area, where risk 
analysis of industrial activities were undertaken, and right 
from its inception (in 1965) Rijnmond Public Authority 
considered environmental pollution control and public health 
issues as one of its main institutional concerns. The creation 
of a 'Central Environmental Control Service' by the Public



316

Authority (in 1971) may be seen as indicative of the localr 2iiawareness of and commitment to environmental issues.

Against this background, public awareness of environmental 
issues among the local population was high. Environmental 
pollution and industrial safety became major popular concerns 
in the region. According to a survey (in the early 1970s) no 
less than one-quarter of the Rijnmond population felt 
"threatened" by the dangerous consequences of industrial

r 2 21accidents in the Rotterdam Harbour region. The significant 
public concern for environmental and safety issues in the 
Rijnmond region is manifest in the large number of 
environmentalist organizations operating in the area, and the 
extent of other popular support. It has also been reflected in 
significant involvement of individual environmentalist
supporters in local government institutions (e.g. the 
representative councils of Zuid-Holland Province, Rijnmondr 231Authority and various local municipalities).

Given the local concern in representative bodies, and among the 
population at large, public participation in environmental 
policy decisions is a significant characteristic of the 
political context of the local policy actors concerned with 
Rotterdam. Rijnmond Public Authority showed particular
interest in organizing information campaigns over the issue of
LNG siting, and in enhancing local involvement in the decision

r241 . .procedures.L J The emphasis upon local participation m  LNG
decision-making at Rijnmond had the effect of establishing and
strengthening the role of environmentalist demands and
involvement. This fact lends support for the cultural
hypothesis that increased local participation in a sectist
locale is likely to result in growing concern for such
(sectist) issues as environmental impacts and the safety risks

[251associated with technological developments. The
submissions made on behalf of environmentalist organisations in 
the context of the ’public hearings' of LNG siting in ther 261Rijnmond region, provide cases in point. J
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The strength of sectist support and local demands, as manifest
in an environmentalist presence, had important political
dimensions, in particular to sustain the necessary local
consent for decision-making institutions and procedures. The
important role assigned to environmentalist concerns was
reflected in the inclusion of representatives of
environmentalist organizations in official advisory bodies in

r 271the Rijnmond/Zuid-Holland area. 1 1 In this context, both the
provincial and regional environmental advisory councils
expressed strong concerns over the safety impact on a LNG
terminal at Maasvlakte, stressing in particular the sectist
issue of high-consequences of potential catastrophic
accidents. 1 J In similar vein, a sectist bias can also be
discerned in the policy views of local political parties
represented in Rijnmond and Zuid-Holland Councils; they argued
their opposition to a reception/handling facility at Maasvlakte
predominantly in terms of the risks to which the local

[291residents would be exposed.

In summary, the relationship between environmentalist concerns 
and local government decision-making on an LNG facility at 
Maasvlakte was particularly strong - especially in Rijnmond 
Public Authority. The extent of scope for sectist demands and 
involvement in the Rijnmond/Zuid-Holland policy context emerges 
from a number of significant local features, as summarised 
below.

a. There was a particularly strong social basis for 
environmental concern among the local population in the 
Rijnmond region, In the context of high industrial 
development, high population density, and of social and 
environmental factors in the area?

b. public participation was encouraged by local government 
institutions and their decision procedures, and (especially 
on the part of Rijnmond Public Authority) greater public 
awareness was promoted as to the environmental and safety 
consequences of industrial and technological activities in 
the region?
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c. environmentalist groups were 1 integrated1 to a high degree 
in the formal and informal policy-making bodies, which 
acknowledged and amplified the significance of environmental 
demands as a basis for mustering local consent for 
authoritative decisions; and

d. in the specific case of LNG (and contingent on the above 
factors), the sectist bias was present in considerable force 
and its effectiveness was reflected in the central role 
of environmental and safety concerns in local 
decision-making - at public hearings, representative 
councils, and Governing boards at all levels (especially 
within Rijnmond Public Authority.

These factors vindicate the conclusion that the apparent 
sectist policy bias in the problem definition and preferences 
of Rijnmond Authority, can be accounted for in terms of the 
strength of sectist support and concerns, and the commitments 
which sustain a sectist political culture in the Rijnmond 
locality.

Environmentalism and Groningen local authorities

The policy context in Groningen province presents a stark
contrast with the significant sectist influence in the Rijnmond
region. The relative weakness of environmentalist support, the
limited demands for direct forms of public participation, and
the greater distance between environmentalist groups and local
decision authorities all mitigated against an effective sectist
force in the Groningen LNG decision process. In examining the
policy context in the Groningen province it must be
acknowledged that the economic and physical realities of this
region are significantly different from those in the prosperous
Rijnmond region. By contrast to Rotterdam as the biggest
harbour complex in the world, Groningen represents one of the
least developed regions in the Netherlands. Groningen
Province is far less densely populated than other Dutch
provinces: one-quarter of the average of Zuid-Holland, and

f3none-eighths of that of the Rijnmond region). The
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unemployment rate in the Groningen province was 50% higher than 
the national average (1977 figures). (Groningen 1978i) 
Against this background, it may be argued that it is to be 
expected that the local population is more concerned with 
industrial development and employment generation than with 
health and safety. However, 'objective' measures of 
unemployment and environmental safety impacts are not 
necessarily the crucial determinants for the selection of 
policy preferences. Given the uncertainty and disagreement 
over the quantification and assessment of the various 
consequences involved, the important issue is what determines 
the meaning and significance that is attached to these impact 
dimensions. It is this question which the cultural analysis 
seeks to address (and which the politics-of-interest model in 
unable to answer).

The limited popular concern for environmentalism underscores 
that the Groningen policy context was detrimental to effective 
demand and influence of sectist issues such as local safety and 
environmental disruption. In this respect local concerns 
enhanced rather than challenged the dominance of 
efficiency-biased concerns for (entrepreneurial) commercial 
enterprise and (hierarchical) regional employment planning. A 
significant local feature was the absence of a strong and 
effective social basis for environmentalist activities and 
demands, especially those concerned with environmental issues 
stemming from industrial and technological developments.

In contrast to Rijnmond, environmentalism in the Groningen 
region was more oriented towards conservation issues and the 
protection of natural assets, than towards hazards and 
pollution due to industrial developments per se. A 
particularly relevant case in point is the environmentalist 
organisation for the protection of the Waddenzee, concerned
with safeguarding the waters and shallows off the northern
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r 3 21provinces of the Netherlands, including Groningen. The
Waddenzee Association serves to highlight first that in 
Groningen province local support for environmentalist issues 
was limited and, secondly, that the types of environmentalist 
demands that were seen as relevant in the Groningen region are 
not altogether representative of sectist concerns for equity 
and local health and safety. (In the context of the LNG 
decision controversy it is significant that the Waddenzee 
Association was the initiator of the Noordzee working group 
collective, and continued to work in close collaboration with
the Noordzee and Eemshaven in opposing the LNG siting

, . [33]plans).

The concern of the Waddenzee Association (which largely it
shared with the Noordzee and Eemsmond groups) was not so much
to act against industrially and technologically produced
environmental and health hazards to the local population, but
to protect the natural environment itself. It was nature as a
scarce resource that was seen as under threat (e.g. by
industrial pollution) rather than human safety and local health 

T341per se. In this context, the Waddenzee Association
concentrated its environmentalist strategies largely upon 
responding to specific 'threats' to the natural environment and 
organizing ad-hoc political actions, playing a rather limited
role in the planning of local environmental policies in the

.. . [35]northern provinces.

The environmentalist objectives advanced by the Waddenzee 
organisation received much greater support from 
environmentalists in the prosperous Western regions of the 
Netherlands1 1 than from the local population. This situation 
highlights a weak local constituency for environmentalist 
concerns in the northern provinces. Local support, especially 
in relation to decision-making was slim, since it "failed to 
translate its objectives into the interests [pursued by][37iinfluential groups of the local population."1 Although the
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Waddenzee Association was concerned with a regional
environmental issue, only a small proportion of its 35,000
membership was drawn from the local population in Groningen and
Friesland Provinces. In the words of Tellegen:

"A weak point [of the Waddenzee organization] remains 
the small support among the local population of the 
islands and coastal areas around the Wadden Sea. 
There, the Waddenzee Association is often considered 
to be an elitist group that is opposed to local 
economic interests."[39]

In terms of cultural analysis, this vindicates the view that 
the relative lack of local support effectively precluded a 
significant sectist bias in effective policy demands and local 
decision-making institutions. The weak social basis for
environmental concern in Groningen helps to account for the 
virtual absence of a significant sectist force in local 
decision procedures on LNG siting. The limited role assigned
to public participation in the LNG siting debate by local

----------- ------------ ----------  U l lgovernmental actors further highlights this point.

The relative weakness of the local participatory force in the
Groningen LNG decision procedures, and the limited involvement

[42]of environmentalist representatives m  policy deliberation
was underpinned by a hierarchical, "top-down" approach in the

[431policy actions of Groningen authorities. There was a lack
of serious attention to local environmentalist concerns on the 
part of Groningen authorities, which highlights that 
environmentalist demands were not considered as a significant 
political challenge to local consent. The need for sustaining 
local support make local government authorities prone to 
outside pressure, only in so far it is seen as a significant 
threat to the erosion of their authoritative decision-making 
role and credibility.

The concerns and 'interest' expressed by Groningen local 
authorities may now be understood in their proper social and 
cultural context. In the case of the LNG siting controversy,
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the ' r e a l 1 threat to local consent was not seen in the 
potential dangers to environmental health and safety risks, but 
rather in the failure to halt economic decline and further 
unemployment. The salience of these efficiency-biased economic 
issues in decision-making by Groningen authorities could only 
emerge within a social and cultural 'soil' which lacked 
significant ("locally-grown") sectist forces. Consequently, 
the Groningen Provincial government did not consider the 
(potential) withdrawal of consent by those concerned with 
environmentalist issues as a credible challenge to its local 
base of authority. In this context, it can be understood that 
environmentalists failed to gain effective influence in 
provincial decision procedures.

The relative impotence of environmentalist groups in the 
Groningen LNG policy deliberations was further highlighted by 
the (relatively) limited personal involvement by local council 
members and governors in environmentalist activities - which 
was one of the characteristic features of the Rijnmond regional 
scene. The dominant cultural orientation reflected by 
Groningen local authorities was thus underpinned by two 
inter-related factors, the weak sectist presence among the 
local community, and the limited involvement and influence of 
environmentalists in authoritative decision-making bodies.

In the case of LNG policy-making, a number of specific factors 
interacted with these cultural contextual features in 
Groningen. First, the prevailing problem definition adopted by 
national energy planners, could be established as a premise for 
the (re)introduction of Eemshaven as a recognized policy option 
in the LNG debate. Given this starting point, environmentalist 
and sectist representations were too weak to draw the 
provincial authorities away from the efficiency-biased 
considerations which underpinned their (initial) interest in a 
LNG terminal at Eemshaven.
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Secondly - and perhaps more significantly - the late
introduction of the Eemshaven option meant that
environmentalist groups had been concerned mainly with opposing

f 4 41the Maasvlakte sites. Consequently, the environmental and
safety objections made by environmentalist organisations
emerged in the context of the policy frame set by national
government: a straight choice between Eemshaven and Maasvlakte
sites. Cast in these terms, even the environmentalist
objectors could not but acknowledge that the Eemshaven site was
considerably safer than the Rijnmond area given the much lower

r 451population density. They need not refer to the technical
risk analyses, that had concluded that at Eemshaven the 
consequences of potential LNG accidents would be lower by a 
factor 10 to 100. In a straight 'contest' between Eemshaven 
and Maasvlakte, the sectist concern to limit the potential 
dangers to local communities would clearly favour the less 
populated location in Groningen province.

The local context within which the Eemshaven LNG site was 
assessed thus showed a credible sectist force to be minimal. 
Even the sectist concern for local health and safety was no 
challenge to the hierarchical and entrepreneurial 
considerations that dominated the policy stance of Groningen 
authorities. By imposing a comparative frame (and in accepting 
the need for a LNG terminal) the Groningen local authorities 
could in fact muster the safety argument in support of its case 
for the Eemshaven site.

From a broader perspective, the failure of environmentalist 
demands to gain effective public and institutional support in 
Groningen, must be seen in terms of the relative weakness of a 
sectist political culture as manifest in the local context and 
in the accompanying institutional style of decision-making. 
This cultural comparison of political contexts in which the 
local authorities operated, can account for the asymmetry in 
the Rijnmond and Groningen policy arenas by reference to
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contending political cultures. In this respect the mediating 
function of local government, of striking a balance between 
those political cultures that are (seen as) pertinent to 
political consent, took on two fundamentally different forms in 
the two localities.

At Rijnmond (and in Zuid-Holland Province), local governemnt 
had to strike a complex three cornered balance between the 
considerable sectist forces and the demands for entrepreneurial 
and hiarachical efficiency. At Groningen, by contrast the 
minimal sectist representation - among the local population and 
in politics - posed no credible threat to local consent, and so 
the authorities could settle for a two-cornered trade-off along 
the unproblematic positive diagonal, that had dominated the 
policy deliberations right from the start.

7. Explaining the LNG decision dispute: the cultural advance

A major advance of the cultural analysis of public decision 
controversy, is that we are no longer trapped within the 
interest model which aggregates the disputants solely in terms 
of their policy preferences. In placing these preferences in 
their proper context, the cultural model has come to terms with 
the justifications advanced by conflicting policy actors, and 
is able to account for competing problem definitions within the 
same analytic frame. Having established the advance of the 
cultural account over the politics-of-interest, in explaining 
the manifest policy perceptions of local government actors in 
the LNG decision dispute, the empirical pattern of policy 
dissensus can be examined in terms of culturally-induced policy 
biases.

The cultural analysis of the asymmetry between the policy 
perspectives of Rijnmond and Groningen authorities has
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highlighted the need to go beyond the level of conflicting 
institutional interests and objectives, in order to understand 
differences in choice criteria, justifications and problem 
definitions. Whilst a detailed examination of the various 
institutional and social contexts underpinning policy actors' 
cannot be carried out here, it is possible to analyse in broad 
terms the conflicting positions and arguments in the LNG policy 
arena along cultural lines. In particular, the major 
contribution of the cultural frame can be shown to lie in its 
ability to account for the saliency of selection criteria and 
policy justifications, and to relate these to the particular 
culturally-induced policy perceptions pertinent to the 
conflicting actors in the LNG siting dispute.

The LNG decision controversy in cultural terms

By conceptualizing the policy arena in terms of contending 
political cultures, the different policy perspectives that 
actors adopt can be identified in terms of the various cultural 
biases that go with each of these political cultures. In this 
context both the problem perceptions and policy commitments of 
participants in the LNG decision debate may be classified into 
distinctive culturally-induced policy orientations. In the 
case of the LNG siting controversy, the efficiency-biases 
perspective of national energy planning represented a 
combination of entrepreneurial and hierarchical policy biases. 
This 'positive diagonal' in the policy arena dominated the 
process and outcome of the LNG debate. The distinctive 
hierarchicial/entrepreneurial policy perception by which this 
diagonal is defined and sustained, may serve therefore as an 
analytic reference point for assessing along cultural lines the 
contending policy stances in the LNG dispute.

As argued earlier, the positive diagonal in the LNG policy 
arena was taken up by the majority of national government
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departments and the industrial applicant Gasunie. The
institutional links between national government (especially the 
Economics Ministry) and the semi-state gas company highlighted 
the stability and dominance of this coalition of
entrepreneurial and hierarchical viewpoints. In line with the 
political cultures model, these policy actors shared a distinct 
perspective on the LNG policy issue. Their common problem 
definition was characterized by a distinctive trade-off of 
policy concerns, and reflected a high degree of consensus on 
key aspects of the policy controversy, which can be summarised 
as follows

a. the LNG siting issue was an energy policy implementation 
problem; the need for LNG importation and a Dutch terminal 
was not in dispute?

b. the contractual commitment to honour the Algerian LNG import 
plans was accepted as a boundary condition for the LNG 
siting process, thus resulting in a significant timing 
imperative;

c. from the viewpoint of national policy-making appraisal of 
the safety aspects only seen as meaningful in terms of 
"factual" risks (i.e. probabilities x consequences);

d. the view that the acceptability of risk can be determined by 
weighing (factual) risks against expected benefits, and/or 
relative to other accepted risk activities in society? and

e. the risks involved in transport and handling of LNG and in 
the siting of a LNG terminal were considered acceptable.

Within the cultural analysis, perception of the LNG siting 
•problem' and of the evaluative basis for 'resolving' it, 
reflect a culturally-consistent assessment of policy impacts 
and concerns. The narrow confines of energy policy 
implementation, the concern with the national/industrial 
advantages of a Dutch LNG terminal, the reliance on scientific 
data and technical expertise, the use of 'objective' risk 
measures, the trade-off between safety and anticipated 
benefits, and the acceptability of the safety risks associated 
with LNG, all confirm a policy bias in line with the 
efficiency-concerns of entrepreneurial and hierarchical 
cultures.
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This entrepreneurial/hierarchical policy orientation in the LNG
controversy can be contrasted with a sectist policy bias, in
opposition to the prevailing assessment frame of national
energy planners. In cultural terms, a sectist policy stance is
associated with those participants who questioned the need for
LNG importation and argued in favour of postponement of the
final decision beyond the deadline stipulated in the Algerian
LNG contract. A sectist risk assessment is particularly
concerned with the equitable distribution of LNG risks,
especially as experienced by the local population. Here policy
actors reveal a bias towards the evaluation of safety levels in
terms of the consequences of potential LNG accidents and,
hence, they are likely to judge the risks associated with a

r 471land-based LNG to be unacceptable.

The juxtaposition of sectist demands and entrepreneurial/
hierarchical concerns enables one to understand - in conceptual
terms - the divergent policy perceptions that underpinned
conflicting preferences of disputants in the LNG decision
c a s e . T h e  disaggregation of the policy stances in the LNG
decision controversy is summarised in Table 7.2, below. By
reference to the foregoing discussion, the analysis is based on
the following features of policy perspectives: (i) the framing
of the issue, (ii) the import contract as a boundary condition
(iii) the risk definition, (iv) the evaluative basis for risk

T491assessment, and (v) the acceptability of LNG risks.
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dominant bias: dominant bias:

HIERARCHICAL / SECTIST
ENTREPRENEURIAL

‘ • National government 
(ICONA majority)

• ICONA minority (Health & 
Environment Ministry)

• Cabinet • Zuid-Holland Province
• Gasunie • Rijnmond Public Authority
• Rotterdam City+ • Environmentalist groups
• Groningen local 

authorities
• Parliament (majority)

Notes r  T o  s o m e  e x t e n t  t h e  R o t t e r d a m  n o l i c y  v i e w  h a d  ' s e c t i s t '
c o n c e r n s ,  a s  i l l u s t r a t e d  e s n e c i a l l y  b y  t h e  ' c o n d i t i o n  o f  t h e  
a b s e n c e  o f  a  n u c l e a r  p o w e r  n l a n t  i n  t h e  a r e a .

+ + T h e  n r o v i n c i a l  g o v e r n o r s  s h i f t e d  t h e i r  p o s i t i o n  a t  t h e  v e r y  
l a s t  m o m e n t  a s  f a r  a s  t h e  a c c e n t a b i l i t y  o f  o n e  o f  t h e  
M a a s v i a k t e  L N G  s i t e s  w a s  c o n c e r n e d .  B y  a n d  l a r q e  t h e i r  
p r o b l e m  d e f i b i t i o n  ( e s p .  t h e  " s t a n d - s t i l l "  p r i n c i p l e  i n  
r e g i o n a l  s a f e t v )  w a s  m o r e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  a  ' s e c t i s t '  
p e r s p e c t i v e .

Table 7.2:
Contrasting political cultures in the LNG policy arena

At the level of political preferences, this cultural analysis 
of the LNG dispute appears at first sight to add little to the 
traditional adversary interest-model; it contrasts opponents 
and proponents of a Dutch LNG terminal (at respective sites). 
Its significant analytical advance, however, lies in rendering 
an explanatory account of these conflicting policy stances. 
The cultural disaggregation of the policy arena comes to terms 
with the social and cognitive processes by which policy actors 
select a particular policy preference over another. By 
contrast to the politics-of-interest model, the cultural frame 
is able to examine why policy actors perceived it in "their
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interest" to accept or reject particular policy impacts and 
policy outcomes.

The cultural selection of interests

The politics-of-interest model is unable to explain the pattern 
of interest-criteria by which policy actors select and 
justified their preferences in the LNG decision dispute. As a 
goal-seeking model, it fails to get at the process by which one 
group of policy actors accepted the desirability of LNG 
technology and the siting of an import terminal, whereas 
another group saw it as an unacceptable threat to health and 
safety. Underpinning the interest model is the premise that 
policy actors - as 'rational' agents - must have had an 
interest in either supporting or opposing the LNG developments. 
Clearly, this is no more than a re-iteration of the assumptions 
upholding this (vacuous) argument (see Chapter 2). 
Consequently as an analytical basis for explaining the 
assessment criteria and justifications it fails to explain 
anything at all(!).

By contrast, the cultural juxtaposition of policy biases in the 
LNG dispute can come to terms with the interest criteria and 
justifications that gain salience within a particular 
perceptual policy frame. It enables understanding of the 
goal-setting mechanisms by which political actors operate. The 
cultural model expects those policy actors that are biased 
towards a sectist problem definition to make a distinctive 
sectist selection of justificatory criteria in support of their 
preferences. More generally, policy actors will argue their 
case in terms that are consistent with their cultural 
orientation. In this context, the policy stances of 
conflicting policy actors in the LNG decision case, can be 
shown to reflect a cultural consistency in their problem
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bounds, impact assessments, policy preferences and their 
justifications. The cultural selection of interests, as 
justifications for the assessment and evaluation of policy 
options, is highlighted in particular by the manifest risk 
portfolios pertinent to the conflicting participants in the LNG 
decision dispute. Using Table 7.2, we can contrast the risk 
assessments of the proponents of LNG technology - the coalition 
of policy actors reflecting hierarchicial/ entrepreneurial 
problem definitions - with that of the objectors, biased 
towards a sectist problem perception.

Cultural theory asserts that risk is never just risk, but 
always "risk for" (cf. Chapter 3) . Since the risks are the 
sanctions and rewards associated with different culturally- 
induced policy strategies, their assessment is contingent on 
the particular perceptual problem frame. In cultural terms, 
policy biases towards either a sectist or a hierarchical/ 
entrepreneurial perspective provide the key to understanding 
the kinds of risks on which policy actors judged the 
acceptability of the LNG developments.

Contrasting the opposing policy actors in cultural terms (see 
Table 7.2) reveals the culture-bound nature of risk assessments 
in an empirical setting. On the one hand the efficiency-biased 
entrepreneurial/hierarchical proponents, who perceived it as 
inevitable - even necessary - that risks were taken, in order 
to secure the anticipated economic benefits associated with LNG 
activities. By contrast, the sectist-biased opponents 
associated unacceptable dangers with any risks which ran 
counter to their equity-concerns. Hence they focussed their 
counter-arguments especially on those high-consequence safety 
risks of LNG that were seen to fall so unfairly upon the local 
populace. In positioning policy actors on the cultural map, 
the cultural analysis of the LNG decision controversy 
established how difference in culturally-induced policy bias 
led them to home in on different strands of interest claims and 
justifications.
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More specifically (and by reference to the foregoing analysis), 
policy actors biased towards the positive diagonal can be seen 
to have focussed predominantly upon the perceived economic need 
for a LNG terminal. The expected benefits for the national 
and/or local economy were paramount in their justifications, 
whilst the safety risks involved were either seen as a 
"necessary price to pay," or were discounted against the 
expected economic gains and strategic (energy policy) 
advantages. Viewed from this perceptual vantage point an LNG 
terminal could be considered an "efficient" and appropriate 
policy option. The real 'threat' here was not the associated 
safety risks, but failure to respond to capitalize on the 
"opportunity" to improve economic and socioeconomic conditions. 
The policy assessments and justifications manifest in the 
policy stances of ICONA, Groningen local authorities and 
Gasunie (as discussed above) highlight in particular the 
consistency of this cultural account with empirical policy 
behaviour.

By contrast to these proponents of siting of a LNG facility, a 
sectist policy perception in the LNG case, saw the 'threat' in 
predominantly in non-economic terms. Here the justification in 
support of a critical (or oppositional) stance emphasised the 
perceived dangers associated with the LNG technology. Much 
weight in the selection criteria of opponents was placed upon 
the safety risks of LNG as experienced by the (local) 
population. In this context, the expected magnitude of the 
potential numbers of casualties (in case of major accidents) 
were considered unacceptable, whatever 'benefits' LNG 
developments would bring about. Consequently, it was seen as 
inappropriate to suggest that the potential economic and 
socioeconomic gains could somehow be traded off against the 
safety concerns. Hence the policy evaluation of those who 
shared this sectist problem frame did not rank economic 
considerations as particularly salient criteria. The policy
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perspectives of Rijnmond Public Authority and environmentalist 
organisations (as analysed earlier) lend unequivocal support 
for this cultural account of the LNG decision dispute.

Cultural analysis of policy determinants

The cultural analysis of the LNG decision controversy can come 
to terms with empirical policy behaviour in areas where the 
traditional interest model is clearly deficient. In this 
respect - for example - the significant shift in policy stance 
by the Dutch Cabinet at the end of the decision process can not 
be explained adequately in terms of goal-maximizing behaviour 
as predicted by the rational-interest model. The implication 
of the political determinants prompting this last-minute move 
in favour of the Eemshaven site, can only be understood by 
reference to the culturally-dependent process of goal-setting. 
The political cultures frames is able to give an adequate 
account of why the Cabinet in the end parted company with many 
of its official advisory bodies (notably ICONA) who had argued 
the 'rational' case for a Maasvlakte LNG site.

The divergence between the final Cabinet policy view of the 
Cabinet and of the departmental advisors - who argued the 
selection of Maasvlakte on energy policy and economic grounds - 
must be sought in the political nature of public 
decision-making. In interpreting this political dimension of 
the LNG dispute in the context of contending political 
cultures, the analytic strength of the cultural explanation can 
be vindicated further. The advisors' concern for national 
issues and an 'objective' policy assessment led them to leave 
out two important political aspects, that in the end decided it 
all. They had not concerned themselves with the issue of local 
acceptability of LNG in relation to the perceived safety risks, 
and they steered away from the question of the political 
importance that local policy actors attached to the siting of a
LNG terminal in their respective regions
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By contrast, the Cabinet had to take account of the policy 
views expressed at the level of local government in order to 
ensure (eventual) approval of the siting of a Dutch LNG 
facility. Since 'successful' policy-making in such a setting 
is achieved by mustering support and convincing justifications 
for the decision, the issue of local consent was of paramount 
importance. Given this, the local concern for safety in the 
Rijnmond region, as contrasted with the local demand for 
socioeconomic development in Groningen, provided for an uneven 
choice. Small wonder, that when the Cabinet was faced by the 
consensual coalition of pro-LNG local authorities in Groningen 
and the dissensual local government around Rotterdam, it saw no 
other option than to go for the Eemshaven site and diverge from 
its official national advisors.

Rather than taking for granted the political consideration that
led the Cabinet to shifts its policy preference (and the
accompanying justifications) in favour of Eemshaven, the
asymmetry between the Cabinet and its policy advisors can be
understood by reference to the cultural implications that go
with the shift from national to local policy contexts.
Interpreted within the political cultures frame, the national
policy justifications advanced by central government advisors
were dominated by efficiency-biased arguments, thus aligning
themselves with the positive diagonal. In concluding that

r 5 1 1their balanced assessment of impacts and options led to a
preference for the Maasvlakte site, and by justifying this
preference in terms of economic and energy policy concerns, 
they were in fact striking a complacent two-cornered balance 
between hierarchical and entrepreneurial demands. Official 
advisors such as ICONA were effectively turning away from 
involving local sectist concerns in their consent-seeking

r 521deliberations.

The Cabinet, by contrast, were drawn firmly into a three-
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cornered battle, having to take account of sectist conditions 
for approval, and address the equity-focussed concerns 
emanating from the respective local regimes. In bowing to the 
strength of sectist voices around Rotterdam, the Cabinet 
acknowledged in effect that in the presence of critical, 
locally-supported sectist-biased policy demands, consent for 
its decisions could not be achieved without diverging to some 
extent from the complacent entrepreneurial/hierarchical 
position taken up by its national civil servant advisors. This 
analysis of the LNG controversy highlights once again that the 
process and outcome of this case of 'technological 
decision-making* was really determined by the conflicting 
policy perceptions of the local authorities involved.

As stressed earlier, the cultural perspective on the LNG 
decision dispute has successfully moved empirical policy 
analysis beyond the level of conflicting preferences. The 
cultural account of the selection of policy justifications in 
support of policy actors' manifest preferences, has highlighted 
the inadequacy of the traditional 'dope' model of 
policy-making. At the level of interest-criteria and 
justifications, the rational politics-of-interest model takes 
for granted that policy actors will call on every conceivable 
argument which can be construed as supporting their particular 
policy goals and preferences. In this respect the 
justifications advanced by the Cabinet arguing their final 
choice of Eemshaven present an insightful 'anomaly' within the 
rational-interest perspective. The ability of the cultural 
interpretation to account for the selection of justificatory 
criteria manifest in this case can be cited here as further 
support for the superior analytic power of the political 
cultures frame. The rational goal-seeking account of the final 
selection of Eemshaven, would expect the Cabinet to embrace 
every possible criterion which could be cited in support for 
this late shift in policy preference. The politics-of-interest
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model therefore, is unable to account for the fact that the 
Cabinet - in the event - chose not to make any use of the 
strong justification that in terms of the 'factual' accident 
risks at the two sites, Eemshaven was considerably safer. 
Instead, the Cabinet decided to emphasise the broader regional 
economic consequences - which were in many ways more in 
contention - in support of its final choice.

Cultural analysis, by contrast, is able to furnish an adequate 
account of the rejection of the safety argument by the Cabinet, 
and the dominant emphasis upon perceived socioeconomic 
prospects. The problem definition adopted by national 
government was biased towards a hierarchical/ entrepreneurial 
policy perception. Hence, it had moved away from the safety 
dimension per se as a dominant selection criterion, and had 
stressed other impact dimensions in its policy arguments and 
commitments. The Cabinet had refused to endorse the Groningen 
local authorities' view that the safety risks at Eemshaven were 
below a specific level of acceptability; nor had it involved 
itself directly with the opponents of the Maasvlakte site, who 
claimed that the risks there were unacceptably high (to the 
local population).

In the course of the LNG policy process, culminating in its 
final decision point, the Cabinet's policy perception and 
associated strategy led them to play down the safety issue as a 
controversial aspect in itself, comparing instead LNG risks 
with other "socially acceptable" risks, or balance the risks 
against the perceived benefits associated with LNG. Analysed 
within its proper cultural context, the 'inability' of the 
Cabinet to embrace safety arguments in justifying its decision 
can be understood, given its policy-bias 'along' the positive 
diagonal. Having been 'out-manoeuvered' by the sectist demands 
at the local level, its final decision could only be justified 
in terms of the efficiency-biased criteria of a governmental 
regime that had come to define the LNG policy issue in
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entrepreneurial/hierarchical terms. Having been forced by the 
"realpolitik" of local consent to part with its national 
advisors, the Cabinet could not be seen to espouse the sectist 
risk arguments, which fell outside its culturally- induced line 
of vision. Since the Cabinet could not revert to the economic 
and energy policy justifications used by its advisors, because 
they pointed in the opposite direction, it had to pin 
everything on the rather weak socioeconomic arguments to 
justify its preference for the Eemshaven site.

The cultural account of the LNG decision controversy

In summary then, this chapter has applied the notion of 
cultural bias to a detailed empirical case of 'technological' 
decision controversy. In explaining the determinants of the 
process and outcome of the LNG dispute by reference to 
contending political cultures in the policy arena, it has 
identified and amplified the significant advance of cultural 
analysis over the traditional politics-of-interest model. This 
chapter has analysed in detail the competing problem 
definitions as reflected in the manifest policy stances of the 
various disputants to the debate, and has advanced these as 
basic manifestations of both "issue dissensus" and "process 
dissensus". It has accounted successfully for the emergence 
and 'resolution' of the LNG decision controversy by invoking 
divergent culturally-induced biases in institutional perception 
and strategy (as conceptualised by the cultural theory 
discussed in Chapter 3).

The cultural analysis of the LNG decision dispute has 
highlighted the inadequacy of the rational-interest perspective 
on political controversy, in the context of two significant 
circumstances. First, this chapter has showed the analytical 
limits of the politics-of-interest frame in empirical 
situations where conflicting problem definitions among policy
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actors cannot be correlated with conflicting interest-criteria. 
In doing so, it has highlighted the cognitive dimensions that 
impinge on the assessment of 'technological impacts' and their 
evaluation. In particular, the cultural account of the LNG 
decision controversy has vindicated the conclusion that 
disagreements over the 'risks' and 'benefits' associated with 
LNG technology, cannot be considered simply as conflicting 
evaluations of 'objective' consequences, but rather that they 
reflect competing socio-cognitive boundaries and interpretative 
frames embedded in the (dominant) political cultures of policy 
actors.

Secondly, this chapter has demonstrated the inability of the 
traditional goal-seeking model of politics to understand the 
process by which policy actors come to see particular interest- 
criteria as more salient than others. It has successfully 
accounted for the selection of interests as commitments for 
behaviour, in terms of cultural biases in perception by which 
policy actors operated, and which led them to give credence to 
certain arguments and to neglect others. Whereas in 
significant empirical instances, rational pursuit of 
predetermined policy preferences failed to explain policy 
behaviour in the context of the LNG decisions dispute, the 
cultural analysis of policy justifications has been able to 
come to terms with the manifest pattern of justifications by 
which policy actors argued their respective policy stances.

In the context of the LNG decision controversy, the application 
of the cultural bias model has confirmed therefore a number of 
basic deficiencies in the rational-interest perspective on 
policy analysis. This chapter has shown empirically that as an 
explanatory frame, the politics-of-interest model has failed at 
five crucial points. First, it has led to a circular argument 
in trying to account for the manifest interest-criteria of 
policy actors. Second, it has treated competing impact 
assessments as conflicting evaluations of 'objective' 
consequences, rather than as contending socio-cognitive problem
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frames. Third, it has been incapable of handling divergent 
problem definitions of the LNG decisions in the absence of 
conflicting interest-criteria. Fourth, by failing to 
acknowledge that public policy-making involves ensuring public 
consent, it has ignored the social contexts in which the LNG 
policy actors operated. And fifth, by neglecting 
culturally-induced determinants for policy orientation, it has 
been unable to explain the selection process by which policy 
actors gave credence to particular interest-criteria and 
justifications and rejected others.

The application of the cultural approach to the empirical 
analysis of the decision controversy over LNG technology in the 
Netherlands, has established how conflicting policy stances can 
be examined successfully by bringing the contending 
interest-criteria, policy perceptions and policy contexts 
within a single conceptual frame. In doing so, this chapter 
has highlighted the strength and relative superiority of 
cultural analysis, in accounting for the political and social 
determinants of public decision controversies over technology 
and its impacts. The next chapter examines the broader 
implications of this analysis for conceptual issues and further 
research.

- 0 -
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Chapter 7

NOTES & REFERENCES

1. Other options such as the use of a foreign LNG terminal, or 
the so-called "pipeline" option were never seriously 
re-introduced on the official policy agenda.

2. Gasunie remained, in any case, committed to the Maasvlakte 
site as its (first) preference.

3. The absence of agreed terms for defining the risk of LNG 
activities (e.g. as "probabilites x consequences", as used 
by TNO) provided the background for growing concern over 
the "perceived" risk levels to local residents. In this 
respect, much attention was paid to the consequences 
(rather than probabilities) of potential hazards.

4. In most of the following discussion and analysis, the 
policy stance of Rijnmond Public Authority is taken as 
indicative of the local government opposition to LNG 
siting, insofar as the Rotterdam region is concerned.

5. The 'objective' evidence on unemployment as presented by 
the Groningen local authorities was the argument that the 
employment generated by LNG activities represented 2.7% of 
the total unemployment figure in the Province of Groningen, 
and only 0.3% of the total unemployed in the Rijnmond 
region. (Groningen 1978i,2).

6. Groningenis risk assessment was based on imports of 12 
billion nr LNG per year; the authorities asserted that 
doubts about the safety would only arise above this import 
quota.

7. The Groningen authorities used the probabilities/ 
consequences relationship in it risk assessment, which they 
argued were concerned with "group risk" (sic).

8. The translation of the Dutch word "irrSeel" is somewhat
ambiguous; it strictly means "unrealistic", but in
particular contexts it may have connotations of "unreal", 
"imaginary", or even "irrational".

9. With reference to the ICONA/TNO safety figures, Groningen 
authorities concluded that "the figures [of the risk to the 
local population] for Eemshaven are ... smaller than those 
for Maasvlakte by a factor 10 to even 100". (Groningen 
1978j,8). The different figures related to the degree to 
which Eemshaven Harbour was fully operational.

10. E.g. in response to written 'objections' to the LNG siting
plans the Rijnmond Governors stated that "... the
importation of LNG should not deter us to continue to aim 
our policies towards energy conservation and towards 
techniques and processes resulting in the improvement of 
the environment" (Rijnmond 1978a,49).
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11. By framing the LNG "problem" differently, Rijnmond
Authority endorsed the view expressed by the regional 
environmental council (Regionale Raad voor het
Milieubeheer) that "in view of the expected developments 
concerning the expansion of LNG and LPG imports and 
associated subsidiary activities... [Maasvlakte locations A 
and B] in any case do not provide a solution" (RRM, Report 
on LNG, dated 17 May 1978; reproduced in Rijnmond 1978 as 
'Bijlage 2'). In similar vein, Rijnmond argued the need to 
take into account that "the importation of LNG enables the 
decision about the application of nuclear energy in 
electricity supply to be postponed, thus making more time 
available to search for alternative energy sources". 
(Rijnmond 1978b,25).

12. At the centre of Rijnmond's case were the anticipated 
maximum consequences of potential LNG hazards; it believed 
that "insufficient weight" had been given by the government 
to a comparison of "the average number of deaths among the 
local population in case of a serious incident" (Rijnmond 
1978a,67). In this context the issue of a minimum distance 
between a passing LNG tanker and a populated area (in this 
case Hoek van Holland) was a major factor underpinning 
Rijnmond Authority's view that LNG transport to Maasvlakte 
was unacceptable (Rijnmond 1978a,50/68). In the words of 
the Rijnmond Governors, "the essence of the view of the 
board of Governors is that [LNG] ships should keep adequate 
distance" (Rijnmond 1978f,6, Governor Rijnmond, A. van 
Dijk).

13. Such an assessment (in Dutch, a "milieu-effect-rapport" or
MER) which was called for by a number of local 
environmentalist groups, would certainly have included 
extensive appraisal of the risk and safety issues. It was 
seen as a comprehensive quantitative and qualitative 
assessment and would have advanced further the scope for 
(local) public participation. MER is seen in the 
Netherlands as a significant mechanisms for achieving 
greater public participation in formulating environmental 
policies. (cf. Wetenschappeli jke Raad voor het
Regeringsbeleid, Beleidsgerichte Toekomstverkenning, Peel 
2, Een verruiming van perspectief, WRR Rapport 25/1983 (Den 
Haag, Staatsuitgeverij, 1983).

14. Rijnmond Authority considered an active "public 
participation campaign". The public participation plans 
("inspraakprocedure") as initially proposed was never 
really implemented; it would have given considerable 
attention to the issue of the "perceived risk" as 
experienced to the local population. In this respect one 
of the proposals made by the environmental department of 
Rijnmond Public Authority argued in reference to the LNG 
local decision-making:
"Feelings of unsafeness are already considerable in the 
Rijnmond regions, and in the case of a possible addition of 
a new potential source of danger, the population ought to 
be involved in the process of decision-making right from 
the start, in order that they are not faced... by a 
'fait-a-compli' at a later stage". (Rijnmond 1977c,2).
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15. In particular, since it may be argued that the notion of 
dimensional criteria is no more than a convenient category 
constructed by the policy analyst, we have to go back to 
the empirical accounts themselves, and analyse the wording 
and terms in which the various manifest interest-criteria 
were cast.

16. The juxtaposition of hierarchical/entrepreneurial versus
sectist policy actors in the LNG policy debate is in line 
with the disaggregation of the policy arena in terms of the 
"technological-economic" versus the "social-cultural" 
system as used by D.J. van Houten, J.T.J.M. van der Linden 
and E. Snel, in IndustriSle activiteiten - Besluitvorming 
en effectenonderzoek (Amsterdam: Kobra, 1983), esp. Ch5. 
This descriptive frame is based, however, on contrasting 
opponents and proponents of a LNG terminal (as a 
technological-economic solution). Whilst competing
'problem definitions' are mentioned, these are attributed 
predominantly to the conflicting goals and interests of 
respective actors (p.43), thus ignoring socio-cognitive 
factors and reflecting the dominant analytical frame.

17. See M. Thompson "Postscript: A Cultural Basis for
Comparison", in H.C. Kunreuther, J. Linnerooth et al, Risk 
Analysis and Decision Processes - The Siting of Liquefied 
Energy Gas Facilities in Four Countries (Berlin:
Springer-Verlag, 1983) p.232-262.; M. Douglas and A. 
Wildavsky, Risk and Culture - an Essay on the Selection of 
Technological and Environmental Dangers (Berkeley: 
University of California Press, 1982) esp ch VII.

18. Cf. M. Thompson, "Among the energy tribes: the anthropology
of the current policy debate" (IIASA WP-82-59)
International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis, 
Laxenburg, Austria, 1982. See also M. Thompson, "Among the 
Energy Tribes: A cultural framework for the analysis and 
design of energy policy", Policy Sciences 17 (1984) 
321-339.

19. Cf. Thompson 1983, op.cit. (note 17), p.242.
20. Cf. Douglas and Wildavsky 1982, op.cit (note 17). Of 

course, not all environmentalist organisations will be 
biased towards sectist concerns and behaviour.

21. The environmental service, Dienst Centraal Milieubeheer
Rijnmond was set up in December 1971. In 1977-78 it had 
about 160 full-time employees. An average of 1000 
complaints about noise or air pollution are received 
monthly by telephone from the local population in the 
Rijnmond regions (1971077) average) ("Milieubeheer 
Rijnmond", information sheet Rijnmond Public Authority 
1978, R37/6113-78). The Environmental Service monitors
pollution levels on a continuous basis and registers local 
complaints via a special "complaints telephone" 
(klachtentelefoon).
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22. Geintegreerd Milieu-onderzoek, interim rapport, Openbaar 
Lichaam Rijnmond, March 1974. Cited in C.J.B. Boender, 
"Acute Milieuverandering", in P.Ester (red), Sociale 
Aspecten van het Milieuvraagstuk (Assen: van Gorcum 1979) 
pp. 94-106.

23. Personal communication, H. Boerma, Vereniging tegen 
Milieubederf in en om het Nieuwe-Waterweggebied, 
Vlaardingen.

24. In addition to the formally-required 'public hearings', the
three Zuid-Holland/Rotterdam local authorities organised a 
number of public information meetings and discussions in 
late 1977 and the first half of 1978. Among the officially 
invited speakers were representatives of environmentalist 
organisations. e.g. Meeting held at Hoek van Holland, 28 
February 1978; attended by H. Boerma, representing 
"Vereniging Milieudefensie". This meeting was organized by 
Hoek of Holland municipal authorities (within the City of 
Rotterdam local government boundaries). Also meetings were 
held on 2 and 3 May 1978, respectively at Oostvoorne and 
Hoek van Holland (attended by H. Boerma, speaker
representative of "Natuur en Milieu" national 
environmentalist organization). The public information 
effort by Rijnmond/Rotterdam local authorities further 
involved 'brochures' which were said to have been "widely 
distributed among the local population" (Rijnmond 1978a, 
44) . The information brochure published jointly by three 
local authorities concerned with the Maasvlakte sites
(Zuid-Holland 1978a) included discussion of the risk as 
"perceived" by the local population.

25. Cf. Thompson 1983, op.cit. (note 17).

26. About half the speakers at the LNG 'public hearing'
represented environmentalist organisations; the discussion 
was heavily dominated by environmental and safety issues. 
In similar vein, a significant 75% of the (40) groups and 
individuals submitting written 'objections' to the local 
authorites rejected a Maasvlakte LNG terminal on the ground 
of safety, arguing that the additional risks in the 
Rijnmond region was unacceptable. (Rijnmond 1978a,44).

27. The regional council for environmental control (Regionale 
Raad voor het Milieeubeheer Rijnmond); and the provincial 
council for environmental health (Provinciale Raad voor de 
Milieuhygiene).

28. Provinciale Raad voor de Milieuhygiene, Zuid-Holland 
(provincial council for environmental health, see 
Zuid-Holland 1978b: section 11) . Regionale Raad voor het 
Milieubeheer Rijnmond (regional council for environmental 
control Rijnmond; see Rijnmond 1978a appendix 2).

29. For details see Rijnmond 1978b, Rijnmond 1978c, and 
Zuid-Holland 1978c.
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30. Groningen Province had been singled out by successive 
national governments for regional support and selective 
industrial development aid.

31. CBS 1978, Table B9. Rural space in Groningen province is 
not the scarce resource it is in the Rijnmond regions, 
where approximately one million people live in an area 
one-quarter the size of Groningen province.

32. "Landelijke Vereniging tot Behoud van de Waddenzee". See D
Eisma, "Van Waddenzee naar Noordzee", in E. Tellegen & J 
Willems (red), Milieu-aktie in Nederland (Amsterdam: de
Trommel/Millieudefensie) 1978) , pp. 24-35.

33. Natuur en Milieu 1977-1978, Verslag van de werkzaamheden
van de Stichting Natuur en Milieu over de jaren 1977 en 
1978, ('s-Graveland: Stichting Natuur en Milieu, 1979). As 
to the institutional relationship between the Waddenzee 
Association and the Noordzee and Eemsmond working groups, 
it may be noted that the first detailed brochure by the 
Noordzee Working group on the subject of LNG siting 
(Noordzee 1978) was specifically published "also on behalf 
of the Landelijlke Vereninging tot Behoud van de 
Waddenzee". Another example is that a member of the board 
of the Waddenzee organisation also acted as representative 
of the Noordzee working group (cf. Eisma 1978:35 and a 
letter on LNG from the Noordzee working group to 
Parliament, dated 4 October 1978). The aims of the 
Waddenzee organization and the working group Eemsmond had 
much in common (see Natuur en Milieu 1978/9. As further 
indication of the degree of collaboration between the 
Waddenzee organization and the two working groups: the 
first letter addressed to the Cabinet on LNG siting, was 
signed by the Noordzee working group "also on behalf" of 
the two other environmentalist organizations (letter from 
Werkgroep Noordzee, Harlingen, 3 March 1978, ref
VH/MT.78234).

34. "The North Sea and its uses - an environmental approach" 
(Harlingen: Netherlands North Sea Working Group, 1979); I.
Wildenberg, "Macht, milieubeheer en de Waddenvereniging" 
(Leiden, 1983); Eisma 1978, op.cit. (note 32).

35. E Tellegen, "Milieu en maatschappijveranderingen" in 
Tellegen & Willems (red) 1978, op.cit. (note 32), pp. 
160-171; Wildenberg 1983, op.cit. (note 34) p31.

36. Their concern has been described as being the destruction 
of 'their' recreational spots of natural beauty offered on 
and around the Frisian Islands. Wildenberg 1983, ibid. 
p33.

37. E Tellegen, "Oude en nieuwe milieuorganisaties", in P Ester 
(red) 1979. op.cit. (note 22) pp.152-168.
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38. W. J. Vaartjes, "Een onderzoek naar het ledenbestand van de 
Landelijke Vereniging tot behoud van de Waddenzee", 
(Sociologisch Instituut, Leiden, Rijksuniversiteit, 1977) 
quoted in Tellegen 1979 (1577) A figure of 12% (of the 
national membership) from Groningen and Friesland is 
mentioned in K. von Moltke & N. Visser, Die Rolle der 
Umweltschutzverbande im politischen Entscheidungsprozesz 
der Niederlande (Berlin: Erich Schmidt Verlag, 1982).

39. E. Tellegen, "The Environmental Movement in the 
Netherlands", in T.O'Riordan and R.K. Turner (eds), 
Progress in Resource Management and Environmental Planning, 
Vol. 3 (Chichester: John Wiley, 1981). p.9

40. Cf. Thompson 1983, op.cit (note 17).

41. In the Groningen Province, local ’participation' was 
limited to the statutory 'public hearing'. The Provincial 
Governors brushed aside criticism on the issue of limited 
public involvement by stating that "whenever possible" 
policy documents on LNG had been "made available to the 
media and to environmentalist organizations" (Groningen 
1978j,4).

42. The 'public hearing' on LNG in Groningen was dominated by 
local authority representatives at municipal and provincial 
levels; only one environmentalist representative attended 
(Eemsmond Working Group)? Noordzee Working Group submitted 
a written 'objection' to the meeting. (Groningen 1978k).

43. It is significant that in all major discussion meetings on 
LNG, with the national government and Parliament, the 
Provincial delegation was led by the highest appointed 
official, the Royal Commissioner of the province. At the 
level of local councils in Groningen there was apparent 
consensus on this 'negotiation strategy' vis-a-vis national 
decision-making deliberations.

44. When environmentalist organisations first became involved 
with the LNG policy debate, Maasvlakte was considered the 
only viable land-based LNG site (according to national 
government). When the Eemshaven site was (re-)introduced, 
environmentalist objectors had to rely significantly upon 
resources and people from environmentalist groups concerned 
with the Maasvlakte sites (personal communication H Boerma, 
see note 23). This highlights further the relative 
weakness of environmentalist support and strength in the 
Groningen region.

45. A report by the state land-use planning committee RPC 
(Rijks Planologische Commissie) indicated that the 
population density around the Maasvlakte site (as used by 
TNO in its risk analysis) was approximagely 1000 
inhabitants per km2, as compared to a figure of 140 
inhabitants/km2 for the area around Eemshaven. (Bijlage 7 
in ICONA 1978b, p.7).
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46. The empirical basis for this and subsequent analysis can be 
found in Chapter 6, and earlier discussion in this chapter.

47. The Rijnmond Authority policy perception provides a 
significant exemplary case.

48. Included in the sectist orientation here are those policy 
actors who judged the risks of LNG as being "too uncertain" 
to warrant their acceptability (at the time of the LNG 
decision process).

49. Since factors (a) and (b) are not of direct relevance to 
the policy perspectives of local government actors, they 
are excluded as a basis for assessing their cultural 
orientation.

50. ICONA strongly argued in terms of the hierarchical/
entrepreneurial concerns of economic cost-effectiveness and 
efficient energy policy implementation. This 'positive 
diagonal' perception of the LNG issue, and the associated 
selection of interest-criteria, was most pronounced in the 
case of Gasunie: its argumentation was virtually
exclusively in terms of economic and energy policy 
considerations, that saw a Dutch LNG terminal as a 
"necessity"; it was simply "assumed" that the safety would 
be brought to an acceptable level. (See Chapter 6, section 
4).

51. See for example ICONA 1978b, 3-5. This and subsequent 
discussion on national government advisors refers 
predominantly to ICONA.

52. The only ministerial department which took the sectist 
demands seriously, the Public Health and Environment 
Ministry, had also the most to lose in consent from their 
'natural' constituents in the social arena, namely the 
environmentalist groups (which are to a considerable degree 
'integrated' in the department's advisory structure on 
environmental policy-making).

- 0 -
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CHAPTER 8

"The rational model works best when the 
decision to be reached benefits everybody. 
In fact, the model only works well when 
everybody benefits or nobody cares".

- D. Olsen and W.F.R. Freudenburg^

"[We need to] treat cultural categories as 
cognitive containers in which social 
interests are defined and classified, 
argued, negotiated and fought out".

- M. Doug l a s ^

CONCLUSIONS; THE CULTURAL ANALYSIS OF TECHNOLOGICAL 
POLICY CONTROVERSY

1. Introduction

This thesis has been concerned with examining the nature of 
public decision controversies over technology. It has 
attempted to contribute to the theoretical and empirical 
understanding of such policy disputes in respect of three main 
areas;

1. Analysing the validity of the prevailing conceptual 
perspectives on policy dissensus in public decision 
analysis, especially the politics-of-interest frame that 
dominates research on so-called technological decision 
controversies;

2. Analysing in detail the process and outcome of public 
decision-making over technology in an empirical setting, by 
examining the determinants of the policy controversy on the 
potential siting of a large-scale liquefied gas facility in 
the Netherlands.
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3. Developing and presenting a detailed application of 
cultural theory to public policy analysis, using the notion 
of contending cultural biases in institutional perception 
and strategy to account for divergent policy stances in 
(dissensual) decision processes generally, and in relation 
to the assessment of technological developments in 
particular.

This chapter summarizes the central argument and main findings 
of this thesis, and assesses the major implications for 
theoretical and conceptual analysis. It elaborates on the 
unifying theme in this study, arguing the extent to which 
cultural analysis is a significant advance on the
politics-of-interest perspective, in coming to terms with the 
social and political determinants of so-called technological 
decision controversies. The focus in this concluding chapter 
is three-fold. First, I review the theoretical and conceptual 
issues addressed in this thesis, arguing the case for a 
cultural perspective in public policy analysis and 
technological decision studies. Secondly, I examine the main 
conclusions that can be drawn from my theoretical and empirical 
research in relation to the analysis and conceptual
understanding of public decision disputes over technology. And 
thirdly, I discuss some of the broader implications of cultural 
analysis for our understanding of technology as a social 
process, and suggest the relevant focus for future research 
that flows from this perspective on politics and controversial 
technology.

2. Theoretical and conceptual issues

The theoretical and conceptual issues addressed in this thesis 
emerged from an analysis of the traditional interest 
perspective on politics, through which technological decision
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controversies have predominantly been examined. In this 
respect, I have argued the advance of cultural theory by 
confronting the policy analytic shortcomings of the 
politics-of-interest frame. My theoretical critique of the 
rational interest model can be summarized therefore by 
reference to five crucial points of failure.

First, I have criticized the interest-premise for its exclusive 
concern with goal-seeking, and its disregard for goal-setting. 
Second, I have established the circularity of the interest 
explanation, attributing it to the causal link it establishes 
between policy goals and behaviour. Third, I have shown how it 
has ignored entirely the need for (moral) justification in 
public policy-making. Fourth, I have argued that the 
individualist fallacy - on which the rational choice model of 
politics is based - has divorced rationality in decision-making 
form the social contexts within which political actors operate. 
And fifth, I have attacked the failure of the politics-of- 
interest model to incorporate into policy analysis contending 
institutional perceptions. Let me elaborate on these issues 
and subsequently examine how the application of cultural theory 
to policy analysis has been able to come to terms with these 
deficiencies.

This thesis has highlighted that theoretical research on policy 
analysis, and the empirical literature concerned with 
technological decision disputes, are premised predominantly on 
the assumption of 'rational' goal-seeking behaviour by policy 
actors. In Chapter 2, I outlined that in this perspective, the 
pre-existence of interests is taken as a self-evident starting 
point for analysis. Policy dissensus in this conceptualization 
is reduced to the level of conflicting goals and competing 
means in order to achieve (or optimize) those goals. Both 
theoretically and empirically, this study has argued that the 
selection of goals and actors' commitments to certain 'rules of 
closure' in policy-making cannot be adequately understood in 
these narrow conceptual terms.
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The decision controversy on LNG developments in the Netherlands 
demonstrated the seriousness of this analytic deficiency. The 
foregoing empirical analysis established that the 
diametrically-opposed policy stances of participants to the LNG 
debate (especially of the local government actors) could not be 
explained satisfactorily by reference to the ’rational' pursuit 
of (self-expressed) goals and interests.

The failure of the politics-of-interest model in theoretical 
and empirical analysis has been highlighted further by the 
circular argument it sets up. It has been unable to understand 
the process by which policy actors come to decide which courses 
of action and preferences are 'in their best interest'. Since 
the rational politics model is essentially a goal-seeking 
model, it is unable to deal with the selection of interests 
(see below).

Central to my challenge to the politics-of-interest perspective 
on policy analysis has been a rejection of the causal link 
between value stances of policy actors and other manifestations 
of their behaviour. In the context of the LNG case study, I 
have stressed the interdependence of evaluative criteria for 
choice and the various problem bounds and assessment modes by 
which policy actors argued their respective preferences. The 
analysis of the LNG decision controversy thus demonstrated that 
the notion of independently-formulated 'interests' as causes 
for policy assessment and choice is fundamentally 
ill-conceived. By examining policy objectives as 
self-expressed reasons for choice, I could draw attention to a 
significant shortcoming of the politics-of-interest 
perspective: its failure to address adequately the issue of 
policy justification as a crucial factor in boundary-setting 
and closure in social decision behaviour. In this respect, a 
major finding of this study is that the dominant interest-model 
of policy dissensus (including disputes over technology) has
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failed to acknowledge sufficiently that policy decisions have 
to be justified by arguments that are (a) seen as credible, and 
(b) able to command moral consent.

These requirements of credibility and consent arise out of the 
social character of public decision processes. In this 
respect, this study has argued the inappropriateness and 
failure of the traditional rational decision model in the 
analysis of social choice, and has attributed them largely to 
its commitment to the ’individualist fallacy'. The rejection 
of this premise in the study of policy controversy, as argued 
in this thesis, had two major implications for the conceptual 
and theoretical analysis of public decision disputes. First, 
it enables us - at least in principle - to take explicit 
account of the social contexts within which policy actors 
operate, and opens up the possibility of relating divergent 
policy commitments to social factors in rationality and 
decision-making. Secondly, in abandoning the notion that 
cognitive factors are merely individual-psychological inputs in 
choice behaviour, and by treating them as cultural attributes, 
the rejection of the 'individualist fallacy' enables 
institutional perceptions to be incorporated into analysis, and 
to advance these as the potential determinants for conflicting 
policy stances.

The traditional perspective in technological decision studies

This critique of the traditional politics-of-interest model may 
appear to develop a general perspective on policy analysis, 
with little direct connection with specific public decision 
disputes over technology. Yet, the same fundamental 
deficiencies and misconceptions inherent in the rational 
interest model prevail in most of the literature on decision 
controversy. Moreover, in examining the conceptual terms by 
which such socio-technical disputes may be understood, the
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arguments presented in this thesis highlight the need to 
dissolve controversial issues associated with technology back 
into their political and social contexts.

The first part of this study has identified the serious 
shortcomings of the traditional literature on technological 
decision-making. It has established the prevalence of the 
'dope1 model in the analysis of policy disputes over science 
and technology, and has helped to highlight the fundamental 
flaw in the rational-interest perspective that underpins it. 
The central features of my challenge to the dominant analytic 
•paradigm* on technological decision studies mirror, therefore, 
the deficiencies of the positivist-inspired voluntaristic 
rational choice model.

Conceptually, my critique as developed in this study, can be 
captured in three main misconceptions. First, the linear 
relationship that is set up between values and facts - between 
ends and means, between political evaluation and 'factual' 
impacts. Second, the causal analytic frame - underpinned by 
the rational choice model - that reduces policy conflicts over 
problem definitions, impact assessments, and the interpretation 
and use of scientific evidence all to the single level of 
competing value stances. And third, the contradictory argument 
that considers uncertainty and ambiguity in 'objective' factual 
data as a determinant for political controversy.

In the traditional approach, policy disputes over the impacts 
associated with technology have been analysed by focusing 
unduly on the value conflicts involved. In the process, 
technologies have been construed as passive resources, to be 
understood solely in relation to the political ends to which 
they are put. Given especially the a-theoretical status of 
much of the literature on technological decision controversies, 
the serious implications of these misconceived premises were 
particularly manifest in the context of empirical analysis.



352

In summary, five basic deficiencies have been identified in 
decisional case studies on technological disputes. First, the 
descriptive - rather than explanatory - two-party adversarial 
frame that classifies competing policy actors as proponents and 
opponents of a technology according to their preferences. 
Second, the assumption that the notion of technological impacts 
is unproblematic in political terms: the expectation that 
opponents simply focus on low benefits and high risks, whereas 
the proponents stress the high benefits and limited risks. 
Third, the assumption that divergent problem definitions (if 
examined at all) can be explained simply as manifestations of 
conflicting political value stances impinging on the 
technology. Fourth, the inadequate attention to the analysis 
of institutional perceptions (of policy issues and of 
technology). And fifth, the failure to acknowledge that the 
distinctions that are made by policy actors between 'factual' 
and value dimensions in empirical disputes, are features 
integral to policy controversy and hence need to be analysed as 
such.

3. The advance of the political cultures frame in policy 
analysis

This study has argued the case for a cultural perspective on 
political analysis to overcome the deficiencies in the rational 
interest frame for the analysis of policy controversy. The 
essential concepts employed in cultural theory are derived from 
recent literature on cultural anthropology and the sociology of 
perception. My distinct contribution lies in the further 
development and detailed application of these cultural concepts 
to public policy analysis. Furthermore, this thesis has sought 
to demonstrate that the cultural model - developed from basic 
concepts in sociological theory - represents a significant
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contribution to the study of technological decision-making, 
especially given the paucity of systematic, theory-based 
analytic approaches in the existing literature (see Chapter 1). 
Before turning to the significant contributions of cultural 
analysis to the empirical study of public decision 
controversies, let me briefly review the conceptual advance of 
cultural theory in addressing the failures of the 
politics-of-interest model.

At the heart of the cultural theory of politics lies the 
proposition that rationality and policy behaviour are 
context-dependent. To understand different manifestations of 
bounded rationality and competing policy commitments, we must 
look at the relationship between social actors and their 
institutional environments. By arguing that not all 
conjunctions between social environment and cultural bias are 
socially viable, cultural theory has furnished a typology of 
social contexts. This cultural typology has enabled me to 
demonstrate how contending policy orientations can be examined 
against a basic scheme that links different social contexts to 
distinctive culturally-induced biases in institutional 
perception and behaviour.

Since the notion of contending cultural biases conceptualizes 
differences in social environment, institutional perception and 
policy behaviour within a single frame, the cultural 
perspective on policy-making has been able to come to terms 
with the main deficiencies in the traditional 
politics-of-interest model. First, it provides a goal-setting 
model of policy behaviour, accounting for both policy selection 
and justification by reference to distinctive political 
cultures. Second, it avoids the circularity of 
boundary-setting and goal-maximization, making problem 
definitions and interest-criteria contingent on the 
culturally-induced biases in perception and behaviour. Third, 
it can deal with the social nature of policy processes by
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defining political cultures by reference to a typology of 
social contexts, based on a classification of environmental 
constraints upon individuals as social entities. And fourth, 
in conceptualizing differences in the moral commitments by 
which policy actors reason and legitimize their strategies, it 
can come to terms with the idea that rationality in 
policy-making is itself culturally-dependent.

Based on these conceptual advances this study has argued the 
theoretical and empirical case for applying the political 
cultures frame to public decision analysis. Whereas previous 
research has to some extent acknowledged the potential of 
cultural theory for understanding policy processes, the 
conceptual issues involved in a cultural perspective on 
political and decision theory hitherto had not been analysed 
systematically. In terms of empirical policy research, this 
thesis has presented a first detailed application of the 
political cultures framework to the analysis of policy 
dissensus in an extensive case study of public decision-making.

A major contribution in my application of the notion of 
contending political cultures to policy disputes, has been the 
detailed analysis of competing problem definitions (Chapter 6). 
This study has shown both the theoretical advantage and 
empirical feasibility of moving away from the analysis of 
policy conflict in terms of political preferences per se. By 
juxtaposing conflicting policy stances in terms of culturally- 
induced policy orientations, this thesis has rejected the 
reductionist classification of 'opponents' and 'proponents' in 
the policy debate. Rather than classifying policy participants 
simply in terms of their manifest preferences, the notion of 
political cultures has enabled the policy arena to be analysed 
and disaggregated according to the justificatory criteria and 
assessment frames that underlie various policy preferences.

Furthermore, by integrating the cognitive and social factors
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that inform the problem definitions of (conflicting) actors, 
the cultural analysis carried out in this thesis, has been able 
to discern different insitutional perceptions. These 
socio-cognitive divergences among policy actors were 
particularly evident in the formulation and evaluation of the 
perceived 'impacts' of various policy options. In this respect 
this study has further highlighted that conflicting policy 
assessments cannot be understood simply in terms of different 
values impinging upon independently-formulated 'factual' 
consequences. As demonstrated empirically in the case of the 
LNG decision controversy, what was at stake were basic 
differences in interpretation and salience that were given to 
the various 'risks' and 'benefits' as perceived by different 
policy actors. In analytical terms, the empirical dispute over 
LNG developments has underscored that the divergence of social 
perceptions in framing and assessing the policy issue is to be 
considered as a fundamental area of policy dissensus.

In analysing different interest-criteria as divergent 
justifications for policy choice, the application of the 
political cultures frame has emphasised the cultural process 
through which actors grant credibility to and social support 
for particular policy stances. By examining the political 
accounts of participants in those terms, the LNG decisional 
case study has demonstrated empirically the considerable 
strength of the cultural frame, in accounting for the manifest 
selection of interest-criteria by contending policy actors. In 
particular, the analysis of the asymmetry between Groningen and 
Rijnmond policy perspectives emphasised that the different 
policy assessments (e.g. of the employment and safety 
dimensions associated with LNG development) could not be 
explained by reference to the 'objective' regional impacts (see 
Chapter 7). Rather, it could be shown that policy dissensus 
was rooted in divergent social environments, within which 
particular cultural perceptions could become prevalent.
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My application of the political cultural model has elucidated 
the significance of social contexts in policy-making, not as 
some kind of residual category, but as an essential link 
between public policy demands and the social bases for consent. 
By highlighting the cultural dependency of consent and 
legitimacy, the political cultures frame has been employed to 
account for the kinds of policy demands that emerged as 
credible criteria for choice. In this respect, the roles 
played by environmentalist groups in the local decision 
procedures on LNG signing, illustrated the strength of the 
cultural model in understanding the relative influence of their 
distinctive demands upon decision-making institutions.

My empirical application of cultural theory to policy analysis 
has thus enhanced the notion of contending political cultures 
in the policy arena. In the cultural analysis, policy 
formulation is conceptualized as a continual process of social 
negotiation at both intra-organisational and 
inter-institutional levels. In this analytic frame, competing 
policy perspectives, interpretations and choice criteria are 
constantly put to the crucial test of social viability. 
Building on this perspective, my empirical analysis of the LNG 
policy dispute has amplified the social dynamics of public 
decision-making in cultural terms. The LNG case study has 
vindicated the cultural account of policy choice, demonstrating 
that the manifest pattern of selective interest-criteria and 
preferences did not arise simply from a context-free, 
'rational' appraisal of policy demands and 'objective' 
circumstances. Rather, the conflicting policy stances of 
disputants could (only) be understood in terms of 
socially-induced cultural biases in their perception of 'the' 
policy issues and of the 'appropriateness' of various policy 
'solutions'.

In the context of the LNG decision case, I have analysed in 
detail the extent of the environmentalist presence in different



357

localities, as a way of further corroborating, the cultural 
perspective on policy analysis. I have argued how the regional 
differences were to be understood not as self-evident factors 
in the decision dispute, but as an integral manifestation of 
contending ideal-type political cultures and their distinctive 
concerns and policy demands. The cultural framework thus 
enabled examination of both the salience of environmentalist 
arguments, and the interpretive meanings that were attached to 
environmentalists' (and other sectist) concerns, from a single 
analytic perspective.

In summary, the key conceptual contribution to political 
analysis as presented in this thesis, concerns my detailed 
elaboration on and application of cultural theory to the study 
of public decision processes. The foregoing chapters, have 
argued how cultural analysis furnishes an adequate basis for 
identifying and understanding the social perceptions through 
which policy actors relate to decision problems and to each 
other. My analysis has tried to argue the significant 
theoretical and empirical advance of the political cultures 
frame in policy analysis - in its ability to address the 
socio-cognitive determinants of public decision disputes, and 
to place interest-politics in its proper cultural context.

4. Cultural analysis of technological decision controversies

In applying the culturalperspective on public policy analysis, 
this study has argued how the notion of cultural bias enables 
one to identify and examine controversial 'technological 
decisions'. It has emphasised the need and feasibility to 
analyse the social and cognitive determinants of technological 
decision disputes from a single perspective, and has developed 
the political cultures frame to account for competing 
assessments of scientific and technical developments in the 
context of policy controversy.
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At a general level, this thesis has argued the need to reject 
the narrow interpretation of the "politicisation" of scientific 
and technical knowledge. In emphasising the interrelationship 
between the cognitive and social domains, my cultural 
perspective on politics can be applied successfully to analyse 
competing interpretive frames as well as conflicting value 
stances as interrelated features in 'technological' policy 
disputes. In asserting that social actors construct both their 
perceptual boundaries and strategic preferences in the course 
of policy behaviour, it can account for different assessments 
by reference to contending political cultures. As compared to 
most of the literature on technological decision controversies, 
a qualitative distinction in my empirical analysis has been the 
abandonment of the traditional 'dope' model. This study has 
shown the need to shift the analytic focus away from policy 
preferences of conflicting institutional actors per se, and 
towards a categorisation of policy stances in terms of the 
(divergent) problem definitions and interest-criteria 
underpinning preferred policy strategies.

In the context of the LNG decision dispute, my empirical 
analysis could show that the pattern of divergent problem 
definitions by policy participants could not be explained in 
terms of conflicting (or shifting) interest concerns (Chapter 
7) . In confronting and rectifying this failure, the analytic 
strength of the political cultures frame was established by its 
account of the social and political factors that gave rise to 
divergent problem perceptions - both in terms of the framing of 
the 'technological' policy issue, and in respect of the various 
socio-cognitive conceptions of 'risks' and 'benefits'.

The socio-cognitive (i.e. cultural) account of the LNG decision 
controversy analysed in detail the various (dimensional) 
'impact' concerns as manifest in the respective policy 
perspectives, whilst in the same breath examining basic



359

differences in the interpretive frames by which policy actors 
'related' to these issues. The empirical research on the LNG 
as presented in this thesis has thus provided significant 
support for the cultural hypothesis, by demonstrating how the 
salience and ranking of different evaluative criteria and 
justifications can (only) be understood by making them 
contingent on the institutional perceptions that accompany and 
in many ways define policy behaviour.

Cultural bias and the assessment of technology

Central to the political cultures model is the idea of 
distinctive cultural biases in both policy perceptions and 
behaviour, thus emphasising the link between cognitive 
boundaries in assessment and policy evaluations. In developing 
the cultural perspective on public decision-making and by 
building on the cultural theory of risk perception, this study 
has applied the notion of contending political cultures to 
issues of 'technology assessment'.

The theoretical exposition of cultural analysis (Chapter 3) and 
its empirical application (in Chapter 7), has attempted to show 
how conflicting assessments of (LNG) technology are immersed in 
culturally-induced meanings and interpretive frames that define 
policy actors' perceptions of 'risks' and 'benefits'. The 
empirical analysis of the LNG decision dispute has vindicated 
the theoretical case (argued in Chapter 1) that we need to 
reject the simplistic conceptualisation of impact dissensus, as 
determined by different independently-formulated evaluative 
stances that are made to bear upon the unequivocally-defined 
consequences of technological options. The cultural analysis 
of technological decision disputes emphasises that culturally- 
induced policy perceptions will be at work in every potential
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area of policy dissensus: the options that are included, the 
conception of 'technological* impacts, the definitions of 
'risks' and 'benefits', as well as the selection of relevant 
evaluative criteria for choice.

My treatment of contending problem definitions in cultural 
terms has underscored the need for, and empirical feasibility 
of, analysing the social and cognitive dimensions of 
technological decision disputes in their appropriate 
interrelationship. In my empirical research, the analysis of 
conflicting policy assessments of LNG technology (especially in 
my discussion of Groningen and Rijnmond local goverment 
viewpoints) clearly bore out that it is meaningless (and 
futile) to try and compare evaluations of 'impacts' without 
examining at the same time the cognitive boundaries and 
interpretations that were adopted. Conversely - and equally 
significant - the local perceptions of 'risks' and 'benefits' 
could not be understood adequately without incorporating into 
analysis the social-political contexts within which particular 
cognitive stances could gain prevalence over others.

The cultural analysis of technological decision-making thus 
indicates that conflicting policy stances that make for 
controversy are essentially concerned with competing 
institutional commitments of policy actors that embody the 
socio-cognitive definitions of both the nature of the 
'technological' issues, and of the boundaries to 'the' decision 
problem being addressed. From this perspective we can see how 
the cultural approach is able to avoid the inadequate - and 
contradictory - notion of "technical uncertainty" that prevails 
in the traditional analytic 'paradigm' in technological 
decision studies (see Chapter 1) . Framed in cultural terms, 
'technical' uncertainty and ambiguity can no longer be treated 
only as an empirical deficit in 'factual' data about technology 
and its impacts. Nor can it be invoked any longer as a causal 
determinant for policy conflicts. Rather the 'technical'
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dimensions of decision controversy, and the uncertainties 
associated with it, are nested in the contending institutional 
perceptions and rationalities by which policy actors operate.

Given especially the absence of comparative empirical analysis 
in this thesis, it is important to emphasise that its 
theoretical and empirical conclusions vis-a-vis the need for a 
cultural perspective on technological decision controversis may 
be corroborated by recent work on scientific and technical 
disputes. In particular, it has been argued that the emergence 
of different scientific positions needs to be analysed in the 
context of institutional conceptualizations, and by reference

[31to social and cognitive commitments of policy actors. My
analysis - both conceptually and in my case research - is 
entirely consistent with the conclusion (reached by Wynne, for 
example), that the analytic focus in technological controversy 
studies requires a shift "from technical uncertainties towards 
the institutional patterns generating those technical[4iuncertainties and their associated problem definitions".

In the Dutch LNG decision case, the issue of factual
uncertainty and ambiguity of data - e.g. the dispute over the
detonation potential of LNG - played perhaps a less prominent
role than in some other policy disputes (e.g. those concerned
with regulatory issues of science-related hazards). However,
this conclusion is an empirical outcome of the controversy,
that can only be understood by reference to the socio-cognitive
dynamics, which govern the emergence and salience of such
issues. In this respect, the cultural analysis of
technological decision disputes as carried out in this study
may be vindicated by recent work in controversy research, such
as that of Rip, who has asserted that

"... the socio-cognitive dynamics of a controversy 
makes it impossible to speak of areas of [factual] 
uncertainty that leave room for different
interpretations that are guided by the differing 
values and interests of the parties in the 
controversy. [...] And the controversy is often not
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about the interpretation of a give area of
uncertainty, but about which areas are to be 
considered certain and which areas of uncertainty 
are sufficiently irrelevant to remain 
uncertain."[5]

The contribution of the cultural perspective on technological 
decision is that the notion of distinctive cultural biases in 
institutional commitments enables us to map these
socio-cognitive dynamics. In this respect, it is important to 
draw attention to the distinction (as recent analyists have 
made) between 'technical uncertainty' (in terms of ignorance of 
deterministic phenomena that are in principle knowable but 
that, at present, make for incomplete knowledge) and what may 
be called 'socially-constructed' or 'structural' uncertainty. 
My analysis has been mostly concerned with this latter type of 
uncertainty over technology, concerned with genuine 
indeterminacy because no consensus can be reached on the 
dimensions of the technological system, given the divergences 
in social and cultural settings of those actors that try to 
define the system. 1 1 From this perspective, it is no longer 
necessary - nor fruitful - to attribute expert disagreement to 
divergent value stances, as does the dominant approach to 
scientific and technological disputes (see Chapter 1).

My cultural analysis of public decision controversy over
technology, has thus been able to underscore the view (as
advanced for example by Wynne) that the uncertainties and
ambiguities surrounding controversial 'technological' issues
are dominated by social-institutional pluralism, creating

f71different problem definitions and conceptualizations. In
this context, an important contribution of this study has been 
to demonstrate the significant theoretical and empirical 
potential of the political cultures frame in the analysis of 
technological decision disputes, by allowing systematic 
examination of this cultural pluralism, in relation to
divergent policy stances among institutional actors. In 
particular, the analytic advance of the cultural approach stems 
from its ability to come to terms with the institutional
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perceptions on technological uncertainty and risks and, in the 
same conceptual frame, to account for conflicting political 
value stances and policy justifications.

Technological decisions redefined

This study extends the current state of understanding of public 
decision disputes related to scientific and technological 
developments in its treatment of institutional choice and 
perceptual bias in policy-making, and in the assessment of 
'technological' impacts. By placing the whole debate on 
technology assessment and boundary-setting in decision-making 
in the context of contending political cultures, it has 
emphasised the need to abandon the "single-problem" assumption 
that has prevailed in the analysis of such policy 
controversies. In examining the existing literature on 
technological decision disputes (Chapter 1) I have developed 
the argument for a "multiple-problem" approach in analysis and 
for examining the socio-cognitive dimensions of conflicting 
policy definitions. By employing cultural theory, this study 
has established the conceptual terms for categorizing 
contending problem definitions among policy actors. Having 
demonstrated the presence of culturally-induced divergences in 
the way 'technological' issues are conceptualized and framed, 
we can now understand why any conceptual definition of 
'technology as separated from social-political contexts is 
inherently problematic.

The cultural analysis of controversial 'technological' decision 
making has drawn attention to the fact that the rationalist 
treatment of competing technology assessment - as 
independently-formulated value stances impinging onfactual 
impacts - mirrors fundamentally the same misconceptions that 
were identified in the politics-of-interest model for policy 
analysis. The application of political cultures as presented 
in this study has helped to demonstrate how 'closure' in both
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technology assessment and political choice can be understood in 
terms of contending culturally-induced orientations. 
Institutional biases among policy actors can be identified in 
the way social choices and political interests are defined, 
whilst at the same time they can be seen to structure the 
(socio-)cognitive boundaries that are set to 'technological' 
issues, technical uncertainty and the perceived 'impacts'.

By viewing 'technology' and 'politics' from a single cultural 
perspective, the theoretical and empirical analysis of this 
study has made it possible to understand more precisely the 
'nature' of so-called technological decision controversies. We 
can now redefine these policy disputes, such as the debate over 
LNG technology in the Netherlands, as belonging to a class of 
public policy-making that involves issues of science and 
technology whose boundaries and uncertainties embody contending 
socio-cognitive policy definitions. Immersed in these 
competing problem definitions are divergent constructions and 
interpretations of 'scientific' and 'technical' data, as well 
fundamentally conflicting institutionalized commitments to 
different values and strategies. J

5. Technological decisions: implications for further research

A significant conclusion that emerges from applying the 
cultural analysis of politics to issues of technology is that 
the context-dependency of rationality is reflected as much in 
the way we view the nature of politics as it is in the 
conceptions we adopt of science and technology. The
theoretical and empirical components of this study have 
emphasised the serious conceptual deficiency of traditional 
studies on political choice and on technology assessment. In 
this respect, the policy analysis of technological decision 
controversies presented here may be seen as an elaboration on
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and vindication of those limited number of studies that have
come to recognize explicitly that

"principles and reasons for scientific judgements 
can formally, fully and precisely specified, so 
the same perspective expresses a faith in our 
ability and need to specify our goals and values 
precisely and formally".[9]

This thesis has been an attempt to establish that these narrow 
assumptions in the traditional ’paradigm' of technological 
decision studies cannot stand up to critical analysis. In 
theoretical and empirical terms I have tried to show that in 
policy analysis 'means' and 'ends' cannot be conceptually 
separated in social decision situations. More particularly, 
with respect to technological decision disputes, that the 
definitions of 'technological' options and their political 
evaluation cannot be disentangled in institutional choice. By 
the same token, this study has sought to demonstrate how any 
definition that is adopted of the 'factual' risks and benefits 
associated with a technology is structurally-rooted in 
socially-induced commitments that constrain the perception and 
appraisal of technology by institutional actors.

In embracing this analytic perspective, the findings emerging 
from this study highlight the need to treat technology as a 
social process, and not as a neutral physical entity. The 
argument presented in this study emphasises that political 
controversies concerned with issues of 'technology' require 
analysis of the social and cognitive dimensions of policy 
disputes. Hence it has developed and applied the case for a 
cultural analysis of public decision processes, within which 
controversial features of technology can be posited and 
explained. Given the conceptual link between knowledge and 
value disputes, a significant conclusion is that concepts and 
manifestations of technology themselves require a cultural 
frame for analysis. In other words, by arguing that political 
decision disputes over technology can only be adequately
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understood from a cultural perspective, this study has drawn 
attention to the other side of the same coin: that technology - 
and its inescapable socio-political contexts on which it 
depends - is itself in urgent need of analysis in cultural 
terms.

Whereas the main concern in this study has been to advance 
public policy analysis in relation to 'technological decision' 
controversies, its main line of argument adds up to 
considerable support for a cultural analysis of technology as a 
socio-political process. In this, the foregoing discussion 
underscores the importance of those (few) analysts who have 
stressed the importance of recognizing the social character of 
technology, and who have begun to analyse technological 
developments and their implementation as fundamentally 
institutional and organisational-cultural processes. A 
truly cultural perspective on technological developments, 
however has not been achieved as yet. It is against this 
background that future (policy) research into technological 
decision controversies is to be formulated and designed.

Research implications

Although one must be cautious in generalizing from the findings 
of a single case study, the cultural account of the empirical 
pattern of policy behaviour in the LNG decision dispute has 
corroborated the main features of the political cultures 
approach to the analysis of 'technological' policy controversy. 
Given the scope of this study, there are two main interrelated 
areas where further theoretical and empirical analysis is 
required to augment the arguments presented here. First, the 
political cultures frame itself needs to be enhanced in order 
to explain the emergence (or otherwise) of decision 
controversies over technology in terms of the socio-cognitive 
concepts it employs. Second, the cultural perspective on
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divergent technology assessments in the context of decision
making need to be developed by conceptualising scientific and 
technological developments in basic cultural (dynamic) terms.

At the conceptual level, this study has emphasisied that the 
cultural analysis of public policy processes can only 'work1 if 
the cultural bias framework is applied both at the macro-level 
of political cultures in the policy arena (my dominant 
concern), and the intra-organisational (meso)-level of 
institutional actors that collectively make up and sustain that 
arena. Whereas cultural theory has furnished a basic
classificatory scheme by which distinctive cultural
orientations in institutional behaviour and perception can be 
recognised, a number of essential concepts need to be further 
examined in theory, as well as in a variety of empirical policy 
contexts. In particular, the social dynamics and contextual 
conditions that underpin the social viability and credibility 
of one or another cultural bias need to be systematically 
analysed. This requires further research both at the 
intra-institutional level, (building on recent work in the 
sociology of perception) and at the level of the
inter-institutional arena, where public policy processes are 
traditionally observed.

As to the further development of (grid/group-type) cultural 
analysis, the social dynamics that link public policy processes 
(which was my main concern) to organisational processes need to 
be further examined. In this respect, it may be rightly 
posited, for example, that my cultural account of
environmentalism would have benefited from detailed research 
into the strategies and concerns within the various
environmentalist organisations. Cultural analysis at this 
intra-institutional level could have corroborated the cultural 
interpretation of environmentalism in the LNG decision context, 
but this went beyond the scope of this study. Nonetheless, it 
must be recognised that the notion of a dominant cultural bias
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in institutional policy orientation, ultimately requires the 
dynamic contention between biases within organisations to be 
analysed further - both theoretically and empirically.

Although attempts have been made to apply the grid/group
cultural frame at this (intra-organisational) level of
analysis, the conceptual terms for inquiring into the

T121underlying cultural dynamics remain underdeveloped.L 1 The 
key question here is the process by which a dominant cultural 
bias is able to establish itself within an institution. At the 
micro-level, this implies the need to inquire further into the 
social determinants for 'migration' of individuals from one 
social context to another. As far as public policy analysis is 
concerned, it is important to highlight that the conceptual 
linkages between inter-institutional dynamics in the policy 
arena (as was the focus in this study) and the organisational 
processes by which distinct institutional actors exist and 
operate, constitute the next logical step in the further 
development of the political cultures frame.

The detailed case study presented here lends considerable
support for the cultural hypothesis, that controversial policy
issues, such as LNG technology, need to be examined in relation
to the fluid mix of political cultures in which the on-going

fl31decision process unfolds. At this level of policy regimes, 
however not enough is yet known about the dynamic determinants 
underpinning particular coalitions of political cultures in the 
policy arena. The cultural analysis of policy-making will have 
to be enhanced by examining in cultural terms the processes of 
coalition-building and inter-institutional negotiation among 
policy actors. Furthermore, given the importance of social 
context in the cultural perspective on policy conflict, the 
issues of public support and social consent will have to be 
further examined, since they are crucial in determining the 
credibility and legitimacy of decision-making institutions.
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A major contribution of the cultural analysis of technological 
decision disputes has been to draw attention to the
socio-cognitive factors in the way policy actors relate to 
’technology1. In this respect, this study has emphasised that 
controversies over the assessment of technology can only be 
meaningfully analysed by examining the socio-political context 
in which technology is conceptualised and appraised. From this 
perspective, future research on technological decision disputes 
needs to abandon the dominant tendency in analysis to start 
from the 'technological' system at the centre of the debate, 
and add social perceptions and institutional interpretations as 
contextual features to the controversy. Cultural analyses
requires us to define the 'technological' issues according to 
the various socio-cognitive conceptualisations by policy actors 
rather than the other way around.

In this perspective, the cultural analysis of technological 
decision controversies implies the need to extend the "multiple 
problem" approach to social conceptions of technology. More 
significantly, it means a conceptual integration of the domains 
of 'technology' and 'politics' in examining the socio-cognitive 
determinants of so-called technological decision disputes. In 
this respect, this study has highlighted that in the cultural 
perspective there is no fundamental difference in analysing the 
'technological' dimensions of politics - which has been the 
dominant concern of this study - and the socio-political 
dimensions of technology.

Cultural analysis has helped to strengthen the view that the 
'uncertainty' in policy decisions involving "technology 
assessment" is not merely technical, but that it is 
structurally related to the various socio-cognitive problem 
definitions it embodies. The "multiple-problem" approach to 
technological decision controversy means that it is not 'the' 
policy problem that contains uncertainty, but the socially- 
induced uncertainties - and taken for granted meanings - that
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contain the problem. From this cultural viewpoint, disputes 
over 'technological impacts' and their policy assessment need 
to be analysed as reflecting policy problems and technological

U41issues with contradictory institutional certainties. It is 
towards these culturally-induced certainties about the 'nature' 
of policy issues and 'conceptions' of technology that we need 
to direct further research into so-called technological 
decision-making. In this respect, a crucial challenge for 
future theoretical and empirical analysis is to examine further 
the social viability of particular institutional realities 
about 'technological policy' issues, and to investigate the 
socio-cultural settings and conditions that make for 
controversy over the interpretative frames through which these 
issues are defined and handled.

In linking the cultural analysis of public decision disputes to 
a socio-cognitive perspective on technology assessment, I have 
come full circle. By arguing the essential cultural terms 
required for an understanding of the political and social 
processes in which public decision controversies over 
technology are fought out, this study has vindicated the view 
that conceptions and manifestations of 'technology' can only be 
meaningfully analysed as integral features of the same 
socio-cultural process through which policy-making is defined 
and enacted. This study has focused on the cultural analysis 
of public policy disputes. What we need now is to develop a 
cultural theory of technology.

- 0 -
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