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Summary

When dealing with water management it is oftendiff to attain sustainable water management
that is able to balance economical, social andogaml aspects. One of the most important
aspects of this challenge is how to use an absidn such as sustainability on an actor-level,
in the case of water management. In this paper ave lused the concept of perspectives or
frames to get more insight in this matter. In {Eper two cases of sediment management in the
Netherlands: the Western Scheldt Estuary and Rihla polder network in the west of the
Netherlands, were studied to see if perspectivearoactor level could be found and what this
would mean for the approach towards water(soil) agement. First the, rhetorical, perspectives
were constructed, based on interviews and the sisalgf policy documents. Then the
perspectives were tested by the use of a survélyoddh different perspectives were recognised
in the cases, some methodological improvementslghmimade in future research. Based on
the results the authors come to the three follovaoclusions. First of all project management
should be aware that the goal of their project magem very legitimate from one perspective,
but it can actually go against another. Seconddyftitt that the perspectives and visions of the
stakeholders can not be known beforehand meanthiagiroject management should focus less
on finishing every planned ‘step’ in the projecheTthird important impact could be the way that
plans to meet project goals are designed.

Key-words: The Netherlands, complexity, case-swdiwater management, perspectives,
stakeholders.

1 Introduction

The management of rivers has not always been @nwdtecological development. For long, the
economic perspective dominated the way actors thakeivers (Van Ast, 2000). It was not until
halfway the 1980’s that the (international) enviremt became more prominent on the agenda in
Europe, following the Bruntland report in 1987 (®land Dickson, 2003) and when diplomatic
resources spent on the proliferation of weaponrg partly shifted towards ecological issues
(Mitchel 2003). The management of rivers has beaméd within the sustainable development
paradigm since that time. At least in theory. As\\V&st (2000) points out: many of these ideas
rank high on participation but very low on impact.

The general idea is that current decisions reggrdivers should not diminish the
option-basin for future generations. This meang tlecisions need to balance between the
economical, social and ecological dimension. Howewetual practices of sustainable
development learn that there are some difficulties realising sustainability in water
management. Basically, these difficulties can kxeoled at two levels. One is the system level,
the other the actor level. The system level encasgmthe physical water systems level, e.g.
water quantity, water quality, groundwater and ms®glits, and the social system, e.qg.
populations, institutions, economics etc. The at@wel focuses on the people (actors) that are
actually, potentially, influenced in their dailyfdi by the water system or are influencing the
physical system as a user or political decisionenakxamples are: farmers who use water for
their land, or residents that are enjoying the vims@r a scenic river. This paper focuses on the
actor level.

To attain sustainable water management, one hizzdt@ way to make the sustainable
paradigm operational when dealing with the acteellen actual cases (Otten, 2000). That means
incorporation of the long term in the short terna dme identification of competing claims on the
water body, such as navigation versus ecologicatldpment. Once the competing claims are
identified one can attempt to find a possible sgger at least to balance these claims against
each other in decisions regarding the water bothg ffansformation of abstract notions about
sustainability and the need to view the manageraedt development of rivers from multiple
perspectives to the concrete actor level, the latelhich the actual negotiations must be carried
out and decisions must be taken, proves troubles@ien, 2000). Often, it is difficult to



translate these abstract notions into concrete unesisand often actors have difficulties relating
these (theoretical notions) to the daily practises.

This paper is about what the difficulties are wlaglempting to identify and balance the
competing claims at the actor level, and how tfffiscés the attempts to incorporate long-term
perspectives in policy processes in actual casegather information two cases were analysed.
The first case is the deepening of the Western |8ctestuary, an operation to improve the
navigational possibilities of the harbour of AntpefThe Western Scheldt crosses the borders of
both Flanders (Belgium) and the Netherlands. Taseconstitutes an international water body
characterised by a highly dynamic physical systewh laborious international negotiations. The
second case is a sediment management project ipolder water network of the waterboard
Rijnland, in the west of the Netherlands. This casen a local scale — as opposed to the
Westerschelde case. Although this system shows rfrasshdynamics, emotions on the actor
level are sometimes surfacing, due to the factdhedging has been neglected for a long time —
in some areas up to fifty years. The distributibthese physical and social characteristics allows
comparison of two rather different cases. The caseart of a project stimulating stakeholder
participation and the development of long-term pecsives on water and sediment management
in the Netherlands.

The theoretical background and methodology oftésgarch are explained in section 2.
Section 3 features a further introduction of theesasection 4 covers the results. The final
section 5 deals with the findings and discussesntipiications for the sustainable development
of rivers at the actor level.

2 Theoretical background and methodol ogy
2.1 Reconstructing perspectives

Dealing with multiple dimensions of water managetnemeans dealing with actors’
perspectives on water bodies. It is therefore rsacggo understand which perspectives apply to
a certain case. The idea that different actors different perspectives on issues has been
elaborately discussed by the scientific communifyness the objectivism versus constructivism
debate (Fischer, 1998 among many others). Objsntideparts from the idea that a fact-value
dichotomy applies to reality and the way reseacherestigate that reality. It supporters assume
that actors within this reality are also able tokenguch a distinction. This classical approach
towards science has prevailed many years, butalitiotes towards this approach and its
limitations have been raised more recently (Gibbd®94; Hajer; 1995, 2002; Tukker, 1998).
According to a growing group of scientists, factdfing is a phenomenon that takes place within
a social context, which makes it impossible for ame/to place oneself outside this context.
From this point of view no factual description o§iguation, which is completely independent of
the social conditions in which it was observed, d@n made. Ergo: science measures an
interpretation of the research object instead @f t¢ibject itself. This points out that when
interpreting facts it is better to speak of possiblterpretations or possible explanations instead
of ‘absolute truth’ (Fischer, 1998) — hence sulbjésin.

Departing from this idea means that one cannobksitaan item objectively outside the
respondents’ interpretations. In the case of waanagement, it is therefore necessary to refer to
the actors’ interpretations and normative staneganding the water body in order to determine
which perspectives he or she applies to this pdatiavater body. After all, there is no objective
way of establishing his or hers perspectives. prtgations of research, ideas, proposals an
decisions regarding water management are subjaetilier than objective. For example, the idea
that the facts such as change of water level sfigathemselves in terms of solutions does not
apply in this kind of thinking.

According to Rein and Schon an individual acts lom basis of culture, emotions and
social and economical background. The authors mihthat different social actors put a certain
problem in a different perspective, or frame. “Fiagnis a way of selecting, organizing,
interpreting, and making sense of a complex redlityprovide guideposts for knowing,
analyzing, persuading, and acting. “A frame is aspective from which an amorphous, ill-



defined, problematic situation can be made sensndfacted upon” (Rein and Schoén 1993:
146). In the case of policy-making and decision-mgkthis has been addressed by, among
others, Hajer (1995) and Klijn (2000). Klijn emplses that there is no direct relationship
between fact and perceptions because if this vieredse all social actors would have the same
perception of reality. But it is exactly the framfereference that social actors build through the
years on the basis of what they deem importantiwtiégtermines their vision on reality.

It is possible to conduct research into frames? firsestep is by trying to reconstruct
the frames. Rein and Schon describe this as thestiagction’ of perspectives. This means that
on the basis of ‘'some proof’ expectations, meaaimg implications, as seen by the social actors
based on a certain situation, can be interpreteicgh a way that perspectives or frames can be
constructed. The ‘proof mentioned here could biéveeed in two different ways. The first way
is on the basis of statements made by actors,xd@mple during interviews and meetings, or
written in policy documents and reports. These aaiéed rhetorical-perspectives. The second
approach is on the basis of observations of aetttédns performed by the social actors. In these
so-called action perspectives both the actual matiothe institutionalisation of future actions
(for example in a law) can be used as input (Rleeirschon, 1996). This paper focuses on the
rhetorical perspectives within the cases, the re&sothis is that actual actions are very difficul
to observe in the cases presented here, due largenumber of actors and the small number of
researchers.

But how can one determine which frames exist ancethdr the researchers’
interpretations are actually correct? AccordindRan and Schon there are three complications
when studying frames. First of all: perspectives part of the natural world, it goes without
saying that researchers are also biased by frarmieh whey are not conscious of as such, but do
influence their thoughts, actions and beliefs. 8dbo the same pattern of actions can be
consistent from multiple perspectives. Put in aaptivay: from the actual actions of a social
actor it is hard to determine which ‘frame’ drivibgse actions. Thirdly, it is difficult to make a
difference between real and potential shifts betwieeames. Sometimes it seems as if a social
actor is shifting towards a new frame, but this fmignly be a minor change of accent in the
current frame.

Obviously, given these disadvantages, one will bmtable to determine the ‘real’
perspectives. Intersubjective robustness by triltign within the same case, however is
obtainable. In this research using both qualitafivierviews and quantitative research and
discussing the perspectives with the respondeids tife first two steps were conducted does
this. Secondly, it is not necessary to know thel'rperspective in operational practices of
decision-making regarding water bodies. If actérsniselves agree that a certain perspective
represents them correctly one may use that in theeps as a point of departure in the policy
process.

2.2 Methods

As stated in the previous section: this researel ggialitative interviews, quantitative
surveys and collective feedback sessions in omlerstablish the perspectives that were then
used in, the analysis of, the actual policy pracess

For the first part of the research the method ofisstructured interviews was chosen.
This approach allows room for exploring the differperspectives. Policy documents regarding
the cases were used to get a first idea aboutdbsilppe perspectives. These were then used as
the basic assumptions on which the respondentsimsted to reflect.

The next step was to use the results from thevie®s to construct a number of
perspectives. These perspectives were then testedurvey among all actors involved with the
ProSes project. This created the possibility to ttes constructed perspectives on a larger group
than the original respondents, and to analyse éBalts statistically. This is basically a first
verification within the same case.

The third step was to discuss the perspectivesigligroup session in which all respondents
were asked to reflect on the findings from both ititerviews and the survey. They were asked



whether they would agree on the perspectives aredhgh they would like to amend any of the
perspectives, or if they missed any.

The interviews were conducted among a selectedpgobuespondents. The selection
criterion was whether they were considered core-peesnof the policy arena regarding the
water body. The survey was conducted among allr@détovolved — ranging from political
decision-makers to stakeholders living along théewhody. The survey allowed verifying the
perspectives in a controllable way among a largenpte. For example, questions could be
rephrased and posed again throughout the survegttthe consistency of the stated preferences.
The survey consisted of three clusters of questibos an example of the questions posed in
these clusters see Box 1 on the following page.fifhecluster contained statements using a 5-
point Likert-scale. In first cluster it is possilife answer in a way that would still not reveal the
intentions of the respondent. Because of this étersd cluster was composed in such a way that
by agreeing with a statement the respondent woutdnzatically disagree with another. These
statements were composed in such a way that thejtleghthe main points of dispute between
the different perspectives. The same 5-point Liaate as in the first cluster was used. In the
third, and last, cluster of statements the resputsderere asked to rank three statements, in
which each statement represented one perspeativathér words the respondents were asked
which perspective they preferred over the othere Thethodological motivation for this
approach was that, similar to the second clugterréspondents are forced to choose a preferred
perspective, but also to point out a secondarypeets’e and thus giving insight in their relative
preferences for the perspectives. The survey wastamted in such a way that it forced the
respondents to show their preferences in a morsistent way. The question that was kept in
mind while designing the survey was: will the rasgents keep on answering in a consistent
fashion, also if they have to balance differentspectives between each other? However,
because of practical reasons the Rijnland survey stertened and the second and the third
cluster omitted.

The outcomes of this survey were discussed duriokstiops. All respondents were invited to
reflect on the findings and to discuss whether tieepgnised the perspectives or whether further
adjustment was needed.



Box 1. Examples of statementsin case Wester n Scheldt
An example of a statement as given infilst cluster
“The analysis of past changes in the estuary has li®ne in a too statistical approach.”

This statement is typical for the discourse in pective of ‘adaptation’. A high score on this staget
means support for this perspective.

An example of a statement given in gezond cluster
“The Western Scheldt is a unique ecosystem and tHimaaiced impacts should be avoided.”

The argumentation of this statement coincides i ‘balance’ perspective. Thus a high scaore
indicates a way of thinking of a respondent thHofes the discourse of this perspective. A low scor
however, means a different kind of reasoning tlmttypical for the discourse of the ‘using’
perspective.

As an example of the statements of thied clusteris question 31 of the survey is shown below,
between brackets are the perspective that useilarsargumentation as is shown in the statement:

a) The Western Scheldt is a waterway [‘using].
b) The Western Scheldt is a precious ecosysterfafiba’].
¢) When the Western Scheldt is concerned, safptioisty number one ['adaptation’]

3.1 Western Scheldt estuary

The Western Scheldt estuary runs from the city ofwerp in Belgium through the
Dutch province of Zeeland and flows into the NoBbka near the cities of Vlissingen and
Breskens, in the south west of the Netherlands.eBiwgary is famed for its ecological functions,
but at the same time it provides maritime accegheqort of Antwerp, one of Europe’s largest
ports. The Western Scheldt has a dynamic riverbekitlae ecological value is largely attributed
to that. It also requires regular dredging andqukically deepening as the size of the ships bound
for the port of Antwerp continues to increase. Ashs one can see two competing claims. The
port authorities regularly request further deepgnifi the navigation channel, but since the
estuary is situated on Dutch territory, they catt at their own discretion and depend on Dutch
willingness to cooperate. Added to that is the disien of safety. People in the Dutch province
of Zeeland and in the Flanders lowlands are hdditeaiccept risks regarding floods.

In order to deal with another request, by the pbrAntwerp authorities, to deepen the
Western Scheldt a project organisation was estedalisn 2001. This organisation was baptised
ProSes - an acronym for Projectdirectie Ontwiklgdschets Schelde-estuarium, or Project
directorate (for the) development (of a) developtrautline (for the) Scheldt estuary. Its task
was to develop a concrete outline for the Westatmelslt for the year 2010, based on the long
term vision 2030, and to do so in close internaiocooperation and through stakeholder
participation. This outline should answer two gigest: is it possible to deepen the Western
Scheldt once again? And if so: how can the deepdpéncalibrated against the other dimensions
of the Western Scheldt, namely the developmentefecological state and the promotion of
safety?

The actors in ProSes developed two pathways toerrttw main questions. The first is
a research process in which several researchenstfifterent institutes attempt to understand the
estuary and from that derive indications aboutrttamagement and development of the estuary.
The second one is the policy pathway. Various adfstakeholders) are brought together in the
so-called Overleg Adviserende Partijen (AdvisoryaBbStakeholders) or OAP. This board gives
an advice to the political decision-makers regaydime results generated by the actors in the
research pathway.



3.2 Data collection case Western Scheldt

Superficially and given the mission of ProSes, oae therefore distinct between three
normative perspectives: ecology, economy and saBetlythese perspectives are formal ones and
as such detached from the individual actors inwbhwéth this process. Twelve actors distributed
over the ProSes organisation, the research grodphenadvisory board were selected for the
explorative interviews. Three different perspecivan the deepening of the Western Scheldt
were found during this phase. These were labelathptation’, ‘Using’ and ‘Balance’.

The first perspective ‘adaptation’ uses arguménathat shows a view that actual
deepening of the Western Scheldt can change tie atahe estuary, but that the ‘ecological
system’ is robust enough to balance out the comsems of these changes. The second
perspective ‘using’ is based on arguments thattestern Scheldt is a navigation channel and
should be used as such. The reasoning is suchakahe water is a given fact it should be
utilised. Considerations that deepening the estugirt damage the natural system (or may not)
are of lesser importance in the decision-makinge Tird, and final, perspective ‘balance’ is
based on the argumentation that the Western Sdiseddt the verge of degeneration from a vital
estuary into an ecologically dead water body. Ftiois perspective every deepening or any other
human-induced change of the natural system iofuikks and possibly disastrous and should be
avoided. These perspectives were then tested thrsgrvey.

To structure the survey the statements were foreailaround different theme’s that
were discerned during the interviews. These wenterability of the natural system, (water)
management of the estuary, knowledge and knowladligation during the policy process and
information. Statements covered both the futurethegast.

3.3 Results
The survey was distributed among 45 potential nedpots. The response was N=16 (36%), next
to another 11 respondents (27%) who answeredhbgtdid not want or could not participate.

From the analysis it appears that every perspetiag a certain amount of support.
None of these perspectives are rejected, becauseost cases there is a (large) difference
between the minimum and maximum score and the S@meenot clustered around value zero.
An exception on this is the minimum score of pecipe ‘using’ in the third cluster of questions
the survey. It appears that mainly the perspectives/ing’ and ‘balancing’ are found in this
cluster. The support for both perspectives is atregsial, however the perspective ‘balancing’
seems to be the perspective that has most sumdtirugh the standard deviation for the
perspective ‘moving’ is the lowest.

The perspective ‘using’ is the least supportechangample. There is no high score for
this perspective to be found and in cluster twosthygport for the argumentation of perspective 2
is even negative. The standard deviation is thgektrfor this perspective in the third and second
cluster. A conclusion that could be drawn from ftisighat the argumentation for the ‘using’
perspective is the most controversial if it is camgul to the other two perspectives: both support
for argumentation as rejection of the argumentatan be concluded most clearly from the
results of the survey. This is not really unexpedecause exclusively ‘using’ the Western
Scheldt as a waterway, without looking at the othgpects of the estuary does not fit in the
current paradigm of sustainability — or at least dlstors’ interpretation of sustainability — thet i
important in this case. The results of this sursay be found in tables 2 - 5.

Cluster 1 N Minimum | Maximum | Mean Std. Deviation
Perspective ‘movin 16 -40 60 17,50 29,326
Perspective ‘usin 16 -50 75 5,50 33,158
Perspective ‘balancin | 16 -64 86 10,31 45,303

Valid N (listwise 16

Table 2: Preferences in cluster 1 — Western Scleal.



Cluster 2 N Minimum | Maximum | Mean Std. Deviation

Perspective ‘moving 16 -25 38 -1,50 19,920
Perspective ‘usin 16 -100 38 -17,13 40,965
Perspective ‘balecing’ | 16 -38 100 19,56 38,349
Valid N (listwise 16

Table 3: Preferences in cluster 2 — Western Scleal.

Cluster 3 N Minimum | Maximum | Mean Std. Deviation
Perspective ‘moving 15 33 75 57,33 13,356
Perspective ‘usini 15 0 67 28,20 20,778
Perspective ‘balancin | 15 33 92 65,80 15,354

Valid N (listwise 15

Tabel 4: Preferences in cluster 3 — Western Scleal.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Percent Percent
Valid Perspective ‘moving 3 18,8 18,8 18,8
Perspective ‘usin 3 18,8 18,8 37,5
Perspective ‘balancin | 7 43,8 43,8 81,3
Not identifiec 3 18,8 18,8 100,0
Total 16 100,0 100,0

Tabel 5: Primarily preferred perspectives ‘movinggising’ or ‘balancing’ and not identified
(when a respondent chose a different perspectie¥ény cluster) over three clusters — Western
Scheldt case.

The amount of support varies strongly between thespectives. This brings up the
question whether the respondents did respond ¢entis over the three clusters. In all the
clusters many respondents show a relatively clezference for one of the argumentation of one
or two of the perspectives and a lesser preferarcelisapproval for one of the other
perspectives. This is shown in table 6 were ‘hgghhds for high consistency and ‘low’ for little
consistency. Over 30% chooses the same perspentiegery cluster. Fifty percent of the
respondents choose the same perspective in twof dhtee clusters with the same perspective.
Nineteen percent of the respondents show thathefer a different kind of argumentation in
every cluster. Respondents that are completelyistens and choose the same argumentation in
every cluster appeared to prefer the perspectbadhcing’.

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Consistenc Low 3 18,8 18,8 18,8
Mediunr |8 50,0 50,0 68,8
High 5 31,3 31,3 100,0
Total 16 100,0 100,0

Table 6: Consistency among respondents over thmeters — Western Scheldt case.

These results were presented during a workshopabutery low turn-out means that no
additional data could be obtained. To sum up thgecthe perspectives found in the first round
of interviews can count on a certain degree of etpfrom the respondents because most



respondents switch between two perspectives. Hawdlvere is no strong consistency in the
respondents’ support. The outcome of the workstogdcnot be used to give meaning to these
findings. Another case may shed more light on phisnomenon.

4.1 Rijnland water network

The water network of the waterboard Rijnland (Hasgyhraadschap Rijnland) consists
of waterways in which sediments have accumulatesl avlong time span. These need to be
removed for various reasons such as quantitative qalitative watermanagment and the
improvement of the ecological state of the watesvdyredging hasn’t been done for decades
and the riverbed almost touches the surface ofvtiter in some areas of the watersystem. Influx
of sediments is through rain or supplying waterié®dsuch as rivers, outside the physical
system for which Rijnland is responsible.

The maintenance of the water network is the respiitys of the water board Rijnland.
Facing the enormous backlog, associated costs,sacdiétal dissatisfaction, the organisation
decided to take on a different approach and engageal participatory process in which
stakeholders could exchange ideas about the futitbe network. These visions were then
translated into concrete measures for the actugégir This way, Rijnland hopes to increase
public support for the operation, and hopes to eehia policy that is sustainable in order to
avoid such backlogs in the future. This process stasted in January 2006 and is still in
progress at the time of writing. A research designilar to the one used in the Western Scheldt
case was applied to this case.

4.2 Data collection case Rijnland

Ahead of the stakeholder process, a number ofvietes were conducted among the
main actors in order to identify the main perspextion the water network of Rijnland. Analysis
of the interviews revealed three perspectives. &hm® labelled ‘utilisation’, ‘control’ and
‘protection’. In contrast to the Western Scheldtec#t was decided not to use three clusters of
statements but rather one cluster. This contagtersents using a 5-point Likert-scale. Three
clusters proved to be too demanding for the respmisd The reason for that was of a practical
nature. The respondents were asked to fill outstirgey during a workshop, and it would take
took too much time for the respondents to state fireferences and they could also experience
duplication of the statements which could make tifeghanswering ‘again’ was of no use.

The first perspective, ‘utilisation’ is very similéo the perspective ‘using’ in the case of
the Western Scheldt. The discourse in this persgeist to regard the water network as a utility
that needs to be utilised. Decisions regardingwiager body should be framed in terms of
utilisation. That means that maintenance of therkbgd is important once it distorts the
utilisation capacity of the water body. It also mgdhat the operation should be of benefit, e.qg.
using dredged material to build dykes etc. Thegmatve ‘control’ encompasses the discourse
that promotes a type of management and developingiis primarily aimed at controlling. This
means that operations can only be carried out alh@mnsequences are known and are deemed
acceptable. Risks regarding the future developrogttie water body must be avoided and this
perspective values laws, rules and regulatory fremnles highly. The third perspective,
‘protection’, has a strong ecological orientatiéinom this perspective, the Rijnland network is
primarily an ecological system that requires priddecor redevelopment in case its ecological
state had deteriorated. The operation from thispmmtive was primarily a restoration of the
ecological values of the water network.

These perspectives where then checked by meanswivay. Again, to structure this
survey the statements were clustered around thesaes, namely law and regulation, risks,
sediment use, nature. Statements also coveredhmfthture and the past.

4.3 Results



The survey was distributed among 31 potential nedpots. The response was N=29 or 96%.
Two potential respondents did not want to coopeoatmuse they felt that — given their position
as an employee of the Rijnland water board — thay aoniticise the water board unintentionally.
Analysis of the survey results showed an uncleatupé. When looking at the first cluster,
‘control’ seems to get the most support. But, altftofifteen respondents choose this perspective
as the primary perspective, there are fourteencthabse ‘utilising’. ‘Protection’ is never chosen
as a preferred perspective but it seems that respts choosing ‘control’ as their first
preference often opt for ‘protection’ as their setary preference. If one looks at the distribution
of support over the three perspectives per respindee sees that most respondents have a
more or less equal support for all perspectivestePences for a certain perspective are therefore
rather relative: respondents’ preferences chantie(aimost) each statement.

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Utilising 15 51,7 51,7 51,7
Control 14 48,3 48,3 100,0
Total 29 100,0 100,0
Table 7: Primary preferences in one cluster - &gdand
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent| Percent
Valid Utilising 8 27,6 27,6 27,6
Control 12 41,4 41,4 69,0
Protection 9 31,0 31,0 100,0
Total 29 100,0 100,0

Table 8: Secondarily preferences in one clustase ®ijnland

It was not possible to check respondents’ consigtananswering over various clusters as in the
Western Scheldt survey for reasons stated befdrerefore, it was decided to analyse whether
the three perspectives were mutually discriminatiigthe scores for the perspectives are
clustered around zero, the perspectives are (appgraot complementary but rather similar. If
the scores are widely distributed, the perspectares (apparently) complementary. Analysis
shows that the standard deviation is approximatiehylar for every perspective. This indicates
that the perspectives are not very complementdrg. gerspective ‘control’ seems to be the most
controversial with a highest standard deviatioror&g range from 20 to 40 so that means that
opinions about this perspective are divided: thed® support it, support it fully, those
respondents who don't, fully reject it. But sthiet standard deviation is not that high and outliers
are probably due to a small number of respondérdssing an extreme view.

N Minimum | Maximum | Mean Std. Deviation
Score: Utilising | 29 22 39 30,14 3,989
Score: Control 29 20 40 30,34 4,624
Score: Protection| 29 17 35 25,69 3,992
Valid N (listwise) | 29

Table 9: Scores per perspective and standard d@viatase Rijnland.

The survey results therefore indicate that thepsmtives are only partly complementary and to a
large degree overlapping. The way out of this przplld be offered by the workshop session.

10



The workshop was attended by most respondentspdispectives were explained to them and it
didn’t take much discussion for all respondentsatpee with the findings. That is: they
recognised that all three perspectives were retef@nthe case Rijnland and most of the
respondents — bar two — confirmed that they feltyttwere categorised under the right
perspective. To summarise: the survey showed afeamcesult but the respondents were
nevertheless convinced that the three perspectiges complementary. How to go from here?

5 Conclusions and reflection

5.1 The existence of perspectives and the adagacity of the social actors

Although the methodology, and thus the scientifiitability and validity of the findings, can be
improved, see section 5.2, some interesting obsengacan be derived from the results.

First of all the perspectives are a representatiothe perspectives as these exist among the
respondents. In the case of Rijnland this was nobsarly approved by the respondents
themselves, when they were confronted with thedfit perspectives.

Secondly the results do show some interesting ésad how respondents — aware or
unaware — choose between the different kinds dfiraegtation. Hereby they can also change
their choice for a certain perspective when theyeh@ weigh the underlying argumentation
against each other. Although this is not possiblprbve in the case of Rijnland, in the case of
the Western Scheldt river this can be supportedekample in the case of the Western Scheldt
the combination of the perspective ‘moving’ and fleespective ‘balancing’ was by far the most
occurring combination among the respondents tha&feped the argumentation of two
perspectives. This could mean that the idea trees#tuary is ‘robust’ enough to sustain actual
deepening (argumentation of the perspective ‘mdyinguld go well with the idea that the
Western Scheldt is a complex system that shouldtbdied well before actual actions for
deepening are taken (argumentation of the perspetialancing’). Based on the conclusion that
the respondents can clearly view a problem frorfexht perspectives it is not likely that the
research that was conducted into the deepeningneofWestern Scheldt has been reviewed
‘neutrally’ and that the advise towards the decisinakers did not come naturally from the
results of the research but is the result of therpmetation of these results from a normative
perspective. It appears that the research was realdwy the normative perspectives. On paper
the respondents are partly capable to weigh diffeperspectives (lines of argumentation)
against each other and thereby changing perspettiés fits better with their interests. In
practice this weighing is coloured by the interdhiat play an important role. The fact that
Flemish respondents choose for the line of arguatient of ‘using’ more often than the Dutch
respondents, can not come as a surprise, takingasteeconomical interest that the Flemish
region has by deepening the Western Scheldt.

5.2 Methodological analysis.

As was described above the researchers were coedramth results that were difficult to
explain. Partly this can be attributed to the latkscientific rigour. The fact that the survey
showed dissimilar results when compared with thelaative interviews may be down to the
fact that the two samples have different perspestaltogether. Also, the shift from qualitative
methods to quantitative methods and back againest the same item can be criticised.
Furthermore presenting the results to the respdademy exclude their focus from other
possible perspectives, hence they agree on whptesented. Furthermore, in the Western
Scheldt case was designed based on the expectiaéibevery consecutive cluster of questions
would confront the respondents with alternativespectives and thus ‘force’ them to become
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more consistent in their choices. Based on thdtsesfithe survey it cannot be concluded that
the second and third cluster are better instrumtes the first cluster to get insight in the
perspectives that a social actor might have. Becthesresearch was conducted on one moment
in time, it is not possible to verify if changesparspectives occur. Hypothetically speaking it is
possible that for example an incident such as ldrlgavil-tanker on the Western Scheldt would
cause a shift in the perspective ‘using’ towards plerspective ‘balancing’. Also the research
process of ProSes itself can cause a change ipgutiges. To validate this, a second survey
should be conducted. The question is whether thidesirable to use the same methodology
again. There is a chance that the respondents, edrdronted with another request to fill in the
survey try to answer in a similar fashion as thay the first time. With this the research
instrument would create a distortion in the datafd® a new survey another research instrument
should be designed.

5.2 Reflection on possible implications for watemagement

Based on these findings, we would like to reflestwhat these could mean for the
decision-making process, and the way sediment gigojith a substantial societal impact are
managed.

First of all the awareness of different perspestior a project means that project goals
should be viewed from different perspectives by phagect management. Project management
should be aware that the goal of their project magem very legitimate from one perspective,
but it can actually go against another. Actuallglising this and keeping this in mind when
communicating about the project could improve theligy of the project process significantly.
This, open eye for diversity, also goes for thevedge that is used in the decision-making or
project process, an approach such as Joint Fadinircould give insight in the different
research or knowledge that is used as argumentayitime stakeholders.

Secondly the fact that the perspectives and visibtise stakeholders can not be known
beforehand means that the project management sheukks focused on finishing every ‘step’
in the project that was plan beforehand. Projectagars should have the possibility and the
skills to let go of their original project desciigpt and make use of chances as they appear
(Teisman, 2005). Maybe new approaches towards catipe between stakeholders and project
management (problem owners) can be made possilllee INetherlands, one of the departments
dealing with sediments is for example exploring plossibilities to leave the responsibility and
the actual assessment to make decisions complettig stakeholders (including the budget).

The third important impact could be the way thaingl to meet the projectgoal are
designed. Currently it is often the case that $takkers will be presented with a number of plans
and will be asked to ‘choose’ amongst these. Thiisoften cause a discussion and some kind of
compromises has to be agreed upon. A possibiléyukes the different perspectives that exist is
to give the stakeholders room for bottom-up idddss makes much more use of their skills,
creativity and knowledge.

As stated in the introduction of this chapter, mangjects have so far scored high on
participation and low on impact. Maybe other innox@approaches, where actually reaching a
solution that works and also implementing it, ieagt of trying to force ‘unwanted’ solutions
through a project process to find that it actudthes not work once the project is finished, could
be a way out of this. Seeing a project as an R&Dalad going for quality instead of running to
the finish line, to see you have developed a ptdiet nobody is going to use.

References
Fischer, F., 1998, ‘Beyond Empiricism, Policy Enguin Postpositivist Tradition’. Policy
Studies Journal 1: 129-146

Gibbons, M., 1994, The new production of knowledipex dynamics of science and research in
contemporary societies, Sage publications, London.

12



Hajer, M.A, 1995, The politics of environmental absrse; ecological modernization and the
policy process. Clarendon, Oxford

Hajer, M.A., 2002, ‘Discourse analysis and the gtod policy making’. European Political
Science: 61-65.

Klijn, E.H., Beuren, E.M. van, Koppenjan, J.F.M,020 Spelen met onzekerheid: over diffuse
besluitvorming in beleidsnetwerken en mogelijkhedeor management. Eburon, Delft.

ProSes, 2004, Ontwikkelingsschets 2010 Scheldesésin. ProSes, Bergen op Zoom.

Rein, M. en Schon, D., 1993, ‘Reframing policy discse’. In: F. Fischer en J. Forrester (red.),
The argumentative turn in policy analysis and plagnDurham: Duke University Press

Rein, M. en Schoén, D., 1996, ‘Frame-Critical Polidpalysis and Frame-Reflective Policy
Practice’. Knowledge and Policy 1: 85-104

Teisman, G.R., 2005, Publiek management op de gt@nshaos en orde, over leidinggeven en
organiseren in complexiteit, SDU Uitgevers, Den ¢aa

Tukker, A., 1998, Frames in the Toxicity ControyerBased on the Dutch chlorine debate and
the Swedish PVC debate. Universal Press, Veenendaal

Zanting, H. A. en Thij, F. ten, 2001, Langetermigi® Schelde-estuarium. Delft: Projectbureau
LTV

13



