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ABSTRACT
THE MENTAL DEMANDS OF MARINE ECOSYSTEM-BASED MANAGEMENT:
A CONSTRUCTIVE DEVELOPMENTAL LENS

by
Verna DeLauer
University of New Hampshire, May, 2009

Ecosystem-based Management (EBM) is a relatively new and promising approach

to the management of marine systems. EBM is holistic by seeking to include all stake-
holdefs affected by marine policy. Stakeholders may include individuals from all levels
~of government, academia, environmental organizations, and marihe-dependent businesses
and industry. This dissertation lays vout t};e substantive differences of marine EBM
stakeholder engagement processes vegsus other, single sector processes. EBM processes
are movre complex than existing stakeholder engagement mechanisms, to sufficiently
require a more sophisticated conceptual uhgerstanding of the process and the people
i‘nvolved.‘ There are implicit cognitive, int’erpersoﬁal, and intra-personal demaads of EBM
fhat are not addressed by current literature. This research s'eeks to understand the mental |
demands of EBM. A constructive developmental framework (from the field of
developmental'psychology) is used to illuminate how decision-makers reason or make

sense of the ideals and values underlying EBM, the mutual relationships that must be

built among management sectors, and the personal experiences and emotions that

vi



accompany change. The research considerations include useful lessons for facilitating an
ecosystem-approach to policy formation by understanding the mental and emotional

capacities of those responsible for change.
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CHAPTER 1
THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS

Problem statement

Marine ecosystems are complex mnsaics of ecological, chemical, biologicatl, geo- .
physical, and human interactions. 'They, are valued for the services they provide for
humans such as recre_:ation, food, pharméceuticals, shoreline protection, climate |
re gulétion, and toutism. Human disturbance specifically thre_atens these interactions and
ser;liCes through destructiqn of habitét, pollution, and displécement of native fauna and
- flora. These impacts result frorn decisions made by priyate citizens, businesses,b and
 municipal, state and federal governments. Ecosystems may onty be sustained througln
protection of ecological structute, functioning, and key processes (McLeod et al., 2007).

The current single-sector, single resource approach to management attends to
human aictivities such as coastal development; ﬁslneriesv and transportation, each in
isolatinn from the others. This single sector approach fails to address, much léss mztintain,
the integrity of the interactions between the sectors, léading to a loss of valued ecosystem
goods and services, and ultimately to a"dimintshment in potential human tNell-being.
Single-sector approaches are called less efféctive because they tend to treat interactions
 and cumulative impacts across sectors as unirnportant (Rosénberg, 2008).

Within this single sector management context, fundamental ecological and socio-

economic linkages are ignored. Consequently, ecosystem-based approaches to



management (EBM) are at the forefront of progressive science and policy discussions.
Both the U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy (USCOP, 2QO4) and the Pew Oceans
Commission (POC, 2003) reports call for a better understanding o/f the impact of hubman>
activities on the coastal ocean.

In the United State{s, there are rﬂore than 20 federal agencies that maﬁage over *
140 ecean st‘atl‘ltes(CroWder et al., 2006) A history of disjointed, single sector
management has resulted in a one-dirhensional view of eeosystems, adfninistrative
systems, ahd the Socio-econonﬁc drivers that affect them. In confrast, anvecc_)syStem-based
approaeh‘isinherently muiti-dimensional. Decision-makers' ‘rrnust orient their ‘View to all
componenes of an ecosystem, including human interests. EBM also intredlices new
elements of tension when coordinating a}nd integratingvdisparate interests. It adds layers
| of complexity to an already complex situation.

Due toedded complexity, resource managers and policymakers engaged in
marine management in the United States grapple with the challenge of taking EBM f?om
concept to practice to move beyond decades of fragmented management (Parenteau et al.,
2008); There are few documented successful case studies of .‘the implementation of an
e‘cosysten.l“ appfoaCh to management in its entirety. Is this because decision—makers are in
over their heads (Kegan, 1994)‘? Do fhe implicit expectations and mental demands ef
EBM practices require a complexity of logic and reasoning that outweighs participants’
capacities? Is this one possible reason for little implementation? In order te maintain
ecosystem »integrity, decision-makers must be capable of expanding their views to

understand the complexity within and between these systems.



All definitions of marine EBM consider humans as part of tﬁe ecbsyster;l (POC,
2003; USCOP, 2004; McLeod et al., 2005). Yét, literature to date is Weighted toward the
ecological characteristics of marine EBM without considering human systems and the
dyn’amics,that diverse decision—makers infroduce to the brocess. While natﬁral scientists
: recognii,e the importance of socio-ccological linkages, they often lack’k the expertise to |
intégrate knowledge of human systems——:including a dceper understanding 6f décis’ién— :
makefs therriselves. In 2005, over 200 scientists and reéource_m;lnagers in the United
States endorsed the Scientific Conéensus Statement on Marine Ec.o'syéte‘m Managefneﬁt
(M(v:Léod etal.,  2005). This document léys out the underlying principles and |
characteriétic‘s of the apprdach, pért,iculaﬂy that humans are part of the ecoéystem. This | )
definition, and others like it, refers to fhe impact humans have on parts of ecovsyster'ns’varnd
gdnversely, the> impact ecosystem services have on human Well-being. What,’s missi?ig, '

- from all definitions of EBM, is the fact that huméns are also part of the decision-making
process about ecosystems; they have a responsibility to the marine environment through
the decisions they make. Deﬁnition.s about EBM, to date; lack insight about the ‘ecology
of human deciéion-making. In addition, they implicitly assume that all stakeholders have
the capacity ‘to manage in the way the definitions suggest — to .adapt‘to' a different set of
prin‘c’ipll-es when given the mandate or enough information to do so.

Chapter 1 lays out the substantive differences of EBM stakeholder engagement
processes versus other, single sector processes. These participatory processes involve
individuals at all levels and competencies within an organization or agéncy and
s’,om“etimes i;ldividuals outside of government aﬁd academia such as those within

industry, e.g. recreational fishing, marinas. This chapter suggests that EBM stakeholder



engagement processes are more complex than the existing single-sector decision-making
“mechanisms and thus, require a more sophisticated conceptual understanding of .the
interconnectedness of ecosystems and the people within th¢m. In short, there are
scientific, social, institutional, and deliberative changes that must take place to move )
beyond current management apprnaches. This‘ research uses the lens of human
development to understand the mental capacities of the individuals responsible for
change. Envi'ronmental decision-making is not only about what decisions are made but
now individuals come to their decisions, the thinking patterns, reasoning, and the feelings
that lead to the kind of nnntribution théy make to the process. | |
Chapter 1 also Unc6yers the cognitive?, interpersonal’, and intr’apersonal4
complexities of ecos&sfem—based management decision-making. Using numan
development as a gnide, tnis chapter investigates the ways in which decision—makers are
making sense of the ideals and values underlying EBM, the mutual relationships that
‘must‘be built among sectors, and the personal eXperiencen and emotions that accompany
change. Chapter 1 provides the theoretical foundation for the remaining chapfers which

delve into the research results.

Chapter Summaries

" Chapter 2: Methodological Considerations. Chapter 2 describes the overall

~ methodological approach to the research. A picture is painted of a day in the life of the
Massachusetts Ocean Partnership, the case study for the research. Speculations are made
about the lack of qualitative research used to examine environmental policymaking and

case study methodology is assessed for use in this particular research and generally,



~ within natural resource management. Lastly, personal insights about the research are

shared including personal struggles, challenges, and epiphanies.

| Chapte‘r’3v : Perspective-taking on Self and Others. Chapter 3 reﬂecfs more
specifically on the interp‘ersonal, cross-sector interactions thaf occur to incorporate ,
écosystem considerations in decision—inaking whether or not there is a fundamental
change in governance regimes. The interpersonal changes that come With éross-sector
interactions are discussed. For example, in what ways are unders}tanding and integrating

new perspectives critical for disparate sectors to work in harmony around shared goals?

w

Chapter 4: Creating & Accepting Change. Chapter 4 describes the political, -
insfitutional, scientific, and individual changes suggestcd by an écosystem-based
ai)proach. The claim is made that decision-makers ’J'perceptions of change andvtheir
reasoning around écceptance of change is directly related to fheir developméntal

capacities. Discussion centers on the importance of acknowledging individuals’ capacity

to change as well as the implications of ignoring it.

Chapter 5: Understanding the Process - Mindsets in Action and Interaction.

Chapter 5 reflects on how participants understand the MOPv decision-making process.
Individual exchanges during MOP meetings illustrate how participants with‘ different
‘mindsets interact with one another and in relation to the tbpic at haﬁd. The assertion is |
made that the degree to which individuals::can be self-initiating in creating new
stakeholder'engagement processes, rather than responding to préscribed decisions, is

inextricably linked to their developmental capacities.



Chapter 6: Research Considerations and Implications. Chapter 6 suggests ways to
use developmental psychology to facilitate EBM stakeholder engagement ﬁrocesses that
are éppropriate for decisioh—makers’ cognitive, interpersonal, and intra-personal
’ capacities. With lepropriate procésses, decision-makers can be better equipped to tackle

new approaches to coastal ocean management.

Ecosystem-based management raises a lot of intriguing'questions among
scientists and resour¢e manégers. The literature suggests the kinds of management \
capacify most imbortant for an EBM approach to get beyond institutional and individual
barriers»vt‘o'change (MEAM, 2008)‘. Most overlooked in the literature are the new mental
demandé the EBM approach pla/ces on‘ decision—makefs therhselves and their capaéity to
meét these demands. | |

Ecosysfem-based Management challenges the typical single s.ector,v,resourvce-by‘-
resource approach to managing marine resources. It advoca't'e'sbfor the entire @arine :
"ecos'ystem ‘to be considered. In this context, management seeks to intégrate
5 en\}ironméntal, ecohorriic, Vand societal interests. This approach poses challengé§ for the
traditional decision-making paradigm. Historically, coasfal OCéan resources have been
viewed as inexhaustible and without intrinsic valué (Norse, 2003). This approach to |
management dictates that open access to natural resources takes priority over
preservation and conservation (Parenteau, 2009). It 1s arguable whether EBM constitutes
- a fundamentally different approach or merely a more sophisticated extension of familiar

practices (Murawski, 2007). Regardless of ones view on this debate, EBM adds more



.

complexity to an already corriplex set of issues and thus may benefit from a different
decision—in;clking paradigm. |
Current fnanagement has fundamentaliy weak ihteractions across sectors with,‘ »

" little attention ”t;o the cumulati‘ve impacts across sectors (Roseﬁberg, 2007). This chapter
fécuses von changes‘ in the decision-making process thaf should occur across sectors when
managing With an ecosystem-approach. 4Speciﬁcally, what do these chang’es mean for the .
individuals involved? Can one assume fhat individuals involved néed only adopf a

‘ differeﬁt set‘of guidelines to ~bé capable of institﬁtving this management change? Unaer

- EBM, pdlitidal borders evolve to consider e{:ological borders; fherefore decision-making
is cfoss-jurisdictional (POC, 2003; USCOP, 2004.; Mcleod et al., 2004). Cooidination and |
cooperation occurs among govérning_ bodies and relevant decision-makers. Public policy

| is ultimately shaped throﬁgil, a deliberative process among ‘disparate secf;)rs. Gains arid
losses to each are made explicit and considered from'the holistic pérspective ’of profecting

.common, shared resources.

Massachusetts Case Study

At federal, state, and regional scales in the U.S., there is no adequate mechanism
~ for implementiﬁg EBM nor is fhére an 'overarching federal mandate (Parenteau, 2008). As
ecosystem-based approaches gain momentum some are @ing to pasé legislatioﬁ to
chang¢ current policy. .Thi‘s dissertation is based on the analysis of a public/privaté
partnefship in Maséachuse‘;ts. This Partnership seeks to engage stakeholders more
,i‘nclusively in state environmental policymaking. (Further descriptiqn of éase study in

Chapter 2) In 2004, a Massachusetts statewide Ocean Management Task Force concluded



that the coastal ocean’s ability to provide ecosystem services was threatened; the current

~

framework for managing public trust ocean resources was inadequate to respond to
intensvibfyingv demands. The Task Force urged the development and implementation of a’
comprehensive approach to ocean management to ensure the‘ocean’s continued éapacity
“to serve the ecdnomic, ecoldgical, and social needs bf the Comrﬁonwealth (MOP, 2007).

In June 2008, legislation‘wasvsigged and the Oceans Act was enacted. |
Massachusetts became the first state in the nation to “pursue ecosystem management of
offshore waters through federal, regional, and state coorglination and coof)eratio'n”
(Massachusetts Ocean Task Force, 2007). Currently, individual agencie:‘s manage
individual activities. In the near-term, this change includes the devélopment bf an EBM
- plan ’for,the 1500 miles of Massachusetts coastline and 1.6 million aéres of sub-tidal
lénds. Undér the chans Act, the Secretary of the Executive Office of E'nvironmefntal‘
Afféirs has authority over coastal ocean resource ménagement. All 'égenéies and decision-
rhaking bodies are required to manage in tandem with the ocean management plan with a
few caveats. An advisory couﬁcil of natural and social scienfists from various sectors is
WOrking directly‘ with the Secretary to eﬁsure that decisions are based on the bes‘;
iavailabl‘e science.

In Massachusetts, there is currently no direct mechanism to connéct disparate
‘sectors on a regular, on-going basi57 Nor is there a regular mechanism to integrate
management strategies with relevant scientific and socio-economic information (MOP,
2007). The Massachusetts Ocean Paftnership (MOP) is the case study used in this
dissertaition.’ A séparate entity from government, MOP attempts to create th‘is"necessary

.mechanism for cross-sector interactions as a safe way to hash out individual differences

o



and learn about EBM using an interactive and integrated decision-making process. This
approach to decision-making requires putting aside individual interests to some extent,
and forming common goals. The nature of communication evolves from little interactiori’
among or between sectors to regular, ongoing communication where positibns are not
easily reduced to a single perspective. Ambiguity about roles, uncertaihty about
ecologiéal ramifications of decisions, and diffusion of power are only clarified and
relieved through processes of open communication. In the words of one MOP participaht:
(MOP) is a kind of a partnership of a very strategically selected group of different
interests with a strong interest in ocean resources and ocean uses. It gets together
~ to really talk about and chart a course for a vision for moving legislation and
state-enabled ocean management planning. (The Partnership is meant to have )
very important conversations where constituents are getting together and sharing
their concerns in a more supportive or less spotlight or hostile environment as you
know a public hearing might be or a meeting up at the state agency building.
_ Creating the atmosphere to have and build communications and through those
communications, build a partnership to find out where the common vision and

shared goal is and provide the resources and things necessary to make that
- happen. o -

However, when asked, not all MOP p_articipants describe MOP in this way. Some
believe that MOP is more than a communicatioh condﬁit;'they believe that it is
/gleveldping a type of process that will fundamentally change how diverse stakeholders
perceive one another. They believe that those involved in MOP are pi‘oneérsvwho are
léarning how to agree to disagrée, together, in .a learning communit))l. Others simply see
MOP as a supporter to government fulfilling a niche byv providing resources that state

gqvernmént can not offer. Yet others are very skeptical of MOP and its intended mission.

e



The Implicit Cognitive, Interpersonal, and Intrapersonal Demands of Marine

Ecosystem-based Management

As management in Massachusetts moves toward a balance between ecological
integrity and sustainable humanv use, the values underlying management appfoaches, and
‘the reasohing which ur;derlies those values, must also evolve. When considering the
compiex interactions of the ecological, economic, and social dimensions of
he\vnvironn‘lent‘al policy, there are inevitable differences in what people value and how they
| manage competing valués. These VValues are as fundamental as philosophical 6utldoks or
as specific as weights given to competing costs and benefits of decisions. Values
disagreements are at the core of environmental disagreements generally, and they are
- even more prominent in disagreements that arise across multiple administrative sectofs
and stake-holder interests (anith, 2003). ‘This makes an already complex set df issues
and revlationships even mo_/re challenging.. ' |

Inherent, and yet unacknoWledgé_&, in the MOP pro‘cess‘ and integrated coastal -
ocean management are cognitive, interpersonal, and intrapersonal demands that
participants are assumed and implicitly expected to have the capacity to meet. These
include:

e Capacity to Cdnceptually Understand Complex, Multiple Variables

e Capacity to Acknowledge Personal Responsibility aﬂd Ownership .

e Capacity for Empathy for Competing Sectors and the IndividUals that
Comprise Them

e Capacity to Attend to Multiple PerSpectiVes at Once

» Comfort with Ambiguity

10



e (Capacity to Reflect on and Differentiate Among Management Implications
These expectations are not about intelligence or being able to learn new information.
Rather, they are about the complexity and perspective into which individuals understand,

embody and enact them.

AN

Capacity to Cbnceptuallv Understand Complex, Multiple Variables

EBM is predicated on a holistic Vivew of ecosystem dynamics, one th’éf includes
the impacts of human activities‘ on the environment and thé impact of eéological change
on people. This orientation requires of the individual stakeholders, a capacity to |
conceptualize and integrate multiple, éomplex sets of variables in the decision-making
proceés and to ﬁnderst.and‘how those variables interact as they change over time and
space. It also necessitates I;rioritizing,shared goals over individual ones, thus setting aside
one’s own personal ,interes‘is iﬁ deference to a greater good, all of which one may not be
‘in agreemént with. One MOP participant récéntly commented that “the devil is in-the ’
details” When EBM imblefnentation is discussed. One must >get beyohd the superficiality -
of EBM jargon to the substantive essence of this new épp_roach. HoWeQer, can one

AN

assume that all EBM stakeholders can do this?

Capacity to‘Acknowledge Personal ReSponsibilitv and Ownership

When decision makers think of EBM as something “out there,” something that a
mandate, authority, or agency tells them they need to “make happen,” they are hindered.
from making their own vital connections and seeing their own roles within the decisions

they make. The implicit demands of EBM must be “taken in” and owned as something

11



__for which individuals feel personally responsible. Inherent withih EBM principles is

~ shared decision-making. Therefore; solely relying on external authority (in the form of
upper management or a mandate)‘ diminishes ones personal responsibility to developing
shared prihciples. Under an EBM framework, decisien-mehers are responsible for
tespohding to hlultiple threats to the marine environ\rhent all at onee. They are responsible
for focusing on an interlocking set of ecosystem services rather than on single resources.
Thi‘s recjuires va‘personal and tengible connection to the preCess anct itscorisequences as
critical and essential to recognize and accept sueh responsihility. It is often assumed thet
all adults, especialiy .competent professihnals, cantdo this. Do éll adults, no matter how
well educated, het\te 'the eapaeity to tnternally manage this le\(el of rcomplexity ‘a’nd to

separate their sense of self frem their affiliation?

Capacitv for Empathv for Cqmbeting Sectot's and the Individuals that Comprise
Them v ‘

.Tradeoffs among sectors and interests must be mede explicit in EBM. Current |
single-sector approaches enable yind{ividual sectors to maximize their owh interests despite
the implications to others. When there are no shared goais and objectives-among sectors, '
trade-offs are at best implicitly considered, and policymaking is often dominated by
ihterest‘ groups (Rosenberg, 2008): When sectors coerdinate, communication about.
tradeoffs are usually more explicit. Deliberation, fat’her than coercion or political
pressure, is the mechanisrh for decision-making. For these conversations to occur,
individuals must feel accountable to one'another by understanding the impact of their

e

sector’s activities on others and the cumulative, intra and inter-sectoral impacts. What are

12



the ways in which individuals make sense of common goals and the accountability to

each other?

| Capacity to Attend to Multiple Perspectives at Oné¢
'}Stakeholders must understand in what ways coordinating and collyaborating leads
to an increased ability ‘to achievev shared gbéls and objectives. Conceptually, this requires
not only underétand‘ing the impérative to constrain individual needs for the common
Egood,'but the capacity to set tilem aside while attending to and addressing the common
| govod in'the decisioh—making process. Since thé;e is no federal mandate to take an -
ecoéystem—based approach, dialogue aniong decision-makers is a neéessary cdndition to
- come to shared goéls, overcome disagreements, or agree to disagree. Decisions must be
made déspite individual and sectoral disparities in resources, expertise, kn_owlgdge, ah\d
c0ncef>tual understanding of EBM. Again, can one aésumé thaf all stakeholders‘will

* uphold this?

. Comfort with Ambiguity

Debate continues as to whether enough science is known and/or syﬁfhesiZed to
move forward with EBM. Marine scientists most engaged with this issue point to several
scientific needs including a better understanding of the interconnections between humans
and the biophysical corl;ponents of the ecosystem and the cumulaﬁve impacts of human
use on ecosystem functioning and economic activity. These gaps in scieﬁtiﬁc' knowlédge

are uncertainties that decision-makers must acknowledge and approach in a precautionary

manner. Based on the available information, decision-makers must weigh existing

13



scientific information with socio-economic needs. This requires a certain degree of .
comfort with ambiguity to make difficult trade-off decisions without distinct direction. In
addition, one must feel/ comfortable with the shifting interpefsonal boundaries that take

- shape with more cross-sector communication. Sectors and the individuals that comprise
them are ‘conneéted to and affected‘by one another in new ways. At first, these new
relationships may seem dauntingly complex and fragmented (Daloz, 1996). What are thé
capacitiés of thve stakeholders to engage on this level of ambiguity and personal

- responsibility?

Capacity to Reﬂect on and Differentiate Among Manaﬁement Implications

Single-‘sector management is focused on prédicting future consequences,
mitigating for impacts, and:the'n implementing management. An ecosys‘;em—based
paradigm requires these steps, and adds an adaptive component - adaptive across sectors
— (not that singie sector isn’t adaptive but it is not adaptive acros's sectors) As new
information and knowl‘edge‘is attained, managers must be flexible to shift approaches. A
‘criﬁcal component of a-daptivle‘ manageme‘nt. is ;elf-feﬂection. This requires that decision-
makers take the ﬁme, but more importantly have fhe capacity to reflect on their decisions
and actions and the impact of them as weli as differentiate among variables contributing
to the implicétions of tﬁeir management decisions. |

_ These eight implicit demands may seem obvious or simpie to attain. In theory,
perhaps they are obvious or simple. In practige, however, they can be quite demanding on
the capacities of the adult mind. If not understood or ignored, EBM processes are likely

to default to old practices. If understood, they can become fertile grounds for learning

14



about perspective-taking, empathy, role reversal, mutuality, patience, equality, and
acknowledgement (Daniels, 2007). If the mental demands of EBM are considered, marine
. , /

management processes can be commensurate with decision-makers current mental

~ processing capacities (Jaques, 1994).

Analytic Framework - Constructive Developmentalism

Adult Developménf — Stage Theories
: Individuals withilithe field of human development consider the evolution of the
individual’s‘mind over tlie course of their life. There are theories on cognitive
development, emotional deVCIOpmeht, moral 'dev'elopment, ego and concéptuai
development — a bro.ad'disci'pline (Hoare, 2007). It is helpful to think about avdulitv :
developrrient asa framework and within that framewqu are a variety of 'lense‘fsi for
undeistanding an adult’s mental navigation through life. There are broad apbroaclies that
anchor tiie framework. These are categorizeid as the behai'ioral/mechanistic approach in
" which pasi beha\iior predicts future behavior, the psychoanalytic/cognitive approach i{l
which individuals construct meaning through interaction with their environment,-the_
contextual/socio-cultural approach in which development can’t be understood apart from
its socio-cultural context, and an intggrated approach (Baumgartner, 2001). Thié research®
focuses on a theorist within the psychoarialytic/cbgriitive approach using a sevquentieil
stage model of adult development, Robert Kegan. This research uses adult development

as a tool to better understand EBM decision-making and does not offer a broad overview |

of the field.

15



Stage theorists place growth along a éontinuﬁm on which an individual is actively
constructing meaning from his/her exi)erienées (Baumgartne’r, 2001). Movement fofward
is based on an individual’s interaction with his/her social and cultural environment
(experiences). The.chéracteristics of an experience dictate, in a sense, 'Whether th.at‘
experience prorﬁotes mental growth and in what ways. An individual, at times; stelly‘s '
balanced along the continuum while at other times_b, he/she tfansitioﬁs forward (ability to
integrate new expetienée/infOrmation), or temporarily retreats backward (me;ltal
overlbad). Movement, or the lack there of, is affected and iﬁﬂuenced by»th‘e experiences
the@selves, the othe; ”people,involved\in those experiences, their interactions with the |
individual, and by the individual’s infgemal’ mental processes (Loevinger, 1987).

Thé family of stage. théorie's.i‘s'modele,d after deVeimeental psychologist‘, Jean

Piaget’s cognitive developmental approach where the mind is in a constant state of

\
-

“ orga;iizing and reorganizing new and existing kn@vlédge with each expe‘riencé. One’s
thinking evolves tmough interactiohs betwegn mental processés and tﬁe dutside ’
environment‘(J,ohnson, 1991). This type of logical thinkivng, according to Piaget, gloverns‘
: (;ne’s understénding of emotions and values. Within the last forty yéérs, theéf’ists have :
brahched out from a cognitive develqpmental perspective to inciud‘e socialv-emotional o

development.

Ego-Self Development Focus. This research looks most intensely at ego/self
, developmént. These stage models focus on the self in relation to other. Other can be
~ another persdn, an entity, and ideology ora group/corhmunity. As the self evolves, one

transitions from self-protective and manipulative to having a desire for reciprocity and

-
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mutuality to having a need for autonomy and integration. As one travels along the mental
growth continuum, one can differentiate oneself from other in a more complex and
complete rhanner. Jane Loevinger describes ego as both a strucfure with its own logic and
a process that éctively constructs rﬁeaning (1987). It can reméin in balance;/and gravitate
| to§vard experiences that maintain that balance. And, it can use interpersonal relati‘onships
énd experiences as fodder for growtﬁ. There is a ﬁatural resistance of the ego to change
A : : '
so that if there is a threat to one’s current worldview or one’s persona1 realify, the ego
reacts.in ciifferent ways depending on its complexity and capacity (Levine, 1989).
Loevinger asserts that how one’s ego constructs reality can influence th one makes
meéning and how one behaves. For example, if an individual is at Loevinger’s conformist -
' stage whére social acceptability is at the utmost importance, he/ shé may not understand a
worldview that relies on individualism and sees depeﬁdence as a weak characteristic. In

an environmental deliberation, this can contribute to miscommunication and conversation

at cross-purposes.

Constructive Developmentalism. In addition to this research being about ego-self

developmént, a constructive developmerﬁal lens‘ is used. Constructive developm¢ntal
stage theories focus on how individuals construct their reality and how both that reality
and one’s construction bf it changes over time. In essence, these theories look at the lens
by which an individual takes in, organizes, understands, and analyzes hié/her experiences

(Kegan et al., 2001).
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The different theories of constructive deveiopment that focus on meaning making
Acapacvity all have the same basic tenets (Adapted from Sprinthall, Sprinthall, & Oja, 1998;
Kegan et al., 2001): |

e Development is distinct from notions of life tasks or life phases.

~ Development is more than the accumulation of new information and represents

. qualitative changes in the ways we know — how we know.

Societal role and task demands on adults fréquéntly outpace their current

" “developmental capacities.

\

Development evélves through ongoing interaction between a person and his/h’er’

environment.

Develop‘r‘rjl'en‘ta,l capacity is consistent across life domains, e.g. work, relation'shibs, ,

parenting, etc.

‘ Development is a lifélong' procéss and takes évonsiderable time betweén sub-

stages. |

Thé analytic framework used for this research is a constfuctive developmental
th’evor‘yvdevelopéd by Harvard Deveiopmental Psychologist, Robert Kegan. His theory is
ﬁsed because it doés not look sOlely at one’é knowledge construcﬁon or cognitivé ‘
capabilities; it looks at the'whole person. He goes béyond Piaget’s theory of rrjlentalk
growth aé a- strictly cognitive procesé to incorporatiné interpersonal and intrapersoﬁal :
experiencing as an infegral part of mean/ing méking (Kégan, 1982). Kegan stresses that
meaning makiﬁg is central to one’s pérsonality and isa f/undamental activity of a human B
being (Popp & Portnow, 2001). As an individual’s meaning making ‘capacirty»’ érows, their

construction of meaning is more complex and this increasing capacity extends over the



course of one’s life. Similarly to other stage theorists, Kegan asserts that age is not a
defining factor of one’s developmental capacities. Instead, individuals who are close in}
age ﬁlay construct meaning, out Qf the same experience, in very different ways. How one
handles a particular life situation is a Jpreduct of how one is making meaning of it and this
can differ between individuals of the »s’ame‘age. Unlike some of the other stage theories,
'Kegan’s stage theory transcends gender. The idea that meaning making is tied to mental

| grew“ch and that growth is a provcess of balance, instability and integration can be applied
across race, gender, and culture (Kegan, 1982). The quality of one’s experiences is the
determining factor of where someone falls on the developmentai continuum. Race, age,
gender, and culture can influence one’s experiences and therefore, one’s development.
However, none of these variables’is a direct cause of someone’s mental grpw“ch. |

| Kegan describes his theory of the self in terms of subject and object (1982). As

one’§ meaning making gets more complex, one can differentiate oneself from other in
ﬂew ways. What the self was once eﬁlbedded vyithin (was subject to) beeoﬁies object and
the self becomes embedded in\ a new subj ectivity. At each stage, the self has a more
complex view of itself and itself in relation to the world. As capécity increases, one can
nxoti(‘)nly differentiate between oneself and another but sees the ether as part of one self
and thus, integrates it. To put it simply, everyonel has their own mental picture of reality -
of how the world works. Each individual has blind spots or pieces of thelt picture that are
missing. The pieces are there but they are not yef seen so they can’t be thought aboﬁt,
manipulated, or pereeived in new ways. As one’s cognitive, interpersonal, andvintra-
personal ways of making meaning gaih capacity, those blind spots become visible even as

. \
new blind spots emerge. ’
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While other constructivist theories are interesting and even pertinent to this
research, Kegan’s theory and methodology helps to get at the cross-sectotal interactions
within the case study, particularly how participants make sense of their roles and their
relationships. Then it is possible to investigate how someone thinks anout the process
conceptually and how they reason about it emotionally. |

.Similk_;ar to other stage theories, Kegan sees individual meaning making as a |
continuum of increasing complexity with identifiable stages and sub-stages. For the
imrpose of this dissertation, these stages are termed mindsets. Each meaning making
system, or mindset, describes how an i'ndit/idual is reasoning or making sense of his/her
experience at any giventime,‘i.e. what is real to them. By looking at an individuals’
‘mindset, one understands how the complexity of their thinking and feeling shapes their
decisions and interactions. Mindsets are useful to distinguish the different weys in which
people make sense of their experiences. Here tney are used te illustrate and organize
cruci‘al characteristics of the research participants in reiation to the case study as a whole.

An individual’s mindset doesn’t change merely in response to more information.
Individuals ere constantly engaged with the world around them and organize meaning
and interpret information based on their current mindset (Popp\& Portnow, 2001). An

* individual’s minds‘et evolves when their current assumptions no longer fit a given
experience and in response they experience an internal conflict about the way that they
know - not what they know but ~ow they know. How someone knoWs is what is referred
to as one’s current mindset or one’s current logic. One’s mindset governs their thinking
over an extended period of time and shapes how they perceive reatlity. When an

individual is faced with a challenge to their current way of making meaning, such as
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when faced with a significant shift in the ways they are expected to carry out their role
(as in the change from ‘single‘-sector to cross-sectoral management), they make sense of
" the challeﬁge based on how they already know. Sometimes, howeVer, they accommodate
- anew .way of knowing. Over time, accomnlbdating new information givesrise to a’
qualitative shift in their mindset. As an individ'uel ecconunodates new ways of knowing,"
they actively reflect on old ways of knowiﬁg (Jordan, 2002). There is an increased -
ihtemal éWareness of how they were making sense of things an_d how they have
progressed. Asb Kegan says, it is not:a matter of i'n*creaéing diffefentiation alone but of.>
ine_reesing relatedness to the world (1982)._They» now have a new, more cdmplex
perspective on themeelves and the world around therh, which brings with it new
understahdiegs that can shed light on‘ eld uncertainties. The capacity of someone’s
reasoning does not determine their persc‘)eal nafure or personality. Thus, a person with a
. more compleg meaning making system is not a better person than another. Rather, he/she
has different and more complex cognitive, iﬁterpersoﬁal, éﬁd intrapersoﬁal capabilities_ B
(Levine, 1989).

Kegan’s theory uses four ovefarching mindsets with 21 tfansitions between them.
The follewing bullet points are qualities of individuals within each of these four mindsets
and their p_dssible implications for EBM deeision-making. These include:

1. Instrumental Mindset |

2. Interpersonal Mindset

(U8

Self-authoring Mindset

" 4. Inter-individual Mindset
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As someone moves along the mental growth continuum, they may exhibit a mix ‘of two

subsequent mindsets demonstrating their transition fiom one to the next but\can not

reason beyond their current capacity. Also important to note ié that one’s mindset does

~ not change iNith context. Individuals do not exhibit quaiities of one mindset at home and

another at work. Meaning making capacity is consistent across life domains. Transition is

: slow‘t‘o occur and if change does occiir to a completely neW niindset it happens over a
period cif years (Lahey, 1988). |

It is important to note ihat the mindsets discussed in this dissertation reflect

implicit values. In other words, this research analysis is not imposing value on

| individuals’ meaning making. Rather, it captures the value individuals of different
mindsets add to the stakeholder engagement process. The mindsets are useful ways i)f '
éapturing a cluster of characteristics that distinguish one individual oiientiltiori from
another. They are not labels; value judgments, or meant to rigidiy classify participants.
One mindset is not better or worse than another; but they do have different capacities for |
undérstanding and integrating complexity. The mindsets ilsed iil this dissertation help to
distinguish the mix of players takiilg part in the MOP initiative by identifying. certain
traits. They are used descriptively not normatively:

‘The following are general characteristics that reflect individuals operating fully at
one of the four overarching mindsets and their possible implicétions for EBM decision-
making. Included are these four mindsets as defined by Kegan because they capture the
meaning making capacity of most adults in North America. However, the Instrumental

{
Mindset, as described below, is not used in this research as there are no participants

exhibiting this mindset.
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Qualities of an Instrumental Mindsét (Adapted from Popp & Portnow, 2001)

o Concrete orientation to world.
e Self is identified with and defined thiough orie’s self-interests whiqh stem ﬁom
concrete needs, purposes,x;vants or consequences to self.
o. One’s descrii)tion of self is concrete,bexternal oi by one’s physical characteristics
or material possessions.
e Dualistic thinking — right VS.VWI‘OHg.
¢ Strong reliance on rules to know how to accomplish) something and to do it the
right way.
. NQ capacity for abstiact thinking or generzilizing. )
o  Tit-for-tat mentality. -
_ A basic principle of ecosystem-based management is the nee<i to iriteract across
sectors and with individuals who hold different interests andvvalues. Créating shared
goals, and processes for getting to these goals, is essential to consider tradeoffs. Kegan’s
-theory illustrates that individuals operating within the Instrumental mindset, who are
involved in tradeoff discussions, understand them in concrete terms. Other participants
may likely be seen as pathways to maximize their interests. These individuals, with an
InStruinental‘mindset, are not acting out of spite - rather they are interacting the only way
they know how. If these iridividuals are particularly reliant on rules, having a mandate.
and clear lines of authority may be essential for them to believe that an EBM approach |
~ can work. At present, EBM is still a complex, abstract concept to decision-makers
f : ) '

(Taylor, 2008). Individuals who do not have the capacity for abstract thinking will not

fully grasp the discussion.
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- Qualities of an Interpersonal Mindset (Adapted from McGuigan & Popp, 2007)

¢ Literal understanding of processes — déscriptive rather than feﬂective.
e Unquestioned conformity to peer, social, or legal nbrms.
o Guilt?‘hyper-awareness of others needs even if those are imagined, e.g. “I am
responsible for your feelihgs and vice veréa’;.
. Diffelrences perceivedi as threatening.
o Assump'tiolns are invisible and therefore, unquestioned.
. Others are »validation, orientation, and authority for one’s self. Th_e selfis
idehﬁﬁed by its relationship topther people or ideas.
o Iﬁtolerant of ambiguity.
. Criticisrﬁ is expefienced as destructive to self — need a sense of belonging,'dfiven
' by ﬁeed to bé understood by and connected to a person, group or philosophy.’
Acceptance and approval important to self worth. ’
e Not scv)lely‘responsible for own decisions — make decisions under a mentai
partngrship with another. o | |
Dé(‘:ision-Ama‘kers‘ operafing within the Interpersdnal mindset reiy on authorities
and exﬁerts for guidance. They come to‘these proce‘ssesreprese‘ritirn‘g and identifying with
their affiliation. They may only feel comfortable r'no'ving beyond c&rrent management
approaches if their peers are willing to take the challenge with them or if given
permisSion by a respected authority. Faciiifators need to be mindful of the desire fdr
apprqval and group acceptance thét these’ participants may need. Dealing with differenvt‘ :
interests may seem threatening. They m;ay try out cross-sectoral interactions in an effort

tobe part of the process but may feel torn by their feelings of loyalty and obligation to -
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their affiliation. Reflection on personal assumptions about other people or the process

may be difficult unless guidéd by someone whom they trust. Participatihg in cross- -

sectoral discussions without clear direction may be confusing and feel threatening to their

o

“roles as representatives of their affiliations. Loyalty issues may compel them to disengage

or become rigid in their stance.

Qualities of a Self Authoring Mindset (Adapted from McAuliffe, 20006) -

Aware and sensitive to others feelings but not responsible for them and vice versa, V

e.g. Takes responsibility for what happens to oneself at work rather than blame
. . B oL

others.

Differenécs are respected and valued. - -

Forrfler assumptipns can be examined, accepted or rejected.

Can hold contradiétory feglings at once - self can disagree with self.
Co‘nc‘ervned with consequences for personal integrity and meeﬁng one’s own

R Staﬁdards.

: . \ . .
Integrates others perspectives including critivcism‘ as onevperspective among many
- evaiuates by one’s own standards.

Can be self-initiating, correcting and evaluating rather than dépendent on others to
frame problems and determine if things are going well.

Guided by on¢’s own visions. |

Conceives of processes from the outside - can see one’s part in relation to the

whole.

Unable to transform current meaning making system — sees this as a threat to self.
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In cross-sectoral interactions where tension can be high, individuals exhibiting

this mindset focus on the ideas and values separate from the people expressing them, i.e.

the arguments aren’t personal. They may be inclined to embrace the challenges of cross-

sectoral interactions because they are not personally threatened by difference. Their

engagement in the process is primarily ideologically or philosophically driven rather than

by their affiliation. Individuals exhibiting this mindset reflect on the present and think

through innovative ideas critically without personalizing rejection or disagreement.

Qualities of an Inter-Individual Mindset (Adapted from Rooke & Torbert, 1998)

- Self is multi-faceted.

Engages with others to self evaluate and even transform current worldview.

Experiences internal paradox, contradiction, and ambiguity as normal.

7

Able to consider or even create new paradigms.

Allegiance is to larger principles not rules and has a willingness to enact

principles in innovative ways.

Embraces the tension of not knowing something to purposely take on multiple

perspectives on issues.

- Recognizes that ambiguity is the norm and that standards and methods are

© constructed in a world in which dialogue is the only foundation for knowing — |

understands that all knowledge is constructed through human interaction — more

- willing to engage in collaborative inquiry where meaning emerges. A

Some theorists believe that only individuals exhibiting the above characteristics

lead innovative initiatives to success (Torbert, 1991). EBM principles as suggested in the
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literature are most in-line with these characteristics: taking on multiple perspectives,
advancing despite ambiguity, using deliberation and dialoéue as a means for action and
N learning,‘and creatirrg, not just giving lip service to, new paradigms (Aldred, 2002; Baber,
2005; Forester, 2000; Yaffee, 1999). | |
Trends show that approximately 25% of adults in the U.S. and rCanada exhibit a |
self authering mindset with about 10% with an Inter-individual mindset (Kegan, 1994;.
| Laske, 2008; N Popp, personal communication, November'4,‘ 2008). As noted, education’
and age play a role but are not determinative of rrlindset. Approxirrletely 45% of adults
exhibit the Interpersonal/Institutional transition and approximately 30% exhibit the
instrumental/lnterpersonal transition, i.e.‘ both complexit’ies‘ are present in someone’s
currerrt logic. The minority of individuals exhibi_tirrg/these more complex mindsets haye
: -capacitieé that are most complimentary-to the implicit cognitive, interpersonal, and -
‘intrapersonal demands of ecosystem-based management. However, one can not pickand
choose who manages the marine environment. EBM ié about cross-sector interactions and
progress is achieved by communication among and between decision-makers of different
rrlindsets. More insight is needed into how different mindéets interact with one another
and how those interactiorrs affect policy formation processes. Again the questierr of
~ whether or not Iparticipants in these processes are in over their heads is a relevant one. It
should be reiterated that the mindsets described above and used in the definition are not
vimposing value on individuals but rather, are capturing the value each individual brings to
EBM processes. p
A meaning making theory that looks at the whole person, like Kegan’s, is -

especially pertinent to ecosystern-based management. EBM theory requires different
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~ways of operating, th,inking; and being. Individuals try to make sense of it given their
current ways of knowing. There is a sense of urgency around EBM given the degrading
state of coastal ocean resources. Constructive developmental theories offer a window into -
one;s personal reality and how they make sense of’this change. Once known,‘ stakeholder
engagement processes can be approached in a way that is favorable to decision-makers’
current capacities. In other words, knowing the capacity of someone’s thinl«:ing changes
expectations of them and what they are able to understand, and can thus suggest ways to
enhance the procees in order to maximize everyone’s participation.» |
| There is a body of learning styles literature that stresses this point but from a

different perspective (Fazey et al., 2005; Folke, 2005). Essentially, individuals have
different approaches or i)vays of learning and there should be education metliods in place
that are appropriate for different styles. In other words, not all individuals learn in the
same way (Kolb, 1984). Some people are visual learners and some are auditory learners.
*Some learn through reading and writing and some learn kinesthetically (Fleming, 1992). |
Kegan’s theory refers to both informational and transformational learning. Applying
these ideas of learning to EBM, stakeholders may have expert knowledge of the science
or policy behind the marine environrnent. They may be able to articulate what they know
(the content) very well during a deliberation and influence others and the
process/outcome by their claims. This type of informational learning is critical to
eni/irofimental decision-making and is also quite prevalent. Less obvious or considered,
though, are the transformational aspects of learning which can encourage someone to
reflect on how one knows and even change one’s perspective (Portnow et al., 1998).

Transformational learning is the progression that is described in subject-object theory;
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which is not about adding new information but transforming the vefy way someone
vmakes sense of information so it’s not what one knowsv but how one knows. And sow one
knows is what compels a person to make decisions that make sense to him/her given
his/her current mindset. EBM stakeholder engagement processes inevitably incliide
individuals with different rnindsets. How they make sense of EBM, what they value -
about it, how they see themselves in relation to the responsibilities it entails depends, to a

large degree, on their (mindse‘ts.

Further Considerations

' The. developmental capacities of the adult mind must be understood if"coastal‘
ocean management is to evolve. Stakeholder eng’agement processes can be and in fact,
implicitly are classroorns for development. These processes can provide a safe space for
ongoing communication and reflection among diverse interests. Engaging decision-
makers in developmentally appropriate ways can create a climate in which individuals try
out, rathei than pre-judge, new experiences and approaches to facilitate change. One
can’t assume nor expect that all individuals equally understand new methods of
deliberating. In other words, just setting ground rules for respectful and inclusive
deliberation may do nothing for cornmunication if those rules are understood with
different degrees of capacity.

3 In developmental terrns, stakeholder engagement processes can provide holding
environment; (Kegan, 1994). These en\jironments support and acknowledge individuals
in their current way of thinking and feeling and when nppropriate, challenge one’s current

i

meaning making‘systems to embrace change. By deliberately creating a process for self
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discovery, decision-makers can experi/ence functions of EBM such as taking on new and
multiple perspectives, acting adaptively, tolerating ambigﬁity, and believing and

- engaging in deliberation (McAuliffe, 2006). Coastal ocean decision-makers eithgr
wrongly assume that each .p,erson has fhe capacity to éxeréise the above characteristics or
they generally approach decision—making in the same way without recognition of
vcapz/icity differences. Consequently, they take this for granted from the,onset of the
stakehdlder engagement prdcess (McGuigan & Popp, 2007).

Trans-disciplinary cOllaborations are essential to fully upderstand the impactsof
new approacheé to marine mahagement on decision-makers. Ecosysterh-based |
management is an approach to address one complex environmental issﬁ_e émohg'many.
Environmental practitioners, ecologists, and psychologiSts should bé working |
collaboratively on a regular basis to address all large-scale environmental concerns. With
a rapidly changing environment, the mental capacities of individuals, who collectively
determine the fate of our ecosystefris, can not be ignored.

In the following chapters, the focus is on the complexiﬁes of mindsets which have
" asignificant affect on decision—making 1n thé MOP process and are the méjor findings of
the research. These include:

- & Capacity to have a perspective on oneself and others;
. Capacit}; to create and accept change;.and,
e (Capacity to understand aﬁd contribute to the decision-m;clking proce‘ss.v
Each chapter describes and discusses what individuals involved in this Partnership are
able to understand. about EBM and what implicit demahds they are able to integrate into

their thinking and feeling. The final chapter offers implications and considerations for
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approaching natural resource management from a constructive developmental perspective

as a way of forwarding innovative thinking in the field.

'Chaptel"'Notes

: I*Decision-makers: All those who have a responéibility'for management of public
resoﬁrces such ‘as resource managers, policymakers, science advisors, iﬁdustry

- spokespeople, etc

2*Cognitive =:A’bstractness,, ideals, values

3*Interpefsonal = Mutual relationships-

4*Intrapersoﬁél = Inner states/reflective emotions

5*Stakeholder engagement = Purposely engaging groups or individuals wh<; are ifnpacted

by or who impact a natural resource
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CHAPTER 2

* METHODOLOGY

Chapter 1 laid out the theoretical foundations for the research related to |
ecosystern-based management (EBM) and human, adult development. This chapter offers
a promising picture of how a qualitative approach to social’science research can .
contribute to the natural resource management field. Further, it contends that case stndy
rnethcdology, in particular, can help practitioners answer questions that_statistics can not.
This chapter provides backgrcund research on the case and a review of research aims, -
‘case study.protocol, and analysis techniques. It offers opinions about thls methodology in-
relation to those aims.‘ l,astly, the chapter shares personal _insights including challenges
and epiphanies that occurred during\ the course of the research. :

N

roach to Social Science Research: Offering New Ways to Examine

Nat‘gral Resource Management
In a recent EBM newsletter, a scientist asks, “Is our pursuit of the ideal EBM
process blinding ns to simpler but still good solutions?” (MEAM, 2008) He ar-gues that .
there are simpler sclutions and scientists and practitioners are making 1t complicated. .
This research prcvides the argument that it is complicated and that its complexity needs /

to be worked through. Social science research has the promise of working through that

‘complexity in a way that natural science cannot. Particularly, social science research that
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is qualitative in nature can provide insight into human populations and processes to
uﬁderstand their values, beliefs, experiences and emotions, and how those contribute to
management decisions. This section explores the promise of social science research tﬁat
is qualitative in nature and speciﬁcaliy, discusses the usefuiness of case stud;es.
* One of the consistent struggles with implementing an ecosystem approach is
vhaving a deeper understanding of ;che interrelationships between and amoné ecological
structure and functioning and human activities. It is imperative that there be research and
data abouf the haman dimensions of EBM despite and because of the challenges of
_ creatihg trans:-disciplinary chnections. Understanding ﬁle human dimepsidn of
écosystems is'inherent in all the definitions of EBM. Particularly, the human dimension 1s -
categorized‘l.lrlnlder a few broad themes: individual attitudes and’perceptions abdut and
behaviors toward the coasfal ocean, human use of the coastal ocean,‘and individual and |
afganizational decisibns afffccting.bthe coastal ocean. As mentioned in C%haptér 1, the
human 'dimcnsion in these deﬁnitions does not include human décision—making about
ecosystems.
‘Practitio’r‘lers are calling for trans-disciplinary and trans-sector engagement
.processés to build reciprocity andvcooperation befween natufal and social scientists and
among fhe disparate groups that have a stake in the coastal ocaan. For example the .
‘National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) put a human dimensions
strategic plan into place. Scientists and science Organizations are also calling for
diversified research on the social aspects of EBM and other large;scale environmental

issues. For example, a recent early-career scientist meeting held in New England called

for crosstisciplinary understanding among social and natural scientists conducting ‘

J
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marine-related research. Specifically, they addressed the neéd for a better understanding
of jqualitative approaches to data coiléction and analysis to investigate human behavior,
attitudes and perceptions in new ways.

Without a good grasp of the value of different research disciplines and
methodologies, resource managers, policymakers, and scientists struggle to integrate
social and ecological fz;ctors into EBM decision—making. Many are still unclear of what is
\ meant' by “human dimensions” Yas touched upon above. There is some social sniencg
research on environmental decision-making and political processes related to EBM
(mainly quantitative) and often these focus on improving public education and |
part}icip‘ation and/or improving management with a goal of “getting people to understand”
EBM (Endter-Wada et al., 1998). However, g’étting people to understand more
inforrnation about EBM may not be what’s needed. vThis research points to th_e
fransformational type of understanding that must occur in how someone understands-
EBM.

There are qualitative data that can be collected that will capture cultural traditions,
worldviews, social values and meaning making — all with the goal of better understanding
people. In order to shift the focus toward an integrative social and natural research
agenda that respects both qualitative nnd quantitative methods, scientists of different
disciplinés and methodologies need opportunities to interact. Tlnese interactions need -
time to develop to get beyond jargon and misconceptions. They need financial and
institutional support to collnborate on more nolistic research. There is widespread

reéognition that more social science is needed in EBM (Endter-Wada, 1998;

NatureServe, 2008; COMPASS, 2008; Leslie et al., 2008). For .example, different types
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of economic analysis are gaining strength within natural resource management and,
according to some, are the primary tool for understanding human Valnes. However,
economic analysis does not need to operatewindependently of other social science
disciplines. If economists and those doing research about human attitudes and behavior
(quantitative or qualitativé) collaborate one can get at the origin, basis, and meaning of
- behavior (Kumar, 2008). o

Edltcation, psychology, sociology, and anthropology are all research fields that
have vital information to contribute .to environméntal policy and natural resource
managernent literatute. Individual, group, institutional and cultural behaviors,.values, ‘

P ; , v

mindsets, ’attitu‘des and motivations can be studied. These disciplines_can stipport and add
value to economic research. They can inform how peopl'e' make meaning, form values
and perceptions, and behave in relation to tlte natural environtnent or to others. This type
of information can be particularly helpful when pfactitionérs are strug'giing With putting ]

EBM into practice. : BN

The Nature and Potential of Caée Study Research

Case stuciies can be used in new ways to help practitioners iqok forward rather
than backward and gain understanding of stakeholder engagement procés’sés as they are
occurﬁng. The newest literetture on marine EBM calls for both qualitative and
".quantitative approaches to understand ecological and social interconnections (Leslie et
al., 2008). One qualitative tnethodology that is particuletrly appropriate for understanding
environmental policymakiné processes is case study. Interviews and observations can be

insightful techniques for getting at the types of discourse used by policymakers and
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managers and their underlying values, meanings, and perspectives. This methodology and
its data collection techniques ean facilitate understanding of different or innovative types
of management processes and can be similarly useful in a comparative study across

- management approaches. Because these methods lend themselves to narrative, a
researcher ceh ask que’étions that get at f‘why” and “in‘ what ways” to add substance to all
ef the research aéking the ““what” and “how much”‘questions. For example, economic |

| sresearch looking at the human uses 'of the coastal ocean can be enhanced with why people

: .do what they do. Because qualitative data are rich with attitudes, opi‘nions, feelings, and | s

3 meaning, one-can use thi‘sﬁmethodolog'y to understand, for example, how collaborations

\‘ work from the participants’ viewpoints. Despite the usefulness of case studies, rhey are‘
typically used te-review a marlagement systern or policy decision thus, a retrospective
ar)rrroach (CQMPAS.S, 2006; Yaffee, 2008). Howev_er, case studies can be rlsed to look
forward, such ae in tiris research, and offer recommendatio_ns for the future by
understanding how processes and everits unfold in the present. The benefits of studying a
case in real time are that rhe process is more transparent since it is being documented as it
is happening. From a researcher’s perspe\etive; it enables one to focus on the process itself
rather than the outcome (whieh is the aim of this researeh. It also allows the researcher to
preserve initial understandings to track how situations come to be. If a research is able to
see the process unravel in real-(time,’ the;/g are more likely to understand it from the
perspectivee of those involved. |

The following are the types of questions that are beirrg pondered by those trying

to implement an ecosystem-based management approach yet there is very little research
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addressing these. Qualitative researcfl using case study methodology can answer these
questions in ways they haven’t been ahswered before.
Type of question that some economists are tackling:
e What are the human causes and cohsequences of changes to coasts and oceans?
Type of question that qualitative research can answer to add value to the answer above:
o ‘In what ways are individuals responding to these changes, what do thesé changes
meaﬁ to them, and what are the underlying motivations for their behaviors,
attitudes, and mindsets? J
Type of question that some economists are tackling:
e What market land non-market values do individuals place on the marine -
‘environment? |
‘Type of questioﬁ that qualitative,resea;réh can answer to add value to the va‘nsw'er .above: ,
| e From V\}her'e: does this §a1ue orientation stem? Héw do individuals choose among
competing values (e.g. environmental sustainability,’ economic stability, etc.)?
o Inwhat ways do values translate into actions? In what wéys dor'they‘translate into
' decisions (both personal and policy)?
Type of question that some economists a?e tackling:
e What are the necesﬁary incentives for embracing change— in personal behavior,
societal expectations, business practices, and‘resour‘ce management — to adapt to
aﬁ ever-changing environmenf and move forward with EBM?

Type of question that qualitative research can answer to add value to the answer above:

J
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e Inwhat ways are certain incentives for change important to individuals,
institutions and the culture being studied? How can EBM stakeholder engagement
processes provvide opportunities for learning and adaptation?

It is not realistic to believe or hope that all questions about natural resource management
can be explained through numbers or’statistics. Nor is i‘i realistic to only addness
questions about ecosystem-based managemerit through natural science re\search.
Intagrating social and natural science rescarch is critical 16 nnderstancling the range of
‘variables inherent in EBM. Similarly, integrating qualitative andﬁ quantitative

~ methodologies is critical for getting at human béhaviors and attitudes and fheir
underlying Value;s,i meanings, and mntivations.:Case studies, when used empirically, can
" provide both reflective and forward-looking assessments, bothrwhich are cruCial for -

‘ managing resources adaptively. However, there are obstaclesrto overcoming the
misconceptions about case studies.

One of these'a;gumenté is _that case ’studi'es p_roiiuce simply anecdolal informatiqn.
- Because of the ways of building theciry, one is not always looking to prove that
something is correct or incorrect (Flyvbjerg, 2006). Rather, one is searching for and
exposing what can be learned and understood.

"In addition, géneralizability is often thought of as a limitation of the
methodology’s ability to add value to environmental policy research and be applied to a
broader context (Leslie et al., 2_008). A case study does not necessaiily have to be carried
out a variety of times in a number of different contexts to be considered generalizable.
Forv example, MOP is a case study of signiﬁcant value because it is considered a unique

case. This group is creating the first-in-the-nation ocean management plan. Clarifying the
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deeper meanings behind the p;(;cess and its participants in this case can add mor‘evto the

literature (;n EBI\:I than simply underétanding the .challenges and successes of the various

initiatives attenipting EBM. This latter type of case study is quite popular (Yaffee, 2007;

TNC Global Marine Initiative, 2008; C‘OMPASVS, 2008). The degree of insivght\ one

~achieves from going in-depth into thevMOP cése vs. deﬁning basic characteristics of
many case ‘studies can help the EBM cause move forward.

One has to keep in mind that generalizability caﬁ be thought of in two ways —
genéralizing about a specific group or pbpulation or generalizing about the nature of a
process (Gobd, 2001). This latter way of generalizing is -how this re‘se‘arvch can confribute
more .broédiy’to th'e.ﬁeld; it generalizes about theory. This is often re‘ferred’t'o as
theoreticably sampling (Stréusé & Corbin, 1996). For examp’lé, the sample in this research
was dhosen to study the diverse representativeness of _étakeholders inlvovlved in
collaborative ocean managemenf. The goal was fo maximize variation. Three signiﬁcant
findings or concepts were selected as being particul}arly V‘relevant to this diverse sample.
How, one may aék, does this make thié study theoretiéaLly relevant in othef contexts?

| Again, the goal of case study research is not to generalize to a larger population bu': to
“speciﬁ/ the condition under wh?’ch phenomena exist, the actioﬁ/interaction that pertaiﬁS
to them, and the associated outcbmés or consequences. This meaﬁs that the theoretical
formuldtz'on applies to _.t’hese situations or circumstances but to no others...an internal
generalization” (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Tﬁis is an expanded'notibnvof a case study. A
case study is (not a monolith. Within it are interconnections of relationships between and

among individuals, sectors, and institutions. This research assesses the web of meanings

partici‘pahts place on themselves, each other and the process. It does not look at the
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number of peoplé who exhibit certain cognitive capacities but rather how these capacities
manifest in interaction with one another and in vrelaEion to the process. In other words, the
resiilts can not be directly applied to a case in, say, California. There are different players ‘
with different ivssiues and capaciﬁes. But the notion of using constrﬁctive |

- developmentalism to assess the interconnections among people and environrhentél :
policyrhaking can be generalized. A constructive developmental lens can alert a

_ researcher to what one needs to pay attention to in ordef to support stakeholderé in the
process of changing current ocean managemént decision-making (Sandelowski, 1996).

In addition to theory beiﬁg generalizable, it is critical to note the impdrtance of
cohtext to (qualitative rf:search. nglitative researchers foéus on the parficulars'of an |
experience thus attending to the depth, richness, and details of a case (Schram, 200}6).
Acco‘rding"to Schram (2006) because of its aﬁention to contextual fn‘eanings, unalitative
research can be considered both specific and circumstantial. This is especially relevant to
this particular research. This research offers considerations and recommendations. .
Speciﬁcally ’for th¢ chosen case study and broadér applications for the use of cqnstructive
developmentalism (theory). Howe;ler, there are meanings garnered from this case within
this context that can be attended to iri other similar but not identical settings and contexts

' AR
(Patton, 2002). These meanings or concepts, such as those that are the significant findings
of this work, can.be used to prqvide other researchers a general sense of direcﬁon vand
reference when conducﬁng researcﬁ of a similar nature (Blumer, 1986). Hence, a broader :

application of the research is attained from a specific set of meanings and/or concepts.
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Aims & Protocols for this Case Study

Research Aims

II.

I

IV.

To understand what pérticipants found to be 'signiﬁcant about the MOP
process and more generally, EBM.

To understand participants’ capacity for understanding EBM and MOP —
identify Mindset. | .

To identify characteristics of rrﬁndsets in relation to this context of meanirig
inaking. : | |

To investigate the field of coastal ocean management through a constructive

BN

developmental lens. |

~

Practical Aims

V.

VI

To help process facilitators integrate différences in ,\mindsets more
appropriately and strategically. \ -

To weave developm¢ntal theory and ecosystem-based management together to
create more effective and inclusive (optimal) stakeholder engagement

processes. -

The formation of a public/private partnership which sought to engage

stakeholders in a different way than has been done before in the U.S. was analyzed to

address the research aims. The Massachusetts Ocean Partnership isa broadly

repreSentative puinc/private partnership seeking an evolution in the mahagement and

understanding of public trust coastal ocean resources (MOP, 2007). This evolution is

9

described in similar terms as an ecosystem-approach to management. The Partnership

represents a wide range of ocean interests including local, state and federal government,

marine-dependent business and industry, conservation organizations,

educational/scientific research institutions and others. Through a grant from the Gordon

and Betty Moore Foundation, they are supporting the state in developing an ecosystem-
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baséd management plan for Massachusetts waters. According to MOP participants, this
Plan includes:
. integrated management across sectors, resources and agencies; |
. ecosystem management principles that incorporate hliman acti\}ities;
o inéut from the public; |
e support of major affected groups and organizations; |
e aprocess for adapting_the plan to fespond to changiﬁg conditions; and
e support for sqstainable marine industriés.
MOP supports the staté’s and others’ efforts by:
o facilitating cdllaboration and problem sblving on tough issues among diverse
stakeholders; SN |
e fostering effecti&e integratioﬂ of science and managémeht; and
. leveraging financial and human resources.

'MOP was selected as a cas‘e} study because of its timeliness, but most importantly
because of its attempt at carrying out a process whereby EBM principles are valued and
integral to decision-making. It brings 't(;gether the diverse intérFsts of the science, policy,
and industry sectbrs who typically do not coordinate efforts in this particular way. The
- MOP prdcéss is trying to vinstill a sense of personal and collective responsibility so that
the onus to changé doesn’t default to one management sector. The state of Massachusetts
is in its first phases of comprehensive, integrated ocean management. It is in these first
phases where stakeholders and MOP participants are just conceptually grasping EBM and
weighing the pros and cons to the interesfs of each individual, the collective group; the

~ public, and the ecological systems being managed for public use. It is a uni'que case in
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that it is the first US state to institute a comprehensive ocean management within ité
waters. The uniqueness of thé MOP process is part of what makes it interesting.
However, the collection of participants is not necessary singular. Rather, they are
somewhat reflective of what one might expect in any groﬁp of decision-makers. MOP is
aripe case to invesﬁgate an ecosystem—bas_eci management process in its infancy when
participants are just starting to make'/sense of EBM in practice. It is also a ripe case to

~ gain insight into participants” meanirig niaking as tliey stmggle with and/or embracie a
new way of operating in their daily lives. In essence, MOP is creating the opportunities
for the cognitive, interpersonal and intra-personal aspirations of EBM described in

Chapter 1.

Overall Approach & Rationale

A primarily quaiitative approach was used as it de‘als with the charactér or nature

- of é phenomenon. A case study research design.was used to unders-tand‘thedyn‘amics‘
present Xvithin a single, real-life ccintext —the MOP stake_holder engagement process.

‘Research participants‘ included twenty-two individuals involved with MOP. They
informed the Construction of the overall ceise study. Patterns within and across thé;
collective case of research participants were systematica{ily éxamined through three data
collection techniques. This research was not about '/z;.ny one individual reséaich
partii:ipant. Rather, its i’ocus was on the individuals in relation to the MOP process. The.

- purpose of this wasi to understand how participants, when making sense of the same set of

“variables, couid contribute to the Qverall case in substantively different ways

(Sandelowski, 1996).
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Data Collection Technigues

Subject Object Interview. The vSubject Object Interviéw (Kegan et al., 1'988) was
first introducéd in the eariy 1980s to understand the developrhental complexity of
'psychiatric patients. It consists of a semi-structured interview that invites par_ticipants to
-describe the meaning behind their ekperiences using a séries of 10 subject cards which
include Angry, Anxious/Nervous; Success, Strong Stand/Co\'nviction; Sad, Torn,
Moved/Touched, Lost S’omething,- Change, Important to Me. Data that exhibit meaning
making characteristics are hypothesis-tested. Some of the questions asked to test
h};potheses include: How doc‘s a person defend their positiOn? Is _their poéition flexible?
What does it cost to maintain it? What does the person take responsibility for?
| Researchers using this téchnique are not és con(;erned with the what, the conteﬁt of

information, but #ow each participant organizes his/her experiences.

The Ecosystem-based Management Interview. A semi-structured interview was

used to explore ways in which the MOP participants thought about and understood
ecosystem-based managemént and their relationship to the MOP process and other

participants.

K
Participant Observation and Meeting Transcripts Discourse Analysis. This

technique provided the opportunity to record meaning making as it happened within a
dynamic group process as opposed to one-on-one interviews. An analysis of the discourse

provided examples of subject object data and underlying value orientations in action.
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Protocols
Setting. MOP participants work and live throughout Massachusetts. Meetings and

interviews took place at several locations over a three-month period.

Subierct Selection Criteria. All 41 MOP participants were asked to participate’in
the study. More than 20 responded favorably. Respondents were compared baéed on their
' éfﬁliation and expertise until it waé determined which of them reflected ’the.diversity of
the interests of the group at large. Final participants Wére chosen fromrthe science and
management communities, industry, and private sector. There were fifteen rhaie and
seven female vparticipants which reflected the gender ratio of the broader group. Half of
the particii)anfs had PhDs and half had a fnaster’s or bacheior’s degreevv‘vhich was
représentative of the broader group. The goal was to obtain a variety of interésts to
understand how individuals with divérse persﬁectives would work together despite

L

differences in interests.

Triangulation. Triangulation is critical to qualitatiVe research whereby all three
data sources aré used as three forms of evidenpe to prove and support findings. As
mentionéd eariier, qualitative studies are not designed to ailow syétematic generalizations
to some wider population (Yin, 2003). Instéaa one can generalize that the development of
a theory in one time and place may differ in another Setting where the same type of
process was used. This fit in nicely with éssess’ing developmental complexity and its
relationship to EBM as thére are other similar EBM processes. Developmental :

complexities of the participants will surely vary by setting but a similar range of
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complexity among participants will most likely be seen in other séttings as it was seen

here. . A

Data Analysis

Subject/Obj ect data were analyzed using 4 Guide to the Subject-Object Interview:
Its .Administration and Interpretation (L)ahey et al., 1986). This methodelogy hasa
quantitatiVe analysis component Ethe scoring of hypothesized bits of data). Due to its
uniqueness, it has its own specific protocols for being administered and analyzecl. Inter-
rater reliability means that scores must be within 1/3 stage or mindset 80%+ of the time.
Dissertaitien committee member, Dr. Nancy Pqpp, an expert in the administration and
seoring of the Subject/Object Intervievi', was the second scorer. Test-retest reliability
shows that individuals test similarly when re-tested within the same ti_me l'rame. Inter-
item consistency means tllat developmental distinctions do not vary ameng interview
cards nor do they vary among domains 'of life, e.g. work and love life (Lahey et al., 1986,
1988). Lastly, construct Validity means this ineaSure compares with other similar
measures that look at similar theoretical constructs.

The EBM interview and participant observation and transcript analysis data were
organized using a software program called HyperResearch. In qualitative research,
analysis and data collection begin simnltaneously and the relationship between the tWo
are centinuous, evolving; contracting and merging.

Nextis a clescription of the analysis process (Schram, Unpublished Manuscript).
Excerpts are chosen from meetings and interviews to illustrate how the significant finding

' related to hoW participants understand the MOP process (Chapter 5) comes about. Four
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research participants are the focus of this section. Each exhibits a different mindset
(Interpersonal, transitional Interpersonal/Self-authoring, Self-authoring, and Self-
authoring with some Ihter—individual). Their pséudonyms are Laura, Kate, Anthony, and

Sam.

1

Writing Field Notes. A bound journal was kepi throughout data collection and
analysis for personal notes that were not considered data but rather a place for hunches,
-questions, and emotional reactions. This was particularly u'_sefu‘l‘ after the subject/object

interview where immediate, gut feelings could be recorded.

Example A: Field Note Excerpt - Real-time Description of MOP Meeting — Focus on
Katev

The physical atmosphere of MOP meetings is nearly always pleasant. They are
held at a convenient location for most with comfortable lighting, seating and
atmosphere. And the food is generally quite delicious. Chairs and tables are
arranged in an oval-like shape with two flip charts at one end. None of these
descriptors is unique given the number of meetings I’ve attended on similar-
subjects. What is noteworthy though is the thought that the hired MOP -
coordinator (now Director) puts into making participants feel emotionally
comfortable too. I will call her Kate for the purposes of this dissertation. As

" participants show up, Kate is there to greet them either immediately or soon
thereafter. She carefully makes the rounds at lunch too. Some of these participants
are new to the group. They enter hesitantly and sometimes on guard. Not all have
personally chosen to be there rather they have been appointed by a supervisor or
have heard of this effort through the grapevine and feel that if they don’t
participate, their interest will be forgotten. Kate’s ability to chat with people
“where they’re at” is amazing. She has a laugh with an old-timer from the lobster
industry then wins over a skeptical statistician (for the time being) and then
engages a state politician like it was nothing. A taste of Merlot, a taste of Pinot
Noir, and a taste of Chardonnay — all have their purpose if you like wine. And
Kate likes building connections among and between the many flavors of
individuals in the room. She has become, for many, a person to focus on when the
conversation gets tough or someone feels excluded. She is the person to make eye



contact with when you walk in. She is the bridge and it’s up to each 1nd1v1dual to
determine whether they will make it across.

| Example B Field note excerpt — Dialogue about MOP process
In this dialogue, these participants are trying to make sense of MOP’s role and set
E goals and objectives. -

Laura: 1 am concerned about the role of MOP in the future — can we really make
any impact without enforcement capabilities?”
Sam: Why do groups become paralyzed when the rubber meets the road? What
“does reality look like for us? These are noble goals but how will they work
pragmatically? Consensus just does not work. Based on my experience, we have
never come to consensus nor can we come to a majority.
Anthony: 1 am struggling because I like to have a story I can understand. Is the
~ story to develop a management plan for MA waters? That’s tough. What I can
swallow is that we have an opportunity to learn by doing because the legislature
does have an interest in this. Why don’t we do an experiment in developing a
management plan and learn by doing and share those lessons as widely as
- possible. I don’t subscribe to a group of private citizens funded by a private
- foundation to tell the voters what their state should do. This will be a very
difficult sell.
- Sam: 1 thought thls was an experlment It’s an 1mportant sp1n to thlnk of it that
‘ way
Laura: 1 have a great concern that we can get destroyed by a bad piece of
legislation coming through. : K

Hypothetical Paraphrasirig: Leona, Anthony and Sam bring three perspectives to
the conversation. Leona is concerned with MOP’s relationship to the state and the
pending legislative mandate that would institute a comprehensive ocean
management plan for state waters. Anthony is offering a perspective on how he
believes this process could work to be accepted outside of MOP and make an
impact. Sam brings a skeptical perspective of the process based on his own

previous experiences with these types of undertakings.
‘ I

Creating Episodic Threads. A workable data set was developed and organized
using three data sources and field notes. .A preliminary vision was developed given what
the data were showing. Excerpts from three data sources were pieced together to form

themes. The following is an example of piecing together excerpts from Laura, Kate,
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Anthony, and Sam during the EBM research interviews. They are discussing how they

think the MOP process is going.

Example C: Episodic Thread - EBM Interview Excerpts

o

‘Laura: “It was hard right up until the last couple of meetings to figure out what
the hell we were doing there. It seemed we were having meetings about having

more meetings. We were talking about ocean management and yet we weren’t -
going to write the plan. And sometimes we talk about well, let’s try to percelve ‘
writing the plan.” :

Kate: v“Um, un—comfort with the process. There were times when there was
tension decision points - decision junctures that came up where we had to either
figure out to go the process high road and be more inclusive and try to take into
account the full opinions of all versus the pressure to take the process short-cut
per se and get to a decision more quickly by basically just making a decision in
advance and then making the process around it look okay.

Anthony: “It seems it hasn’t been thought out yet what exactly is going on. The
thing that has been missing for me is some kind of context. That is important
because if you don’t have that context then it is hard to know if the things that you
say you are going to do make sense, so I have been trying to push for that context

~-and for me once I understand that it is much easier to say ok so what should we do '

in order to support that.”

Sam: “It has struck me that to really do the job that’s necessary, maybe it’s
completely impractical until you are terrified, but to do the proper job, we need a
new paradigm and we don’t get.a new paradigm if we work within the system, on
the other hand if we work outside the system, outside the funding system, the
preconcelved conceptual structures, maybe we get nowhere and so I continue to
be yin-yang on the subject.” '

v )Op' en Coding. Key codes and themes were identified and defined toward the .

develdpment of working theories (based on threading together excerpts like the ones

above). It became clear that the MOP process itself was very important for participants.

Hence, the participants’ understanding of the MOP process was explored. A brainstorm

 began of all of the potential paths that could lead to understanding this better. Ninety

codes or analytic possibilities were created. The same illustrations are used below as
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above but they are assigned codes or themes. The codes/themes are listed within
parentheses after each excerpt and are in bold. Some have more than one code. At this

point, the codes were broad and static. Eventually, they got more specific and active.

AN

Example D: Open Coding — Dialogue about MOP Process

Laura: I am concerned about the role of MOP i in the future — can we really make
any impact without enforcement capabilities?”” (Concern with authority)
Sam: Why do groups become paralyzed when the rubber meets the road? What
does reality look like for us? These are noble goals but how will they work
pragmatically? Consensus just does not work. Based on my experience, we have
never come to CONSENsus NOr can we come to a maJorlty‘7 (Cynicism of process,
Pragmatism)
Anthony: 1 am struggling because I like to have a story I can understand. Is the
story to develop a management plan for MA waters? That’s tough. What I can
swallow is that we have an opportunity to learn by going because the legislature
does have an interest in this. Why don’t we do an experiment in developing a
management plan and learn by doing and share those lessons as widely as
possible. I don’t subscribe to a group of private citizens funded by a private -
foundation to tell the voters what their state should do. ThlS w1ll be a very
difficult sell. (Context-orientation)
Sam: I thought this was an experiment. It’s an important spin to th1nk of it that

~ way. (Assume adaptive nature of process)
Laura: 1 have a great concern that we can get destroyed by a bad piece of

“legislation coming through. (Focus on power of authority and rules)

Example E: Open Co‘ding - Excerpts from EBM interviews

Laura: “It was hard right up until the last couple of meetings to figure out what
the hell we were doing there. It seemed we were having meetings about having
more meetings. We were talking about ocean management and yet we weren’t
going to write the plan. And sometimes we talk about well, let’s try to perceive
writing the plan.” ~ (Discomfort with MOP’s vs. state’s role) '

Kate: “Um, un-comfort with the process. There were times when there was ,
tension decision points — decision junctures that came up where we had to either
figure out to go the process high road and be more inclusive and try to take into
account the full opinions of all versus the pressure to take the process short-cut
per se and get to a decision more quickly by basically just making a decision in
‘advance and then making the process around it look okay. (Interpersonal;
Introspective; Concern with doing the right thing)
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Anthony: “It seems it hasn’t been thought out yet what exactly is going on. The
thing that has been missing for me is some kind of context. That is important
because if you don’t have that context then it is hard to know if the things that you
say you are going to do make sense, so I have been trying to push for that context
and for me once I understand that it is much easier to say ok so what should we do
in order to support that.” (Pragmatism; Understanding context leads to better
gauge of success) : L

Sam. “It has struck me that to really do the job that’s neceSsary, maybe it’s
completely impractical until you are terrified, but to do the proper job, we need a

" new paradigm and we don’t get a new paradigm if we work within the system, on

the other hand if we work outside the system, outside the funding system, the

- preconceived conceptual structures, maybe we get nowhere and so I continue to

be yin-yang on the subject.” (New paradigm; Reflection-in-action).

Marking Potential Paths of Inquiry. Codes were examined and given the research

vision, several paths of coding were explored with the understanding that the vision

/_ might eventually change and would certainly evolve. At this point, codes were narrowed

a bit more to include the following codes. At this point, the codes were still quite static.

Affiliation

Assumption/generalization

Authority/power

Communication

Consensus

EBM

Expectation

Context-oriented

Goal-oriented

Inclusiveness of other perspectives

Leadership "‘ '

Learning

Trust

MOP’s role

Process B

Personal role o :
Self evaluation ' '
Reflective

Responsibility

Success
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Writing Initial Memos & Questioning Them and Applving and Comparing

Promising Frames. This time was spent doing journaling that was retrospective,

interprvetive, and analytic in nature. Speculation and questioning about the few paths of
data ‘occurrgd and codes that were not signiﬁéant were weeded out. For example, some of
the themes’ (such as Affiliation, Consensus, Trust, rand Hope) could be silbsumed under
the theme, “Inclusivéness of other perivpectives‘.” S\ome of the codes did not really.
describe the essence of what vizas happening; they described the content of what was
‘being talked about, for example codes - EBM and MOP ’s role. ‘T‘hese codes weie »
eliminated. Codes such as ,Context-Oriented and Goal-Oriented were actually more -
characteristiés of individuals then they were illustrationé of something broadér so they
vsiere elimi‘nated. The éode Responsibility was important at this point but it was not yef
linked to the idea of change. The Ca]iability to Reflect on Oheivelf was irnpcirtant but
again, it was not yet linked to something broader. The code Assumption/Generalizatioh
was also eliminated because it was more descriptive of the way in which certain
participants expressed thernseives. It was not a theme that expressed something about th¢ ‘
cumnulative impact of the individual research participants on the process. Lastly, all of the
codes could be linked to a pairticipant’s sense of the MOP process. Therefore,
partiéipants’ understanding of the process became in and of itself significant. Now a more
substantive research vision was formed. Yet, there was more to it than just how .
participants made sense of the MOP process. There wére significant aspects of |
participants’ understandirig that were equally as significant, such as how someone came
to their perspective about the process and how they made sense of the change inherent in

the process. Themes or categories were continuously considered as well as linkages
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among them. The data were mined again and again for each of the remaining codes.
Important questions were considered such as: what were the data saying and which

code(s) most accurately describe that when tested against the data.

Selective Coding. The themes were refined and three major themes related to

perspective-taking, change, and process were selected as being significant. To determine
. N : -

what was signiﬁ‘cant, either the data,expfesSed which themes encapsulated others to
describe what was occurring or particular attention was paid to pieces of the data that
were paradoxical or beyond what was expected. Once a good chunk of the data was
conceptually eliminated, significant pieces were tested by tracking thematic variation
found across data sets, to see if they were truly comprehensive. They were examined -
across the three data sources, across meeting transcripts (chronologically), and across
partic}ipa'nts. This next excerpt is an analytic commentary of the theme Understanding the
Process (Chapter 5). This commentary was a result of the excerpts used in this chapter -

from Laura, Kate, Anthony, and Sam, in addition to many other data points.

Exampie F: Selective Coding - Analysis of a Major Theme — Regarding the Process

Deliberation in the MOP process is not about aggregating interests of participants
but rather using open communication to illuminate the motivations behind
participants’ involvement. The way in which participants make sense of their
interests is tied to the way in which they perceive the process. These perceptions -
influence how people interact during MOP processes — how they adapt to new
information and values — how they see authority and power — how they are
motivated and how they understand the motivation of others. All of these are
aspects of process and affect process interpersonal dynamics. Each person brings
- a different mental map to the process and reconfigures the map based on new
information and understandings. (Hajer, 1995) The extent to which participants
integrated MOP process characteristics into other aspects of their lives varied. As
one’s mindset demonstrates more complexity, he/she can differentiate between
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what is superfluous fo other aspects of one’s life and what is integral to it (Phillips
et al, 1998).

I observed that generally, there was a strong commitment to personal change and
growth among participants. Reasoning behind that commitment varied, e.g. I
endorse this unique process because it is a positive change for my interest; I
endorse this unique process because I have found my own voice within it; I
endorse this unique process because of the goals it can achieve in creating a
community of disparate interests. S

. v (
Writing Integrative Memos. Integrative memos were the very first drafts of the

analysis chapters where interpretations were described and excerpts from the data were
added to support them. These have been refined and now comprisé,chapters 3,4, and 5 of

this dissertation. .

Developmental Linkages. Throughout’t‘he afo‘rementione‘c;l process, developmental
link_ages were always integrafed into the analytic process. The resea.fch éims were to
explicitly understand meaning making and what different mindsets éontribﬁte’ to or

,aetract from the process as a thole'.v The final step in the analysis was to look at the three

“significant findings in relation to the mindsets of the 22 research participants. .

Methodological Implications and Limitations

As mentioned earlier, case study methodology was chosen to delve deeper into a
specific process happening in a specific place at a specific time - the Massachusetts ocean
management planning process. Using three data collection methods, the research
uﬁcovered how individuals understood the proceés given their current bmeaning making
capabilities and how these variations in rljeaning f)lay out during discussions. The

motivation was to watch meaning making as it evolved. In the natural resource
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management field, case studies are not always equated with empirical research nor do
théy alWays émploy it. They are often used to gain anecdotal informaﬁon and do not
inchide a triangulated data set. It may not be possible to get as rich or as complete a
picture of decision—maker’s without triangulating three data sources in an analysis,
particularly the comparisons between one-on-one interviews and watching the group in
action. Because three types of data Were cross-examined, the ﬁnalv analysis was stronger
and more robust.‘
| The data collection Was labof intensvivé - approximately 66 hours of interviews
and 16 months o.f‘engagemellnt with and observation of the MOP process. The analysis
was eveh more intense — coding eilery interview and meeting transgript, scoring
dév,elopmental interviews, narrowing, codes over and O\Alerv uﬁtil significant ﬁndvings were
uncovered. This inténsity is not unique to qualitative résearch, but befofe embarking on a
c'ase’stllldy, one should consider the time constraiflts of the résearch. However, the
ricﬁness of the data outwéighs thé time constraints and work neede‘d to approach natural
‘resource management from a new perspective. During analysis, the data were returned to
over and oVeF in new ways. Once significant findings were found with the help of |
managemeﬁt ‘and, retrieval software (HyperReseérch), hard-copies of the transcripts were
reviewed several more times to continue to build a more complete picture of the case.
The minutia of the sentiments, thoughts and feelings that were key to the findings Were
reviewed to re-engage (éonceptually) with the participants of the research. In addition to =
the recursive nature of the research, there was a strong iterative component. The research.
vision kept ‘evolving but eventually it reached a point in which adding more data just

meant adding more complexity not more useful information. The first pictilre of the case

~
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was quite broad, the sec_ond was less so but with more detail. There were many more
iterations to follow until the quality' of the research vision surpassed the quantity of
elenlents captured within it. "i"hus, data collection and analysis were not rnutualiy
exclusive. |

 Lastly, the-strengths and limitations of the data collection methods will be
discussed. The developmental interview was a strong technique. The Suhj ect/Obj ect
Interiview was critical for staying close to the interviewee’s train of thnght, their self
awareness, awareness of other, and their underlying motivations and vulnerabilities.
Because of the semi-struCtured format, it was easy to build trust with partic'ipants by
discussing ‘essentially what they wanted to discuss. There was a tremendous opportunity
to take an interest and learn \about participants’ hopes, fears, and current preoccupations.
it Wasipersonally rewarding. interviewees often commented on how much they enjoyed it
and felt that it helped them to express serne feelings they had not yet articulated. Some |
interviewees divulged their innermost thoughts and feelings related to very personal
~matters. Some had tears. Some laughed.vSome had tremendous hardships to share. Some
' needed someone to listen. It was rewarding to be a researcher under these circurnstaﬁces.
e .
The EBM interview was critical for understanding how participants made sense of
the EBM eoncept and their roles within MOP. This interview was semi-structured as well
~ but did not give participants as much freedom to guide the direction of the diseussion.
There were a number of pre-determined questions that were used to get at the aims for the
interview. One drawback of having pre-determined questions was that they sometimes
stopped the flow df natural conversation. In addition, interviewees had varying degrees of

involvement and interest in MOP so interview questions had to be tailored to meet each
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individual where he/she was at and that tailoring happened in real timfe. This wés‘
awkward at times and did not always yield data that contributed to the research aims.

In addition to the two types of ihtefviews, MOP meetings, over the é’ourse’of 16
months, were 6bserved. Though ﬁote-taking verbatim (or as close as péssible) was tiring,
the close relationship with the process iEself was criticél in intérpreting the authenticity of
the events. In addition, the longevity of the data colléction (16+“month‘s) was important.
for‘gaining» perspective on the pro'cess- and at the same time, learning from 1t

Thinking havs evolved about the consequences of the researéher’s presence within-
:human subject research. It is now thought ;hat there is not a relationship between being at |
of part of the research setting and the credib'i'lity of the research itself (Schram, 2006).
There is a difference between engaging in the experiences of others, from théir
perSpectives; and /clircctly experviencir‘lg‘the cbntext in which others find themselves -
within. It used to be thought that one’é presence influenced the participants’ meaning Qf

v aﬁ experience. However, now scholars assert that the presenéé of a researcher can - |
actually enhance a participant’s “subtle uriderstandings” of their experience which can’t
be observed passively. As mentioned earlier, some participants of this research stated that
they felt they had the oppoftunity, Because of the interviews, to thihk through and reflect

" on MOP in ﬁew ways. Regardless, though, the primary aims of this research were to

uncover mindset characteristics and those would not change in reéponse to a researcher’s

presence. They are fundamental to who someone is at a given point in their life.
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Personal Insights

Overall, it was very rewarding to get to know the research participants in
unexpected wéys. Taking notes immediately after an interview or meeting was heipful,
particularly notes about personéll biases, preconceptions, and misconceptions. Keeping
the original aims in min(\i during the analysis _Was a personal challenge. It was easy fo get
préogcupied with the minds‘ets‘ of the participanfs and what chailges to the MOP process
could add to their mental growth. While this was interesting, it was not the intent of thé |
research. The research was not about ﬁndiﬁg the ideal candidate for EBM or the
in;terpérsénal dynamics of the individuals. Rather the iﬁtent was to find ways to get to
more inclusive policy decisions and optiznal .sta.keholde‘r ehgagemeht processes and to
devc%lop a fresh set of assumptions and expectations abéut decision-makers with a gbal of

enabling EBM to succeed to its fullest extent.
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CHAPTER 3

PERSPECTIVE-TAKING ON SELF AND'OTHERS»

Conversations to date on marine ecosysfem—based management reveal a paradox.
Some of the literature suggests that in single species management, attention is on the
dynamics of particular species and doesn’t explicitly consider interactions between
. species (Rosenberg, 08). Recent literature also suggests that there is a significant lack 6f
: interactions between s‘e‘ctors mahaging human activities and an_éven greater gap of
understanding of the interconnections between ecological and human systems (Leslie et
al., 08). Just as irhportant, but missing from curren-t literature, is a call for a bctfer
understanding of the pcrspectives of the managers, scientists,vpolicymakers, and industry
groups who cdntribute to the current management system. If coastal o’ceaﬁ management .
is to progress to protect ecosystem integrity and maintain haman-dependent sewiceé, itis
critical to explicitly and empirically investigate how stakeholders are rﬁaking sense of it
all. Aftef all, if is these individuals who are positioned to either protect or exhaust marine
resources.

The following is oné of the more prorﬁinent definitions of marine EBM:

Ecosystem-based management is an integrated approach to management that

considers the entire ecosystem. The goal of ecosystem-based management is to

maintain an ecosystem in a healthy, productive and resilient condition so that it

can provide the services humans want and need. Ecosystem-based management

differs from current approaches that usually focus on a single species, sector,

activity or concern; it considers the cumulative impacts of different sectors
(McLeod et al., 2005).
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- By breaking down thefse sentences, one discovers additional meaning inherent in the
deﬁnition. “Ecosystem-based management is an integrated approach to management that
considers the entire ecosystem.” Underlying this sentence is the sentiment that the human
perspective of coastal oceans mnst be broadened. “The goal of ecosystem-based
management is to maintain an ecosystem in a.healthy, productive and resilient condition
~ so that it can prcvide the services humans want and need.” Underlying this sentence is the
perspective that it is a responsibility to conserve and sustain ecological value in Qrder for
humans to continne to beneﬁt from ecosystems.\ “Ecosystem-based management differs
" from current approaches that usually focus on a single species, sectcr, activity. or concern;
it considers tlie cumulative impacts of different sectors.” Imnlicitﬂin tliis sentence is the
need for dialogue and deliberation arncng sectors and reflection within sectors about ‘
- /
. impacts to ecosystem goods and services. As the jargon and terminology used to describe ,
EBM is broken down, more e)rplicit meanings emerge. :In short,‘ the definition of EBM is
calling for decision-makers to take and hold three perspectives at the same time: a holistic
‘perspective on the marine environment, an introspective perspective on one’s
responsibility to it, and a reflective perspecti\ie on one’s actions andinteractions in
relation to others. >
How do decision-makers come to personal perspectives about ecoSystem—based
management? How do the varying degrees of perspectives on EBM and on one’s
responsibility to it manifest during decision-making? Can EBM stakeholder engagement
processes become mechanisms for taking on new perspectives? Chapter 1 laid out the

theoretical foundation of constructive developmentalism which informs these questions.

What is known is that throughout the United States approximately 44% of coastal
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- managers, for iristance, have less than a working'knpwledge of EBM.(CSC/N OAA
survey, 2008) This chapter focuses specifically on the role perspective-taking plays in
how ;takeholders reason about this lesser ‘understood type of management and their role
within it. For this research, perspective-taking is defined siniply as the capacity to
evaluate and/or reflect on something. However, this chapter speaks to the degree‘ to which
drie lias the developmentai capacity to do this. Developmental capacity, in this case,

‘ nieang the dégrec to which stakeholders can and do auihor their own perépective, i.e.the
dégree to ‘which a stakeholder éan create his or her own perspective, ideology or identity,
inanipulate itin their minds, Weigh it against others, and set standardsifo‘n themselves
~based on an internal authority (Kegan, 1994). As discilssed earlier, there are thén

' implicit assumptions that all stakeholdérs can do this. This chapter argues and illustrates

'~ that not all of them can.

!

Perspectives about the Massachusetts Ocean Partnership '

The Massachusetts Ocean Partnership (MOP) was chosen as a case study because

it provideci a setting in which to investigate the interplay between learning aboiit EBM

and participants’ c1irrent perspectives (Fazey et al., 2005). MOP is a context in which

people makeimeaning. The more people participating, the more meanings, perspectives,

arid behaviors come into play. The unsaid is that when people come together around a

| single sector mandate, they likely share an implicit background of assumptions, Valueé,
expectations, aild routines for decision-making. All of this is lacking when participants

| come together in an EBM process. This lack of shared/taken for granted background

. makes the process less stable / more dynamic. The complexity of the conversation shifts
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and reconﬁgufes itself as each person reacts and acts according to how they see it v
(Phillips, 1998). Individugls, in meetings like :th,OSC facilitated through MOP, pay
aﬁention to what is already in line with their existing perceptual framework (Leovinger,
1976). When there is discord between their perceptions/velues/beliefs and _.what’s‘being
discussed, fhey search for .s.ome Ineaning that coheres to what ;chey'already know, some
frarne of reference for understanding. | |
MOP was described in the two previous chapters. The first 16 months of MOP
enlisted volunteers, who were considered to be representative'of yarious sectors,‘to form
a collaborative partnership. The mission was and still is to support the Massachusetts
state government in implenienﬁng cdmprehensiye, multi-use coastal ‘ocean management .
or EBM. ];his research focused on those first 16-months during which the Partnerslnp
~ created its strategic and science plan. An incidental; but not inconsequential, result for
this phase was MOP’s beconling the state’s niechanism for cross;sectoral ,
communication. Beeeuse MOP 1s separate'from.government, pafticipants were asked to
“Corhe to the table and leave professional hats at the onr.”‘ Inherent in MQP’s mission is
the philosophy that both personal and collective reeponsibility is needed to change
current nianagement approaehes to sustain nafural resources. In this way, the onus will ‘
not default to any one sector. |
MOP participants generally understand the EBM concept and describe it in
similar ways using similar terminology (MOP, 2006). However, how they make sense of
its implementation and their roleand others’ roles within it differs sdbstantially among

participants. For example, some participants want to have joint ownership of decisions

made through Partnership discussions. Others want to defer to a selected governing body.
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Some believe consensus is crucial for success. Others don’t thinkv COI’VISCnSU.S’iS possible
nor do they feel it is important. Some see MOP as a savfe'meetinvg place to hash out

“individual differ¢nces. chers see it as an ill-defined niechaﬂism that works better in
theory than in practice. Such wildiy different perspectives among participeints calls to
attention the differences in how they make sense of the directives of MOP as a facilitator
of cross-sectoral interactions. Are these merely differences in opirﬁon dr ﬁmdaméntal

differe'nqes about the very way in which participants understand the task at hand?

: Sumniarv of Overarching Mindsets & Mindset Transitions Us‘ed in the Analysis
: | (see Chdpter 1 for review of characteristics of each mindset) |
The following is a reminder of the mindsets used in this re"search and their
transitions. Included is a chart that 511{rnmafizes the mindset and other characteristics of
each research participant. the that this chart is only included in this analysis chapterand
can be referred to throughout if needed. Again, vthese mindséts are ’not value judgments
aboﬁt participants; they are characteristics of how individuals maké meaning of MOP and
EBM.
o Interbersonal
o Interpersqnal wifh some self;authoring
e Interpersonal »(Dominan_t) and Self-Authoring
o ‘Self —Authoring (Dominant) and interpersonal
o Self Authoring with sbme Interpersonal

e Seclf-Authoring

¢ Self-Authoring with Inter-individual
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The following chart represents the current mindset each participant exhibited

during the research.

Key:

TInterpersonal =3
Transitional = 3/4 or 4/3
Self-Authoring =4 .

With Inter-Individual = 4(5)

1. Chart of Mindset Scores

Participant | Mindset Age Education v Gender -

N One . - 3/4 34 PhD » ‘F,
Two i3)-4 |6 ™S M

Three — 3 IEEE R
Fouw 4 BE PhD M
TFive 4405 64 PhD M
SIX » 3 33 |ms F
?Seven K 54 PhD 1M
2Eight % | 52 PhD F
Nine 4-4(3) ~ 49 MS F
%Teri | P 49 PhD ™
' Eleven 4-4(5) 54 ‘ PhD M

: :\Twelve 4/3 _ 37 PhD M
“Thirteen 34-43 |54 |PhD M
“Fourteen T 56 BS .L M
Fifteen 4-4(5) 50 PhD M

| %fSixteen 4 N/A PhD F




PhD

Seventeen 4 72

| Eighteén : 4 66 MS

Nineteen 3/4 - 4/3 46 MS F

“Twenty 33 20 IEE M
Twenty-One 2 54 MS M
Twenty-Two | 3(4) 43 BS F

. Chart of Mindset Scores

There were no major correlations between mindset, age, gender, or level of education.

However, some points to note are:

‘¢ No one under 49 exhibits a full Self-authoring mindéet.

¢ Anyone exhibiting ény Inter-individual mindset is at least 49 years old and has a

master’s degree.

o Everyone in their 30s exhibits some degree of the Interpersonal mindset.

The data were ahalyzed to understand the extent to which participants describe

and/or reflect upon their roles and others within MOP and the concept of EBM. The

following areas are analytic distinctions related to perspective-taking that provide a

framework for discussing the analysis. The phrase analytic distinction is used throughout

the anal}?s’i's chapters to signify a characteristic within a theme that is particularly

significant among mindsets. A summary chart is used at the end of each section to reflect

on each mindset’s characteristics related to each distinction.

o Connection to Affiliation

e Reacting versus Self-Authoring

e Capacity for Self Reflection
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e Perception of Other
This next section systematically goes through the analysis of each of the analytic
ciiétinctions with discussion points to follow. An overall discussion which incorpdrateé all
research ﬁndings‘i(s in chapter 6. It is important to make the following poiﬁts to help the
reader better understand sbme of the nuances of the analysis. There are exéerpts
- throughout all analysis chapters that illustrafe how individuals exhibiting each rpindset
think about the analytic distinctions. Some rof the text is bold to‘ hi;ghlight thoughts and
feelings that are particull'arly illustrative of that mindset. In addition, panicipants' often
' refer to the “legiSIation” or the “mandate” because, at th¢ time, a mandate for

comprehensive ocean management was pending. Since then, it has been put into law.

Analvtic Distinction 1: Cdnnection to Affiliation

"The following are excerpts from participants exﬁibiting different mindsets. They
are discussiﬁg how their affiliation shapes their perspectives about the MOP process. -
These excerpté are prirriérily fesponses to questions asked during‘ the EBM interview.
Each mindset is discussed separately, illustrating how similar issues can mean different

things to each.

Interpersonal Mindset. Participants exhibiting a preddminantvlnterpersc‘)nal

mindset come to their perspectiv.es about MOP and their roles within it largely through
the authority of their professional affiliations. These affiliations may be to their

organization or agency or to another person, usually someone whom they regard as an

/
expert on the subject. Others with a more complex meaning making capacity may also
, e

N

66



come to MOP because of their affiliations, but the difference is in the ways they “hold”
their afﬁliatibn, i.e. how identified they are with it‘ and how they make sense of it. Here is
one participant’s respoﬁse to the‘ question about why she is engaging in this process. Note
thaf her respoﬁse does not explain a personal theory on her vparticipation but rather, m6r¢
literally, why shé is physically serving thé role.

e

I think just because I serve more of a codrdinating role in the region and can have
a good sense, a good bird’s eye sense of what (my affiliation) can bring to the -
table and also sort of high-level politics that might be brought to their partnership
in a positive light, and also because, well (Personal affiliation) asked me and
she is one of my all time favorite mentors so the bottom line is that is why 1
_did it. But, I think the reason why she asked me is because of my multi-
faceted role within (my affiliation) in the region and sort of what I represent
there. S - :
“Because [ was asked” is a.common respohse for those with Interpersonal mindsets when
asked how and why they came to MOP. Similarly,_‘personal affiliation to someone
involved is also important.

i/’ Perspectives on MOP related to affiliation can also mean, for someone with an-
Interpersonal mindset, acting from a need not to be excluded from something perceived
as influential. The thought of exclusion leads to a fear that one’s affiliation and
consequently, one’s self will be the victim of changes in marine policy. “You’re either at -
the table, or on the menu,” said one participant. There is a sense that one’s role in a
process like MOP is to ensure there is inclusivity, specifically of one’s particular
affiliation. The need for equality is a strong value for those with an Interpersonal mindset.
They need to feel that in exchange for their participation, others will reciprocate by

considering their interest. MOP and EBM-type processes are something they join or get

on board with; these processes are a new kind of affiliation. However, they must first
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trust that their interest is being heard and acéepted by others in order to consider
something an affiliation.

In conversétion, an individual exhibiting an Interpersonal mindset has trouble
separéting himself from his affiliation particularly when the process, like MOP, is
challenging him to do so.

Just talking about these issues together is a change but there is a tension

here. I’'m interested in the mechanizations and the process. It’s troubling to me

to not talk about and react to the legislation, We wouldn’t be domg this

without the support of XX (my affiliation). .

This person seems to see the MOP process as being inextricably linked to the
legislation, i.e. He does not separate the two in his mind and has a hard time reconciling
any opposition between them. Similarly, others with this mindset are concerned that those

~outside of the MOP process will see the legislation and MOP as one in the same, without

distinction between them.

’I:nterpersonal — Self-Authoring Transiﬁon. In the transition to Self-authoring
mindset a tension starts to exist between someéne’s afﬁliation and his or her new
capacity to' see themselves and their ideas as distinct from their afﬁliation.’ Where they
are in that transition determines how they define their responsibility to that affiliation.

- Participants who exhibit both the Interpersonal and Self—authéring mindsets feel
comfortable separating MOP and the legislation but are concerned with btilancing the
needs of the state government (referred to above) and the needs of other interests. Here is
a response to the last excerpt.

'We need to balance both science and management with the legislation. It’s
‘critical that we integrate all. '
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This demonstrates a new capécity to consider two possibly opposing perspectives.

In general, Interpersonal/Self-authoring participants méy mention affiliation but also
vmentiorﬁ more personal reasons for getting involved with MOP such as, “I am someone
who is interested in policy Work. I am someone who is interested in trying to geta better
idea of ‘how you would actually do EBM.” Or “I am sort of faséinated by the intersection
of science and policy and seeing how that comés together and how scientific information
actually gets used or not in making decisions. It is a personal interest.” There aiso starts
tgzbe a tension between competing priorities and personal and professional b6uhdaries
start to emerge. They no longer allow someone in authprity' to be the sole determiner of -
their time of values; They begin to realize some of their own in’ternal authority. They
begin to feel a sense of equality. However, there is still a profound and fundamental sense
of loyalty and obligation to one’S afﬁliation, even as one with this tranéitiohal mindéet

stniggl,es to define his or her own internal authority.

Self-Authoring Mindset. Participants exhibiting a full Self-authoring complexity

interpret “affiliation” in a different way when discussing their perspectives about MOP.

-Here, one participant, who demonstrates a Self-authoring mindset, speaks about MOP as

N

an affiliation.

[’ve spent a lot of time in the public policy arena and in the Atlantic and Pacific
watching the evolution of oceans...I’ve watched the decline of marine life and
coastal oceans and that’s exactly what MOP addresses. MOP is trying to build a
community of interests that recognizes that there are a variety of competing
interests for the use of the oceans and we have to work out common grounds
as to how the interests can work together rather than all individualistically
trying to pursue selfish interests. [ look at it as a commons situation.
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Note the use of thé word community in the excerpt above; The idea of community isa
strong thread throughout the Self-authoring interviews. Community tends to be deﬁned,
by these barti(,;iparits, as a group of diverse‘ individuals coming together to learn. This

- type of learning community becomes an affiliation of sorts wheré difference rathe; than
similarity is valued, expected, and is the underlying principle for coalescing. They don’t
“beléng” to}.'c.l‘particular affiliation rather they c.reate their own afﬁliationy;’they create and
are dreaﬁng it via the MOP process. Consider an exchange at a MOP meeting between

' Interpersonél and Self-authoring participants. The Interpersonal participant is concerned

with fitting in and ensuring that the interest of her affiliation is not forgotten. The Self-

- authoring particiI\)ant responds i.ndirectly with his belief that there is concern for small

businesses which he encompasses within “local cOnimunities” and that he hopes a

budding partnership will begin.

Interpersonal particibant: I hope that this is a balanced initiative that supports

all st;\akeholders and values small businesses along the waterfront. I want to

make sure that there is access for everyone and everyone can continue to make

a living. | ' ' !

Self-Authoring response: I believe in what local communities are all about. I

want to forge local community and government partnerships. I hope we can

- set the benchmarks for success and that all other groups start following us.

The individual exhibiting an Interpersonal mindset uses the word hope. The use of
that word, in and of itself, isn’t necessarily noteworthy. It is interesting in vth‘is excérpt,
though, because she speaks about the initiative as if it is being imposed on her and on all
othér stakeholders. She is in a reactive mode to an initiative she sees as “out there,” and

defined by/created by someone else. She does not have a sense that she can manipulate :

and own the process. The Self-authoring person responding states his belief as a personal
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conviction, as someone who feels a sense of ownership of the process; that he is

responsible for contributing to its creation.

Analvtic Commentary - Connection to Affiliation

Differences in how someone relates to the idea of afﬁliation can be pbwerful
motivators or disincentives for cqllective change. The challenge and opportunity is that
MOP and EBM stakeholder engagement processes peride a context in which meaning
makers of different interests and capacities are purposely coming togethef to create
change; in fact, the ongoing, intentional cross-;ectoral diangue alone is change. What
does it mean, thqugh, to have';:oliective thinking? That everyone comes to one person’s
interest’s ’vs./ayvof thiﬁking? That evefydne comes to the same way of thinking, or that
~ everyone freely thiﬁks out loud together and shapes and reshapes_ their own thinking and
collectively céme; up with a new way of thinking? F rovm a developméntal p;:rSpective,
hdw sorheohe thinks about and engages in collective thinking differs among meaﬁing
makiﬁg complexities. |

The strength of those exhibiting Inter\personal mindsets is that they get the idea of
connecfion and thriife oh it. Their limitations exist in being able to separate from and
differentiate among the various connections and embra'c‘evtheir differences as a means to
self—grow?th. It is difficult for therﬁ to step back from their own afﬁliatidn and embrace a
different, and perhaps competing, affiliation. If they are to make a\co_hr/lection, they Want
it to be harmonious and agreeing. Disagreement and conflict tend to be very difficult for

them, which leads them to try to avoid it.
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The strength of the Self-authoring mindset is that it is inherently about learning in
connection with others who are different. It is about dctively seeking out and constructing
new l;nowledge and understanding through dialogue with others. These individuals are
interested in developing a new kind of affiliation, a community c;f discourse. Within this -
' . community, they are _comfortable with giying room fdr things to evolve which, in turn,
helps to create a whole new process and understanding for everyone. The limitations\of a
Self-authoring mindset are their identitication with their own set of values imd beliefs in
how things “should be.” They may be too invested in their own perspective and unwilling

to change their mind which can cause the process to stall.

Mindset o Connection to Affiliation

- Interpersonal ’ Literal description; Inclusion-belonging; equality;
o trust; MOP process tied to state process; loyalty

Interpersonal / Self Authoring Personal/professional balance;
- | personal/professional boundaries

| Self-authoring ‘ Learning community; create own affiliation —

: 'MOP process as value-added to state process; both
representative of affiliation and an agent in his/her
own right '

With Inter-individual | N/A
2: Analytic Summary 1 - Connection to Affiliation

Analvytic Distinction 2: Reacting or Self-Authoring -

The following are excerpts from participants with different mindsets discussing
their perspectives about their role in MOP or the role of MOP generally. What’s unique is
the way in which participants see the process as either prescribeid or open to

- interpretation. Those of an Interpersonal mindset tend to see the process as created “out
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there” by someone else. Those of a Self-authoring mindset tend to see it as an open-ended

process awaiting the group’s actions.

Interpersonal Mindset. One Interpersonal participant refers td her role as a
“groundtruthing” one to make sure that what scientists say ié applicable to management.
MOP’s Interpersohal meaning maikers tend to hold values tﬁat are prescribed by
agthc)rities, like oné’s afﬁliatioﬁ or cﬁltural group. They tend to create their sense of
reality through another’s frame of reference such as a leader they respect. The need to
hold others’ perspectives to a test results from seeing themselves and theif roles in the
process as loyalists of and protectors of their own affiliation and interests. Their loyalty
to and ideyntiﬁcatio‘.n with their _paﬁicular affiliation is the guide to their participétibn in

MOP. They enter into the MOP process as one that is prescribed for them and they want

- to ensure their interests fit into what is prescribed. Theyplay more of a reactive role —

v bné in which they react to others and the process rather than activély creating it.

| Depending on one’s mindset, this way of making sense of the MOP process causes one to
act with trepidation. This participant is respondiﬁg toa quets‘tion about endorsing the
MOP process and Strategic plan. |

So we’re behind it, we just don’t wanna have the XX make a knee-jerk plan
that ends up causing all kinds of havoc for small businesses that already have
to go through just dozens and dozens of layers of permitting and regulation to do
the smallest thing on the water front. I fear that the die may already be cast and
words like EBM suggest that we just want marine protected areas everywhere. [
want to make sure that there is access for everyone and everyone can continue to
make a living. ' :

For others a prescribed process lessons one’s responsibivlity.
[ am very comfortable in the (MOP) dialogue. I haven’t been put on the spot but
- again it is state waters and I have the luxury of being a (AFFILIATION). How

separate is the MOP process from the legislative piece, I can imagine that makes
others much more uncomfortable than me because it is not really my business. [
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~can’t lobby for that, I can’t work toward it. As a (AFFILIATION), I would be
reacting to that legislation passing.

. L
Interpersonal meaning makers are descriptive when discussing what MOP should

do, i.e. they describe the content, the “what” that needs to be addressed.

There are more competing uses for ocean resources. Marina space is
exhausted even though it’s expanded now. I would’ve thought 5-6 years ago that

it expanded to its maximum in MA but it continues to expand and (there are)
other trade-offs whether it’s habitat for shellfish or other important things. The

~ bigger the marina, the bigger the boats, and the more maintenance. Dredging
needs to go on and more demands for dredge material. The ocean is considered
an easier place to get that kind of material so there are more projects whether it’s
energy, telecommunications, transportation. We need to get the politicians to '
pay attention and help approve the framework — the governance we need at
the state level to create ocean critical mass. I think that’s what we need.

Self—Authoring Mindset. As the Interpersonal meaning maker’s capacity grows, a
kind of personal theory or sense of reflection on MOP begins to take shape. The content
is described as well as their conception of it. Notice the way this Self-authoring
participant talks about this as his perspective. He is not removed from the process.

So in my view if this is a successful effort, it will actually begin to push the

~envelope on what gets done from a management perspective. There will be
more integration, more analysis of cumulative impacts. But that will only be
partly success. If it did just that, it would fail in my mind if it didn’t also try to
advance the science behind this and try to understand how you would not just
practically do it but try to think about it and use it as a way to inform other
processes. . -

This participant identifies multiple aspects of success and comes with multiple,
diverse ways to put it to use — implement and apply it - regardless of his own afﬁlia}tion’s
interests. Individuals exhibiting Interpersonal mindsets have a deep interest in their own
sector’s issues and concerns but have difficulty critiquing those concerns or stepping

outside them to embrace competing concerns. They experience doing that as being

disloyal to their own affiliation.
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Self-Authoring with Inter-Individual. Lastly, there are four participants who

exhibit the Self—authorihg mindset yet also exhibit the transition toWards the Inter-
individual mindset. In some ‘instances, this makes a difference in terms of the capa@ity
with which they reason about a simatior/l or idea. For example, in the case of acti?ely
genérating theory, there is a strong sense of personal respoﬁsibility, theory and reflection
on that theory yet there is a hint of something more. There 1s unéertainty weéved into | |
their theofy about what is MOP’s purpose, yet, with a clear understanding that ambiguity

is part of experience.

We don’t really know what MOP is yet and that’s been a repeated discussion at

every meeting. People are there to some extent out of curiosity. If it’s going to.

happen, you want to be there when it happens and want to be able to influence it

« . and make sure it comes up with what you want it to be. I think that’s what keeps

" people coming but I also think it keeps people away and on their guard. We don’t -
really know how open people have been because we haven’t gotten to
anything tough. It would be great to see all of the thought bubbles behind all
the nice words. We haven’t been challenged yet. It’s been hard in that it’s
been grueling and there’s been a lot of uncertainty but ...

Analytic Commentary - Reacting or Self-Authoriﬂg

Fully being the author of one’s own rﬁéaning making systém is ‘fully exhibited by
12 of 22 paﬁicipants in this study. One inay imagine that having so mahy individuals
each vWith a stfong sense of self, with self-generated idéas, may be a hindrance to a
collaborative problem-solving process. The strengths df Self—authoringineaning makers
can also be considered limitations depending on the context of the situation and the mix
~_ of individuals involved. Self-authoring individuals bring their own perspective to the
MOP process and continue to develqp their own perspective in response to new

information and understanding. They recognize that others have their own interpretations
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and biases and thevy advocate for these other views in pursuit of the mission of MOP.
Interpersonal meaning'makers regcf to tile many perspectives put forth which allows them
to maintain loyalty to affiliation. In conversation, these differences in mindsets often play
out as passive and active discussion participants. This ié addressed further in Chapter 5
but essentially those with an Interpersoﬁal mindset speak up to ask quéstions, give

" examples, or clarify something about their affiliation’s interest while those with Self-
authoring mindsets, offer ﬁew theéfies for the group to explpre. These hew thedries are
not always fully understood by all the participants and this significant ppint is often- |

missed by Self-authoring participants who implicitly assume that they are understood.

Mindset - '| Connection to Affiliation Reactive or Self-
» ' ' , | Authoring
Interpersonal - Literal description; Inclusion- Prescribed values; Test
- o belonging; equality; trust; MOP | others’ perspectives to the
process tied to state process; “right” one; differences .
loyalty; identification with perceived as threatening
: , affiliation

Interpersonal / Self | Personal/professional balance; N/A

Authoring . | personal/professional boundaries

Self-authoring Learning community; create own | Tied to self-generated

. affiliation — MOP process as | theory

value-added to state process

With Inter- - N/A ’ Uncertainty/

individual , ambiguity inherent in own

perspective ‘

3. Analytic Summary 2 — Connection to Affiliation, Reactive or Self-Authoring

‘ Analvtic Distinction 3: Capacity for Self Reflection

The following are excerpts of participants with different meaning making

complexities discussing their own perspectives on the MOP process. They range from a
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need to feel included and a desire to feel comfort from others to a need for self expression

and open dialogue.

Interpersohal Mindset. Participants with a predominant‘interpersonal mindset
 primarily reflect on how others perceive their input or théir fole. When ‘asked about their
voice in the process, they refer back to the collective voice of their affiliation, e.g.

. aégpcy, sector. Whether through an affiliation or the MOP process itself, they tend to be
keenly aware of whai they bel‘ieve to be the effects Qf their participatioh through the eyes
of others. They judge the proéess by how they think others respond to them and their

| affiliation’s interests. | |

At the first meeting, the thing that I said they should do is what they are going

to do. I said that I thought they should do a blueprint on management and that is

vyhat they are going to do so I think my voice has been heard.

They Vinter’nalize the many perspectives of others in thé group. COhsequently, they
are very aware and focused on how their thoughts and opiﬁi'dns are the same as or
different from vothers. Sélf reflection is described in relation to sameness or difference.
Differences are generalized to “other(s)” wheﬁ reﬂecting on the motivation of
participants.

L
)

Everyone’s obviously interested in their own thing (in MOP). It’s diverse.

There are social scientists. Me and the social scientists have of course very

little in common with how we see the world.

Over time once perceived differences evolve to feelings of connection for some.
'This connection is often due to an initial trust of those perceived as authority and
eventually transferred to others.

I didn’t walk in that room (MOP meeting) at all initially and feel comfortable. I

was surrounded by people who were senior to me and certainly more educated.

The room was dominated by scientific types which I’m not. It was initially an
intimidating environment. I came to see over time that through the facilitation
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and leadership, a lot of my fears went away and my comfort level grew. And

that’s partly their style of soliciting opinions from quiet people and also getting to

know the expertise in the room.

For those with an Interpersonal mindset connection to others means reciprocity
and doing unto others as you want them to do unto you. “How can we not talk about
these hard issues if we’re going to ask others to do so with an aim of mutual
understanding.” A Self-authoring response is less about mutuality and more.about
understanding differences. “We have to be careful about threats and opportunities

because everyone defines them differently. We want people to have the experience of

having a different dialogue. Show them not tell them.”

~ Self-Authoring Mindset. Those exhibiting a Self-authoring mindset also talk
about their comfort level with the process and their role within it. The idea of comfort is
not based on sameness or trust with others. These individuals reflect that it may be

necessary to move beyond one’s personal comfort zone when the process conflicts with

}
/
!

one’s personal theory.

I assumed that since I’'m on a science advisory panel, I was there for that reason -
and that makes sense. But it seems it hasn’t been thought out yet what exactly is
going on. I have been pushing for some context in these meetings and once I
understand the context, it is much easier to say okay this is what we should
do. I am a little uncomfortable with that because I am comfortable with
myself as a (PROFESSION) and I am not comfortable with myself as a big
thinker but in order for me to get to.the point where I’m comfortable
participating as a (PROFESSION), I need to understand the context.

Self-authoring participants often reflect on the threads needed to complete a |
mental picture in their minds of their expérience. If something lacks comprehension, they

seek to find it by engaging others to help make sense of all the interconnections as they
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relate to the overall context of the experience (Merriam et al., 2006). The following is an
excerpt of a participant explaining just that.

Just going back to my last statement about the legislation — thinking about it
from that perspective maybe it is a good thing that there wasn’t something
tangible there to be dealing with. People had an opportunity to speak
generally about the value of working together. It’s kind of hard to say that’s
not a good thing. But actually spending time together talking about it and

 working through the same conversations. I mean that’s always something
that’s interesting. Everybody has this perspective at a different time. You
think you’ve gotten something resolved and then the discussion keeps
mulling over things again and again and again and allowing that to happen
and not cutting it short I think is really important. It’s (the MOP

- process) been really at the group’s pace and the leadership hasn’t been
pushing towards a predetermined outcome.

: Analvtic Commentarv - Capacity for Self Reflection

Literature suggests that the capacity \to adapt oneself, s’el%—correct and reflect
requifes a Self-authoring mindset (Daloz,’198v6). Some of the participants with
Interpersonal mindsets are able to broaden their perspectives because of supportive
| challeng‘es from trusted\dthers. One participant describes how she felt out of her element
at first and very skepticél of the whole proéess. Yet, because of the kindness of the
~ facilitator and the inclusioﬁ from othef mémbers, she started to reflect on her fears and

dis_comfort and opén up to new possibilities. Thié, however, took time — nearly a year of
oﬁ-going interactions. Individuals of all mindsets créate meaning that enables them to
feel safé and familiar. With supportive challenge, there comes a trust to extend oneself to
new ways of knowing — not necessarily a full transformation from one mindset to another
but a glimpse at what could be (Daloz, 1999). Seeing individuals like the one mentioned
here is exciting for a researcher parﬁcularly if the broadening in perspective is not just

what they perceive but how they percéive — the mental and emotional process of forming
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a more complex perspective. From an outside perspective, the transition from

Interpersonal to Self-authoring can be quite rewarding as one starts to see oneself in

completely new ways. It can also be quite daunting and difficult to make sense of the

conflicting sides of the self. For the self-reflection theme in particular, it is critical to

have a trairied facilitator guide the MOP process. She plays an important role for the

Interpersonal meéning makers. They trust her and see her as an authority who is neutral '

and has their best interest in mind. She is a conduit for them to experience different ideas

and uncomfortable exchanges.

Connection to

Reactive or Self-

Mindset _ Self Reflection’
' .| Affiliation Authoring _ ]
Interpersonal | Literal description; Prescribed values; | Comfort —I was made
Inclusion-belonging; Test others’  to feel comfortable;

'| equality; trust; MOP | perspectives to the | Self viewed from
process tied to state “right” one; perception of other;
process differences , | Concern with

perceived as " | sameness/
threatening difference to other;
' | comparison to other
“members
Interpersonal | Personal/professional Strong self reflection;
/ Self balance; Other barrier to
Authoring personal/professional’ realizing self’s needs
boundaries (particularly 3/4)
Self- Learning community; | Tied to self- 1 found what I needed
authoring create own affiliation | generated theory | for myself —self-
— MOP process as comfort; Clear
value-added to state separation between
| process ‘ self/other .
With Inter- N/A Uncertainty/ N/A
individual - ambiguity inherent
in own perspective

4. Analytic Summary 3 — Connection to Affiliation, Reactive or Self Authoring, & Self

Reflection
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Analytic Distinction 4: Perception of Other

Motivation of others is commonly reflected upon by all participants. Throughout
both the EBM and the developmental interviews, participants comment on motivation of
other MOP partners, co-workers, state authorities, family, and friends. How participants

perceived someone’s underlying motivations differ among mindsets.

\

Interpersonal Mindset. The strong link to affiliation and authority is a recurring

theme when those exhibiting an Interpersonal mindset discuss their perspectives of others

involved with MOP.
And so, even though they (MOP facilitators) asked and said you (participants) are
not signing your office up to support this document. This is you personally. I
think for most people who work for agencies and XXX, they go into meetings
with the mindset of their agency, not just them personally. I think they are
there to see what this is. They are not mandated to do this so they are not
going to speak up. If they were mandated, they would speak up but because .

“Wwe are getting together and trying to create this, they are there to listen.

E Similérly to the Interpersonal excerpts under the affiliation theme, affiliation comes up

again as a motivating factor for them — influencing how they act and react. There is not

clear differentiation between one’s personal feelings and ideas and the ideas perceived to

be uphéld by the affiliation. Their affiliation, in fact, seems to be a guide or template for

their participation.

Interpersonal / Self-Authoring Transition. In the excerpt bélow, a participant who
is just starting to exhibit some Self-authoring starts to see that differentiation but still sees
others suppressing personal feelings and ideas to uphold the relationship to the affiliation.

I think the partnership was blessed to have adept facilitators who were able to
‘keep conversations on topic and identify areas of friction, entertain them but not
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wallow in them. I don’t think that resulted in further polarization. I’d like to think

that some of these barriers are starting to come down and people were not on the
‘defensive by the end of this and really starting to feel like there was a level of
- trust that was being built and shared. I do think some parties basically

remained entrenched in the party line. Whether that party line was the
‘message they were forced to carry and maybe they believe differently
_personally or professionally, I don’t know. I’d like to think that would be the -
~ case and they were doing what they thought they had to do.

’

~ With participants who are in transition in between the Interf)efsonal and Self-
‘authorlng mindsets, upholdlng a responsibility to an affiliation is a fine balance between
respon31b1hty to other and responsibility to self. A respon51b111ty to the self and its
perspectwe as well as understanding the “truth” of others from their own perspective, is
the balance beam. . ' ' | |

. 1t’s like two channels I'm thinking of. One is developlng a substantive rapport
- with the group so there’s a mutual respect. They understand what I bring to the
table and I value their expertise because of the role they fill. But to me equally as
important is establishing a personal, professional connection because I really
care about how these people do in ' their jobs because it affects the overall success
of what we’re trying to do together so I try to take an interest in understanding
~ their challenges, their road blocks. :

Simhltanedusly, this parti‘cipant upholds her Interpetsohal need for rhutual.ity_ among
‘participants but 'eqtlally as important is her Self-ahtherihg' rieed to understand others’
: differerices and define her own difference in stance. To do this, she/_must hold both her
need fer mﬁtuality and her need to form a tealistic picture of the ethers’ different ,

. . ) [
perspective. This is a balance for her.

Self—Authoring Mindset. Balancing the needs.of self and other is not a con‘cern‘for
fully Self-authoring individuals and those with Inter-indiyidual mindsets. There may be
many rhore variables that pull on Qne’s personal and professional sense of fesponsibility.
When discussing barriers to MOP’s success, they reflect on others as tho‘ughthey, too, |

are juggling many variables.
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" One of MOP’s challenges will be convening groups as they’re working toward -
harder positions or consensus on tangible things — find ways of setting the table
so people will feel that they really have to be there —that they’re going to miss
out on something if they’re not there. Because some obviously haven’t been
attracted enough to come and it’s tough because everybody is busy and these are
long meetings and a lot of conference calls. It’s a lot if you’re not bought in. You
have to really believe in the concept, the big picture — not just that it’ll be a

_ value to you.

| Note the concern about paying attention to the-underlying needs and interests of others
rather than the concrete standpoints of others (Jordan, 2002). She separates herself fyroml

the other thereby creating the mental space to attend to others in a more,‘conceptual way.

Self-Authoring Mindset with some Inter-Individual. Similariy, those with some
Inter-individual mindset are quite intrigued by the many variables that make people tick -
* and are particularly interested in better understanding that as a way toward self-

underétandin-g. This next excerpt is from one of the participants who wants to get a

different perspective from his own on the logging happening in the old growfh forests of

- the Olympic Peninsula. To do this, he engagés a logger in conversation. Note his last line.

Unlike those partiéipants straddling the Interpersonal/ Self-aﬁthoring balance beam;' there
is no line to be drawn. He is “available” to have his thinking' re-brient;:d by another.
These parts of himself are integrated. Note also that he is speaking about difference as
interesting not threatehing;

(Talking with him) completely re-oriented my thinking about the issue because
I"d never had direct contact with anybody in that part of it.” Interviewer: What
compels you to put yourself in these positions to be reoriented? ‘“People are
much more irrational and hard to follow and complex but I believe it’s
possible to model their dynamics and to predict how they will react to a change in
state of the rest of the natural system. I view this as essential preparation for
doing anything innovative or useful in conversation. I really want to know
‘every nuance of every single person so I can understand how they work. People
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are interesting. It’s rewarding to lean about how people deal with the world.
It’s better than television. I don’t know where to draw the line professionally.

. Pertinent differences between Interpersonal and Self-authoring mindsets are the
‘extent to which they reflect on why another person does what he/she does, the extent to f
which they recdgnize another’s underlying reasons for acting in such a way, and the
extent to which they recognize and readjust ihcir own interpretations, needs, motives, and
- _ ” X _
ro ‘ .
. reaction patterns to another. The participant in the last excerpt considers his counterpart’s
reasons for his/her attitude to imagine and understand someone else’s reality. He is aware
that his réali’ty is separvat‘ei from another’s and that fhey are both whole pictures of reality.
Particularly in his develbpmcntal interview, this pafticipant’s Inter-individual peeked
through as he reflects upon his own motivation. What's interesting about thisvnext excerptb
is that as he reflects on his own motiVation, he not.only notices his own internal
contradiction that he believes people mean well but can also have a 'darvk side but he
actively and éxplicitly makes a decision about how he is.going to think. As he begins to -
see and accept the many sides within him and his contradictions, he begins to see and
accept others and their contradictions (Sinnott, 2006).
I’ve decided to believe that most people mean well. I have many, many
- experiences to the contrary. It’s interesting to know what motivates people in
my profession to do this kind of stuff. And I’m wondering how many others have
had to face that same decision to deliberately exercise faith in humanity and in
people...I think it’s a prerequisite for accomplishing anything like bringing
communities together to discuss how they’re going to relate to the world, setting
up systems for stewardship. It just requires a general trust that people share
certain values. They value their children’s lives. They value the future. They
value that life remain glorious in its diversity and complexity. You have to” °
otherwise, it’s pointless but that said, that ambition leads people like myself
toward humungous projects that can really only be approached with ,
~ immense ah cynicism. And in those projects, which I’m still not sure why I get
involved in, I have been double-crossed, been hurt very badly, become very ill -

- had horrible experiences. It’s always because of a real minority of people, like 1
or 2 in a region the size of east Africa or North America. lor 2 but those
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individuals are so bad that they restore my faith in one other thing — evil.
They’re really genuinely are evil people and it only takes a couple to make these
challenges that we’re involved in seem sometimes insurmountable. ‘

Particularly important to note about the last fwo excerpts is the empathic voice
that edrnés through in hivs words. Each of us engages with other people all the time,
| people who are different from us. Throughout most of these engagements, perspective- ,
takiné capécities stay infact.‘H;)wever; there é}re‘some intefactions that are so powerful
that théy become tran‘sfovrmative,"i.ey. a new Way of rrllaking‘ meaning is constructed. He |
v e*plicitly faces and ackhoWledges contradiétiohs in his own way of knowi_ng. It was only
‘ within th¢ intérviews with participants who eihibited some Int[eréindividi;al structure

where these internal contradictions were mentioned.

Analytic Commental_yv- Pei‘cegfion of Othei'

I’m (about to cross the border into Canada) and I noticed a couple of customs o
officers — border guys — whoever they are walk down and they’re coming right to -
me. They say, do you speak English and I say yes. And they said well you can’t
cut line. You have to turn around and go to the end of the line. And that made me

- pretty angry right away- well wait a minute I said, I didn’t cut line. I actually got
out of line to get my passport. And they just turn their back on me and started
walking away and said you have to go back to the end of the line. And that’s what -

 made me angry. I wasn’t given an opportunity to explain that I thought what I
did was pretty responsible — didn’t do anything out of turn. They’re claiming
that I hopped the line and I have to go to the end of the line (laughter) so I thought
it was both silly and it just made me angry that that this is probably how they
treat people all the time. How could that even happen? How could that be
important with so many things in the world going on today and they must have
important things to do there at a border crossing, given our day and age with

- the terrorism and homeland security both here and in Canada but I just
thought that was kind of absurd, made me angry it was so absurd.

This excerpt is taken from the developmental interview of a participant with an
Interpersonal mindset. From here he goes on to say that eventually he starts to feel sorry

- for the two erder guards, particularly the younger guard who was “following the lead of
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the older guy.” What’s interesting about this excerpt is the way in which he
conceptualizes these two guards. He has difficulty separating his emotions and opinions .
and his cdnc’:ept_ion of their motives. With probing, he does not mention or seem to be
aware that there may be another interpretation of the guards’ motives other than what he
describes. He believes he is acting reSponsibly and is looking for reciprocity from the
- guards and does not mention or seem to see that there may be many factors influencing
the guards’ actions.
As one transitions into a Self-authoring mindset and beyond, there is an
‘increasing ability to step outside oneself or one’s perceptions and separate from one’s
own view to observe and reflect on all the subtleties of what is happening. When this
happens, the conclusion one‘forms‘about another isn’t entirely framed by one’s own
- feelings and interesfs_ (Jerdan, 2006). Consider this excerpt from a paﬂicipant- exhibiting
- some Inter-individual mindset. Notice how his discussion of “other” is more removed,
almost philbsophical rather than emotional. And he, like a previous exeerpt, also spéaks
of internal contradictions.

: Interviewer; What are the barriers within MOP to creating a new paradigm?

- Participant: Well, I think preconception is certainly one. I have plenty of
preconceptions it is not that I’m out of that loop but certainly, preconception
and its handmaiden -fitting within existing structures -they kind of reinforce one
another, and there are the absolute realities that we have governmental structures and
funding structures, both of which are the foundations of any action that can be taken
and those structures change slowly so it is not surprising that those concepts keep
coming up. It is why I say maybe there is not another way and I think that’s why
those people that guide us with their own concepts and don’t put down any good
ideas that don’t fit with their views are very facile. Maybe there is no other way

~ than to use the old concept sort of rethreaded. I think that if anyone,
particularly some of the organizers, heard me say that, they would say -geez,
let’s throw him off. But, I am an enthusiastic supporter, I just worry that things

are declining faster than any of these processes can really make any difference,
~ maybe that is just a fact of life on this earth.
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Ongoing dialogue and exchange of different ideas, within an emotionally safe

- meeting space, can be critical for those with Interpersonal mindsets in order to buy-into .

~ cooperating with diverse interests and to start separating oneself from other. For example,.

" if the idea of a new paradigm is going to go any further, discussion must take place to

ﬂesh out thé different méanings participants hold for the concept. Dialogue for nearly all

& participants is a sort of education about oneself and one anothér. For Interpersonal

individuals whose.conceptions of other are more closely tied to oneself, open dialogue ”

h'eIps them to reflect on how their ihitialperception of someone may be reconceived.

They become less defensive. Differences don’t seem as threatening to one’s sense of self

as one begins to separate oneself from other and gain perspective (McAuliffe, 2006). In

other words, open, honest, and inclusive dialogue is a way to create new possibilities and

interactions (Isaacs, 1999). |

Analytic Summary 4 ,
Mindset Connection to | Reactive or Self Reflection | Perception of
Affiliation Self-Authoring ‘ Motivation of
‘ ' Others
Interpersonal | Literal Prescribed Comfort — 1 Affiliation as
: description; “values; Test was made to motivation for
Inclusion- others’ feel others -
belonging; perspectives to | comfortable;
equality; trust; | the “right” one; | Self viewed =~
MOP process differences from perception
tied to state perceived as of other;
process threatening Concern with-
sameness/
difference to )
| other;
comparison to
other members
Interpersonal / | Personal/ N/A Strong self ‘Differentiation
Self Auth?ring professional - reflection self/affiliation;
balance

‘| careful balance




Self-authoring | Learning Tied to self- I found what1. | Others as multi- |
o community; generated needed for dimensional
create own theory myself — self-
affiliation — comfort; Clear
MOP process separation
as value-added between
- | to state process self/other 1
: Wlth Inter- = | N/A Uncertainty/ N/A ' ‘Multi-
1nd1v1dual ambiguity | dimensional
inherent in own essential in
perspective 2 dialogue for

learning - .

5. Analytlc Summary 4 — Connection to Affiliation, Reactive or Self-authorlng, Self
. »Reﬂectlon & Perception of Motivation of Others

/

Perspective-taking on self and others takes on 'many forms. This chapter laid out-

developmental dlfference in perspectlve taklng w1th1n four analytlc d1st1nct10ns central to

- ‘the MOP process Connection to Affiliation, Reactmg vs. Self- Authormg, Self

Reﬂectlon, and Perception of Other. The excerpts were chosen from develOpmental’

" interviews, EBM interviews, and meeting transcripts to show a‘_range of examples of

: X \\ ., . . . ) - .’ ’ .‘ - v ‘
meaning making complexities manifesting within different contexts:

What does this all mean for environmental decision—makirrg? At the very least,

understanding “where someone is at” with their capacity to have and take on new

perspectives is helpful to setting expectations for which EBM tenets are achievable given

existing learning mechanisms. MOP facilitators can build a learning community by

setting up processes that speak to participants where they are and acknowledge

differences in meaning making. In addition, there is a tremendous opportunity with

processes like MOP that are focused on cross-sectoral decision-making to become venues

for developmental growth. Time, continuity, support, and practice are essential elements

for developmental growth. MOP’s structure currently supports these elements. There is
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time, outside of government, for participants to hash out individnal differences. There is
continuity among members and they are continuously courted to remain involved. The

‘ meeti'ngs p‘rovlde a supportive environment to “leave your affiliation at the door” and
speak openly. The nature of MOP is to provide capacity for these diverse individuals to
practice trying out new perspectives, get clearer about their own, and/or understand

' others’. MOP can become a model for other EBM-like processes by being evenmore
intentional about these elements; Kegan calls this type of environment a “holding
environmen in wh1ch an individual’s environment has three funct1ons 1. To. support
them where they are developmentally, i.e. how they 1nterpret and reason about the

( situation (Kegan1982; Kegan et al., 2001; Popp & Portman, 2001) 2. To challenge the
1nd1V1dual to stretch the l1m1ts of one’s current meaning making system. 3. To provide _a -
stable space an individual needs to integrate new ideas and feelings into his/her current‘
meamng making system that will transform his/her way. of knowmg This
transformatlonal leamrng can, 1n turn, benefit the stakeholder engagement process itself.
The process becomes a classroom for learning rather than a courtroom for del;atlng,

* 'winning and losing. In Chapter 6,: recommendations are offered for incorporating
developmental considerations into environmental decision-making and are drawn from

the findings and lessons learned across all chapters.
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CHAPTER 4

CREATING AND ACCEPTING CHANGE
Some experts suggest that ecoﬁystem-based managerhe‘nt (EBM) éonstitutes a |
' éhange in management paradigms (O’Boyle, personal communication, 2007). Chapter 1
~outlined some of the implicit deniands eitvher‘ unique or signiﬁéant, to an ecosystem
perspective — attending to multiple variables, shared responsibility and OWnership of
bdecisidhs, empétﬁic engagemént ‘wifh others, cc;mfoft with ambiguity,'and the capacity to
reflect on the process and on'e‘sglf within it. The Massachusetts Ocean Partnership (MOP),
the ca:se study for this reséarch; is a venue for building.étakeholAdefs’ capacities for taking
a differc_:nt managemeht‘approach. Howyé&er, MOP is one small piece of the 'rrvlany o /
-responsibilities that“pafti;:ipantS'have in their professional lives. This chapter léys oﬁt
Some of the institutional and cultural barriers to change in coiastal ocean ma'nageinent.
Developmental barriers and"‘path\.vays to change ére discussed. Change, for the purposes
| of this chapter, is defined by how participantsvexperience and understand the types of
éhanges that EBM implies for MOP, their affiliations, and theinselves. In other words, |
the reéearch uncovered what change meant to participants. Does if mean a personal
change? Does if mean a policy change? Is it something they take responsibility for? Is it
something separate from them? This chapter makes sense of those different meanings.
- Chapter 6 offers dévelopmental recomme@dations forvm.aking_the proéess of change one

of learning and self-growth.
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How people respond to policy change individually and. collectively is often
negl'ected in the natural resource management literature (Gunderson & Holling, 2002). It
can’t be assumed that participants and/or stakeholders all come to the process With the
same motivations, intentions, or complexity of understanding. From a.developmental
: perspective, one’s'mindset affects how one understands processes and what :one attends
to. Taking a step back and looking at a process like MOP as a whole, with.all of its
c,ontributing factors and its dynamics, can be difﬁcult because environmental decision—,
,making is so complex and trying to evaluate cause and effect is near_iy imposs‘ible
(Ster‘rnan 1987). In addition, for the participants themselves changing one’s frame of |
‘ reference is not easy nor is‘being open to new mindsets (Argyris, 1985). To produce
change part1c1pants must be adept at, or exp11c1tly supported in, taking different
} ‘perspectiyes.

Preliminary data ¢ollection to this research shows thatresource managers and

‘ | scientists believe that barriers to change stem from myopic management institutions
which encourageor perpetuate a culture of redundancy, e)iclusivity, distrust, and -
ignorance (COMPASS 2006) The same interview data show that leadershlp and a strong
: commltrnent to change among senior management facilitates change throughout the
-organizatlon. Many also believe that funding and other resources are necessary to even ‘
begin a process of change. Discussions continue as to vyhether new mandates are yth'e_ only
| way that institutions and the individuals that comprise them will embrace change
(Rosenberg, 2008). Are individuals willing to or have the capacity to facilitate change'

without being mandated? This chapter unravels the developmentally diverse ways
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participants experience and understand the types of changes that EBM implies for MOP,
their afﬁliations; and themselves. |
Theo‘retically,:MOP is creating a stakeholder engagement process in which

participants icome to the table as independent individuals Whe represent various sectors
but are not bonnd by them. Solutions emerge by dealing constructively with difference
such as with a trained facilitator. Attention_ is spent nurturing joint ownership of - o
deCisions. By signing off on l\/IOP preducts and plans, participants assume collective : .
responsihili_ty for its futnre direction and domain. ln essence, collaboration emerges and
is not always articulated as such (Daniels, 2007). One participant remarks that the ac t' .
alone of bringing together this set of sectors ona regular basis is a-change. The process.
characteristics just’ described coupledi with the implieit demands of EBM descrihed in
chapter 1 go‘ ahove-and beyond the physical act of getting different interests to sitin a
room together to talk._' | | |

o - The chapter 3 summary of developmental manifestati(‘)ns ef perspective-taking
reflects that individuals with an Interpersonal rnindset find comfort with change
depending on how they are treated within the group. In other words, they lock to others
for a sense Qf belonging which leads to more comfort with the precess. Self—authoring ,
participants manage their ewn comfort with change by changing the process or gaining a
stronger understanding of its underlying context. In other words, this balance ef change
and support is signiﬁcant fer participants of all developmental capacities. The following
analytic distinctions related to change highlight the differences in perspective among

individuals with various mindsets:

e Responsibility and Change
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e Change in Decision-Making Processes
- Similar to the last chapter, each section has a summary chart to review mindset

characteristics.

| ‘Ahalvtic Distiliction: Responsibility and thange .

| Whose responsibility is it to insiitute a cfiénge in coastal ocean nianagement
proceésés? This was one of the queétioris asked 6f participants during the EBM intervie\iv. »
How participants deﬁrie responsibility,‘and whose burcien it is to take responsibility,‘ ’

varies among mindsets.

Intérpersonal Mindset. Change in ocean management practices for participants
- with an Interpersonal mindset comes in the form of a mandate — “changing mandates,
changing minds” is the motto one participant had. They understand that others have their
own issues and that to integrate new ideas is not easy. Being “forced” through a mandate
is a sure way of changing behavior and attitudes. Here is one participant explaining EBM
implernéntation barriers.
- People and their institutions aren’t set up so that they understand what their -
~current capabilities and limitations are in terms of reaching EBM within
current mandates. How to go about legislatively and politically changing the
system and changing people’s minds and behavior to function with a more holistic
perspective is very difficult. What are people’s individual obstacles with getting
to EBM — the thing that is probably prohibiting them is their mandate and
. that they’ve done it this way for 30 years and don’t want to think differently.
When asked whose résponsibility it is to take an EBM approach, this participant wonders

how a particular authority-figure within MOP would answer that question. She continues

to say that if the federal system does not change, essentially no one will. Participants with

~
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an Interpersonal mindset see a clear connection’between aﬁthority, responsibility and
change. Authority in this case means power being held by anoth‘er.‘ They do not refer to
an internal authbrity of their oWﬁ. They do ‘ﬁot discuss peféonal responsibility ahd change .-
explicitly duringtt‘he infgwiews. Rather, when they diécuss the ﬁeed‘ for a mandate, they
say they are committed to take reéponSibility if that mandate is alrcady in place and-sets a.
course for all to follow. This i.s reﬂe‘cted in their devélopméntal interviews as. wellv — the ;
"fe'e’l.ing' that they mugt tal& responsibility when putina positidn to ao so by a superior. A
participant describes a particularly tenuous situatibﬁ at work that he must deal with and -
 this is how he makes sense of it: |
You have to take ownership beCau.se yoﬁ just sort of have to. It’s my job. It’s
my responsibility to broker and really fight for the agency and the best
interest of my staff so really trying to push back as hard as I-can. I feel that it is
just in my job description and I shouldn’t be doing the job if I can’t do that.

. His resp.onsibiiity is to his supériors’, to the jAc')b-‘it_self aﬁd to doing it righ\t,ﬁ , |
aécording fo stahda.rds set by those in authority. A participant with a Self—authoringv ’
mindset exhibits a responsib’iiity to his/her own starida;ds.‘ | |

Iﬁ addition, it is difficult for these participants to make de_cisions that revquire them
to r¢ﬂect on other participants’ constraints and needs and flow all can é@me together
toward a commoﬁ goal. This is also reflected in the developmental interviews in v;/hic'h-
“competin‘g interests are both pers;)nall and professional. They struggle with how to
,integra(te these and still 'maintain their loyalty and meet their colleagues’ andfamiliés
expectations of them.

I’m‘feeling anxibus because I’'m feeling like I’m vletting someone down by

pushing back on work load issues and maybe I’m not disappointing anybody
because everyone understands the situation but it makes me feel anxious because

- I’m a can- do person. I don’t want my state friends and colleagues to think
that I’'m decreasing my duties for my own personal gain or well-being.
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Integrating‘ competing interests on a professional level is élso challenging during MOP
meetiﬁgs. “The fishing indgstry is my main concern and center of aftention. It is always
dri.fﬁcult to represent them fairly because there are sé many different se_étors.” Itis |
chéllenging f‘or“this partivc/ipant‘to_ internélly hold these _difféfent interests in réal-time,

“during meetings and during reflection.

Intefpersonal / Self—Authoring Transition. This next excérpt is from a particibant
who exhibits both Interpersonal and Sglf-authoring chplexities but leans toward |
Interpersonal. She also believes in the importance of an external authority taking'
responsibility for the common good. There isva different perspective on how she is
 thinking about it. |
| i | like the con‘cebt of democracy but it is very inefﬁcient but I am attracted to

the thle autocratic approach. We need this person to just come in and be like,

this is the way it is going to happen. Whoever writes the bill or passes it
through the legislature — nothing is going to happen until they tell us to d'o-it’.
She answers the 'ql}e‘stion about resbonsibility with a similar response as the previous
, participant yet sh¢ ﬂaﬁles it by what she likes and what she is attracted to — the beginning
ofa moré_ seﬂlf-authoréd,/ personal thgory pefhaps. | | |
‘Aparticipaht'vexhibiting equal Interpersonal and Self-authoring structures is less
: concerned about rﬁandates leading to change and more fbcused on the challenge befween |
‘personal and professional feéponsibility during MOP meetings. She precludes this next
excerpt with a story of an Intefpersonal relétionship that is challenging. To make matters

worse, her challenge is with an ihdividual she works very closely within MOP. She

recognizes that she can only control her own behavior and that “getting along” with this

795



person is important for MOP to work toward that change agent status. She calls this

challenge a little “dynamic node among the much larger universe of MOP.
To get-into the psychobabble of it, the whole boundary issue and knowing how
or learnmg how to interact with somebody as two responsrble adults — each
responsible for taking care of him or her self and not having to make
everything all nicey nicey. Some things just get left unresolved or some things,
when, you’re speaking authentically, aren’t easy to say so learning how to sit
with that has been enorlnously challenging but good you know.

*This excerptis a nice example of her interpersonal self wanting to smooth things over -

_ and not cause conflict. Whereas, her Self‘-authoring self does not want to compromise

- who she is when interacting with this person. Yet to be able to do that, and risk the

relatlonship, is scary, but at the same time, personally satisfying. Her Self-authoring self

is taking respons1b111ty for making this partnership work and the partnership, with its

promotion of honest and open discourse is enabling her to face her Interpersonal mindset

challenges head on.

Self-Authoring Mindset. Within nearly every Self-authoring interview,

| participantsanswer the question of whose responsibility is it to take an EBM approach
with “‘anyone who believes in it.” Regulatory authority is important to some as part of a |
broader focus o‘n\collective action. “It’s bottom-up, top-down, somewhere in the middle.”
Others discuss the differences’ among sectors to take responsibility to make change
happen — their constraints and‘freedom_s. Authority is not talhed about as something that
an extemal iridividual/agency has or embodie.s but as something that is given to them
through legislation fora speciﬁc'purpose.

Participants with a Self-authoring mindset see change in coastal ocean

—

‘management as a fluid process with many drivers of change. Here is an interview
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response when asked about whose responsibility is it to take'an EBM approach He
belleves strongly that NGOs are best set up to do this because they can prov1de the
context for collectlve action but that there are always conﬂlcts among dlfferent 1nterests

: You try to make everyone understand the basis for declsions and you try to

- make the best social decisions possible and the ones you make today are not the

“-same as the decision you would come to five years from now. Even with the

. same knowledge, society is changing so you can look at the same system and

~ the same information at two different points in time-and there you will come
up with two sllghtly different answers. : -

-Th}is_participant exhlblts the capacity to see that one solution at one point mightnot be a i

- solution at another point in time or within another contextt He understands how discrete o S

~ issues may change the whole dynamic. .

N
+

Self Authormg with Inter- Ind1V1dual Mlndset Those w1th a Self—authorlng
. mmdset who exh1b1t some Inter- 1nd1v1dual qua11t1es brmg a more phllosophlcal stance to
the respon31b111ty for change questlon

[ think it is the (responsibility of the) brilliant and-concerned minds at this table.
" Everybody brlngs a little something. They all have a sense of dedication

coming from different slants. But maybe they have to be terrified to really -
‘come up with something. They are a bunch of scientists whose process and
methods don’t lend themselves well to present circumstances and in my judgment
we all doubt ourselves because we’re taught to. Sounds very depressing but I

“am actually quite excited about most things but I am as much excited because I
am present at this most sentinel time in environmental history. We may be
watching the end of whole precious ecosystems and it is not very happy but it is
also damn interesting which is very hedonistic of me. ‘

He holds several Viewpoints within his perspective and re_ﬂects upon them — VieWpoints
- of dedication, feeling terrified, feeling depressed, feeling excited, and yearning for
something interesting. He internally digests these differences within himself with a sense

J.

. of self-acceptance.
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Another participant exhibiting some Inter-individual structure discusses the
difﬁculty he has allowing others to share in his decisions personally and professionally.' i
In his developfnental interview, he reﬂects on his struggle of. knowing that he must share
_ respons1b111ty to be able to reach his goals and achieve the change he desires but this i is
not easy for h1m because he is very tled to his own theory of how things should be done.

‘ This is one place where my personality type and reachmg out can come into
| conflict with another. Whenever you work with another person or many other
people obviously, in order to make that work, everything can’t be your idea
- right? It’s clear to me if I’'m successful at some level the project that I’ve-been
trying to get off the ground will become much less mine. I’ll have to be
flexible and maybe the way I see moving it forward and the goals — in order to go
forward there has to be more people involved and more opinions. It’s not like it

‘will transform me in some way. It’ll be something I’ll have to cope with

(laughter). . . -
~ His definition of responsibility is to integrate, or at Ieast acknowledge, differing opihions

to produce a more collective outcome. However, he struggles with separating himself
from his self-authored theories to make mental room for other self-authored theories.
During MOP meetings responsibility comes up as a theme during discussions
~about what it means to be a member of this diverse partnership. Participants with an
Interpersonal mindset are willing to take responsibility for MOP’s direction if it continues
to directly affect their interests.

I have an interest in the legislatibh and concerns about it relative to (my

sector). If MOP decided it wants to dlscuss legislation even off the record, I'm

interested in engaglng that.

A 'person w1th a Self—authonng m1ndset responds from a point of view that considers the‘

interests of many and how the content of the discussion would engage or stifle .

) participation.
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It would be a shame to have interests that have really strong stakes and are
‘afraid to participate in the discussion and shape what happens because
they’re afraid of what will happen.

Another example of developmental dynamics playing out in rneetings
demonstrates the different emphases participants place on the legislation. Both
participants below agree that bringing the legislation into the discussion is a bad idea.

* The participant exhibiting an Interpersonal mindset with a bit of Self-authoring is
_ concerned that discussing the legislation will emphasrze differences among participants |
when they are trying to build commonality (which is how he views consensus). Heis also
- concerned with how others, outside of MOP, view MOP and believes that highlighting
members’ similarities will help with this. A narticipant exhibiting Interpersonalv and Self.
authoring mindsets equally feels that a discussion about the legislation would damper
; partnershlp building (wh1ch is how she views consensus)
This (MOP) is a start-up organization and needs to establish credlblllty with the
outside world. I would disagree that engaging the legislation is a good way to do
that because it’ll hlghllght the dlfferences among us.
She responds: _ '
We want to improve the understanding of another’s interest. Legislation isn’t
* the vehicle for partnership-building and outreach. This (MOP’s process) is an
attempt to depolarize and understand each other’s interests. :
The cross-communication here may occur because one participant under'standsconsensus
to mean sameness and the other understands it to mean different, but equal. Reconciling
these subtleties in conversation can be difficult because a whole discussion can stem from

this in which the very topic under discussion is defined in quite different ways from the

onset.
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Responsibility and Change — Analytic Commentary

f These excerpts reﬂect in part one’s motivation to change and one’s stance
toward processes that encourage change The type of change that is be1ng asked of
' part1c1pants in the MOP process is two fold to represent your afﬁllatlon as part of this
new way of interacting with different interests (to come to the table) and to engage 1nfa |
form of dialogue that attempts to integrate diverse viewpoints by understanding their
© . common threads and building upon those. Similarly to the previo‘us chapter on
perspective-taking, individuals exhibiting an Interpe'rsonal mindset feel a strong |
- responsibility to.their afﬁliation and its interests. This sense of responsibility-is the :
- motivation for participating in change initiatives. For'some,.this isa big;_step and perhaps
a-risky one — deﬁnitelyone that is not’taken hghtly. They are very "deli'berate al;out their -
participation' and often very:.clear about their professional boundaries.-On the other hand,
those exhibiting a Self-authoring mindset presume change as being inherent in these
types of efforts - change even to a small degree. fhey also presume that it is the
responsibility .of all tomake change happen. =
‘ "P‘articipants with an Interpersonal mindset speak of a_mandate asa path to change." '
In essence, a mandate acts as the authority that describes the types of changes that \rvilll
occur under comprehensrve ocean management. They do not feel comfortable talkmg
about MOP s direction wrthout also talking about the pend1ng leglslatlon and the 1mpact
' of a mandate; they conceptually struggle with separating the two and dlfferentratrng
‘between them. The mandate they refer to is the order they feel they must follow —the

model of an external authority. A mandate gives them the direction that in turn, helps

them to understand the best course of action for MOP. Participating in MOP means
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accepting the possibility of change as something that they “may have to live with” and_/or
' deal with the uncertainty of the direction of MOP.

' Experiencing a greater sense of authority within oneself, those exhibiting a Self-
authoring mindset see MOP asa change agent in and of itself, and that they have the
power to inﬂn'ence and develop it. Theychange agent of MOP is seen as being'created by
combining participants’ different types of 'knowledge to ereate new understandings ancl a
renewed sense of responsibility — one that transcends individual interests. In order to do
this though, these participants engage with, rather than react to, what is .being thrown att
them during MQP meetings to seek Ways of being a force of change (Jordan, 2002). B |
Those exhibiting some Inter-individual mindset reflect upon and think critieally about the

opportunities and obstacles to change and how one’s capacity for taking respdnsibility is’

P
influenced by many factors.”
| Mindset .- | Responsibility and Change
| Interpersonal ' , .| Taking responsibility because of

authority / rules; responsibility to rny
1nterest loyalty

Interpersonal / Self-Authormg

Balance :

Self-Authoring - | Collective responsibility; How change

: ’ affects others; taking responsibility for
oneself

Self-Authoring with Inter- . How and why one takes respon51b111ty

individual ‘ is influenced by many things; Can sit

with the idea that one may have
conflicting responsibilities — to self, to
other, to a self—generated moral
‘ | standard

6. Analytic Summary 5 — Responsibility and Change
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Change in Decision-Making Processes

The extent to which participants fe_el comfortable:with differences in opiﬁ_ion and
with inporporéting new-information into what they already know is tied‘to the complexity
of their reasdning. In‘ the interviews and in meeting transcripts, the heed for consensus in
the MOP process is discussed many times. Some belie‘&e it is ir‘npo'rtant, others dqn’t, and
those opinions vary acrdss ‘mind'se'ts. How people make sense of c_onsevn"sus>and
commonality and théir impact on chahge differs among mindSefs and some patterns

emerge in terms of yearning for sameness and embracing difference. -

/

Interper»s}oxnal Mindset. fndividuals_ exhibiting Interpersonal mindsets éee MOP as
a place fo different types of conversations to occur among diverse interests. When tﬁey | |
‘believe éqnsensus is important among membérs ori‘ key decisions, they do not attribute
~ that changé to the MOP process itsélf. Rather, they believe that consensus truly works
.When it is supported by a mandate or drdered from “on high"’f

It is a culture that needs to be changed and that is not going to happen
around the MOP table. If we can’t make it work within the existing mandates
then it is not going to go anywhere because I think what I have come to reahze is
that it may take changing mandates to make comprehensive ocean
management work. When you are talking about EBM to different people, the
fisheries people are coming from one perspective and CZM is coming from
another, land use planners are coming from another and people have their
mindsets and unless a mandate is there to force people to integrate then
you’re not going to really get there. '

For participants exhibiting an Interpersonal mindset, different sectors with
different perspectives represent a hindrance to forming common goals when trying to get
consensus “on one’s own.” For them, consensus means all agreeing or at least agreeing to

v

disagree.
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As someone’s mindset gains complexity, one sees the value in a group like MOP
in and of itself.

The strength in this is in the separate channel that’s sort of non-spotlight and less

of an intense forum for people to really have meaningful discussions and to move

- beyond some of the polarizing and paralyzing discussions or perspectives of

viewpoints that have been taken in the past. The endorsement of this is really

saying I’m not necessarily signing onto any type of plan but I’m signing onto

the fact that ’m agreeing to be a partner and ’'m endorsing the process

The Interpersonal aspects of this excerpt are the focus on the difference among
members. Hdwever, this person also starts to see the opportunity_to “have fneaningﬁil

A,

| ~ discussions” when integrating different perspectives. The emphaSis_, vthough, is on
bringing people “to the middle” to move beyond difference rather than to accept and -
“embrace it. According to this same participant, MOP also providés the opportunity to
reflect on how ’ofne is doing business.
- This EBM concept is an impetus or kick in t_‘he pants to examine our
structures and our interactions in terms of organizational hierarchy and inter-
. relation of responsibility amongst agencies whether or not we formally change
7 organizationally or just change the way we’re domg business or we recogmze '
‘ things are okay. : '
Th_e emphasis above is still on difference and the need to go'back to one’s
‘individual agency to rethink exiéting structures rather than embracing the cross-sectoral
~ dialogue to come to new understandings together. For participants exhibiting the
Interpersonal mindset the MOP process does not yet represent a place to reorient and
redefine structures across institutions through meaningful discussion. MOP remains
separate; a place to come to the middle or a place to rethink one’s own interest. Then they

return to their affiliation and move forward. The implicit demands of MOP are not

integrated into the Interpersonal mindset. They are not carried with the individual in
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every setting; they are not part of h_ol one knows but are what one does at MOP
.meetings; | | |

Ldstl‘y, for participants exhibiting Interpersonal mindseté it is only through a
' mandate or a p/ersonal interest that change is cbnsidered: To be‘ able to make seﬁse of this,
one participant.suggests that change won’t occur until théré isa whoi’e new gfen‘eration of

T B - | ' L . - ‘ . e ‘
decision-makers. How sectors are different from one another is very clear in the

Interpersonal mindset and individuals within those sectors are viewed as similar to one
another in values. When asked how others’ see EBM, one participant says,

[ think that most people look at it (EBM) from the perspective of the realm in
which they work. This is probably going to change with the new generation of o
people coming into the field but a person who has been a fisheries scientist for 40
_years and thinks he’s been doing EBM — well, no you haven’t been doing EBM
‘ever and you are not going to change. Those people are not going to step out of
- their world as a fisheries scientist for the last 40 years and say, well, wait a
minute, we need to have science inform management. We need to have trade-offs,
etc. If they are managers, they are driven by jurisdictional mandates If they
are scientists, they are driven by the mterests of scientists.
. j
He determines “what someone is like” based on their affiliation’s interests. And he

believes that the ways in which or the extent to which someone changes is dictated by

theif interest.

Interbersonal / Self-Authoring 'l’"ransitiorvl.. A parti'cvipant exhibiting both
Interpersonal and Self-authori‘ng rhindsets struggles with'difvferenc_es Qf opinion hinderihg
group progfess' ang yet,von some 1‘e§el, values difference — “you wé.nt as mahy people : |
invélved as possible.” The tension here is between her intellectual ‘understanding that
having as many p¢ople involved as possible is important fogr meaningful dialogue and her
oWn seﬁse vof comfort with actually doing it and seeing itas a necessai‘y means for -

progress. She is reflecting on one of the MOP'me‘etings.
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- There seems to be a 11tt1e bit of a lack of continuity between some of the
scientists that are at the table and so then a new voice comes in with this other
perspective and that’s a little difficult (for me) and so while I think that’s ,
really valuable because you want as many people involved as possible but it’s
also difficult to be like, okay but we have already been there and we just
moved beyond that.

Another participant at the Interpersonal / Self-authofing transition attends to the
“importance of building a process that evolves despite, and in light Of, difference.

I don’t think they need to reach c consensus. [ think if there were strong

alternative points of view that both should come forward and we could see

how that played out when it got down to the fundraising or government level. I

think that is where sometimes groups do run into problems when you try to reach -

consensus around everything. The danger of getting too much consensus is that
you end up with these generic documents that don’t mean anything. In the
- case of the MOP (strategic plan), I thought we were able to keep the specifics in
so [ was not upset. There wasn’t anything in there that I'd say I’m putting my
foot down. If you put this in I’m not going to sign it. '
This parti.cipant finds that having consensus can actually weaken a meaningful outcome
which implies that difference strengthens it. What distinguis_heslthis excerpt from a fully
| Self;authoring one is that differences are put into bins of one vvg:rsus another, rig’ht and
wrong. There is a black and white cohception of opinion. The plan is judged based on
Whether his affiliation’s interests are incorporated. This participant is not yet able to
conceptualize a process in which commonality can stem from difference.

This next participant leans a bit more toward a Self-authoring mindset, though the
Interpefsdnal is present. He discusses the value of integrating difference into decision-
making and sitting with difference.

Yeah I do (feel that consensus is important). I’'m not sure what we would have

achieved if we weren’t able to work towards that. There has been a lot of banging

back and forth in the alleys but I think everyone is moving in the same direction
and part of the role of MOP is to be able to articulate what ocean ‘
management means and that is what we are doing. We are all trying to figure

out that for ourselves and we have the advantage of llstemng to each other
talk and mcorporatmg that into our own minds.
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Interviewer: If someone was open to someone else’s opinion, what would that
lead to?

It may or may not lead to a change of opinion but it would be open in the
sense that there is that perspective that exists and it is probably not necessary
to change that person’s perspective but it is part of the equatlon and they
have to deal with it or incorporate it. :

B

The relévance here is in his capacity to mentally hold, and therefore, perceive another’s,

different perspective which can, in turn, influence his thinking and the process.

 Self-Authoring with some Inter-Individual, A participant exhibiting a fully Self-
authoring structure with some ‘Inter-individual has yet another way of making sense of;
difference. He is less concerned with integrating differences among individuals and more “
concerned with changing the current ocean management ‘paradigm to reﬂe’ct‘ som‘ething o
~fundamenta11y different. The individuals involved in that, accordlng to h1m should be N
| those that would contrlbute the most toward maklng that happen

, Thave ve'ry‘ low expectations of these types of undertakings. ..I think this might
~+ be a weakness (of MOP) of some influential people having a preformed concept.
An effort like that that starts with those concepts, doésn’t test any new
“direction or test them well — it has struck me that to really do the job that’s
necessary, maybe it’s completely impractical until you are terrified, but to do the.
proper job, we need a new paradigm and we don’t get a new paradigm if we

work within the system. On the other hand, it we work outside the system,
the preconceived conceptual structures, maybe we get nowhere. I continue to
be yin-yang on the subject. I do believe that’s the direction we should go, start
and meet twice a month for a year and come up with a new paradigm and
insist that it be new until there’s no other concept but the old paradigm.
Then I would be more willing to yield on the subject. I cannot imagine this
group reaching a word-by-word consensus so I think there isa broad

" consensus but the broad consensus is the old format

- He describes another group he was part of that was trying to reach a consensus and that
the size of the group made it unwieldy: He doesn’t think MOP is supposed to be about

consensus and that it is supposed to be about talklng and ‘out of the talk comes the
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vision.” He has an orientation to the process itself not a particular outcome. He assumes
deliberation leads to integration with the implication being that one comes to new
nnderstandings about oneself and ab‘out the process through dialogue with others
difl”erent from him. When asked who should be involved in creating this new paradigm,‘
he responds, “I think fewer than what we got. I’d leave me off. I’d take XX and a couple |
| of other people and throw them into a room and then ask them not to go by the old
methods — what would they do if they had loads of money and they were God. I don’t
1\<now. I am going back back-n-forth between the old paradigm and the new‘paradigrn;”
- The concept of a new paradigm is not mentioned in any interyiews that do not |
| dernonstrate some Inter-individual structure. As he talks, he reflects on what he is saying
and recog‘nizesthat he is switching back and forth between the old and new paradigrns.

ATo behold an entirely new oaradigm in real-time is difﬁcnlt for him yet intellectually, he
. can irnagine it and recommends it. His focusis not so much on the internersonal aspects
of difference but on rethinking processes as rnechanisms for accomplishing change. This
carries through in conversation with others at MOP meetings. Change is«the rule, not the'
exception, and unveils contradictions and paradoxes that one must either accept or work
through (Laske, 2008). |

This next excerptisa qnick exchange between the participant above who exhibits
some I_nter;individual mindset and another who is more Self-authoring. Ae mentioned
earlier, those with some Inter-individual have the capacity to reflect in action and"did
quite often during meetings and interviews. |

[

Why do groups become paralyzed when the rubber meets the road? What does
reality look like for us? These are noble goals but how will they work
pragmatically? Consensus just does not work based on my experience.
Response by a fully Self-authoring participant:
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Sometimes you just have unresolved problems and we should just make what
those are clear and educate public about dichotomies of opinions.

The participant exhibiting a bit of Inter-individual structure is, agaih, focused on

critiquing the process by encouraging others to reflect on the substance of their -

discussion. The extent to which he can practiéé this himself is unclear. The other

participant responds with a pragmatic approach' but doesn’t further engage in the previous

speaker’s reflection. Rather, he communicates that he is comfortable with the ambiguity

of the process and differences of opinions and recommends this as a course forward.

- Thus, his is a more goal-oriented response to a reflective, more philosophical question.

of authority / rules;
responsibility to my interest

Mindset Responsibility and Change Change in Decision-
‘ B ‘ - | Making
Interpersonal '| Taking responsibility because | Need outside

impetus/motivation to
embrace difference on

.a sectoral scale

Interpersonal / Self-

Individual differences

‘Self-Authoring

How change affects others;
taking responsibility for
oneself

- Authoring Balance important; not fully
h - integrated; can be
N : , ~hindrance to change;
Collective responsibility; Integration of

| difference necessary

for change; collective
community — shaped
through dialogue

Self-Authoring with Inter-
individual ‘

How and why one takes
responsibility is influenced
by many things — primarily
the immediate context

| Reflection in action;

new paradigm;
process-oriented;
adaptive

7. Analytic Summary 6 — Responsibility and Change, Change in Decision-making
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Change in Decision-Making — Analytic Commentary
As someone’s miﬁdset evolves, there is an incfeaéirig c‘apacivtvy to integrate other
worldviews. Pluralism is embraced as a means of self gfowth and reﬂection. A pluralistic
society alvso means mare opportunity for new ways of cqnceiving (Sf old ptoceSses. »
Developing an integrated vision that benefits the “common godd” is an achievable goal
. with bath Interpersonal aﬁd Self—alithoring mindsets. How a commoﬂ good or '
commonality among ﬁarti;:ipants is perceiveci varies among ihdividuals exhibitir_lg
different mindsets. The stréngth of an Interpersonal mindset is its i/dentiﬁcation with
others. Strength in numbers and ﬁnding' commonality tvh'roughv coll‘eétivé thinking can be
empbwering; The limitation exists in underSta’ndiné the common vgood‘ orﬂy as a unified
" and uniform whole. As one’s mindset becomes more complex, he/she begins to |
| underrs‘tandv'the common good as a web of dynamic felationships With an implicit' |
| hierarchy nested within them (R_ui;enbee'k et al., 2001, This web of dynamic |
| felationships is what comprises the MOP table. |
Oné of the last excerpté quotes a participant Who'damonstratés a little Inter-
individual structure. He recommends narrowing indiVidual invoIvement to fac;ﬂifate
‘change. Herein lies a limitation of a Self-authoring mindset — with too many individuals
. iable to see multipie ways of lookgng at an issue, progress may be delayed because each is
tied to their self-authored theory and ﬁnds it difficult to intefnally let go to make room for
~ another Self-authOred tileory (Commons, 2002). In addition,-both Self-authoring and
1n_ter-individual participants are nat always awar_c that not everyone can see a‘nﬂissue at

' the level of complexity at which they can. Hence, they make move off a point tod soon

causing discussion at cross-purposes or lacking a shared understanding of context.
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This chapter lnoked at two thémes - responsibility and commonality — that inform
how paitiéipants make sense of this change. Some participants were looking for a change
when they signed onto the process while others wanted to create a change. Chapter 6
discusses the social 'implicatii'ons‘ of processes,"like MOP, which embrace coopeiation in
.t‘he face of valués piuralisr’n and dissent (Daniels, '2007).. Even though lihis chapter and
this signiﬁcant ﬁndin.g were abqui change, there is a basic hnman need for continuity in
_ the f;ice of change. Again, chaptér 6 diScusses how EBM stakeholder engagement
processes can create an environment for developmental growth and change vyhile'
prdviding_ cnmfort and 'lsafety. But most releVant to this reseaich 1s that; in turn, ,these

different types of processes can improve coastal ocean management.
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CHAPTER 5
UNDERSTANDING THE PROCESS MINDSETS IN ACTION AND-
" INTERACTION

This research did not set out to investigéte how ihdividuéls with different -
"m‘ind‘setvs interact with one anpther during eﬁvirbnmental degibsio'n-making‘,, It did set outv«v :
" to understand how individuals are making sénse of the p’roc;,ess and. themselves within it..

Yet, one can not discuss how individuals are reasoning and making meaning without
' ‘undefstanding the context within which} that meanihg is being shaped,aﬁd frémed. Evcry
chapter mentions the implicit demands of EBM and hbw they ‘call for something

fuhdamentally different from decision-makers. The MOP procesé was created and has

* evolved to incorporate and nurture some of those implicit demands. The extent to which

participeirits can describe and/or reflect upon that adaptive proc¢s§ is thé focﬁs of »thisr
éhaptef. This chapter also looks a bit more ‘closely than any other chapter at the -
: inteféctions of participants at meetings and assesses their eXéhange of personal theories,
v'questions, clarifications, and emotipns frbm a dévelopmental perspective drawing from
the last two analysis chapte‘rs. |

| Through the EBM interviews and meeting transcripts, participants’ mental maps
of EBM and .the MOP process were uncovered. An understanding was built about their
cépa’cities for »cbns‘tructing a mental picture of the MOP process, the people within vit,

~ themselves and the overarching concept that was driVing it, ecosystem-based

management (Jordan, 2002). It was imperative, for this research, to not only understand -
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how people were thinking about all of this but how they were emotionally proce_ssing it :
‘and intagrating it intd what they already knew. As tiie analysis unfolded, differenC‘ea |
arose in how various mindsets made sense of the undérlying mntivation' for this nartigular
type nf stakeholder engagernent proces“s (desbribed in detail in chapter 2). These
differences ranged from understanding the piocess asa giant experiment in which 1t was
natural to have hypothetical discussions ‘a‘boutv'c')cean nolic_y‘and mana‘gement to ﬁnding .
chanée threatening (Folke, 2005). The early nhases of MOP did not get intQ the details of
adaptive management. i’his is dccurring ndw at the current phase Within MOP with the
' paSSage of the chans Ac‘t, and is beyond the scope of this wor.k; HoWev}er, adapting to
neW kn_oWledge and ‘information was not always easy er all p‘arvtic_ipant_s;, Thé analy.sis' in ,
this‘tclia.pte‘r discusses how sdrne participants are able to be'ﬂéxible in their thmking and
allow that deeper understanding to permeate théir rne_ntal map and how some \ialue ‘
| consistency (Fazey, 2‘0“05). ' | | |

" The rolé ofa le_adet and/or facilitator is critical to many MOP participants. How
and why it is aritical varies arnong mindséts. Some naﬂicipants value leadérs for their
bpersbnality or vstyle of interacting Vzvith'others. Some value thém :fot their intéllig’ence‘ and
knowledge'. And some Valne them for their perspective and;values; Régardless, leaders,
Whether group or self anpointed, named nr irnplicitiy inﬂuentiai, help shape rnaaning and |
ltransfor‘m participants’ experiences of MOP.

) v
The analytic distinction that makes up this chapter is:
, / !

e Theory Generation about MOP - during interviews and meetings
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This distinction speaks to the following questions. How do participants come to their
’i‘deas, opinions, and emotions about the MOP process? And what role do these ideas,

Opinions, and emotions play in the MOP process during meetings?

| Theory Gell‘leratio‘n about MOP N
| This research was condUctéd dhring the first phase (16 months) of MOP 'Du:ring
this phase, participants tried to make sense of what the pending integrated ocean -
‘rhélnagerhent législation fneant across management sectors. Thé interviews and meefing
trahscripts aré rich With participants’ cqnceptions of the intent of the MOP initiative ahd
‘t>ov‘vsorr'1.e extent, their opinions of what the initiative should do This seétibn discussevs the
‘ persbnal theories underlying participants’ 'opinionS about the MOP process. Under each
ﬁlindSet head‘in‘g,, ¢Xcerpts are used to get at participants’ thbughts and fe¢lings ébou“t the
‘rlarocess'. Several exéerpté are ﬂlr_eaded'together to demonstrate thémes fhét are common
- within e‘achl mindéet. The sumrﬁary chart of mindset charactefistics is at the beginﬁing of
- the analysis and f;he end, unliké other chapters. The chart represents thev‘strug:ture of the |
- chapter to follow. The first part of the ch_apfer géts into how individuals, exhibiting each
mindset, make‘ sense of thé MOP process. The second part of the chapter, illustrates

individuals of different mindsets in interaction during MOP meetings as they make

meaning together.
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factual / descriptive information;
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interest; clarifying questions;
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state processes; trust / safety
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' life;
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paradigm; vconversatlon adaptive; reﬂectwe-v

in-action

[

8. Analytlc Summary 7 — Understanding the Process & Ind1v1dua1 Roles

Understanding the Proce;s

Interpersonal Mindset. Participants exhibiting an Intei‘personal mindset describe

their perspective on the MOP proceSs literally, thoroughly reciting the pieces that they

~ believe are the intention of those they see as group leaders. Based on the complete picture
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of data about this peréon in the next excerpt, he is forming his perspective through what
‘he believes others believe the process to be. This is his uﬁde’rstanding after being
‘involved with the process for several months.
My understanding is that this is a partnership of a very strétegically selected
group of different interests - public, private NGOs with a strong interest in ocean
resources, ocean uses etc. that got together to really talk about and charta
course for coming up with a vision working in the context of moving
legislation ‘and the potential for state enabled ocean management. You have very
important conversations where constituents are getting together and sharing
their concerns in a more supportive or less spotlight or hostile environment
as you know a public hearing might be or a meeting up at the state agency
~building. You are creating the atmosphere to have and build sort of :
communications and through those communications, building a partnership and
trying to find out where the common vision and shared goal is and providing
- the resources and things necessary to make that happen.
This conception of the process is interesting because it builds off of some of the themes
~that emerged in chapters 3 and 4. In keeping with the characteristics of an IﬁterperSOnal
~mindset, he believes this process is working within the overarching context of the
legislation. He describes what he believes the process to be in literal terms and does not
reflect on what the process may be or what it has been or what it may mean to him in
~ relation to others. The process is one in which people come, have 'iinportaht
" conversations and build this “partnership” and then return to their different interest —
- MOP implicit demands are self-contained within these meetings and are not integrated -
into one’s wéy of iknowing elsewhere.
The following are a thread of excerpts from participants exhibiting a dominant
Interpersonal mindset. Each is discussing how they are making sense of the MOP process

after being involved for a few months. The following are meant to demonstrate how the

themes of previous chapters, such as affiliation and differentiating MOP’s role and the.
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role of the state, are carried through in these excerpts. They are threaded to illustrate
consistency of these themes among mindsets.

Participant A. I am excited because I think it is good to have these people
together calling for this but on the other hand and this is what was made clear .
again at the second meeting, we are just a partnership fund and we are not
actually going to be doing it and I knew that from the beginning but I thought it
- would be really good and I guess the reality is that the legislation will supersede
. what this fund can do and that is the negative thinking and the reality of the-
‘legislation. The Partnership is not going to be the ones who actually are domg
.the work. :

Participant B. As for the process, I found the meetings to be physically very
comfortable and accessible. I think I thought at the first couple of meetings, it
was very. long on process. It was hard right up until the last couple of meetings
~ to figure out what the hell we were doing there. It seemed we were having
meetings about having more meetings. We were talking about ocean management
and yet we weren’t going to write the plan. And sometlmes we talk about well
let’s try to percelve wrltmg the plan. :

These excerpts reveal the limitations thoée with Ihféfpersonal mindsets féce in’
undérstanding the process. They are concerned w1th getting something concrete for their
tirﬁe and céfnniitment and do nof neceséarily, See‘ value in haVing lots of diséussions about.
the MOP process. They are looking for more immediate gratification and/of' reassurance
about what it is MOP is doing, Why, and what comes out of it. They are product-orientéd
. rather than goal br process oriented. This is reflected in their con'siste‘nt concern with hbw

the MOP process and plan will look to others outside of the process. There is more about

1

being goal-oriented later in this chapter.

Interpersonal / Self-Authoring Transition. The next excerpt is from a participant

exhibiting a transitional InterpersonaI / Self-authoring mindset. A persohal the(“)ry‘on
MOP is brewing but gets a bit shdrt-changed by her co_ncérn about whose needs to attend

to.
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Um, un-comfort with the process. There were times when there was tension
decision points — decision junctures that came up where we had to either figure
out to go the process high road and be more inclusive and try to take into
account the full opinions of all versus the pressure to take the process short- .
cut per se and get to a decision more quickly by basically just making a
decision in advance and then making the process around it look okay. Years
ago if you would’ve asked me I would’ve said, the only right answer is to do
the process high road. Now-a-days I think it’s a case by case situation. You
have to have your principles in terms of process otherwise you lose credlblllty'
with people ,

| “Years ago _ahd “Now—a-days"’ eireA in bold in the excerpt above because these arei
What’ mei,y flag an in‘teArviewer ’to (ievelopmenial change. Her thinking,transitibns from a
more Concreig, black and white stance to something more ‘contgx,tual‘. Hér last sentence
reflects the.' frame ovf ieferenpe kfor‘an individual eXhibiting this_transitional structure — she

discusses her own principles in the context of how they hold up for others.

e 1

Self-Authoring Mindset. This next excerpt is fr’om;a_parti'cipant' exhibiting a Self-
‘authoring mindéet. Reflection on what is happening with the MOP initiative thus far and
a personal theory on what should happen make up the bulk of this person’s excerpt.

It seems it hasn’t been thought out yet whét exactly is going on.” At least as far

as I can tell, the discussions of course have been much more general than that. 1

have this way of thinking about how you need to think hierarchically. What’s

the goal? In order to reach the goal, what do you need to do? How do you get that
‘accomplished? The thing that has been missing for me is some kind of context.
That is important because if you don’t have that context then it is hard to
- know if the things that you say you are going to do make sense, so I have
been trying to push for that context and for me once I understand that it is
much easier to say ok so what should we do in order to support that.
He is critiquing the process and at times, throughout meeting transcripts, one may say
even strongly criticizing it. His words reflect a personal theory on how things should be.

Also unique to those exhibiting Self-authoring mindsets is identifying the “substance”

- and the particulars of the substance that make up the steps to achieve that outcome. He is

117



concerned with the substantive aspects of the process — the context, the whole of it, the
inputs and the outputs, the complexity of variables that one needs to contemplate. He will
buy into the process if he can find a way to make it understandable to himself and if it
meets his self-created stahdards and values of what a good process and outcome should
be.

- The following is a thread of excerpts from participants exhibiting a Self-authoring
mindset. Each is discussing how they are making sense of the MOP process.

Participant A. We sort of knew what the charge was but ekactly how this was
all going to unfold was news to us and we all worked toward where we are
now and what it is we hope to achleve as a group. -
Partlclpant B. Is the process fair and ‘do I feel comfortable? Yes, no one has put -
me on the spot about anything and I wouldn’t mind if they did unless - =~

- someone were attacking me. Sometimes you get up and you get put on the spot
a little bit, possibly because you backed yourself into a corner or you are not

" making yourself clear or there is a room full of people who don’t agree with

you. You know, we all like to have a room full of people that agree with us

~ but it doesn’t make me too uncomfortable when they don’t because I figure

my ]Ob is to say what I think. -

" The excerpts above reflect consistent Self-authoring themes from previous
chapters. The first addresses the theme of creating an affiliation that is MOP. It is a given _
that uncertainty is inherent in the MOP process and the communify of participanfs
determine the outcomes together. The second demonstrates a move away from the
Interpersonal at the forefront of one’s thinking. Unlike some of the participants with
Interpersonal mindsets, he is at the MOP meetings to contribute his personal theory

regardless whether others have made him feel comfortable. “It’s his job” to create his

own comfort and speak up if he has something to say.

s
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Self-Authoring with some Inter-IndiVidual Mindset. The next excerpt is from a
participate exhibiting some Inter-individual structure. Note 'that this excerpt is used in a
previOUS chapter but is pertinent here as well.‘ He moir'e‘s a step beyond working within or .
re-working the current proeess to atchieve an outcome. He is eoncerrled with transforming'
the current process, the current mental coriceptions of ocean management decision-
making. |

Well, it isn’t quite clear as you could tell at the last meeting and I think this might
be one of the weaknesses of some people having a preformed concept. :
Because I think that an effort that starts with those concepts, doesn’t test any
new directions or doesn’t test them as well. It has struck me that to really do the
job that’s necessary, maybe it’s completely impractical until you are terrified,

but to do the proper job, we need a new paradigm and we don’t get a new
paradigm if we work within the system, on the other hand if we work outside
the system, outside the funding system, the preconceived conceptual ,
structures, maybe we get nowhere and so I continue to be yin-yang on the
subject. ‘

He discusses his struggle with the new paradigm / old paradigm and how he is not a :
capable of integrating the new paradigm completely into his consciousness. He only has |
glimpses of this and can recommend that it be done. His Self-authoring, personal theory
still has a preconceived'notion of “the proper job.” He struggles with how to ﬁt two
systems of ocean management together 1nto a meta-system (Commons 2002) Here are
some add1t10na1 excerpts from part101pants e,xhlbltlng some Inter-individual structure.
They are all discussing what they believe to be happening in the MOP process.
Participant A: It’s been difﬁcult to convey to them or have them share in an
atmosphere of institutional memory, where we don’t need to go through the
same arguments we have in other meetings. They seem to like to go back to the
beginning all the time. The crazy thing is these are people, like we’re sitting in
other meetings, during the same period of time, having exactly the same
discussions and I would have hoped to take a little thumb drive out of one -
and stick it in the other. I think we’re learning something about people that 1

didn’t know. And I don’t think it’s anything you can change. I think what
~ we’ve done is give into it. XXX has tried to move things along. Some of it is
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individuals not wanting to give up any opportunity to benefit from this down the
road. So there is posturing and power stuff and turf. People are being very
gentle about it but I think that’s part of what obliges/makes them feel obllged
to repeat obvious things. -

. Participant B: I guess | repeatedly had this sort of feeling that I wished
somebody would just come out and say, in plain English, what it is we’re
doing. I guess I got the impression from the people who organized that even
they were a little unclear about what it was were doing so maybe this is
partly a reflection on my personality. I mean maybe it was okay that we
didn’t know what we were doing. Maybe part of the purpose was to figure
out what we were doing and maybe if that was said explicitly that would’ve
made it easier for somebody like me who’s always trying to make sure we
know exactly what we’re domg (Laughter)

These excerpts reflect threads of earlier themes of individuals with some Inter- .

v individual structure. The first has that philosbphical stance — looking holistically at the |

~
f

process and its many variables. The second demonstrates reflection in action — taking -

responsibility for what is his ewn confusion.

Mindsets in Action — Individual Roles

Thus far, pr@maryi focus has been :on the.different mindsets ‘and how the
individuals exhibiﬁﬁg them make sense of the MOP process. The next part of fhis éhapter
“ex’arrﬁn'es some of these samé individuals during MOP meetings — in action and in ”
conversation with one énother. The concerns, fears, hopes? and ideaé that participants

divulge during their individual interviews are frequently voiced during meetings as well.

- Strategic Plan Discussion. Many MOP agendas are devoted to decision-making
about the MOP strategic plan and science plan. The next series of excerpts and
/ : '

observations highlights one particular meeting about the content of the strategic plan after

a draft plan had been circulated approximately six months after MOP began. A thread of
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excerpts is used for illustration and then the discussion is broken down with an analysis.

~

Note that there are other MOP participants, not involved in the research; who fill out this
conversation. This research did not set out to understand mirrdsets in interaction in

| :p_a'rticular, ‘thOuglr the thread of excerpts below and others throughout this chapter

" illustrate how a conversation amorlg individuals of different mindsets may play out.

" Participant A: I agree climate change should be addressed somewhere. How we
do that requires some discussion. I’d caution that this becomes a central issue
of the Partnership but rather, a paragraph or two. I’'m concerned about it -
becommg a central focus — we (my sector) are not immune (to its impacts).

‘ Partlclpant B I don’t think we’ve captured the problem correctly. It seems the
text is bureaucratic. If we want the document to be taken seriously by a broad
range of people, we need to define the problems We have not done that but have
a lot of structure and BS. :

Participant C The document will be read by different organizations. Having

different versions (is important). We are really experimenting. There is a

huge issue out there on a global scale. We’re taking a manageable chunk and
‘ trymg it here given these parameters,

Participant D: It may be helpful to artlculate issues that are beyond our
ability but should be kept in the plan such as climate change.

Anal\;tic Commentarv
The parﬁciparlt with an Interpersonal rnindset (Participant A) has particular
concerns about how one piece of the plan overrides the interests of his sector. From a
‘deVelopmental per‘spec‘vtive, his view of the discussion is seen through tlle lens of his
afﬁliation’s interests. |
I agree climate change should be addressed somewhere. How we do that requires
+ some discussion. I’d caution that this becomes a central issue of the

Partnership but rather, a paragraph or two. I’m concerned about it becoming a
central focus — we (my sector) are not immune (to its impacts).
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During\this discussion, other ind‘ividuals with Interpersonal mindsets participate
in the following ways. One person reiterates what the ‘meeting faeilitator su_g‘gests as 5.
way to address climate change. Others offer facts about the various themes related to the
plan s"uch as how marty anglers are ‘in the state of Massachusetts and what they bring to
the state economy. The e'ontribution of these individuals is quite different than those with
Selanuthorihg mindsets; they do not offer_ their own theot'y in reSpohse to another’s. They
find Wayvs,' through ‘questions, cleriﬁcations, andrdescripti/ons, td‘cemmurticate their
‘concerns and the; needs of their affiliation. In additien, their comments reflect a viewpoint
~ similar to that of their afﬁliationi’sv. |

' Part1c1pants exh1b1t1ng Self—authorlng tmndsets offer stronger criticisms of the

document not 11v1ng up to their standards of what they thought it should be These
participant_e look at the Plan as an, independeht document — separate from their own needs
and interests. They offer criticism and pfaise based on the merits of the doeument |
separate from their affiliation’s staltce. |

I don’t'think we’ve captured the problerh correctly. It seems the text is

bureaucratic. If we want the document to be taken seriously by a broad range of

people, we need to define the problems. We have not done that but have a lot of

structure and BS. )
Two ’partici-pants with some Inter-individual structure respond by puttihg the conttersation
- into a broader context. | |
| Participant A: The document will be read by different organizations. Havingv
different versions (is important). We are really experimenting. There is a
huge issue out there on a global scale. We’re takmg a manageable chunk and

trying it here given these parameters..

Participant B: It may be helpful to articulate issues that are beyond our
ability but should be kept in the plan such as climate change.
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Again, with Interfindividual participants, the Plan isseenasa document that shoulc/i bé
fe‘vie’wed with é nurﬁ/ber of variables in mind, some of which are /important to them and
theirvafﬁliation; some of which are ’important to otﬁers’, and some ‘of whichare iﬁpoﬂant
for ‘the long-term; ‘

The conversation at this same rﬁeeting ‘shif‘ts to an endorsement of the plah. ,

Again, a series of excerpts is threaded to illustrate individuals of different mindsets

interacting during a discussion about Plan endorsement. An analytic commentary on their
exchanges follows.

Participant A: I’m representing XXX given that ocean use decision planning
“is important and we’ve been doing it for a long time. There are competing
uses that are causing the trouble we’re dealing with. I’m confident with
- comprehensive planning, we may solve some of (my sector’s) problems. I’m
comfortable with endorsing it. =~ 8

Participant B: It’s been an exercise in discipline to ‘rémember that we are
endorsing the constituency aspects and the process and not an ocean plan.

- It’s been an important intellectual experience and the trust-building has been
crucial. ’ ‘ S ' ’

Participant C; Easy endorsement from XXX. It’s key that the users of the coastal
resources become part of this partnership -

‘Analytic Comtﬁentafv : _ : : Y
Sirr'vlvilarly to excerpts within the last two chapters, individuals exhibiting an
Interpersonal mindset are conéerhed about the endorsemént’s impact on their own
particular ,afﬁliatioﬁ’s interests. They struggle with séparating the MOP process from the
legislation and pending state process. They are more willing to-endorse the plan if they-
feel they> are among friends or at least trustworthy individuals who h#ve created a safe

. meeting place for them to state their concerns and react to the plan. Their willingness in

™
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this context signifies a need to be made to feel comfortable with expressing themselves
and their needs. A participarit exhibiting an Interpersonal mindsetvoffers the following:
- Pm representingXXX given that ocean use decision planning is important
and we’ve been doing it for a long time. There are competing uses that are.
causing the trouble we’re dealing with. I’m confident with comprehensive
‘planning, we may solve some of (my sector’s) problems. I’'m comfortable -
- with endorsing it. ‘ :

His comfort is not with working through the competing uses but with using

comprehensive planning to work through the challenges of his own sector. His comfort.

with the process is based on what his sector gains. Another participant exhibiting an

~ Interpersonal rﬁindset responds to the endorsement by stating the difficulty she’s having
with differentiating MOP from the state process and the many process variablés. She also
mentions the issue of trust

-It’s been an exercise in discipline to remember that we are endorSing the
constituency aspects and the process and not an ocean plan. It’s been an
important intellectual experience and the trust-building has been crucial.

- Similarly, to the last two excerpts, this partiéipant relies on the trust she’s built with
others to feel comfortable with endorsing the process. She still struggles with
differentiating the procevss from a product but having those whom she trusts involved as
well helps. this discomfort. A participant exhibiting a transitional Iriterpersonal / Self-

' ’ : . , Y,

‘authoring mindset reminds everyone that they don’t need to see MOP and the
legislation/state process as an either/or. Her capacity to hold multiple variables that
influence the MOP process in her mental map is there and at the forefront of what she
contributes to the conversation. Another individual at this transitional capacity, asks

- whether XX is the goal. This is a theme for other participants at this juncture too. They |

pose questions that indirectly state a personal theory on the content of the dialogue. From
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a researcher’s perspective, it seems as though they have an emerging theory but feel they
) need others to approve of it. They are testing it, in a sense. Thelr Interpersonal self still

~ needs to be made comfortable by others in order to offer a personal 1dea Their Self-

’ authoring self wants to contribute to the conversation in a new way, a more personal way,
with a self-generated theory. But to do this, they take it slow and gauge-others’ responses |
before offering more. | | | ’ |

A Self-authoring participant offers endorsement. “Easy endorsement from XXX.
It’s key_ that the users of the coastal resources becomepart of this partnership.”
Throughout meetings and intervieWs this individual in particular is yery concerned With '
the idea of community and collective responsrbility Other Self—authormg part1c1pants see
the MOP plan and process as refreshing because it is “beyond the arenas of legislative
; processes Some endorse the plan both personally and also on behalf of their 1nst1tution

| : Others feel that. they could not endorse 1t until they have their own theory (o.r story as one'
participant says) about the intent of MOP so that they feel comfortable carrying a k
message that resonates Withvthemand is palatable to others. Self-authoring participants,
yvith the capacity to hold another’s competing perspective, are concerned that the MOP

process is fair, not just for them, but for all involved.

| ‘The Role of Science Discussion. One final example of researcher observation is a
| discussion on the role of science in the MOP process and in comprehensive ocean
management. The discussion includes participants exhibiting all mindsets referred to in
- this dissertation. There are threads of process characteristics that are speciﬁc toa

particular mindset. The examples to follow are used to demonstrate these threads but the
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point of this chapter is to discuss the ways in which participants of different mindsets
contribute to conVersations about new ideas and theories. Researcher observation notes
are used to capture‘ the broad, interpersonal dynamics of this meeting rather than illustrate
particular interactions.‘ _

} Indiv_iduals exhibiting Interpersonal mindsets areconcerned_about the role of
science affecting their interest. One participant discusses this concern indirectly, i.e. he
: does not attriblite the concern as one that will affect him pe‘r.sonally though it is implied‘ :
“‘The fundamental problem is that a lot of regulators don’t believe trade-offs exist.”‘He is
a regnlator. But most pertinent to this conversation is that those with predominantly
Interpersonal compleXities speak up only four times witirin the afternoon session.v Each
time personal concerns are named, a clarification question 1s asked,’or an example of
‘something theirorganization/agency did is shared. |

| A particip.ant‘with an InterpersonaI / Self-authoring mindset focuses his comments
on the balance between management driving science anci” science driving management.
The theme of oalance comes uo regularly for the'oarticipants in the tran_sitional phase. In
' other chapters, it is a balance between responsibility to the self and to others, a balance -
between MOP’s purpose and that of the 'state.’s, and here - a_balance between the |
competing interests that should drive the MOP process. |
| " A'participant v;/ith a predominant Self-authoring mindsetwith some Interr)ersonal‘
is quite vocal throughout this discussion. His contribution to the conversation can be
summarized in three ways: summarizing, judging, and offering new ideas. At certain
junctures he offers a summary of the discussion, similarly to the role a facilitator plays.

His summaries are quite articulate and.help'ful to the discussion, according to other

Y
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participants. They are different however than the summarizations of the participants with
some Inter-individual strugturé in that they do not get at underlying, unspoken themes
and dyhamics but réther speak directly to the theme / dynémic ‘a_t ﬁand. Similarly, his
" judgments areiabobut the content beirig discussed, though articulate, théy do not explicate
| | the underlying themes inhereﬂt in thé_ ‘dialogue.. He offers new and creéti;\é ideéé ébout
: what MOP can ddilandist‘arts to indulge a pérsonal théory ébout the science / management
int¢fface as it vrélafes to corﬁprehensive ocean’management. What starts as apure
‘description of how MOP should proceéd sounds more like h1m sharing his own ‘
perspective. Hé éupportshié fﬂeo'ry with assurances that workec:i' elée\%}here. Aﬁother 7
" aspect of his contr%butions,,thé}t should be ndted, is that they are very strategic‘-'in’nat'ure.vv‘ )
That is, they set out to commént on the co_r_lversati‘.()h; at hand and offer ‘s‘omething:"‘thaklt will ‘v
better enable the éfoup to move forward. Yét the focus is ‘stillvo“n the Intéi’per_soﬁal -
strategizing to fulﬁll one/’s,o;wn needs and appeaée others. This is avcommon |
characteristic for parﬁcipants Who have a mix of Intcrpeernal and Self-éuthoring .
mindsets. |
: Lasfly,‘several participants exhibiting some Inter-individual structure kéep the
conversation ﬂoWihg with their ov;m p'érsonal ‘thq(;ry on _thev role of science. Their ideas :
often include a broad vision with an édaptiye na}tu’reénd some details about
implementation. SimiiarIy fo other Inter-ihd‘ividuél examples, they often reﬂe@f in action.
However, they are not always adept at noticing when others are not following their v.
r_easoning, One participant reflects on this duririg an interview cbmmenting that thei group
seems to lack institutional memory for what he, in pafticular, has propoéed several times

before. To keep others abreast of their ideas, Self-authoring participants will state their
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opinions and theories at each meeting and stress, the importance of them. Even if others
don’t seem particularly intrigued, they often keenat it as they firmly believe in what
_they’re saying. ’
| Generally, in the MOP nleeting discussions described above, partieipants

~“exhibiting a predominant Interpersonal rnindset offer information related to their
affiliation’s interest. This inforrnation is sometimes quité useful to the eenversation at
“hand. They ask questions to clarify how so‘melthin'g may affect their interest. They often
state ihese questions in the form ofa “coneem.”» These questions are also often useful to
the cnrrent conversationT They bring the personal aspects of the conversation to light.
The‘y'are_also very aware of the role of :the facili»tater eind offen reiterate what she says or
have her best interest in mind (e. g.e “If we make t(‘)oi many changes to the written nlan, XX
wrll have her hands full”). Participantsexhibiting-both Self-authering and’Interpersonal
st'ructures vpiéy a bridging role between other individuals fully at one of those mindsets‘.v
This role is partic-ulariy irnportant to MOP meetings. They reassure and comi’ort others
* which help Interpersenal participants feel safe and xheard. Simultaneously, they engage

" those with Self-authoring mindsets without feeling a threat to their sense of self.
Participants exhibiting a Self-authoring mindset generally offer new ideas in either a |
question or statement format and kept the conversation moving — sometimes in a general
direction and sometimes taken a Bit off course. Partieipants exhibiting some Inter- - |
individual structure often announce what is happening to the conversation process at any
given moment and then ask a question or make a statement to bring the conversation to
another point Bey‘ond What!has lieen discussed previously. These comments are often -

statements about underlying dynamics of the conversation, either interpersonal or
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process-related. They are also comments meant to get at the substantive nature of the

discussion at hand —the deeper meanings behind participants’ ideas.

Mindset Understanding | Individual Roles
_ A the Process ' ‘
Interpersonal ‘Literal; through | Offered supporting comments;

-eyes of others;
MOP separate
process from
state; Little
integration of

factual / descriptive information;
concern about impacts to own
interest; clarifying questions;
difficulty integrating MOP and
state processes; trust / safety

MOP into other | important; received knowing
aspects of . (Belensky)
| professional :

life;

embodiment of

a certain

perspective : :
Interpersonal / Self- Balance of Bridging role between ,
Authoring- .attending to self | interpersonal and Self-authoring
: & others participants; questions posing

- and/or testing own theory; keeping
the balance; strategy

Self Authoring Perspective; Judging by self standards;

: reflection; simultaneously inclusive and
outcome- beyond status quo; offer new ideas
oriented; _ : :
contextually-
driven; process
judged by own N

' ' | standards ‘
With Inter-Individual Transforming Broaden context; philosophical;
: : process; new “picking up on undercurrents of - - -
paradigm; conversation; adaptive; reflective-

reflection in
action; process-
oriented

in-action

) Analytic Summary 8 — Understanding the Process & Indivi‘dual Roles
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Theory Generation about MOP (during interviews and in action) — Analytic
Commentary
As someone transitions from the Interpersonal to the Self-authoring they do not
suddenly have a th'e‘dry on MOP and EBM. Generating a theory is about creating one’s
own perspective, i.e. being one’s dwn internal authority on one’s feélings and
convictions. This is different from embodying or taking on a certain perspective.
Consider an excerpt from a developmental interview of a participant exhibiting the
Interpersonal mindset. He is asked about lifestyle changes he makes because they are
~ “good for the environment”. What’s subtle is that he answers by discussing what he does
but doesn’t tell ex‘pléin his reasoning. He seems to be describing his perspective from the
inside rather than critiquing it from the outside.

It goes to eating sustainably. Yes I still drive a car and it’s not ahybrid. If T
-could afford one I'd buy one. We try to live as much as we can in an
ecologically sustainable manner because the natural maintenance and
preservation is extremely important. I try to do my part not to be negative to
decrease my footprint and actually buy products and live in a way that my
actions are actually helping. How did I come to this? I guess it’s just an
affinity for the natural world that I’ve had since I was a little kid.

~ This makes sense when looking at the process characteristics of the Interpersonal
_ mindset. Being embedded in one’s own beliefs makes it difficult to weigh those beliefs in
relation to others, thus, a focus on one’s own interest and an inability to integrate the -
implicit demands of the MOP process into other aspects of their professional lives. It also
makes it difficult to judge whether those beliefs are helpful or hindrances to the task at -
‘hand. In conversation, however, having participants that remind others of their needs and

that ask clarifying questions is quite useful toward stimulating further discussion and new

ideas.
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When one begins to be capable of reflecting on one’s perspective, one starts to
reflect on oneself. Here is another excerpt from a developmental interyiew of a Self-
authoring participant explaining a tension he recently felt related to his work.

So we’ve re‘cen'tly launched this new model. I sat down and I said, I've got to get

something done and I am just really having trouble getting traction. I can’t get

people to contribute in any substantial way. You know and part of it was
myself. I sort of felt that maybe where I’m failing, in loose quotes, the process
is that just sitting down and writing a couple of papers myself about how this

- would work. Maybe that is what I ought to be doing. It’s not where I thought

I ever should be. I thought I should be leading a commanding effort to write -

~ these thmgs down. : :

' Internally reﬂectirig on one’s and Iothers”, perspectivés rather than describing a
perspective (from the outside) is a form of mental COmplexity. In returning to Kegan’s
theory of subject/object, one can start to manipulate and manage what is object to them. -
H_owever, meaning that is deeply embedded within their reasoning isn’t yet accessible.
Having a capacity to haile a perspect_ive on one’s theory is integral to Self-authoring |

- participants’ need to understand the context of the MOP process for themselves and in

ways that make sense and live uf) to their own self-authored standards. This capacity is |

useful in conversation to reflect on how one is contributing to the process at hand and
whether that contribution is helpful or harmful. /

While participants exhibiting some Inter-individual mindset do not always stand
out, excerpts are pulled out that do when they add depth to the devéldpmental
understanding of the iesearch. This participant has a perspective on his own theory but he
goes a bit beyond this to see glimpses beyond his current mindset. Similarly to other Self-

authoring participants, he perceives what his theory and others’ are about. What’s

different is that he is starting to perceive the limitations of his own way of thinking.
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I think it’s probably something thaf I’ve learned over time but I think it’s one ,
of the hardest things —I think it’s the thing that enables some people to be really
good in science and not others because you can’t discover anything new if
_ you’re too constrained by what you already know because it’s what you
don’t know that you’re interested in. What you need to find out is what you
don’t know — to see new ways of zlooking at things that the rest of us can’t see.
}D'e‘liberation in the MOP pchess is not about aggrégating interests Of participants.
but'rafther using open COmmunication to illuminater the motivétions behind participants’
invqlvemént. Tﬁe way in which participants make sense of their interests is tied to their -
: meaning making capacities. These capacities influence how people interact during MOP
'procésse's - hbw they adapt to new infbrmatio'n and vaiugs —how they see authority and
- power — how they. are motivétéd 'énd ‘how' they understand the motivation of others. All of
tl}eée are aspecfs of proceés and afffect‘prc‘)cess interpersémal dynamics. Each pe‘rsonv
brings‘a different mental map to the process and reconﬁguies the'map basedv on ne\};f
irifoﬁnatibn' aﬁd 'underétandings_ (Haj ér, 1995). What’s‘critical about:MOP' is that it
provides a venue to have a continuous cycle of discussion‘,y disagreement and c'onsehshé'
which, from a developmental pérspective, is also impdrtant for self grthh (more in ne;xt
chapter) (Palmer, 1980). The extent to which participants intcgraté MOP process
characteristics into other aspects of their lives seems to be linked to their mindsets. As -
one’s mindset becomes more 'compiex, he/she can make greater and greater distinctions
between ‘wha‘t is superfluous ;co other aspects of one’s l.ife and what is integral to itv .
(Phillips et al., 1998). |
Generélly, there is a strong commitment to personal change and growth amorig
participants. 'Reasoning behind that commitment varies by mindset, e.g. endorse this
unique pfocess because it is a positive change for my interest; I endorse this unique

process because I find my own voice within it; I endorse this unique process because of
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the goals it achieves in creating a community of disparate interests (Weathersby, 1996).
Chapter 6 looks more in depth at the excerpts and process exchanges commented on'in
the three analysischapters. The focus is on the implications of this research for better

e‘nviro’nmenltal policymakihg fhrough more inclusive and develOpmehtally appropriate,

stakeholder enga'gemeht processes.
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CHAPTER 6

- ’RIESEARCH. CONSIDERATIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The final analysis looks at the implicit cognitive, interpersonalv and i_ntra-personal
demands of EBM in relation to the research results. The resear(;h, in this last chapter, is
synthesized into considerations and implicaEtiOns fOr‘improvedr environmental decision-
making and policy formation. To review, chapter 1 provided a theoretical foundatIon for
thé Iwo central components of thé research: marine ecosystem-b‘ased managemerIt (EBM) -
and ‘constructive c‘level‘opme‘htalism. The underlying pirinciples; of EBM wére urIpacked
‘byr ﬂeshIng,out their vimplicit,f:bgniti\}e, interpersonal and intra-péfsonal demands. The -
corIcept of “mIndse’t” was introduced tov show Ihe different l_eyels of complexity ;zvith .
.WhICIl an individual makes rrIeaning of her exﬁeriences.‘ The implicit demandé of EBM
_‘ wére systematically reviewed aInd briefly assessed by how eéch mindset may interpret
them. Cl;apter 2 introduced case study“resea/r‘ch and the specific case, the Méssachusptts
Oéean I’artneIship, more in-depth and gave further justification for choosin‘githis case to
‘gain insight into how decision-makers make sense of EBM procésses. TIlé next three
chapters were devoted to analyéis of the data. Their purposé was to explain the data and
to‘outline the d‘evel.opm'ental strengths and limitations oI‘ each mindset in.rélation to the
analyIic distinétions. This last chapter lays out the following considerations based on Ihe

- research:

L.
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1. - Anexamination of how both case study research and constructive
| developmental theory add value to the liteféture on marine ecosystem-based
managerﬁent speciﬁcally by !offer'ing a new lens from which to examine
' stakeholder engagement processes.
2. A" review of the implicit cognitive, -int”e.rpersonal and intra-pe}sonal demands for
EBM deseribed in Chapter 1 and‘the underlyihg principles of EBM suggested "
~in the current literature. : | | |
3_; - A review of cuﬁent EBM sﬁkeholder engagement processes. -
From these codsidefatiens, research implications are offered including an everarching
analysis of how the strengths and limitatibns of different mindsets contribute to or
'detract frdpd a deCision-méking process; Recommendatidns are bgiven for impro{/ing

-environmental decision-making given a range of meaning making complexities.

Considerations

“As mentioned in the early chapters of the dissertation, marine EBM has been slow
te gain traction througheut the world. There are many eXamples of decision—making
processes using ecosystemvapproaches,"thcv)ugh very few, if any, are comprehensiVely
implerrienting the va'ppvrovach by deliberately follosving EBM prihciples (Mmawski,‘2007>. |
In ether \INOI'dS,. ecosystem-based management is in its early stages in marine systems. .
Many are asking hoW the management cai)acity can be built to get beyond vsingle-sector
approaches and embraee institutional and administretive change (MEAM, 2008). Fo\r

example, what types of leadership are needed to guide decision-making to meet

~ ecosystem objectives? In the Massachusetts case, a mandate has recently been enacted to
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/

provide some guidance for implementation. However, there is more to decision-making

than having a particular legislative directive. The Massachusetts case still struggles io

~ make the language of the leg1slat1ve mandate operational Although the mandate does not
explicitly call for EBM many of the underlylng pr1nc1ples are there Slmllarly to the -
struggle others-face in 1mplement1ng those principles, the de01s1on-makers in

‘Massachusetts are learning how to turn theory into practlce with an 1mp11c1t assumption

 that those carrying out the d1rect1ve all have the same capa01ty fo understand the

complexity and the mental demands of the process. ',

This research points to the areas that.must be paid particular attention in

' stakeholder engagement: the capacities of decision—makers to take on different and/or
multiple perspectives, the capacitie's of decision-makers to make sense of .institutional
and adminiStrative change, and the extent to which decision-makers understand the : |
processes of policy formation in addition to the end goals or products. DeCision-making

- is necessarily goal-directed. However, EBM implicitly demands intentionality about the -
engagement process as a necessary condition for achieving a goal.‘ This chapter stresses’
‘the importance of heing intentional about both stakeholder engagement processes and
decision-makers’ mindsets. MOP, as a public/private partnership, is intentionally -
attempting a differentkind of stakeholder engagement, one outside of government, as
outlined in Chapter 2. MOP facilitators strive to create anengage'mentprocess that
attends to both the initiation process (getting stakeholders to the table) and creating the
context to keep them interested in the process. This chapter offers recommendations for

strengthening and supporting that kind of engagement process.
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As a review, the impi/icit cognitive, interpersonal and intra-personal demands of
EBM inqlude; |
‘o Capacity io Con_ceptually. Understand Cémplex, Multt’ple Variables -
Multiple Variables |
. Capaéity to Ac‘knowledge‘Personal Respbnsibility & Ownérship
e Capacity for Empathy for Competing Sectors anc}‘;‘he Individuals that
- Comprise Them - o .
o Capacity.to\Attend to Multiple Perspectives at Once
o Cbmfort with Ambiguity
s  Capacity to Reﬂéct on and Differentiate Amoﬁg Management Implications “ |
What’s unique about fhese »implicitv den.lan'dﬂs‘ is that they ’ar.e ﬁot the kind that éan be “
cxerciéed _fnerely by having moréinformafion. Théy are not about iﬁtélleCmally ,
uﬁderstanding more about the déﬁniﬁdn of EBM. Rather, they suggesf a corhplexi fy 'of‘
knowing and making sensé of the rhanagemént sysfem and its complexity (Heifeti, |
1995); For example; sev‘eral of the MOP re_search-participilnts mention that EBM is a |
+ “frame.of mind.” HoWever, the way in vw‘hich they unders‘tandvthis idea differs among
mindset‘s. For some, getting one’s head around 'EBM is about understanding thé EBM
definition and applying existing methods and tools for ifs implementation (McAuiiffe, |
1994). In other words, tﬁfs is interpreted as applyihg the same old processés to solve new -
and different chailenges. For others, EBM as a frame of mind fneans a reflective capacity;
that one makes sense of it by considéring new and multiple persﬁec'tives and weighing

them against one another to create new understandings.
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Current natural resource management stakeholder engagement processes vary. As
: policymakers try to conceptualize an administrative structure for EBM, Stakeholder '
participation is a key c‘onsideration (Parenteau et al., 2008). As recommended by the US
Commission on OceanPolicy, regional ocean councils are taking shape. Essentially,
these Councils would be used as mechanisms for stakeholder coordination, collaboration,
and input. The practical application of these Councils is still evolving in Newl England.
Public input is usually solicited through scheduled meetings at both state and
federal government levelsas'mandated by the Administrative Procedures Act. This input
| is usually one;way and is not always intentionally meant to nurture relationships or foster
meaningful dialogue. In some cases, such as under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery . |
_ ‘Conservation and Management Act or the Marine Mammeal Protection Act, stakeholders o
are an ofﬁcial part of the process of deCision-making and are directly engaged in the
process‘ of developing management approaches and regulations (Parenteau etal., 2Q08).
While these processes have achiev_ed a degree‘\of su'ccess,theyv are single-sector, interestf
- based stakeholder engagement processes. EBM stakeholder engagement requires
.. something else. There is a greater range of interests to consider under an ecosyfstem
| approach to management and these must be considered in coordination with one another.
In other words, stakeholder engagement processes must transcend management sectors.
MOP is set up as a public/private partnership to bring diverse stakeholders with
competing needs together to advance comprehensive coastal ocean management. It is a
partnership of a wide range of ocean interests. Stakeholders are not simply in\rited to
meetings to give \input related to their affiliation’s interest. Rather they are invited to

become MOP members to become invested in and responsible for the process and
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outcomes. They earl take the opportunity to give input through collaborative problem-
solving and developing common sense ocean-manage/ment‘planning solutions (MOP,
2008). | |
| In essence, MOP is trying to provide the ideal mechanisnl for stakehelder
erlgagement to achieve EBM objectives. As colnmendable as this is, there is an implicit
~ assumption that all stakeholders can do all of the melltal tasks required by the process.
This researcll shows that the MOP process can be enhalnced if vattenﬁon is paid lo the
individuals asked to implement and bartake of the process. If the implicit demands of
EBM .are.re.ﬂec-tedvupon froma developmenlal perspective, it is eritical that process o
o fecilitators are alware of the capacities of lhe mindsets in the 'ro‘om.. A facilitatOr_ should

- not act as an aulhority figure to dictate or presclil)e a process. Ralher; al facilitator should .

' ‘facili‘tate discussion and learning by_' responding appropriately to different ﬁlindsets and
their deyelopme_ntal strengths ancl limitations. Inherent in EBM is the need to work ‘across | ,
- and Witl’l differences, so the ideal EBM declsioh4making process, one in which. all
participants have the capacity to nleet EBM’s implicit demhnds, will likely never exist.
Because of the hlghly dynamic nalure of cross-sectoral dialogue, EBM stakeholder |
eng_agemeht processes need to be crEated deliberately a.nd\ with‘ the develppmental
eapaeities of thedeeision-makers in mind. If the menlal capacities of the people
overseeing our natural resources are ignored, the road to EBM‘will be buhipier. Asﬁ
highlighted throughout this dissertation,nthe complexity of lhe EBM concept makes
stakeholder engagemenl more cemplex. Therefore, the process of engagement must be

attended to in new ways. How does the added complexity make stakeholder engagemerlt
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more complex? The following pages include the implications of the research by.

signiﬁcant finding.

- Perspective-taking on Self and Others

- Interpersonal Mindset. Throughout the analysis chapters, excerpts are used to

‘illustrate the p’sycho‘logical world of the reséarch participants. The two EBM ifnpliéit

. dérnands that pértain to this research ﬁnding are the Capacity for E_r_npathy fnr 'Compéting -
Sectors and fhe Individuals that Cbmprise them and fhe Capacity to Atten‘d_ to Mulﬁple
Perspectives at Once. In)dividuals eXhibiting'an Interpersonal mindset are particuiarly in
, tu‘ne. to their own affiliation’s néeds and interesv‘tsy. They want to bc‘:bl.on.g and be accepted |
by MOP and its members. They want an équal' pléée at the table and wnnt to be able to - |
| trqu tnat the otnervrnembers é.nd fhe process will nphold, -or th Ieast»attend vtlo,v their
| | afﬁliaﬁon’s in’t‘erest; They find it challenging tb’ take off the hat of their afﬁliaﬁon;for fear
of being disloyal to their afﬁliates and having their affiliation be subsumed by sométhing
, greatef; something that théy are not able to control. Part of this fear stems from listening

to and taki.ng‘ in ofhers’ (different) perspectiyes. These differences feel threatening tQ

their very sense of self ‘in that to accept another’ s point of view as valid, especially if it :
contradicts one’s own, is experienced as a breach of tneir loyalty to and identiﬁcatiOn

Witn their own afﬁliation; in a sense, it feels like’a loss of identity. They find it difﬁcult tn
: _internally vhold these differences — it tends to 'bécome conflict they have with the persbn
’who représents the competing perspective rather than an ideological disagreement.
_ Rejecting someone else’s perspective because it c{ompetes with o“ne"siown isnot a Simple

disagreement. The disagreement can become the defining factor of the relationship, at
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least from their perspective. In other words, someone with an Interpersonal mindset may
| have a ch?.nge of heart when they are given permis'sion, by a trusted authority, to accept
as valid competing p'e‘rspectives or interests. .
It ié not difﬁcult for these participants fofulﬁll the implicit EBM d_emand of
- having empathy. However, empathy, for them, means identifying With another. Because
their l‘imita.tion lies in being unable to hold andther’s differing perspective along with
their own, they are unable to understand thé other’s through their léns. They seek

something they can identify with.

o Intgrpetsonal‘/ Self-Authoring Transition. Those participants éxhibiting the | -
Interpersonal / Self-authoring transition are starting to have a perspective of their own in’ .
~ addition to the affiliation that theyw identify with and are loyal to. They still struggle with
ibalancing another’s perspective \;vith thei‘r:own. They still feel a sense of loyalty and
| -responsibility tb the pérspective they represent — usually thaif éf their afﬁliation. Yét, they
.also fevel a growing sense of ownership to any self-authored ideas théy haveand

sometimes struggle to integrate' the two. They feel a continuing vulnerability to the -
demands and expecta}ions of others and often feel at the mercy of others’ control. And
they struggle With finding the balance between attending to their pwn neéds and afténding
t.o‘ or pleasing others’. Their capacity to take on other éérspectives and to feel.émpéth.}/

that need not mean identification, is growing.

Self-Authoring Mindset. Those exhibiting Self-authoring mindsets come to the

process with a whole host of their own perspectives. They look at MOP as an opportunity
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to strengthen, reflect, and/or change their perspectives as a result of cross-sectoral .
dialogue.‘This.oppcrtunity is something else for them. It is not simply a public/private
partnership to engage different stakeholders sepa‘rate‘ from their‘aftiliation. It is another |
One of their many afﬁliations and has its oWn right and purpose. Within this affiliation,
they feel completely responsible for their Qwri level of participation and engagement and |
do not look to any of the other participants for acceptance. Rather they tend to relate to
,the other rrierribers as iridependent thinkers with e variety of ideas and coricerris to be

considered.
D

' ’Self-Autho‘ring' vvith Inter-Individual Mindset. Those beyoridthe"S‘elf-authorinig
stage are starting to understand anci weigh the rriultiple perspectives vvithin themselves in
"additionto‘ doingthis w1th bothers’ perspectives. They are cornfortabie sittiné with the
érnBiguity of the process and, in fact, tend to see the process as Creatirig itself. lThey let
this happen naturaily through dialogiie with cthers. |
| F or both Self-authoring participants and those with some inter-irrdividual mindset,
‘ empathycomes from seeing the whole of someone else, as separate from oneself. One |
: vd(‘)es not need to identify with another to feel ernpathy with a Self-authoring mindset.
To be able to take on multiple and/or competir_ig perspectives during an EBM
: decisiOn-making process, one must have the capacity to set aside one’s own perspective
for the moment to make mental room for another. One must héve the caipacity to weigh
tile strengths and limitatiops of each perspective and not see the other person soleiy as the
| representative of perspectives. One must have the capacity to decide for herself what

parts, if any, of the perspective she will integrate into her own. Similar to other conflict
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resolution processes, coastal ocean decision-makers often wrongly and implicitly aésume
that each person‘at the table has the capacity to do these things and, in fact implicitly and‘ :
‘unquestlomngly carry these assumptlons with them from the onset of the stakeholder ~ |
engagement process (McGulgan & Popp, 2007) How can the true nature of EBM’s
- underlying principles be reallzed rf a ba51c fact about dec151on-makers is 1gnored — that
- notall and in fact, most do not have the cnpacity to trulyweigh mul’tipleperspectrves
against one’s own (Kegan,b 1994).‘ B |
Cross—sectoral decision-making is one of the key elements of EBM. If, as

described and illustrated earlier, a'decision-maker with an Interpersonal mindset equates
the person with the idea (ean not separate the person from their affiliation / perspeetive),
it makes the, process of di‘scu'ssionand deliheration mere difficult for them‘ (McGuigan &
Popp_,‘ 20(‘)7).' If there can be an element built into the process ef engagement to facilitate o
an eXplicit envirenment of trust and respect for differences and in fact, a spirit of learning
. from each other, those with an Interpersonal mindset may feel they are given permtséion
to connlder other perspectlves very dlfferent frem their own. This is espec1ally clear
through the ways they talk about the interests of their afﬁhatlon and its members Thls
eonnectlon to other partly defines who they are. Putting that aside to really hear and
reflect 'on another’s conﬂicting perspective threatens their sense of loyalty to their:
affiliation and in turn, their sense of self and place. If they turn away from or diiute that
which gives them a sense of self and belonging (by allowing in a competing perspecttve)
then who are they. One of the repercussions of this, or on the flipside, opportnnities, is
that in order for them to be engaged in the process, they must feel that their affiliation’s

interests are important and being considered. And at the same time, being given
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permission to try on differing perspectives further enéages them in the process. On the
| other hand, this kind of dynamic has the potential to stifle meaningful dielogue where
~ differences ln perspective have to be articuléted and worked through in erder for ne.w .
shared understandings and perspe‘ctilies to 'etnerge. It is helpful that those exhibiting a
_;Self-authorlng mindset can take on many perspect1ves weigh those agamst thelr own and
1ntegrate Whnt resonates w1th them vlnthout los1ng a sense of who they are. However
E » realizing that not everyone can do this is often a limitation of a Self—anthoring mindset._

. . j
Frustration with others who may seem unnecessarily defensive oftensets the stage for
resentment, impatience, and potentially lost interes,t’in the process. In additien, those with
a Self-authoﬁng mindset and be)iond' sometimes forgei that'the ideas émd decisions they _
are diScussing have a personal element. For Interpersonal participants, the diseussion is
very personal. Foi Self-authorin'g‘ parficipénis, ithe.‘.divSCLlSSiOIl is more ednce‘ptuayl.’ |
Interpersonal part101pants help to br1ng the d1scuss1on to pragma‘uc concerns when they |

rem1nd other participants of their personal challenges and needs.

| :Creatlngkand Accepting Chang_

The 1mpl1c1t EBM demands that are most affected by this significant ﬁnd1ng are
the Capacity o Acknowledge Personal Responsibility & Ownership and Comfort with

Ambiguity.

Interpersonal Mindset. Individuals exhibiting an Intefpersonal mindset are

particularly willing to take responsibility for implementing a new management approach |

if a mandate is in place or they are unofficially asked to do so by someone in authority in
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their 'afﬁliation.‘First and fo;emost, their responsibility and sense of ownership lies with
their afﬁliation’s interests. For anyone entering into a professiohal situation or a
professional relatioméhip, taking on a new kind’ of respohsibility briﬁgs with it a certain -
amount of change, difference and often, anxiety. As someone starts making sense of and
integrating difference, there is a certain amount of ambiguity about dnefs Ievél of and
~ type of respopsibility. ‘Those with an Interpersonal mindset néed permission, m6tivatidn,
“and suppoﬁ, .frorvn a person they trﬁst, to embrace diffeféncé and face some ambiguity as
change evolves. The impliéation\is that if this suppoft doesn’t exist for them, théy may‘
,disevngage ,because of feelings that the process is out of control and overwhelming. This is
particﬁlafly illustréted in meetings when someone v-r'lew shows up énd brings up entirely
‘new ideas thus turning the prd‘gcss on its head or stalling/ it. In otl;ler words, given | -
permission to feel _com’fortable with différence or change is a’ne.ces‘sary condition for
- these participants td take persoriai responsibility for the prv‘oc/ess.‘\ On,evpvavlrticipant notes

“that she looks to an authority figure in the room to’understand what is going to happen

next, in light of this new information.

. intefversonal /‘ Self;Authoring Transition. In similar situations where new
members bring up entirely new or conflicting ideas, those exhibiting a balancé of -
Interpersonal and Self-authoring mindsets Start to realize how differences in individual
opinion can lead to new understandings for the group. However, they are not always,able
to fully intevgrate these differences into their own thi‘nking. Sometimes the ambiguity of
‘new ideas enterihg the process Becomes a hindrance to change; A clear and explicit

acknowlédgement of the necessity of such ambiguity, as part of the process, goes far in

145



helping them to feel settled about a shift in the process. As these participants gain the
capacity for taking on different and/or conflicting perspectives, they start to take

responsibility for self-comforting in the face of change and ambiguity. This example is

- from a developmental interview with a participant who can hold a significant other’s
perspective but is having a hard time accepting it, since it is different from her own. - -

Whatever all her reasons are - she doesn’t see my truth. And so I am torn about-
I°’m torn between the piece of me that wants to dismiss her truth out of hand as
simply wrong and unfounded and selfish and ignorant. And the other mode of
being torn is allowing myself to think what must XX’s experience be trying to be
in a relationship with me with her fears or angers or whatever they are and trying
to find the place in me that can be empathetic to her - empathetic doesn’t mean

~ you have to agree, doesn’t mean you have to corroborate somebody’s truth. It

- means you allow them the space to have their truth, and that’s really it.’

| She can pefceive this other person’s truth yet is having difﬁculty“‘sittihg withit”
mentally. She understands that she does not have to identify with it though itis

challenging for h_ef not to be éblé to. Yet she is not willing to let 'gd of her version of fhe

truth just to be in agreement with this other person.
f‘ : ’

| Self-Authoring Mindset. Participants exhibiting a Selffauthorin:g‘ mindset‘fs‘pe‘ak

-often of colleéti;/e responsibility. This generally means that oﬁe take_‘s réspohsibility for
oneself and simultaneously is aware of how their actions affect othérs. They believe that
if e‘\ﬂleryone ié able to feel responsibility in this way, EBM principles such as making
trade-offs rho‘re explicit, are more likely to be realized.’ There will be a collective
awareness of the interconnections among stakeholdérs. This collective community can
only be shapéd through ope_n dialogue where ainbiguity is the norm and is expected to
leéd to new understandingsi Integrating difference is essential for (I;han.ge.AAs' vmentioned'

pféviously, a limitation of this thinking is that not everyone has the capacity to take this

J
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kind of responsibility thus unexamined assumptions hinder progress. This excerpt.

' illustrates a Self-authoring participant who wants the process to go a certain way and

though it may not come across here, he also talks about his frustration by what he

believes is the selfishness of others. Hence, an unexamined assumption..
I think it’s trying to build a communityb of interests that recognizes that there are a

~ variety of different interests and competing interests for the use of the oceans and

that we have to work out common grounds as to how the competing interests can
work together in a community basis rather than all belng 1nd1v1duallstlca11y trying
_to pursue their own selfish interest.

Itfé not that this person lacks the capacity for examining his assumption about his claim

above. Rather, his theory is that individuality is the root cause of alaek of community in

“this case.

Self—Authorih,q with Inter_—Individual Mindset.‘ Those With some Ihter;individual
| complexit:y exhibit a rho‘re imrrtefiiate sense of restaonéibihty. With’ the eap'aeity tq reflect
on oneself in action, their sense of how and to what degree they should take re‘sponsibility‘
is context-dep.endent. They are better able to adapt to the ahlbiguity of the Shifting
process as they learn more about themselves, others and the needs of the process itself.
Entirely hew paradigms can be created When reﬂection—injaction,' process-focus, and
adaptiVe thinking and feeling are. Wofking together for an individual. As tne‘ntioned inan
earlier chapter, the four individuals exhibiting svome Intet-individual are the ‘only vresearch
participants who’ speak of a new paradigm in a substantive way, “To do the proper jeb,
we need av new paradigm and we don’t get a new paradigm if We work within the

o

system.”
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Understanding the Process — Mindsets in Action

The impl‘icit VEBM demands most affected i)y this significant ﬁnding,are. the
Capacily to Conceptually Understanci’ Complex, Mztltiple Variables Multiple Variables
and the Capacily to Reflect on and Differentiate Amohg Manageinent ’Ivmplications.l Some _
of the new variables dééisiori—makers face in EBM are making trade-offs among
management sectors more explicit in conversation and policy and understanding the
cumulative impacts of disjointed management that doesn’t do the former. As discussed in
nearly all chapters, EBM brings anew level of complei(ity to coastal ocean management.
The analysis and particularly the chapter on understanding the process brings to light
where this complexity manifests — within the decision—maki_ng processitself. In this
section and the next‘section on Research Considerations I stress the importance of
attunlng to this complexity as addlng somethlng completely dlfferent to current
processes. In other words new stakeholder engagement processes must be created to deal

with new variables of marine management and of stakeholders themselves.

‘, Interpersonaly Mindset. As shown in all the analysis chapters, participants Vie\iv the '
MOP process differently and much of this difference is related to one’s mindset. Those
exhibiting an 'Interpersonal. mindset talk about the process and its new complexities in
somewhat global terms, often in the form of a description they either hear from someone
else or which is generally accepted by others.‘ It is difficult for these participants to ignore
the state legislative process during MOP meetings but also difficult for them. to integrate
‘_ the state and MOP processes and see them as different pieces of something greater. Thls

difficulty is 1llustrated during MOP meetlngs in Wthh these partrcrpants mainly offer
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. supportingccmments, clarifying ‘questions, or concerns rather than adding an
independent perspective to the mix. They can benefit from a meeting facilitator who
coulcl draw out these cornrnents? clueStions and concerns to help them think throughthem :
a bit more and ‘maybe from another perspective. In this way, the'se individuals can rnore
‘. fully contribute to the conyersation. | |
Their capacity for attuning to‘ the cornplex_ity of the process and all of its variables
1S limited based on their glcbal; literal understanding of it. As their capacity for reflection

grows, they will start to see new variables and interconnections among variables.

Interpersonal / Self-Authoring Transition. Those balancing the InterpersOnal and

Self-authoring mindsets are focused on balanCing--the new variables of the people and the
process with those of their own. This focus seems to bring them to play a‘ bridging role | |
vbetween par_ticipants with Interpersenal and Self-anthoring rnindsets. This hridging role
,enables them to feel rnore control ovver the process and its direction.They are strategic in
their imderstanding'of the process and vyhen the times are right, in their opinion, they feel
comfortable interj ecting a bit of their own perspective into the mii;. ln my opinion, these
individuals play a very important role in this process, particularly the facilitator, who
exhihits this mindset. This role is important to the EBM inherent demands of
understanding complexity and reflecting on 1t Even thngh their capacity to clo either of
these things is limitecl at times, they are in tune to the limitations of those with
Interpersonal mindsets and simultaneously, in tune to the limitations of those with Self-

~ authoring mindsets. In other words; they seem to have an innate sense that those with

Self-authoring mindsets need the room to reflect on EBM’s complexity but often don’t
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notice that others may not be able to see the complexity as they do. In thesc cases, the

. participanfs playing these br‘idging roles, help to translate the complexity to InterperSOnaI |
béfticipants so that they caﬁ be part of the discussion. For'ex'ample, one participant makes
this bﬁdge by asking a Self-authoring participaht to “teli her moré.”‘Thisi is a simple
thbugh particularly helpful kind of statement because, as one participant cOmfnents, it
takes the onus off the Interpersonal participant who méy feel embarrassed about not- '
undefsténding what is being diéc"ussed. And at the same time, it facilitates more - -
understanding beéause the original statemenf is communicated twice, and often, more

éxplicitly the second time.

- Self-Autildrin,Q Mindset; The pértiéipants exhibiting a Self—éuthoring mindsc‘t

| céme to th'e table with their own uniqué pefspective on EBM and a focus on how to
ma‘n;age uSing this approach. Their perspectiyé on how the‘ MOP proces§ is going is
qoﬁtextually-driven and outcomg%-ofieﬁted.- The c‘ontext and the outcome are judged by
 their own internal sténdards. In meetings, they bring the sglf-authored “idéas” to the
conversation. They sofnetirhe’s aré combative when someone doesn’t un-d'erstvand their

_ idea in the way that they do. -For 'ex“ample‘, one participant blurts out that the proceés is
stupid because he is asking for context and is not getting it. These participants bri‘ngv the
framework for cqnnec_ting ideas, ideas that are self‘-authoredv as well as ideas that afe
examples ‘of What’s been done elsewhere. One participant is particularly adept at this and |

is always linking ideas from different people together and/or to something broader.
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Self-Authoring with Inter-Individual Mindset. Lastly, those with some Inter-
individual mindset speak of transforming the process and creating new paradigms. The};
are more précéss—oriented thah outcome;-orierited. In meetings, their comments often help
to brbadeh the context within which complexity is being discussed. They pick ﬁp‘ on the |
~ undercurrents of the co‘nversétion'and_work to adapt the prqcess to those undercurrents.
For example, one participant often stops the conversation and ‘reﬂevvcts on what just o
happened in real-time. The benefit is that sometimes it would frigger either thé facilitator ,
1 or‘ a participant to take a step béck éonceptually and r’evie;w.‘ .A drawbac‘k,v'as expréssed by :
cher pérticipanté, is thét they often come écross as philosophi;:al, hafd to understand, orv
irr:‘l'practicval.‘fO’thers are n'ot’always able to turn an Inter-individual conceptual .
understanding of the proCésél into something concreté and more workable. For those with
Self-autho;ing mi’ﬁdsets and beyond, suspending presuppositi‘olvl‘s to'spend time in
r'eﬂec;ﬁbn increases their capacity for learning during the process '(Schibn, 1983'). ‘The}ﬁ/ are
often intriguéd by Whét they don’t khow‘and often search for newquéstions? rather than .
énsweré., With an increased and more complex awareness of the many vafiables of EBM
decision-fhakiﬁg, these participants have more capacity to empdwer the process by

helpihg the group to reﬂect‘on either new ideas or old ones in new ways.

Research Implications
The following are research considerations for MOP and other stakeholder
engagement processes whose main purpose is to manage marine resources more

holistically. These are developmental considerations based on the analysis and

\
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implications discussed in this dissertation. They are listed below and worked through for

-the remainder of the chapter.

Developmental Considerations for EBM Stakeholder Engagement Processes
1 ’The ”eompl.eXity rof ban EBMvdecisio‘h-making rhandéte requires attention to the
complexity of the -adult mind. Developmental psychology has a role to play in |
creating more optimal Stakeholdef engagerheht processes that are more relevant
' érid therefore, meeningful for fhe individual stakeholders. .
2. Decision-makers must be acutely aware of the act of deeision;making, i.e. the
process itself fnhst be intenﬁohal. Optimal stekeholder engagement r_nustvbe part
“ of ;che decision-making process from the onset and'hot relegated fo lé. supporting -
role. - |
3. "Optimal stakeholder engagement proee5ses can be crea‘hed to .support the EBM
ideal by focusing oh creatihg safe spaces for dialogue and delibefatioh across |

difference.

Developmental Consideration 1

The complexity of an EBM décision-making mandate requires attention to the cohaplexity
yofthe adult mind. Developmental psychology has a role to play in creatiﬁg more optiMal
stakehblder engagement processes.
It is not necessary nor is it feasible for rhanagersor professional process
. faciiitatofs to 'he expefts in developmental psychology in order to consider the mindsets

of decision-makers. It is necessary, however, for them to learn how to facilitate processes
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that effectively invite all of the mindsets into the room. There are ways in which one can
recogniie developmental traits and adapt and/or creaté a process that works with and for
a range of dévéldpmentél cépacitiéfs. As described in Chapter 2, there is .a body of
literature that focuses on creating mofe /effective stakeholder engagemenf processes.
: Hdwever, none of that literature looks at' these proc'es'ses“in relation to fhe capééiti’es of
the adult mind to engage in ways particular to EBM. If the compl‘exitiésv'of meaﬁings
which individuals briﬁg to the process of engagement continue to be ignored, pfocesses e
~will be created and policies enacted that are not truly and chprehensively EBM. To

| accomplish EBM’s primary tenet of managing acroiss sectors, the stakeholdér’s across all
V ~sectors must be engaged. They cannot be optimally engaged without att?htion to how '
v,they' mak¢ sense of the process and its inteﬁded goalé. And if they are not éngaged in
Ways that meet them where they are, the process Will fall short of fullf integ:rati‘ngfall
sfékehblders into décision—making. From a develdpmen‘@l standpoint, a stakeholder
engagement proéeSs must be created with the ‘p@p'l_einfmin.d. It vneeds to speék to tﬁem,
where they’re at developmentally.v The process doés not and cann(;)t' stand alone separate
from its participants. The process itself can not have a dircc‘ﬁon or a goal séparate from
what its participants understand if to .bé. This is where recognition of participants’ |
cognitiv;:, interlpersoﬁal and in'tra-persona‘l capacities comes in. If the range of .mindsets
th‘at“rn_ay be part (of any given process is understood, the process can be strucfured to work
for the range of pafticipants. Consequently, there is a greater chance that the participants
will add more value to the process (Robbins et al., *1 994). At the very least, incorporatingv

developmental considerations can be simply about personalizing the proceSS by getting to

know the participants in a more personal way. It may entail varying the process structure
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vto attend to the rangé of needs in the group. It may entail an increased emphasis on
understanding multiple perépectives and reflection. It may éntail exércising commitment
in the face of doubt by deliberately WOrking through conflict and ambiguity. It may
incorporatq prdcess awareness techniques such as role-playing to bring to light
b-uhderlyin‘g in“ce.‘rpersonal manipulativons and powef dynarniés (McAuliffe, 1994).
As shown throﬁghout this dissertation, different mindéets léarn' differently!How

' .é(;méone makes sense of the process traﬁslates into what and, more importantly, hﬂv'they
learn. A person with an Interpersonai mindset may come to the process to gain
v knoWlecige abbut EBM becéuse they -feel résponsible for their"afﬁliation’s interest. As
one panicipaﬁt said, “This is going to happen. It’s just a matter of how and when and I
: wa‘ntb to rﬁake sure [ undérétand how it affects my affiliation.” These participants come to
a leapniﬁg process askirig “What am I supposed to know?” A .pe.rson with a Self-authoring o
- ‘mindset may come to é leaming process thiﬁking about what they want to learnand

accomplisﬁ for thgmselves aé \;Vell as theif afﬁliatio,nv and use the procesé to gain that
.informa;tion,_- knowledge, V»and skill. Edu;ation, in the Self-authoring mindset, ié_ﬁsed to
deepén one’s understanding rafhef than io gain acceptaricc: (Weathgfsby, 1976).
' ‘Stakeholder‘“ engagement processes, when looked at developmeptally, are fipe cla\serOrn‘s_v : ’
not only for develdpmental growth but for creating processes or réworking existiﬁg ones
to more fully connect with participants’ capacities. And the more fully every stakeholder

feels engaged in the process, the more effective and successful the process will be. -
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Developmental Consideration 2

| Deeision;mdkern must be acutely aware of the actlof decision-making, i.e. the process
itself must be intentional. Stakeholder engagement must be pdrt of th.e -decision-making :
proce&s from the onset and not relega‘ted foa sup};ort'ing role.j It must nupport

| deliberative characteristics.

. Thioughnut the research process, it‘beciame apparent how important stakeholder
engagement is.in orde‘r to obtain EBM principlés, paﬁicularly_ tﬁosé relelted to rnaking"a_ '
tr‘ade-offsv more e;<plicit§ ‘There is an implicit EBM ideal: the capacity to explicitly
exercise the cngnitivc, interpersonal, elnd intra-personal demandts.‘ In nrder fo feach that
ideal, de'(‘:i‘sinn-making must move away from an interest-based di‘scour'se.to a

. deli'beirati‘vé discourse which takes into cnnsideration the inhérent interéction and
' interdénendence between the ‘indiVidualvs:involved and the context in which -they. find
themselvés. EBM literatu;e on stakeholder processes offers conéiderations aimed only at -'
. nphnlding an ideal rather than simultaneously cbnSidering th thé stakeholders actually
nre. Byv intentionally considering (ievelopmental capabities when: creating a stakeholder
engaéement process and by using deliberative chafacteristics, EBM processes can
becnme rnechanisms for a new kind of learning whieh in turn enhances the EBM pfocess. '
2 Learning that involves both -informatinnal learning (learning new infdrmation) and
transformation learning (where partic‘ipants develop new ways of understanding Aboth
themselves and the process) Decision-makers need the time and place whe‘re’they have
the luxury, support and resources to Aunderstand andvi'ntegratevthe EBM concept and
process, and better realize the underly»ing cognitive, interpersonél, énd intrapersonal

demands. 'Equally importantly, they need a safe space to explore/investigate, practice, and

155



adapt to it together (COMPASS, 2008). In creating such a context, the evolution of -
indiyiduals’ meaning making would get as much consideration as the evolution of the
ecosystems they are a part of. Such a context closes the circle and becomes a more
complete ‘;ecosystem”-based process, and thus, a more efficient, effective, and”successfnl
~ one.
A structurally different context of decision-making means forming new -
' relationships and substantive interactions betWeen and among management sectors,
Scientists and industry groups. These new interactions become the hosts for a new set of
' ideas_ to emerge. There are deliberative reqnirements of EBM decision—making that are: “
not being considered and that are essential to the management paradigm’s underlying
Vvalues, such as the capacity to attend to multiple perspectii/es at once in conversation.‘
| Theories ab‘ou't de.moc.ratic deliberation provide a body of literature that describes the
- sh1ft in .decision—making being considered with an EBM approach, a shift toward cross; |
_‘ sectoral communication and more inclusive stakeholder engagement processes. The |
literature is also suggestive of what is needed to address the types of coordination and
,processes needed to take a new approach. - |
- These communication theories are not about brokering interests. Instead, they are ,
“about promoting free and open discourse, reﬂective jndgment, respect for different
communication styles, and a process for building a shared knowledge base (Habermas,
1990). These theories assert that moral disagreement should be discussed through a
* deliberative, intellectual process where choices, including process choices, are made

collectively (Baber & Bartlett, 2005.) lf ‘one looks at ocean management decision-making )

156



through a deliberative lens, stakeholder engagement is a normative process as well as a

procedural one.

" _ The salience of democratic communication theories to this work is-that generally,

they promote moving away from single-sector, interest-based dialogue toward one that is

i

more collective-interest, deliberately-based, inclusivé, and holistic. For example, the

following deliberative process characteristics are, in some ways, symbolic of the

) paradigm shift from single-seétor rrianagement to EBM (Forestér, 2000; Dryzek, 2000):..

" Sector Interest-Based

Motivation of dialogue is self interest.

| Hierarchy and control are favored over equality.

Stakeholders are chosen to participate based on status.

Environment is discussed in subordinate terms.

“Experts” carry more weight in the discussion.

Deliberation is restricted to rational argument.

Individualism is valued over group identity.

Collevctrivev- Interest/Deliberative-based

Coordinated, central éctiori is sought with‘fovrésight bﬁilt in; Sentiment is t o joiri ’
forces to change policy. | |

Normal citizens a'rév critical to thé process.

Environmental protection & economic prosperity go together.

Words like “partnership” are used to deﬁné stakeholder group.
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e New and innovative ideas are generated through dialogue.
e Environment and humans are ackhowledgéd as interrelated.
¢ Deliberation is considefate of other types’ of communication such as emotional, .
intuitive, or rhetorical .
e The complex nature.of deéiéion-making procéss is understbod and is, its'elf,
considered | |
Taking a more deliberative apprdach encoﬁrages, and, in féct, reQuires, one to
‘ Weigh one’s own interests in relation to ‘vthe_ public interest, and appeal to principles that
others can accept because they are morvally justified (Gﬁtman' & Thompson, 1996). In this
| case reasonable people cah agree to diségree because they are eaéf_l making claifns that
‘ _con_sitd‘er the interesfs of ‘the ofhef and the gréater good and as a result, they are reflecting
én their own values to do so. 'Npt only can 'par't‘icipants vagreevtordisag‘ree buf their own
views may be transformed as a resﬁlt’of a justifiable process of deliberation. J ustiﬁabie in
this case meéns discourse that is devoid Qf coercion, power and stratégy to the extent
possible (Dryzek,' 1990).

- The beauty of MOP being structufed asa public/private paﬁpérship is that
delibefation about envifonmental policy o_c/curs outside of government or any one sector’s
turf. By its very nature, public/private partnerships seelg to integrate differént interests,
and in MOP’s case, they areitrying to do this through a more inclusive dialogue and
~ deliberation. A constructive devélopmental approach to deliberatioﬁ could add value fo
this particular point. By undefstanding participants’ mindsefs, stakeholder engégement : |
B processes like MOP can not only facilitate content-learning but help develop adaptive

éxpertise regardless of one’s mindset (Folke, 2005). Participants of all mindsets can learn
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to adapt to new communication philosophies by creating processes that provide them the

kind of support they personally need. This is addressed in the next section.

Developmental Consideration 3

Stakeholder engagement processes can be created to support the implicit cognitive;
interpersonal and _intra—persondl demands ,Of EBM and in turn, fécilitéte deéision-making '
that is more holistic, considers multiple perspectives, and ultimately, enhénces our
un‘derStanding‘ of the interconnectioris between human activities “a‘nd coastal ocean
‘resources. | |
How does one facilitate, manage and orgahize a deciSioﬁ-makiﬁg pfOée'ss that
considers diffefenées in mindsets? As mentioned earli.e-r, stakeholder engagement in any
“policy formation procéss should not pla); a supporting fole nor should it pl'ay‘a pasé.ive
role. Stakeholders must be optimaily engaged from the onset through an ofﬁcial |
vmechanisr‘n thét- is connécted to, but not directl):' from, government (such as a .
: public/priﬂlate partnership). The engagement pro<‘:ves§#sﬁould stdn long before the
mandating proéess staﬁs, if possible, and become a pefmanent mechanism for lohgoing
dialogue across sectors. The‘engager‘ne_nt‘ should be tWo-way and Vcorllsist Qf reéul‘arly -
;scheduled\ meetings to build relationships. The process must be based on deliberativve
qualities and should strive for that lgindvof ‘honest and respectflil dialogue. EBM
stakeholder éngagement processes should not be predetermin‘ed. There must be
intentionality about the process development and ongoing recognition of process traité as
the process unfoldsy. And most importantly, participants should be aware or made aware

of these process traits. With awareness, there is a better chance that participants can help
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enable the process to adapt. But to make any of these characteristics work, the process
facilitators should incorporate developmental considerations into their planning and learn
‘ . ¢

how to acknowledge mindset differences, work with them, and even support their

. transformation.

- EBM stakeholder engagement processes, as described above, are‘ir‘lherently L
P Q'

excellent ieaming organizations. To take full advantage of the llear.ning" potehté?l for rriore
effective marine policy, devélopmental considerations;c.aﬁ be applied in the following

- ways. First, fadil‘itators must ﬁnd ways fo help decision-makers ldok at a problem from |

: different perspectives to help them undérstanci ‘tha‘t their peféeption 0 f thé‘ situation and
how th;:y are making sense of it is different from others’. th., they ére goiﬁg to neéd :
gﬁidé}nce on how to do‘t'h'is in practicé. It rﬁay not be obvioﬁs o; iﬁtuitive that a particulat
individualhears one thing beihg discussed whilé the person next fo them heérs something
quite diffefeﬁt. Facilitators can look to the grea_t body'of litératu(e on learning theory |
(Terrell & Hale, 1992; Kolb, 1979). Developmental literature, in partiéular, typically
points to three factors to facilitate learning somethiﬁg new: practice, variation and '
reﬂe‘ctiqn (Fazey et al., 2005).‘ De?élopmental considerafions to achieve each are

discussed next.

Préctice Perspective-Taking

—

By practicing cross-sectoral dialogue, decision-makers will, at the very least, start
“to get used to its challenges, benefits, and nuances. To create effective learning
environments and practice spaces for stakeholder engagement, facilitators can learn how

to join each person where he or she is by understanding the basic characteristics, needs,
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strengths, and limitations of /the primary mindsets (as summarized in charts thfoughout
the dissertation). While facilitators may nét be adept at differentiating between mindsets,
and, in faéf, dz) nof need tov be, they Can make sure to cover all of their bases. ‘Here are
some basic developmental recommendations for process facilitators which can be applied
to the range of mindsets to practice perspecf‘ive-taking (Adapted from ‘Isaacs‘, 1999, :
u‘nléss noted otherwise):. ‘ | ‘ |
e Evoke the ideal not only by asking people to brainstorm airld think out loud but by
teachiri_g people how to do this constructively.
o Ask iﬁdividuéls to sﬁspend their perspective temporarily. '
o EfnbodY reflective judgrﬁent. h |
‘e Listen to emerging themes and connect them.b '
. Listeri- to the way 1n which individuals contfibute to the xconvers‘ation'.
e Acknowledge all Viewpoints respectfully.
o Pbint'out people’s commonalities and differences to help some participants get é
better ‘sense of what makesvthem unique and what is similar among them;.
e Probe individuals to think thfough their thoughts out loud, in small groups, or
: one-on-_one»especially for those ata transitional Int‘erpersonél and Self-authoring
mindset. This helps them develop their t)heory with sorhe support.
o Highlight connections between the current stakeholder enga"gerﬁent process.and
other related brocesses af the forefront of discuséioﬁ. Ask participants to think
* about how various initiaﬁves are felated to oné another and how they are

different. Eg In MOP’s case, the state’s relationship to MOP.
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e (all generalizations and assumptions to attention during discuss’ion in a non-

threatening manner. |
e Personélly understand the affiliations that are being represented at the taible. |

e Check-in regularly a‘boutv' thé process while it is occurring. Ask participants what
they think is happening and where it 1s headingf‘ | |

o Ensur¢ the’réi is a clear set of process objectives so that partiqipants can pr_acticé
informed judgment (Fazey, 2605). Undérstand h\ow’participants make sense-of
these obj‘ectives.

o Be'prepéred to act and/or be placed ina mentor or rolé model position by some‘
p‘articipants( Use this rnle to encOurage participants to reflect on tlieir,
perspectii?és,' differentiate arndng iheni, and see their relevance to the context at

v‘ hand.

o Encouragé individual theorigs and philosOphies and thinking out lond about them.

o ,bEncou’rage constructive criticism of process and self; create and allov\i space for
this‘to be a helpful pait of the process.

* Synthesize ideas and help connect ideas to context.an(i to one andther.

(Last fnur_ bulilets adapted from Weathersby, 1976; Daloz? 1980; Kegan, 1982, 1994;
Portnow et al., 1998). | | o
While it may not be possible to actively implement all of the reconimendations above, it
is a useful exercise to try out different variations of suggestions to understand which help

a facilitator gain insight into the people behind a process.
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Variation - Change
Participants" capacity to adapt to and learn from changing rules, relationships,

processes,; and contexts is a significant factor in determining how they make sense of the

MOP initiative. Those eXhibiting—'Interpersonal mindsets note in interviews that they need =

'to open up to the MOP process and develop trust that it is there to listen to the1r

afﬁliatlon s interests. Because the1r loyalty is with their affiliation, it is not easy for these
participants to discuss change in“a context different from their afﬁliation and loyalty.
Change in stakeholder engagement processes equate to changes in the way in which

' participants talk w1th one another One can’t force dialogue to happen (Isaacs, 1999)
Havmg a well trained facilitator who creates a safe context to ensure that the process

allows participants a chance to practice perspective-taking, adapt to and try on variability

and change, and reflect on the process makes for a more effective enterprise. Here are
some basic developmental recommendations for process faciiitators regarding variability
and- change which can be appliedto different mindsets:
e - Set up the process so that decisions can be reached a number of wayvs and by
addressing criteria that participants create themselves. . |
e Vary the way participants have dialogue and deliberation through large group
discussion, small group discussion, one-on-one, and giving feedback through the
written u/ord as well as verbally. |
¢ When the group is contemplating a decision, discuss the directions it could take

-and think through the possible outcomes together.
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Similarly to the last set of recommendations, change takes time and it may not be feasible
to exercise the recommendations above. However, it is worth being aware and attending

to the different ways of deﬁning and conceiving of change.

Reflection
The last signiﬁeant finding and one that transcends all three is attending to the
stakeholdei engagement processin new ways by keeping the people involved and their
capacities in inind. Just as it is imper'tant for a group of decision-makers to understand
" how taking one direction may result in a certain outceme compared to taking another, it is
| also ‘i‘mp‘erta'nt to follow :up and reflect en the decision. _Reﬂection becomes part of the
process not an‘endpoint. This, includes ongoing awareness and monitOring of
incongruities between intended and ac‘tual outcomes, proeess goals, and participantsi»
attitudes around a decision. Reﬂectien, as an essential part of the process, allows
participants to have the space to enhance and nurture their perspectives and their
perspective-taking. Making ieﬂectien ,explicvit and intentional alerts participants to the
fact that eipectations fort the pro'c'es.s, context, and ontconie are dynamic. Making t_hese '
expectations explicit can help move the group toward new Linderstandings of one another,
toward transformation (Laske, 20(i8). The goal is to facilitate the understanding and
experience tnat leaming about different per_spectives isa valuaiale opportunity for
broadening one’s viewpoint. Having a‘rfacilitator for these types of exchanges is essential
to keep the conversation respeetﬁ_il and open-minded. Here are some basic developmental
recommendations for process facilitators iegarding the structure and organization of the

process itself which can be applied to different mindsets:
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e Make reflection a continuous part of the prciéess and encourage a kind of
discourse that helps to make individual expectations explicit so that they can be
respactfully and productively disqussed. '

‘o Use questi(ining as a way to encciuiage self-reflection particularly for indiyiduals
who are not comfoi‘tablé or who }iave difiicuity doiilg this ori‘ their own. Questions
such as those that ask them to ,reﬂeétvon the consequences of theirs or s'omeone
else’s néed or idea and questions that ask them to share how they came toa

" particular way of ‘thinkirig helps focu‘s iheir thinking. ‘These nudges facilitate
iridividuals to express themselves more clearly and effecti\iély to gi\ie others a
dkeep’er; awarenéSs anii understanding of where they are coming“fr()m.
‘This shapter discussed the importance of creating new’ kinds of stakeholder

-erigageniént processes ~ ones that consider the‘ mental capacities of participants. These

' :processes should .be developed specifically for a range of miildsets and in essencé, éater

to differénce. The implications of»in_dividuals of different mindsets coming togethi—‘:r to

make decisions about coastal ocean management were reviewed. Considerations were
offered for process facilitators, who have limited kno.wled‘ge about dievé‘lopmental A
psychoiogy, to incorporate developmental elements into their ':facilitation. Lastly, this -
research is a call to action for anyone embarking cin an ecosystem alipfoach to o

‘management to recognize that each individuai comes to the process with their own way

| of making meaning, their own story of reality. Each falls within a range of ability to take

on others’ perspectives and to cieate their own stanvdards by which to judge these
perspe‘cti'ves.v Each has different capacities to differentiate among their bwn and others’

perspeCtiVes. Each has a different comfort level with change and has different needs
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associated with adaptation. Each gets these needs fulfilled differently. And each has put
together a different puzzle of the process itself, configuring and reconfiguring it to ways
that they understand. To ignore these mental differences, is to ignore the ultimate human

dimension of ecosystem-based management.

Future Research
Many Stakcholder engagement proccsSes are not necessarily created Wlth actual
participants in mind. They are not created to meet the needs of a range of participants. |
They promote informaticnal versus ’transfotmational learning. They encourage dialogue
and deliberation but fail to understand and/or acknowledge when participants can’t
achievei thesc ideals. Gnidelines to weaving constructive devel.opmental theoi’y and
approaches into procesa facilitation arera practical airnj for this iesearch. In addition, other -
researchers can be attuned to the thefnes of per_spective-taking, change, and prccess when
conducting Stakelic)lder en‘gagementresearchin othcr contexts.
Future research should be"vc.ondncted that ‘explicitly investigates the cfﬁcacy ofa
, delibe'rati‘vefapproach to environrncntal decision-ntaking when lcoked at through a
coriétructitze developmental lens. This will add to the growing body of literature about
deliberative democracy and the environment (Hajer, 1995; Baber & Bartlett, 2005).
Transdisciplinary rescaicii can weave together the cognitive, emotional, social, and
| political variables that EBM stakeholder engagement processes inherently demand. And |

in doing so, create and sustain processes that do, in fact, consider and include the whole

of the ecosystem.
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APPENDIX A
* . LETTER TO PERSPECTIVE RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS

T am writing to ask for your participation in my doctoral ‘research.‘ BesideS' :
working fof COMPASS and participatinvg‘in the MOPF plannin.g.process, [ama student_
at the Univervsit‘y. of New Hafnpshire in the Natural Resources and Earth System Science.
Pro‘gra'm‘. [ am esing the Massachusefts Ocean Partriership Fund broeess as my case _study
. but am most interested in the individuals i_nvolvedvir‘l the process. |

| Your ihyoivefnent would entail two one-hour tape-reco;ded interviews. These

ceuld be corﬁpleted during a one-time Visit. The first intervi_ew.‘is semi-structured
.vm‘eani’ngthe ‘partic:ipant can choose to talk}about anyt‘hingv he/she desires in reSpoﬁse to
sorhe prompfs‘. The aim‘of this in’teri)iev? is io undefstand how the participant uriderstarids
the experiences he/she is describing. This. method i‘s called the Subject Obj ect Intetview
~and is ’based_ on Harvard researcher, Robert Kegan’s theory of ego .de\‘/el‘opment. The
" second interview is sbeciﬁcally aBout the MOPF proeess and ocean management in-
general. All interviewees and their ‘afﬁliations will remain anonymous, Pseudonyms will

| be used in place of real names. Data will not be used by MOPF to gain information. about
- 'individlxlals. Yeu will have access to your data at any time after the interview precess.
I’ve .atta'ched a research summary for your review. Please respbnd to this email to let me
know whether yeu are arﬁenable to participating. If so, I will call you'to set up a meeting

~within the next few months.
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APPENDIX B

ECOSYSTEM-BASED MANAGEMENT INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

Demographic Information

Name:
Affiliation:

N Titlc/Profession
'Génderﬁ ;

| Age:

” Edi;catic}lfdegréé: |

: Qﬁéstions" related to subjectS’ roie in the MA Qéean Partnership Fﬁnd
‘ The Process o |

1. Isthere any particular aspect éf the process that made you think‘ or feéi differently

| about your role Within the group? | | |

2. Have there ‘been any aspects of the process that you’ve felt uncomfortéble .about?’

If so, why? _

3. Asyou know there’s no real blueprint for managing COéstaI oceans in this new
way. 'wa has that been challenging fdr you? Why.‘.7 In what ways has that
presented opportunities? Can you give me an éxample?

a. | Get to 'process bvs. product here too

4. How important is reaching consensus to you? Why/why not?"
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1. What does/'collab_oration mean to you?

The Self
2. Why did you agree to participate in the MOPF? Did you have any expecta';ions
about thé process prior to becoming involved? Try to gét to the following:
a. Is thls differenf for them? |
. b. What do they think MOPF is trying to do?
¢. What’s their personal motivation? o
‘3. What were ybup_ﬁrst expécfations, impressi(')ns‘,'hopes and/or fears? Have those
changed now that y.'o‘u’fve Been involved‘ for a few months?
4 What role do you féd you play as part of this group? How do lyo.u coritfiBute to
the gfoup projects an_d.the r%neet‘irigs? | N |
5. D6 yog fe¢1 like your voice has been heard? If so, in what way? If not, Why? |
6. Is there anything you’ve learned about yourself as a result o‘f being paft of this -

group?

fhe Other
7. Why do you think ydu were ask/;d to participate? Is there anybne missing from
 the ’table?. |
8. Who are thieb group leaders in that their opinions seem to carry more weight than

others? Why do you think that is?

183



Questions related to subjects’ perceptions of the underlying principles of ecosystem-

based management

The Process

If the MA Parthershiﬁ was successful in its efforts, what \“Nould‘that look like in’

1.
practice?
2. As ~yvou' know, this Partnership is advisory“.- It Will vnot‘ pass laws or make
- regulations. Fdr an ecosystenvl-vapproarcbh rto work, who needs to be in control? Hdw
~ would the various stakeholders -bev organized? Is a collaborative procéss the rhoét
effectiVe way to g:o? Is it likely to inﬂuenc.e decision—making? | ! |
3. What’s the most difficult aspect of ecoéystem-baéed managément fo wrap yo,u‘r‘
head around? | | o ' -
4.' What are thé greatest opportunities/obstacles to aéhieving é new apprqach?
5. IsEBMa solutidn «or‘a problefn? - | -
| 6. How is EBM ‘différent than current avpproaches?/
TheSelf
7. How impbrtant is a new ocean management strategy to you?
‘8. What WOuld not talking an EBM approach mean to you?
The Other
9. Whose responsibility is it to make aﬁ ecosystem-based approach work and/or to

" make change?
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10. Will there be some groups who benefit if this approach is taken? Will there be
some who lose out? Why? Can you give an example from yoﬁr experience with

. 3

- the MA Partnership?
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APPENDIX C

INTERVIEW CONSENT FORM

I agree to participate in two tape-recorded interviews for a study abotit ways people rnake ,
meaning of their own personal experience. | vvunderstand I will be asked about ordinary
experiences ’v(like feeling moved, or being angry or conflicted about some tlecision, etc)

, and als_e about my experiences related to the Massachusetts Oeean Partnership Fund. I

v understand that I do not have to answer any questions I ‘chOOSe not to answer». I
understand that any excerpts taken from this interView, written or spoken, will disguise
all names of persons and places so as to preserve my anonymity and privacy. I understand : :
_ that I will not receive feedback on my interview. T understand that at the end of this
stlidy,, the audiotapes will be kept in the privacy of the researcher’s archives for futt1re :
reference if needed. I understand that altnough most peopie find these interviews
engaging and interesting, snould I feel like discontinuing the interview for any reasons
we may do so at any time.

If you have bquestion‘s about t}re study at any time, contact:

Verna DeLauer

603-862-1935

verna.delaver@unh.edu
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APPENDIX D
ADMINISTERING THE SUBJECT OBJECT INTERVIEW

Materials f
Ten subject cards; pencil, fape recorder and 90 minute tape

L

' Prepping the subject

Subject needs to know he/she is participating in a 90 minute interview to Vle‘arn how they

think ab(_)ut things, “How you make sense of your own experience,” etc.

Cenefétiﬁg Content: The IhVentdw‘
Thé subject is hénded 10 index cards‘. Each card has a title printed on it:
1‘. iAngry | |
2. bAnxious, nervous
3. Suépess v
4. Sﬁong stand, conviction A
5. Sad
6. Torm | .
7. Moved, touched

8. lost something
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1. Change | /
2 Irﬁportént to me
The cards afe just to”help the subject jot down things they mighf Want to talk about in the
interview. The Subj ect 1s told that fhey will spend the first 15-20 minutes with the cards |
'and ,théh talk tqgether' for an hour or o about fhose things they jotted down on t’hevca“rds‘
which they choose“t’o talk abdut. .

~

Probing for Structure

Oncé they’ye had a chance to jot down some thoughts on the vindex ‘cards, the intefview;er
» should ask them'if fhere is one card Fhey felt fnoré strongly about than the others andv. start‘
with that one. ’The idea is not to get th:ough all fhe cards but to let,the subj ¢¢t introduce

'ﬁerson'ally salient content and for fhe intervie\&ef to try to understand 1t The subject will

. gi:Ve thé interviewef the “whats”’; the interviewerb mugt learn the “why's”.‘The answer to |
the “whys” helps yoi; undersfand how the person’s subject-obj éct cbnstruction 1s shaping

real life, the gbéﬂ of the interview. |

S-O Int¢rviewing Principles
- — Stay focused on the interviewee’s owhvexperience.
— Follow interviewee’s éwn words;
— Ifyou find yourself wanting to asl; the Same'question again to clarify,"yo'u can
say, to let tﬁe person know you stillbknow What you are ‘clioing(!), “I wantto
. make sure that I un_derstand what YOU mean and not what I THINK you

EE]

mean.
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.= Following that, try not to make assumptions about what the interviewee
‘means. If it isn’t clear, ask again or ask them if they can say more about that.

b_Kinds of Questions to Ask

— Follow interviewee’s own words abqut affect and ask, for example, what
made h_im/her feel the MOST angry or_fnoét sad or most upset or most
thankful, etc. o J |

> Ask questions that get at what is rmost‘irnportaint, best, worst, hardest, eytc.‘
about What the interviewee has just said.

— Avoid askihg questioné such as

o Why did you feel that way?

o Why did yoﬁ do it that way? |
o Hdw did that make youv feel?

o How do you think he/she felt about that?
; - Do ask questions such as |
.o What was that like for you‘é
| o‘ What did that mean to you?

. What was most important to you about that? ‘

(0]

o What was hardest/worst/best for you about that?
o How did/do you know/decide what the best or right thing to do is/was?
. S
o '‘How do you know when you’ve been successful?

o How do you know when you’ve done “the right thing?”

o What would it mean to you if ------- had/had not happened?
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o Whatis it like for yeu when someone you care about or respect challenges
.you on something important to y(‘)u?:

e ' Whe‘n yousaid ’ , can you say more about that?/explain that?

o Can you give me an example of when actually happened and

" ‘what that was like for you/what that meant to you?

Kinds o.f questions to ask when trying to get vat how someone' ﬁlade sense of semething in',‘ '
the distent past - | | o
: — When you think back to tihat time, are there any differenvces that stand out for
yeu about how yeu VieW‘or understand that eXpe‘rience noW es-epposed to ‘
how yoﬁ un}derstood‘itvthen?
— Are there things that are clearer to you now or that make more seﬁee toyou -
now than they di‘d theﬁ? What are they? How is if different? What did it meanv'
to yoe then and what does it mean to you no§v? |

— What is the biggest difference that you see? Can:you talk ab‘out the ways yeu
took in or “understood that experience then that is differeni than the way you -
‘might take it in if you were to do it'again now?

- vIn terms of your thinking in general, are there Ways that you See yourself
thinking about things differently now than you did then? How so0? In what
ways"? What is the most striking to you about the differences in the way you
thought then and the way you think about/ things now?

— What do you wish you understood then that you understood now? What do

you‘ think might be different now if you had understood that then?
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— What was your réason/motivation for doing that course/class when you did it
x number df years ago? If you were to do it tbday for the first time, would
yoﬁr mbtivation/reasoﬁs for doing it be the same or different? If different, how

~ would they be different? ’

- ‘What was most important to you about having this experience at the time that"

you had it? What is most important to you now about having gone through

- that experience back then? -
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" IRB APPROVAL
: University of New Har_npshire‘/

Research Conduct and Compliance Services, Office of Spbnsored Research
Service Bulldlng, 51 College Road, Durham, NH 03824-3585
. Fax: 603-862- 3564

28-Feb-2007

Del.auer, Vema
NRESS, James Hall
389 Juniper Hill Road
Stoddard, NH 03464

IRB #: 3925 ‘
Study: Investigating Ecosystem—based Management through a Constructlve
‘ Developmental :
Lens -
'Approval Date: 28- Feb 2007

The Institutional Rev1ew Board for the Protection of Human Subjects in Research (IRS)
has reviewed and approved the protocol for your study as Exempt as described in Title
45, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 46, Subsection lOl(b) Approval is granted
to conduct your study as descrlbed in your protocol.

Researchers who conduct studies involving human subjects have responsibilities as -
outlined in the attached document, Responsibilities of Directors of Research Studies
Involving Human Subjects. (This document is also available at
http:/Iwww.unh.edu/ost/compliancelirb.html.) Please read this document carefully before
commencing your work involving human subjects. »

Upen completion of your study, please complete the enclosed pink Exempt Study Final
Report form and return it to this office along with a report of your findings.

If you have questions or concerns about yeur Study or this approval, please feel free to
contact me at 603-862-2003 or Julie.simpson@unh.edu. Please refer to the IRS # above

{
i
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in all correspondence related to this study. The IRB wishes you success with your
research.

For the IRB,

“Manager
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