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Integrating the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) into national
legislation includes a need for their localization. The authors posit that this concept of
localizing the SDGs is achieved if the goals are appended to an existing policy
process with local implications, termed a “policy vehicle.” For this study,
Q-methodology was used to gather local perspectives on the legislative process for
coastal planning in Norway (the “policy vehicle”), the “proxy” legislation through
which the SDGs are localized for the case study municipality of Andøya, Norway.
The overall aim of the study was to understand potential pathways for enabling
approaches to societal transformations where focus is placed on fostering human
agency and capacities. The authors demonstrate how Q-methodology can be applied
for enhanced stakeholder engagement in local decision-making processes as a starting
point to enable social transformations for sustainability in a social-ecological system.

Keywords: Q-methodology; social-ecological systems; UN sustainable development
goals; sustainable coastal development; transformational change; citizen attitudes

1. Introduction

Our planet is experiencing relentless pressure on natural resources to provide food,
energy, space, and materials for a growing human population. Besides the need for the
sustainable use of natural resources, there is an equal need for social justice, equity
and representation of individuals and their associated values. All United Nations coun-
tries have formally recognized these realities, which provided the impetus for the
United Nation’s 2030 Agenda on Sustainable Development (UNGA (United Nations
General Assembly) 2015).

As a signatory to the 2030 Agenda, Norway is committed to achieving all seven-
teen sustainable development goals (SDGs) by 2030 and aims to “… contribute to get-
ting the world back on track in achieving the SDGs, in a greener, fairer, and more
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resilient manner” (Ministry of Local Government and Modernisation 2021, 119).
Norway has also determined that the implementation of the SDGs must include the
localization1 of these global Goals in a way that remains loyal to the fundamental val-
ues of prosperity and peace for the people and our planet noted in the 2030 Agenda
(UNGA 2015; Gassen, Penje, and Sl€atmo 2018; Bardal et al. 2021; Ministry of Local
Government and Modernisation 2021).

1.1. Theoretical framing

The 2030 Agenda explicitly mentions three key components of sustainability: society,
economy, and the environment. Chiefly, this trifecta comprises three distinct, but inter-
connected, “pillars” (Basiago 1998; Pope, Annandale, and Morrison-Saunders 2004;
Gibson 2006; Waas et al. 2011; Moldan, Janouskov�a, and H�ak 2012; Schoolman et al.
2012; Boyer et al. 2016; Purvis, Mao, and Robinson 2019), “dimensions” (Stirling
1999), or “components” (Du Pisani 2006). These three pillars of sustainability are
founded on the idea that humans and nature are intricately connected (UN 1987).
Altogether, these dynamic human-nature connections are organized by distinct bounda-
ries and are conceptually known as social-ecological systems (SESs).

SESs are nested, multi-level systems that provide essential services to society such as
the supply of food, water, and energy (Folke 2006; Ostrom 2009; Binder et al. 2013;
Partelow 2018), as well as the non-material benefits people obtain from nature (e.g. cul-
tural services) (Fish, Church, andWinter 2016). The study of these nested, multi-level sys-
tems conceptualizes our world as humans interacting with and relying on nature (Ostrom
2009; Partelow 2015). As a framework, SESs can support the development of sustainable
policy, environmental management, and climate change adaptation that is relevant to deci-
sion-makers at all levels (Armatas, Venn, and Watson 2017; Dankel et al. 2022).

The study of SESs from both the social and natural sciences has illuminated the com-
plexities and dynamic relationships of our human-natural world across multiple scales.
Increasingly the focus has been on the micro-scale (individuals and small groups): the
question of how society sees itself as part of nature. In other words, how the inner world
(i.e. the emotions, thoughts, identities, and beliefs) of the people who make up social
structures (Ives, Freeth, and Fischer 2020) impact and are influenced by social-eco-
logical interdependencies. Understanding how changes in the inner world can affect
transformation in the collective values of society is important for achieving sustainability
(Westley et al. 2011, 2013; Stirling 2014; Pereira et al. 2015; 2018; Ives, Freeth, and
Fischer 2020; Scoones et al. 2020). Social transformation requires fostering human
agency at the individual or local level, enabling cross-sectoral cooperation and network-
ing, and empowering individuals to take responsibility for change in their communities
(Armatas, Venn, and Watson 2017; Avelino et al. 2019). Thus, identifying and extract-
ing collectively-held values in society, and recognizing society as part of nature, is a first
step to developing and implementing solutions to sustainability problems.

1.2. Enabling salient, credible, and legitimate social transformations for
sustainable development in Norway

Knowledge of the individual preferences and perspectives (that could broadly comprise
collectively-held values) can increase individual participation in problem-solving and
stimulate the “transformational potential” of those individuals (Lang et al. 2012;
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Ruppert-Winkel et al. 2015; Tschakert et al. 2016; Farrell, Carr, and Fahy 2017;
Horcea-Milcu et al. 2019). The transformational potential thereof is strengthened when
it fulfills three key attributes: salience (the relevance of information for an actor’s
decision choices), credibility (if actors perceive information as meeting the standards
of scientific plausibility and technical adequacy), and legitimacy (if actors perceive the
process in a system meets standards of political and procedural fairness) (Cash et al.
2003; Cash and Belloy 2020).

The transformational possibilities emerging from the type of localized knowledge
obtained on individual attitudes and perspectives includes political, cultural, and institu-
tional change that could be made in society to achieve a desired outcome. In the sustain-
ability sciences, three transformational approaches have been theorized for sustainable
development: structural, systemic, and enabling (Sachs et al. 2019). Structural approaches
focus on the underlying foundations of politics, economy, and society (e.g. the ideologies
of institutions). Systemic approaches focus on features of systems for targeted change
(e.g. the elements and drivers of a social-ecological system). These two approaches view
society as a unit that comprises the institutional formations and processes that need to be
changed. Enabling approaches, on the other hand, target transforming society (and the
individuals within) by fostering human agency and capacities to identify shared values to
collectively enact pathways to desired futures (Scoones et al. 2020).

Norway has an imperative to localize the SDGs and a targeted way to do this is
through empowering local individuals and municipalities to determine what sustainabil-
ity means for them (i.e. enabling their agency), thus leading to social transformation.
The result would be a localizing process for Norway that is meaningful and context-
ually relevant (salient), follows political and procedural standards (legitimate), and has
generated mutual trust and credence between individuals, institutions, and the science
(credibility) that forms the basis for sustainability policy.

1.3. Using existing national policy mechanisms to localize the SDGs for Norway:
the Norwegian Planning and Building Act (2008)

Consensus in Norway is that SDG implementation relies heavily on existing policies and
processes (Bardal et al. 2021). By localizing the SDGs through an existing policy, or
“vehicle”, that is already anchored to and implemented at the local level, the SDGs are
forced to be adapted to the local context, which facilitates their integration. Norway has
done much to jumpstart the localization process for the SDGs, including allocating moni-
toring and reporting responsibilities to relevant ministries and departments in the govern-
ment, and providing some financial resources for regional and municipal collaborations
(Bardal et al. 2021). However, a “lack of guidelines and support from national authorities
are key barriers [to working with the SDGs] at the regional level” (Ministry of Local
Government and Modernisation 2021, 96). Without clear guidance from the national gov-
ernment, local and regional authorities struggle to understand how to develop plans, proc-
esses, and activities that are relevant to their needs while also contributing to the SDGs.
In other words, what is lacking is knowledge on local community grounding (or anchor-
ing) of the SDGs (Rybråten et al. 2018). While the three transformational approaches are
not mutually exclusive, in this study we consider enabling approaches as the focus for
achieving salient, credible, and legitimate social transformation at the local level.

For this study, we explored how to overcome these barriers to SDG localization in
Norway, by adapting a methodology to a local case using the legislative process for
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coastal planning as an example of a “policy vehicle.” The coastal planning process is
regulated by the Norwegian Planning and Building Act (Ministry of Local Government
and Regional Development 2008), which is a concrete example of legislative planning for
all governance levels and stakeholders, through which the SDGs could be anchored and
localized by proxy. This study uses the Planning and Building Act as the “policy vehicle”
for localizing the SDGs. The Act is significant for the local (municipal) governance levels
in Norway because of its direct implementation via those management bodies. The expli-
cit purpose of the Act is to promote sustainable development (Kvalvik and Robertsen
2017; Dankel et al. 2022) for the use and conservation of terrestrial and aquatic resources.
It contains a clear mandate for municipalities to cooperate on projects that fall within the
scope of the Act, such as building developments and physical alterations of the land or
area (Ministry of Local Government and Regional Development 2008, Section 1-6).
Figure 1 illustrates this policy vehicle concept alongside the Norwegian government
layers related to the Planning and Building Act. It shows how on-the-ground knowledge
of local needs and concerns can be used to contextualize the Act (and by proxy, the
SDGs) for those needs, thus strengthening the attributes of legitimacy, salience, and cred-
ibility for that policy vehicle. This is done by applying Q-methodology to elucidate local
shared and diverging perspectives on sustainable coastal development.

The research objective for this study is to identify and examine the various dis-
courses on the coastal planning process and what sustainability means to individuals in
this case. The study is framed within the social, economic, and environmental pillars
of sustainability applied to key economic sectors in the local case study area. The
overall aim was to understand how a coastal planning process (i.e. the Act or the
“policy vehicle” for the SDGs), could include the varying perspectives held in the
community on sustainable coastal development as a proxy topic for the SDGs.

Figure 1. A conceptual illustration of how the Norwegian Planning and Building Act (2008)
could be a “policy vehicle” to localize the SDGs. Relevant government levels are distinguished,
alongside their specific connection to the Act. The black box indicates the knowledge gap on
the local discourse about the topic of sustainable development that this study aims to illuminate
using Q-methodology.
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2. Methodology

2.1. Our case study of Andøya, Norway

Our case study area is Andøya (Figure 2), the northernmost island of Vesterålen, situated
300 km inside the Arctic Circle. Andøya has a surface of around 500 km2 and a total of
5,000 residents in 2022. Andenes is the largest town with 3,500 residents and is the admin-
istrative center of Andøy Municipality, which also encompasses a few neighboring areas
on the mainland. The largest employment sectors are the fishing industry (fishing activities
have been occurring on Andøya for centuries), the Norwegian Air Force station established
in 1954, and Andøya Space (a research and rocket testing center on the island since 1962).
See Figure 3 for a development timeline of key economic sectors on the island, important
for local employment. Geographically, Andøya has mountains rising up to 700m above
sea level, while the innermost part of the island consists of bogs, marshes, and lakes.

From 2016 to 2022, the Norwegian Defense Ministry proposed a series of changes
to its military presence on the island. Three major ongoing developments are: i) the
addition of a new rocket launch site for the Andøya Space Center at Nordmela, ii) the
development of a new land-based aquaculture facility on the mid-eastern coastline of
the island, and iii) a new museum and cultural center in Andenes called “The Whale.”
During an in-person conversation with a co-author of this study on 11 June 2020, a
member of the Andøy Municipality planning group commented that these develop-
ments are expected to provide significant positive impacts on employment and popula-
tion growth for the municipality, as well as increased revenue from tourism.

2.2. Q-methodology

To understand the perspectives of local Andøya stakeholders on sustainable coastal devel-
opment we used Q-methodology (Stephenson 1935). This approach can reveal social per-
spectives and allows for identifying similarities or commonalities among stakeholders.
The advantage of using Q-methodology is that the participants’ responses can be compared
in a consistent manner because everyone is responding to the same set of Q-statements
(Brown 1993; Webler, Danielson, and Tuler 2009, 5; Watts and Stenner 2012). Q-partici-
pants were selected to represent the breadth of opinion in a target population (i.e. all sectors
impacted by coastal planning), thus it is about qualitative representativeness. Participants
sorted Q-statements about sustainable development and planning according to their beliefs
and understandings, i.e. whether they Agree or Disagree with those statements.

Q-sort results can reveal patterns by showing inter-subjective orderings of beliefs
shared among people (Brown 1993; Webler, Danielson, and Tuler 2009, 7; Watts and
Stenner 2012). These subjective patterns indicate the degree of (dis)similarity in indi-
vidually-held perspectives. In the Q-sort analysis, unique viewpoints are reduced to a
few concise and general perspectives, which are complemented and contextualized by
qualitative information derived from interviews (Armatas, Venn, and Watson 2017).
The analysis reveals patterns within and across individuals, but it does not measure the
distribution of beliefs across a population (Webler, Danielson, and Tuler 2009, 7;
Armatas, Venn, and Watson 2017) nor does it measure across traits or categories
(Martin and Steelman 2004; Ockwell 2008; Curry, Barry, and McClenaghan 2013).

This study followed four main steps for Stephenson’s Q-methodology, as elaborated
in work by Brown (1993), and Watts and Stenner (2005, 2012). Figure 4 summarizes the
key steps used in this study. Details on the Q-methodology steps are provided in the sup-
plementary materials. Ethics approval for the study was granted by the Norwegian
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Figure 2. Map of Andøya (basemap produced by Per Arne Horneland, Norwegian Institute of
Marine Research, 2022). Nordland County is denoted in orange and Andøya highlighted in red
in the inset map. The map shows key townships (Andenes, Bleik, Nordmela, and Dverberg) and
economic businesses (The Whale Museum, Andfjord Salmon AS, Andøya Space and Andøya
Spaceport, the civilian airport, and the military air station). Key activities include active
fisheries for Northeast cod (skrei), Norwegian spawning herring (sild), lumpsucker (rognkjeks),
Northeast Atlantic Saithe (sei), halibut (kveite), Northeast Atlantic haddock (hyseline), mackerel,
and anglerfish (flabb), among other species. These fisheries take place along the coastline and
offshore in the Norwegian Sea and the Andfjorden fjord with several vessel sizes and different
gear types such as Danish seine (snurrevad), jigging or by-hand weighted multi-hook (juksa),
mixed nets, and longlines. There are active fishing ports in Andenes, Bleik, Nordmela, and
Dverberg, and fish processing plants in Nordmela and Andenes. The size of the icons does not
represent the size or importance of the enterprise it depicts.
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Centre for Research Data (reference number 929315). All participants in the study were
provided with an information note and consent form to sign prior to their participation,
which included their right to withdraw from the study at any time and for any reason.

2.3. Step 1: Developing the concourse and identifying participants

The Q-set, or concourse, is a series of statements drawn from semi-structured scoping
interviews held with key stakeholders from November to December 2020 (see supple-
mentary materials for a list of interview questions). Twenty-five statements were devel-
oped from the interviews, of which 16 were direct quotes, and post-hoc categorized into
the three sustainability pillars, with an additional “institution” category (Figure 5). A
stakeholder analysis was done to establish a cross-section of local businesses located on
the main island of Andøya with a direct impact on the coastal and/or marine space. Out

Figure 3. A generalized and stylized timeline illustrating key economic developments on
Andøya. The subset shown here is a small selection relevant for this case and does not include
all economic developments that mark the rich history and social, economic, and environmental
diversity of Andøya. Icons created by Linley Kristofferson, with Microsoft Icons.

Figure 4. A summary of the Q-methodology steps utilized in this paper. Image adapted from
Hai-Jew (2019).
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of the 35 businesses contacted and/or found by snowball sampling, fifteen individuals
responded to requests for interviews and completed Q-sorts between April and July
2021. Each business was then categorized into a sector type: government (2 participants),
tourism (4 participants), fisheries (6 participants), and research and technology (3 partici-
pants). Two major business sectors were excluded from the Q-sort: agriculture (less rele-
vant for coastal planning), and the military (the authors were unable to interview people
from the military based in Andøya and/or had local knowledge of the case study area).

2.4. Step 2: Q-sorting exercise

The Q-sort was implemented using a standard distribution grid (Table 1) either in-per-
son (using a poster and sticking cards) or online (using Miro and Zoom). During the
Q-sort, participants were asked to “think aloud”, so their reasoning behind the deci-
sions could be recorded (sometimes after probing by the researcher). Participants could
move the statements until they were satisfied, and the final Q-sort was saved.

2.5. Step 3: Q-analysis and factor extraction

The 15 completed Q-sorts were analyzed using Principal Component Analysis (PCA)
and Varimax (orthogonal) rotation with PQMethod software (Schmolck 2014).

Figure 5. Q-concourse of 25 statements, color-coded by sustainability pillar with which each
statement is most strongly associated: economy (blue), society (orange), environment (green),
and institutional (yellow). Each statement is linked to a relevant SDG. Colour online.� Andøyværing and Andøyværinger: Norwegian word for “people from Andøya.”
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Following a classic determination, the factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.00 were
considered (Brown 1993; Watts and Stenner 2012; Rahma, Mardiatno, and Hizbaron
2020), and subsequently reduced using a series of tests (explained cumulative variance,
Humphrey’s Rule, Scree test, and a by-hand comparison of results for factors
extracted) (Watts and Stenner 2012).

2.6. Step 4: Factor interpretation

The resulting factor arrays were qualitatively interpreted following the “crib sheet”
method (Watts and Stenner 2012). The interpretative phase of the analysis was initially
performed separately by four of the co-authors. The individual results were then dis-
cussed, and a collective interpretation was developed. These interpretations were based
on the results from the statistical analysis, along with perspectives and field observa-
tions by the first author who conducted the fieldwork. The factor descriptions were
drawn primarily using the distinguishing statements identified for each factor (state-
ment for which one Factor had a significantly different viewpoint from the other
Factors). Then a holistic interpretation for all three factors was accomplished using the
diverging statements (statements upon which all Factors differed) and consensus state-
ments (statements upon which all Factors concurred).

3. Results

A 3-factor solution explained 57% of the study variance, which is considered sound
(Kline 1994; Peterson 2000); and did not yield any non-significant Q-sorts. The three
factors were distinguished using statements unique to them (see step 4 above), concur-
ring stances (or shared viewpoints, Table 2), and diverging viewpoints (Table 3).
Complete results are summarized in Figure 6. See supplementary materials for the full
factor arrays. The three perspectives were classified as “Fisheries are important”
(Factor 1), “Development must be green” (Factor 2), and “Sustainability guidelines are
crucial” (Factor 3). Six of the 15 Q-sort participants loaded onto Factors 1 and 3 each,
and two respondents loaded on Factor 2. One remaining respondent loaded onto both
Factor 2 and Factor 3. In the following results tables, high or very low (negative)

Table 1. Forced-choice quasi-normal distribution grid for the Q-sort, with a corresponding a
Likert scale of �4 (Most Disagree) to 4 (Most Agree).
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Z-scores are associated with small P-values in normally distributed distributions, upon
which significant differences between variables can be determined.

The result interpretation column in Table 3 is based on the Q-value for each Factor
in relation to the other two factors: so, there is one factor that Agrees most (þ), one
factor that Disagrees most (�), and a third that is Neutral (±). For example, Statement
13 shows a clear Disagreement for Factor 1 and a clear Agreement for Factor 2, while
Factor 3 is more Neutral: i.e. more positive and more negative than Factors 1 and 2,
respectively. For Statement 20, all three factors show a degree of agreement with the
statement when viewed individually. When viewed in relation to each other, Factor 1
Agrees less with the statement than either Factor 2 or Factor 3.

3.1. Distinct perspectives on sustainable coastal development identified for Andøya

The three extracted factors comprise three distinct viewpoints about sustainable coastal
development in Andøya (Fisheries are important, Development must be green, and

Figure 6. Venn diagram of each of the three factors extracted by Principal Component
Analysis and rotated by Varimax with the PQMethod Software (see supplementary materials for
complete results tables and factor arrays). Statements are indicated by coded segments (see
Figure 5 for the key). The use of a symbol indicates whether that Factor “Agrees” (þ),
“Disagrees” (�), or is “Neutral” (±) to that statement. Statements placed in each circle denote
those for which that Factor holds either a distinguishing/unique view (marked in bold) or
diverging (different) view, compared to the other two factors. Statements placed in overlapping
areas between two factors indicate the statement(s) for which those two factors share a
viewpoint (two factors concur) in a way that is different from the third factor. The central
overlapping area indicates viewpoints on statements that are “shared” between all factors (the
consensus statements in Table 2). The extracted factors were not determined to have any
viewpoints or stance on statements 1 (Unheard voices), 15 (SDG integration), and 16 (Low
sustainability bar) so they are not included in this figure.

Journal of Environmental Planning and Management 11

https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2023.2223761


T
ab
le

3.
S
ta
te
m
en
ts

fo
r
w
hi
ch

al
l
th
re
e
fa
ct
or
s
di
ve
rg
ed

st
ro
ng
ly
.

S
ta
te
m
en
t
nu
m
be
r
an
d
te
xt

R
es
ul
t
in
te
rp
re
ta
ti
on

F
ac
to
r
1

F
ac
to
r
2

F
ac
to
r
3

Q
-v
al
ue

Z
-s
co
re

Q
-v
al
ue

Z
-s
co
re

Q
-v
al
ue

Z
-s
co
re

5
N
ew

bu
il
di
ng
s
an
d
in
fr
as
tr
uc
tu
re

de
ve
lo
pm

en
t
ar
e

de
st
ro
yi
ng

th
e
A
nd
øy
a
co
as
tl
in
e.

F
ac
to
r
1
(þ

)
F
ac
to
r
2
(�

)
F
ac
to
r
3
(±
)

1
0.
62

�2
�0

.6
4

0
0.
05

7
C
li
m
at
e
ch
an
ge

is
th
e
m
os
t
im

po
rt
an
t
re
as
on

to
do

su
st
ai
na
bl
e
co
as
ta
l
pl
an
ni
ng

in
A
nd
øy
a.

F
ac
to
r
1
(±
)

F
ac
to
r
2
(þ

)
F
ac
to
r
3
(�

)

0
0.
09

3
1.
50

�3
�1

.6
1

13
If

co
as
ta
l
de
ve
lo
pm

en
t
in

A
nd
øy
a
is

do
ne

su
st
ai
na
bl
y,

it
is

al
w
ay
s
ac
ce
pt
ab
le
.

F
ac
to
r
1
(�

)
F
ac
to
r
2
(þ

)
F
ac
to
r
3
(±
)

�3
�1

.2
0

2
1.
00

�1
�0

.3
0

19
T
he

fi
sh
in
g
in
du
st
ry

in
A
nd
øy
a
ha
s
al
w
ay
s
be
en

th
in
ki
ng

ab
ou
t
su
st
ai
na
bi
li
ty
,
be
ca
us
e
if
th
ey

ha
rv
es
t

al
l
th
e
fi
sh

th
is
ye
ar

th
er
e
w
on

’t
be

an
y
fo
r
ne
xt

ye
ar
.

F
ac
to
r
1
(þ

)
F
ac
to
r
2
(�

)
F
ac
to
r
3
(±
)

2
1.
24

�4
�1

.9
6

�1
�0

.3
2

20
I
li
ve

in
na
tu
re
,
no
t
ou
ts
id
e
of

it
(e
.g
.
I
do
n’
t
se
pa
ra
te

m
ys
el
f
fr
om

na
tu
re
).

F
ac
to
r
1
(�

)
F
ac
to
r
2
(þ

)
F
ac
to
r
3
(±
)

1
0.
28

4
1.
96

3
1.
07

21
It
’s

a
br
ut
e
fa
ct

th
at

A
nd
øy

K
om

m
un
e
ne
ed
s
m
on

ey
(e
.g
.
fr
om

bu
si
ne
ss

gr
ow

th
an
d
de
ve
lo
pm

en
t
in

A
nd
øy
a)

to
do

it
s
w
or
k,

ev
en

if
th
at

m
ea
ns

m
ak
in
g

ha
rd

(u
np
op
ul
ar
)
ch
oi
ce
s.

F
ac
to
r
1
(�

)
F
ac
to
r
2
(±
)

F
ac
to
r
3
(þ

)

�1
�0

.3
0

2
0.
82

4
1.
76

N
ot
e:

D
et
er
m
in
ed

by
th
e
ca
lc
ul
at
ed

si
gn
if
ic
an
t
di
ff
er
en
ce

(a
t
th
e
p
<
0.
05

or
p
<
0.
01

le
ve
ls
)
of

th
e
as
so
ci
at
ed

z-
sc
or
es
.
T
he

us
e
of

a
sy
m
bo
l
in
di
ca
te
s
if
th
at

F
ac
to
r
“A

gr
ee
s”

(þ
),
“D

is
ag
re
es
”
(�

),
or

is
“N

eu
tr
al
”
(±
)
to

th
at

st
at
em

en
t.
T
he

re
su
lt
in
te
rp
re
ta
ti
on

co
lu
m
n
is

ba
se
d
on

th
e
Q
-v
al
ue

fo
r
ea
ch

F
ac
to
r
in

re
la
ti
on

to
th
e
ot
he
r
tw
o
fa
ct
or
s
(n
ot

in
is
ol
at
io
n)
.

12 J. L. Fuller et al.



Sustainability guidelines are crucial). The labels for the three factors are descriptive
and intended to reflect the predominant focus. The unique perspectives derived from
the distinguishing statements are summarized in Boxes 1-3.

BOX 1: Fisheries are important

Factor 1 orients towards a pro-fishing perspective that believes the fishing business should be the primary
consideration for coastal planning and emphasis is on the perspective that the fishing industry is losing out
to other sectors on the island. This is connected to the perception that the smaller fishing businesses are
being outcompeted and outvoiced by larger and wealthier industries aiming to use the same coastal and
marine space. While this pro-fishing perspective is not necessarily anti-development or anti-growth for
Andøya, it exhibits more skepticism towards the other sectoral developments for the area. This is connected
to a general feeling of distrust towards the motivations behind these proposed developments, as they believe
the competing industries are primarily motivated by profit and growth rather than for the benefit of the
Andøya society and environment. Individuals loading on this factor perceive the national government as
having much influence or power over what happens with Andøya businesses, and they are skeptical about
the approach to coastal planning and development by the Andøy Municipality and whether the process is
truly democratic or influenced by “Big Money.” Given this attitude towards government institutions, this
perspective places much responsibility and expectations on businesses themselves to do the right thing,
rather than trust the government to mandate for the right action. Therefore, this attitude comes across as
slightly contradictory because individuals see the necessity for coastal development in their area, but also
mistrust the process behind it. These individuals believe that most businesses in Andøya can have a more
altruistic motivation for society and the environment that it is not always about profit and growth.
However, the perspective also places little trust in those same businesses to follow through with that
altruism.

BOX 2: Development must be green

Factor 2 orients towards the viewpoint that protecting the environment and promoting development are
not mutually exclusive. From this perspective, the idea of promoting environmentally friendly and
sustainable businesses is dominant, and there is a strong sense of the environment being the foundation
for a healthy society and robust economy, which connects with a holistic view of the human-nature
relationship on Andøya. This view is not singularly pro-environment at the expense of society or the
economy, but rather seeks to find the balance between environmental conservation and socioeconomic
growth – which fits closely with the general approach of both pragmatism and realism in sustainable
development. This perspective is also of the view that more environmentally focused social and economic
development is needed for Andøya to be sustainable, and that even though Andøya businesses should have
a self-imposed duty to be sustainable, the Andøy Municipality is the entity with the responsibility to pursue
and advocate for sustainable development. This supports the viewpoint in this factor that despite being
small and rural, the Andøy Municipality has sufficient time, knowledge, and money to undertake this.

BOX 3: Sustainability guidelines are crucial

Factor 3 orients towards the viewpoint that the social attitudes towards sustainability are the biggest
challenge to address for coastal development in Andøya. A dominating view is that there is no clear or
single definition or guideline on what sustainable coastal development is, either from research or from the
national government, and this is what creates confusion and subsequent ambivalence towards the concept
and prevents it from being fully implemented in Andøya. This perspective also sees how the localization
aspect of sustainable coastal development is key for its success: unless the local relevance and consequences
are made explicit to people living in Andøya, the implementation of sustainable coastal development will not
be supported. This reveals a pragmatic point of view for this perspective, where an emphasis is placed on
the task of operationalizing the sustainability concept, rather than thinking about it in abstract terms.
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3.2. Shared and diverging perspectives on sustainable coastal development in
Andøya

A closer examination of the contextual information (the dialogues recording during
each Q-sort) alongside the Q-scores revealed several viewpoints where factors appear
to concur or diverge according to the quantitative analysis but do the opposite when
the qualitative substance is examined. The quotes shared below are from the tran-
scribed Q-sorts and reference the relevant statement and the Factor on which the indi-
vidual loads.

3.2.1. “To develop or not to develop” perspective

On inspection of the placement of the development-related statements (12, 13, and
18) in the factor distribution for the full array, it appears that individuals loading on
Factors 1 and 2 disagreed with each other on this topic, while individuals associated
with Factor 3 remained “neutral”. However, a closer look at the qualitative informa-
tion suggests that people within Factor 1 and Factor 2 might not have such different
views. Principally, it appears that both factors value and support development “… in
a healthy and sustainable way…” (Q-sort 5, statement 12, Factor 1), albeit with
certain sustainability-oriented conditions. That is, new development should only be
done if it is done responsibly and sustainably “…within a set of frameworks where
we actually define ourselves closer to nature…” (Q-sort 1, statement 18, Factor 2).

Nevertheless, a sustainable approach will not automatically guarantee acceptance
for that development. Factor 1 individuals showed reluctance towards new development
because of their skepticism on whether current knowledge of sustainability is effective
enough. Factor 2 individuals showed a general acceptance for development, but the con-
textual information reveals a similar skepticism on the current level of knowledge of
sustainability and if it is fit-for-purpose: “… the measurements we now use for sustain-
ability are not good enough…we don’t [consider] everything when we measure [sus-
tainability]…” (Q-sort 9, statement 13, Factor 2). Ultimately, it seems that sustainable
development is acceptable for Andøya as long as current sustainability knowledge and
monitoring is legitimate, salient, and credible.

3.2.1.1. “The “why” for sustainable coastal development in Andøya” perspective. A
second viewpoint that emerges from the Q-study for all three factors comes from the
motivations behind sustainable coastal development in Andøya. While the statements
suggest two types of motivations: profit-focused incentives (e.g. statements 2, 11, and
21) or environment/society-focused altruism (e.g. statements 10 and 14) – individuals
loading on different Factors communicate a combination of these motivations. The
individuals acknowledge the realities of needing money to conduct business and man-
age a Municipality (e.g. statements 2 and 3): “… it helps to have a lot of money,
because if you have a project and the Andøy [Municipality] is interested… it helps to
be a big company and have big plans…” (Q-sort 6, statement 2, Factor 3).

Yet, the emerging perspectives from each Factor also include a sense of optimism
that money is not always the sole motivator for integrating sustainability into business
plans (e.g. statement 11): “… I do think we are planning ahead and thinking about the
future and sustainability…” (Q-sort 5, statement 11, Factor 1). While they acknow-
ledge that money is an important factor, a moral obligation also emerges – a sense of
altruism: “… I don’t think [money] is the only way… you can do something out of
goodwill…” (Q-sort 14, statement 11, Factor 3).
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However, a sense of realism still emerges as a strong perspective in each Factor:
people may have altruistic motivations but ultimately profit generation is important for
businesses and business and political leaders must make decisions accordingly: “… I
think you cannot drive a business from altruism. You have to seek power and money
if your business is actually going to survive… even charities and non-governmental
organizations; they all have their business part of it because they have to make money
somehow, even if they do have this altruistic objective…” (Q-sort 2, statement 10,
Factor 3). Despite this realism, or perhaps because of it, some individuals distrust the
way the authorities make decisions and believe the municipality is not so interested
in what the community thinks: “… in this community there is a lot of corruption…”

(Q-sort 11, statement 21, Factor 1).
Therefore, while the viewpoint has the opinion that profit is necessary in this world

and money is needed for the continuation of social services to the Andøya community,
the Andøya individuals loading onto this statement retain hope for a greener future.
Both viewpoints are not harmonized (as they rarely are) but co-exist. This co-existence
of hope for sectoral development and a greener future can be used to frame discussions
on contextually relevant sustainable coastal development whereby global goals like the
SDGs can be integrated. Even so, the study reveals the complexity of the sustainability
debate and that motivations for sustainability are incredibly nuanced: “… it’s so
abstract. In Andøya there are poor people, but we don’t have people on the streets.
Even if people are poor, they still have a roof over their heads and a full belly and
have money to go shop…we need to have a local [context] to accept them…”

(Q-sort 2, statement 14, Factor 3).

3.2.1.2. The “nature connectedness of living in Andøya” perspective. The third and
final viewpoint that emerges from the Q-study also reveals a strong appreciation for
the Andøya nature, which at the same time is diluted by the economic and social real-
isms of the area (e.g. statements 7, 8, 20, and 25). Foremost, this viewpoint includes a
strong awareness of the Andøya nature: “Whether I am onshore or offshore, I am in
nature…” (Q-sort 10, statement 20, Factor 1), and that it serves as a primary motiv-
ation to live there: “… that’s why I am living here and not Oslo” (Q-sort 4, statement
20, confounded on Factor 2 and 3). This viewpoint shows a responsibility to protect
the preciousness of the Andøya nature: “… I’m trying to keep it sustainable and a bit
secret… I want that Mecca to be protected” (Q-sort 5, statement 8, Factor 1). But at
the same time, it also possesses a more realistic perspective: “We’re not as close to
nature…we can’t say that we live in nature, because that would also mean that we
know how to sustain ourselves…” (Q-sort 2, statement 20, Factor 3).

And there remains some skepticism about how much people in Andøya would be
willing to sacrifice to address larger issues, such as climate change. It appears that cli-
mate change would only become a problem to the community “…when they feel it in
the economy” (Q-sort 8, statement 7, Factor 3) because “… I don’t think anyone in
Andøya would be crying about the 2-degree Celsius increase – we’re freezing…” (Q-
sort 2, statement 7, Factor 3).

It’s clear that the environment is an important consideration for these individuals
in Andøya, but they struggle with its prioritization when faced with the economic and
social realities of the Municipality. For example, how much confidence they have in
the municipality with regards to the environment, from not prioritizing it at all to:
“… they could do more” (Q-sort 9, statement 25, Factor 2).
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4. Discussion

By appending the SDGs to an existing policy process, such as coastal planning (see
Figure 1) the SDGs can be localized. Key to this is to ensure the SDGs are credible
and relevant for the actors at the local level. By using Q-methodology, the variable
perspectives and attitudes of local stakeholders to the coastal planning process were
examined and the local discourses within and across all relevant economic sectors
were identified. By framing these various perspectives within the social, economic,
and environmental dimensions of sustainability, it becomes clear where the contention
or synchronized discourses are, allowing for targeted interventions (for instance, by the
local municipality). As such, the concept of sustainability is given a local and context-
ually relevant setting for the term.

This approach is also useful to guide the social transformation needed for sustainabil-
ity as they rely on (a) the proposed change being anchored into practice, and (b) examin-
ing individual perspectives on the social, cultural, political, and ecological components of
the proposed change (Westley et al. 2011, 2013; Pereira et al. 2015; Bostr€om et al.
2018; Pereira et al. 2018; Zabala, Sandbrook, and Mukherjee 2018; Bardal et al. 2021;
Orozco et al. 2021)). In this context, credibility is ensured if multiple perspectives have
been heard and that it is a mutual learning process that involves the exchange of and
respect for the knowledge and experiences of those involved (Staples et al. 2021).

4.1. Q-results for coastal planning in Andøya

The study revealed several viewpoints on sustainable coastal development in Andøya.
The dominating perspective is that fisheries are economically and culturally important,
which is typical for coastal areas of northern Norway (Engen et al. 2021). The local
perspectives also reveal two distinct, but not mutually exclusive, motivations for
coastal development: profit and sustainability. The third motivation underpinning
coastal development is not as clearly defined, but generally encompasses the notion
that there is a need to bring the community together on the topic of sustainability by
using better information and knowledge.

There is a shared sense of skepticism about whether the government knows enough
about sustainability. This skepticism about the adequacy of information can affect the
credibility of sustainability efforts of the Andøy Municipality. This is further compli-
cated by the seemingly different opinions among the stakeholders themselves of what
sustainability is. This highlights the pluralistic view of the term: what is considered
sustainable to one individual or group might be unsustainable to another (Engen et al.
2021). Therefore, the Andøy Municipality faces the challenge of having to clearly
define sustainability of what and for whom to gain local support and acceptance for
proposed coastal development. The varied viewpoints on what sustainable coastal plan-
ning is in Andøya can be used by Andøya Municipality in a positive way by building
the definition of sustainability from the ground up.

The study revealed three shared perspectives (Factors) among the individual stake-
holders: (1) an acceptance of coastal development on the condition it is sustainable
(which requires defining it), (2) motivations for coastal development in Andøya balance
hopes for a green future with expectations of economic and social development, and (3)
nature prevails but is bound by local socioeconomic priorities and realities. Integrating
and localizing the SDGs into local coastal policy plans (“policy vehicles”) will subse-
quently strengthen the credibility and legitimacy of the SDG localization process.
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If sustainability – and how it is being defined and considered at the local level – is
part of the coastal development process, it could strengthen public support for the pol-
icy decisions, and enhance local trust in governing institutions.

4.2. Practical applications for the Q-study to local decision-makers

It does not serve to make assumptions about particular groups or their motivations for
sustainability. In Andøya there seems to be a clear understanding that sustainability is
important, as long as it can be specifically adapted to the local viewpoints and experi-
ences. For instance, there is general agreement that coastal development is acceptable
if it is sustainable for Andøya, implicitly showing support for the SDGs.

Q-methodology can be applied to sustainability questions in four broad ways:
ascertaining management options, critical reflection, policy appraisal and acceptability,
and addressing conflict (Zabala, Sandbrook, and Mukherjee 2018). It has been used to
identify potential barriers to policy (Frantzi, Carter, and Lovett 2009; Kindermann and
Gormally 2013; Curry, Barry, and McClenaghan 2013) by understanding how individ-
uals perceive environmental issues (Barry and Proops 1999); improve public participa-
tion (Cuppen et al. 2010); offer a way to understand and resolve contentious issues
(Durning 2005; Zabala, Sandbrook, and Mukherjee 2018); or understand the failure of
solutions and point effort and resources in another direction for resolution (Bjørkan
and Veland 2019). The integration of non-scientific information and social perspec-
tives, or experiential knowledge, has a strong role to play in generating evidence-
informed policy (Steins et al. 2022).

These shared perspectives that are unique for Andøya have direct implications for
the localization of the SDGs through the policy vehicle of coastal planning. Identifying
the shared perspectives among individuals in the local community (e.g. on concepts
such as inclusivity, democracy, nature, and posterity) can assist the Andøy
Municipality to frame discussions grounded in these shared values.

4.3. Study limitations

There are two limitations to the method used in this study. First, this study offers a
snapshot in time of the various perspectives on sustainable coastal development for
Andøya. Second, the study does not show the extent to which these discourses hold
(Webler, Danielson, and Tuler 2009, 11) among the inhabitants on the island.

5. Conclusion

Discerning perspectives on sustainable coastal planning in Andøya suggest that any
existing commonality among participants in this study comes from shared environmen-
tal and social values. The attitude of the local stakeholders included hopeful aspirations
for their community, coupled with adherence to realism and the need for a practical
application of the sustainability concept. This is illustrated by the sardonic observation
of a local stakeholder interviewed for the study:

“… you can’t just do anything and if it’s sustainable it’s ok… because that’s the way
people are greenwashing things. They are just putting up vegan coffee shops 5 meters
from the ocean and calling it sustainable. It’s really not.” – Q5 (statement 13, Factor 1).
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The above “vegan coffee shop” quip is an example of a citizen attitude that is
focused on a common understanding of sustainability, instead of a “green-washing” or
copying urban �a la mode businesses. The Q-method helps to identify these citizen
insights to form and fuel salient, credible, and legitimate substance for policy such as
local coastal management and planning. This can inform enabling approaches, such as
participatory planning processes, and may offer more accessible pathways to social
transformation for local communities. Anchoring citizen insights in local planning
processes can be low cost and build on the capacities and capabilities already present
by stimulating extended peer communities in the social-ecological system. Credible
SDG localization, therefore, depends on enabling and empowering local communities to
develop their agency and human capacity for change. Regional and local authorities can
tap into existing potential (i.e. knowledge, skills, energy, motivations) and use that
potential to guide solution-oriented discussions and craft ways forward for implementing
the SDGs at the local level. The citizen attitudes on local sustainability topics should be
considered and integrated in the important SDG localization work, to promote shared
sustainability ideals that go deeper than a spontaneous “vegan coffee shop.”
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