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With this paper, I want to raise attention to the value of social conﬂict in energy policy and planning, and the
limitations of participatory processes for including diﬀerent normative appraisals in energy policy and planning.
I ﬁrst discuss three perspectives on the value of social conﬂict. Although invited participation is generally
considered as a way to ameliorate, or anticipate social conﬂict on energy projects, this ‘participatory reﬂex’ goes
past the fact that social conﬂict can itself be considered a form of participation, i.e. self-organized participation.
Second, I discuss two basic characteristics of social conﬂict that show the limitations of invited participation in
identifying and including divergent normative appraisals: 1) social conﬂict challenges institutions, and 2) social
conﬂict involves emergent positions and groups. I propose to see social conﬂict as self-organized participation
that serves as an source for identiﬁcation and inclusion of normative appraisals in energy policy and planning.
This not only necessitates the study of these phenomena as such, but also suggests a diﬀerent approach to deal
with such phenomena in research and practice. I will lay out three directions for further research.

1. Introduction

from local government or inﬂuential individuals. A social conﬂict surrounding a local energy project is generally not just a local conﬂict nor
just an energy conﬂict. Such conﬂicts involve wider issues regarding the
long term regional, national or global energy transition, as well as issues pertaining to local democracy, social cohesion, trust in institutions,
etcetera.
Social conﬂict poses a signiﬁcant challenge for the energy transition. Energy systems are becoming more and more decentralized, relying on technology with a signiﬁcant spatial impact (e.g. wind parks,
solar parks). This will continue to raise conﬂicts, for instance related to
what can be considered fair distribution of burdens and beneﬁts, fair
decision-making procedures, and fair representation of individuals and
their viewpoints (i.e. claims over energy justice, e.g. [5]). This, together
with the normative diversity inherent to the energy transition [1],
makes that social conﬂict is, and will be a given, no matter how well it
is anticipated.
Policymakers and developers also recognize this challenge. As an
attempt to avoid the messy social conﬂicts surrounding energy projects,
policy makers tend to shift towards a greater emphasis on participation
in policy and planning of energy projects. In the Netherlands for instance, the wind energy sector and environmental NGOs signed a code
of conduct that prescribes (early) involvement of stakeholders and ﬁnancial participation of local communities so as to increase social
support for wind energy projects [6]. The Dutch gas sector recently
followed that example [7]. Also, a new Environmental Law has been

Social conﬂict is ubiquitous in energy policy and planning. Across
the full range of technological options in the energy transition, both
fossil and renewable, we observe public protesting to new energy projects: wind energy, biogas installations, transmission lines, carbon
capture and storage, shale gas, natural gas, gas storage, solar ﬁelds and
so on. As a consequence of the conﬂicting normative appraisals that are
inherent to the energy transition and planning of energy projects, there
just are no unequivocal solutions in energy planning. The energy
transition involves choices, under (scientiﬁc and moral) uncertainty, for
particular technologies that create path dependency and lock-in, which
gives rise to conﬂicts over means, speed and direction of change in the
energy system [1].
Social conﬂict occurs when groups of citizens, civil society groups,
governments and/or companies manifest the belief that they have incompatible objectives with regard to a technology or policy option
(based on [2]). I focus here in particular on social conﬂicts surrounding
the development of a speciﬁc energy project at a speciﬁc location (e.g. a
wind park, a geothermal well, a transformation station), where local
communities organize advocacy and opposition. Such social conﬂict
may be rooted in e.g. conﬂicting interests, expectations, or values [3,4].
Social conﬂicts are highly complex and dynamic: new action groups
may emerge over time, that put new issues or concerns on the agenda,
support may be mobilized from (environmental) NGOs and often also
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people can express their viewpoint without interference of power
asymmetries [19], and where “actors seek to reach common understanding and to coordinate actions by reasoned argument, consensus
and cooperation rather than strategic action strictly in pursuit of their
own goals” [20, p. 86]. The assumption underlying such participatory
tools is that consensus is required to achieve progress in decisionmaking processes (cf [21]).
Conﬂict is thus something many participatory tools seek to steer
way from. Social conﬂict takes place in a real-world setting where
people pursue their own interests and perform strategic behavior, and is
far from an ideal speech situation. Interestingly though, the arguments
that are used to advocate participation also apply to social conﬂict. In
other words, social conﬂict on energy projects can be of value for
normative, substantive and instrumental reasons.
First, the normative perspective on the value of social conﬂict
pertains to the democratic value of conﬂict. Following this perspective,
social conﬂict on energy technology, enacted e.g. through social
movements but also through more improvised acts of contention, is a
form of political engagement and therefore welcomed in a plural democratic society [22]. This perspective can be found in social movement literature, which considers social movements a claim for political
representation [23, p. 16]. Social conﬂicts in planning of energy projects not only play out inside, but also and even more so, outside formal
arenas and institutionalized democratic procedures. It plays out in informal arenas, on social media, and in street-level interactions between
e.g. local civil servants, ‘stakeholder managers’ of energy companies,
and citizens (following [24]). Verloo [24] argues that these street-level
interactions in social conﬂicts provide opportunity for (local) democracy. At this local level, citizens put forward their concerns and values;
however, these concerns and values do not always reach the (local)
government or involved companies. This may have to do with the gap
between what are considered legitimate claims by planners or project
developers on the one hand, and the ways in which citizens express
their preferences and concerns in social conﬂict on the other [25].
Second, the substantive perspective on the value of social conﬂict
pertains to knowledge production. Social conﬂicts are sites of knowledge production. Social conﬂict can lead to better (i.e. richer, more
creative, more integrated) knowledge, and often results in policy
learning (e.g. [26]). The high level of (scientiﬁc) uncertainties and the
lack of consensus on both the ‘facts’ as well as the ‘values’ that should
be prioritized, can lead to “wrong” or limited problem deﬁnition. In
that sense, conﬂict can help problem structuring and avoiding type III
errors (i.e. solving the ‘wrong’ problem [27,28]). Rip [29] states that “it
is possible to proﬁt from controversies. In many cases, controversies
provide partly conﬂicting assessments of new technologies or of the
impacts of actual or proposed projects, that are further articulated and
consolidated in the course of controversy. Thus, informal technology
assessment occurs.” The substantive perspective can also be found in
management science, where it is shown that conﬂict can increase performance, creativity and innovation in organizations and teams (see
e.g. [30–34]).
Third, the instrumental perspective on the value of social conﬂict
reﬂects a management perspective. It focuses on constructively dealing
with conﬂict rather than trying to avoid it in policy and planning.
According to this perspective, social conﬂict should be seriously considered and addressed in order to avoid backﬁring or “unproductive
outcomes” [35]. Unproductive outcomes may refer to “outcomes in
which neither the parties in conﬂict nor society in general is better oﬀ
with the outcome. Examples of unproductive conﬂicts are those conﬂicts that end up in lengthy juridical battles between the project promoters and its challengers, or those projects that remain unimplemented and fail to address the societal or spatial problem for which
they have been set up.” [35, p. 96]. Another example comes from Wolf
[36], who conducted in-depth analysis of how policymakers deal with
conﬂict in a highly contested policy-making process over a multibillion
highway in Antwerp (Belgium). She shows how policy-makers tried to

passed that obliges energy developers to implement participation procedures in the planning of energy projects [8]. These attempts reﬂect
the idea that participation is desirable and an eﬀective means for
avoiding or anticipating conﬂict.
In itself, the eﬀort that is put in developing and organizing participatory processes is laudable. Energy policy and planning involve
normative choices that need to be deliberated in democratic decisionmaking [1]. Invited participation [9] is a mechanism for organizing
such deliberation. However, as I will argue in this paper, invited participation – even when done with the best purposes and according to
state of the art insights on participatory approaches – is not suﬃcient
for ensuring the inclusion of diﬀerent normative appraisals in decisionmaking on energy. With that, the value of social conﬂict for energy
policy and planning tends to be overlooked. With this paper, therefore, I
want to raise attention to the value of conﬂict. I will discuss three
reasons why social conﬂict is of value in Section 2.
The value of conﬂict follows from an understanding of social conﬂict –not as something to be ‘solved’ through participation- but as itself
being a form of participation (cf. [10]). Social conﬂict involves the mobilization of collective action and advocacy, including contestation of
existing power-relations [11]. As such, social conﬂict can be considered
self-organized participation.
Social conﬂict as self-organized participation can be contrasted to
invited participation [9]. Invited participation refers to all processes and
procedures that are set up by e.g. governments, companies, academia or
consultancies to engage in some form of dialogue with stakeholders.
Invited participation can be legally prescribed or organized as dedicated and ad hoc processes within the context of a particular project.
This deﬁnition leaves open the question whether this dialogue indeed leads to empowerment, learning or legitimacy. In fact, invited
participation has often been critiqued for not being true participation
(see e.g. [12–14]).
In Section 3, I will discuss two characteristics of social conﬂict that
show the limitations of invited participation for the inclusion of divergent normative appraisals in decision-making on energy. Considering social conﬂict as self-organized participation means that social
conﬂict deserves more attention, both from scholars studying it as a
process of participation (including its deﬁcits, limitations, challenges,
opportunities), and from policymakers and planners, as an important
source of knowing what is at stake for whom. This may facilitate agile
participatory governance in the energy transition. Seeing social conﬂict
as a source for the inclusion of divergent normative appraisals in energy
policy and planning comes with a number of challenges. Based on these,
I will lay out three directions for further research in Section 4.
2. The value of social conﬂict (as self-organized participation)
The participatory approach emerged over the past decades as a
critique to the prevailing expert-analytic approach, which was perceived to be too linear, deterministic and exclusive [15,16]. The literature on participation generally assumes three arguments for participation: empowerment, learning and legitimacy [17], or, in the words
of Fiorino [18]: a normative, substantive and instrumental argument.
The normative argument pertains to democracy; according to this argument participation is a goal in itself because every citizen has the
right to speak and be heard. The substantive argument focuses on the
function of participation in knowledge production and, thereby,
creating more integrated decisions. The instrumental argument for
participation is that a policy plan is more likely to be accepted if stakeholders are involved in the decision-making process.
As part of the participatory approach, many participatory tools have
been developed and applied. For a more detailed elaboration of the
development of tools and the participatory wave, see Ref. [17]. Although participatory tools range from consensual to agonistic, a majority of these tools are inspired by Habermas’ notion of the ideal
speech situation. This refers to a safe and egalitarian situation where
29
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Table 1
Three perspectives on the value of social conﬂict on energy projects.
The value of social conﬂict

Description

Normative perspective
Substantive perspective
Instrumental perspective

Conﬂict is important as a form of political engagement (social movements, citizenship)
Conﬂict leads to integrated knowledge (problem structuring, technology assessment, learning)
Harnessing conﬂict to avoid unproductive, and achieve constructive outcomes (constructive conﬂict management: avoid backﬁre, mutually
acceptable outcomes)

challenged and reshaped. Social conﬂict is thus often a response to
institutions and the decisions, projects or technologies they produce
(with ‘institutions’ referring to humanly devised formal and informal
constraints that structure political, economic, and social interaction
[43]). Several accounts in the literature show for instance that a lack of
perceived procedural justice is an important source of contestation in
energy projects [44–46]. Institutions are, and we can clearly observe
that in the energy ﬁeld, not ﬁxed, but evolving, also as a response to
changing societal norms (as witnessed by more attention to local
communities in energy planning, and development of compensation
schemes). The point however is, that institutions, even when they are
intended to include diverse public values and interests in decisionmaking, just cannot anticipate all new values that emerge. Institutions,
by their very nature, draw up boundaries and thereby always imply inand exclusion. This means that when the institutions do not ‘ﬁt’ anymore, overﬂowing can occur [47]. Social conﬂict is a case of overﬂowing, in which (groups of) people try to articulate and bring under
the attention their concerns and interests that are perceived to be insuﬃciently met [25]. This implies that the scope, framing and nature of
themes and issues addressed in social conﬂict as self-organized participation diverges from that what would (and could) logically be dealt
with in invited forms of participation.

quell conﬂict by de-politicization strategies, and how this led to a
‘boomerang eﬀect’: conﬂict did not disappear but rather seemed to
come back harder the more forceful it was done away with. Furthermore, the instrumental perspective considers conﬂict to be constructive
as it can contribute to mutual trust, preservation of relationships [2],
group identities [37] and the building of institutional capacity [38].
The three perspectives on the value of social conﬂict are summarized in
Table 1.
3. Two characteristics of social conﬂict that show the limitations
of invited participation
As stated in the introduction, a common response to social conﬂict
surrounding energy projects is to advocate and organize participatory
processes. Although a lack of participation can indeed be a key source
of social conﬂict, I reiterate here the presumption that, no matter how
well participation is organized, social conﬂict will remain in the energy
transition. Rather than viewing social conﬂict as something that can be
‘solved’ or anticipated through invited participation, it is therefore
more interesting to view social conﬂict as a source for the identiﬁcation
and inclusion of diﬀerent normative appraisals. I will discuss here two
characteristics of social conﬂict that point to limitations of invited
participation and that thereby emphasize the relevance of this view on
social conﬂict.

3.2. Social conﬂict involves emergent positions and groups
The unstructured nature [27,48] of energy issues means that ideas
about which issues need to be addressed and how are divergent and
dynamic. First, because energy technology development is continuous,
which makes that new solutions make existing solutions obsolete, less
preferred or rejected. Second, over time, knowledge is developed on
potential impacts or beneﬁts. Third, especially when (abstract) ideas
about energy (policy) are to be translated to energy projects in speciﬁc
locations and contexts, new ideas, understandings and values with respect to that project will come up, often as some form of social conﬂict
[49]. One of the reasons for this is that the impacts of an energy
technology are very much context-dependent. In the Netherlands for
instance, people in the northern province of Groningen oppose to a
wind park with the argument that they have been an ‘extraction province’ over decades (ﬁrst peat, then gas, and now wind), and this under
a situation of decreasing local socio-economic conditions. In addition,
the articulation of (potential) impacts and related values is done by
stakeholders especially when there is something at stake. That means
that when a project is planned at a certain location, the local community may be triggered to start a process of opinion formation. As a result, in the implementation phase new values, interests or meanings will
come up [4]. Also, new groups are formed to advocate these positions
or to defend these interests. An example is the emergence of anti-shale
gas NGOs in countries such as the UK and the Netherlands after the
announcement of shale gas exploration or production projects. This
opinion formation process is a learning process, which means that positions change over time. Earlier, we showed how the social conﬂict on
shale gas in the Netherlands changed over time from a local discussion
on local safety issues to a national debate on the role of shale gas in the
energy transition [26]. Interests and values in relation to energy technology, as well as the groups that are defending them, are thus emergent. Social conﬂict is a manifestation of emergent groups and interests,

3.1. Social conﬂict challenges existing institutions
Social conﬂict is a form of self-organized participation. By deﬁnition, this self-organized participation is bottom-up. Self-organized
participation in the energy domain does not only take the form of
people opposing to an announced project, but also of groups of citizens
that are motivated by critical assessments of incumbent institutions and
modes of energy supply (see e.g. [39]) and who start investing in their
own energy projects. Such energy cooperatives can also be viewed as
manifestations of social conﬂict.
Invited participation is initiated by government, companies or
knowledge institutes because they want something and think they can
make it better (i.e. more legitimate, innovative or supported) through
involvement of stakeholders (including citizens). These forms of participation rely on more or less ﬁxed procedures. Think of governments’
setting up citizens’ juries (e.g. [40]), or energy companies setting up
workshops with people living in the vicinity of a newly planned project
to discuss alternative options. Invited participation to a large extent
relies on institutionalized participation. Energy companies have dedicated departments, often with formalized procedures, for involving
communities in planning of energy projects, and ISO standards for social responsibility include stakeholder analysis and engagement. Also in
policy procedures public participation is institutionalized and made
compulsory. Also when invited participation is not (a legally required)
part of formal policy procedures, it generally assumes an analytical
rationality and discourse that ﬁts well with the institutions it is supposed to support [41]. Social conﬂict however exists to challenge existing rules and practices. That is, social conﬂict in energy projects are
typically a manifestation of what Hajer [42] refers to as ‘institutional
void’: they challenge existing institutions and create new political
spaces in which the traditional mode of operation in energy systems is
30
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empirical analysis.
Second, whereas Habermasian-inspired participatory approaches
aim to exclude strategic behavior, strategic behavior is at the core of
social conﬂict. That is, what values, positions or normative appraisals
are brought up by actors when and how is very much subject to strategic considerations. Rather than seeing this as something that obscures
objective value analysis as Habermasian-inspired approaches do, strategic behavior should be part of the analysis. That is, strategic behavior
follows from interests, which in turn, make that stakeholders have
“speciﬁc knowledge because of their interested position that other stakeholders for the same reason don’t” [57]. This calls for further research to conceptualize social conﬂict as a process of value articulation,
where values are intrinsically linked to knowledge and interests. For
this, existing participatory literature can be connected to e.g. literature
that conceptualizes decision-making processes in terms of actor networks and that describe how strategic behavior plays out in such processes (e.g. [58,59]).
Third, what is needed in order to use social conﬂict as a source of
information about the diversity of normative appraisals? This question
pertains to the relation between public debate and institutions. I argued
earlier that social conﬂict can be seen as ‘overﬂow’ [47]: it is a response
to institutions that are perceived to lack taking into account alternative
normative appraisals. Using the value of social conﬂict implies that
there should be some sort of ‘backﬂow’, where information (values,
preferences, knowledge) from the public debate is fed back to formal
decision-making procedures. Further research is needed to understand
the interaction between public debate and institutions, and, if we are
interested in increasing the legitimacy of decision-making processes (cf.
[60]), to develop ways for improving this interaction. This comes with
challenges, since there is a gap between the (in)formal institutions involved in energy policy and planning and the way social conﬂict takes
shape. Institutional decision-making on energy projects is strongly
rooted in a judicial rationality, where the legitimacy of decisions is
derived from procedural correctness, and delegated authority, whereas
social conﬂict on energy projects involves a narrative rationality, where
the legitimacy of decisions is not only derived from fairness of procedures but also the desire to be acknowledged as a legitimate stakeholder, and community authority [25]. These diﬀerent rationalities,
and related ideas about justice and authority, make that the interaction
between energy planners and public often result in a dialogue of the
deaf (e.g. [61]). We need to study the interaction between social conﬂict and formal decision-making procedures and related institutions
more closely. An example concerns the role of boundary workers, i.e.
actors that try to translate input from social conﬂicts to (inter-) organizational decision-making, such as stakeholder engagement oﬃcers
working for energy companies or governments.
The study of social conﬂict as self-organized participation in energy
policy and planning necessitates interdisciplinary social science eﬀorts,
where new conceptual bridges are being built and methodological innovation is welcomed. Not only is this an exciting scientiﬁc endeavor,
but also a societal responsibility given the huge challenge that the energy transition imposes on us all.

but even in its seeming absence the normative diversity involved in
energy issues [1] implies that it can be safely assumed that conﬂict is
latent rather than absent.
Tools for invited participation tend to neglect this notion of emergent values and groups. The starting point there typically is that there
are clearly identiﬁable interest groups, that share a particular interest,
value set, practice or habitus [50,38]. Participatory tools usually make
use of stakeholder identiﬁcation techniques that assume that existing
groups represent the relevant interests and values. This is exempliﬁed
by stakeholder analysis approaches where usually organizations are
identiﬁed and mapped in terms of e.g. power and resources [51,52],
and where NGOs serve as representatives of societal values and interests. Diversity of values and meanings is then covered by inviting
people from diﬀerent organizational types, e.g. NGOs for the societal
perspectives, industry for the business perspectives, knowledge institutes for academic or ‘neutral’ perspectives, and governments for
perspectives of diﬀerent public sectors or governmental layers. The
assumed correlation between perspectives and type of organization can
be questioned; earlier we showed this correlation was low for the case
of actors’ perspectives on sustainable bio-energy [53]. It is through
these kinds of assumptions on who the stakeholders are and what they
are considered to contribute to and how, that participation produces
exclusions of “social actors or competing visions of energy futures” [54,
p. 586].
4. Conclusion
Invited participation is thus not a satisfying, or at least not a suﬃcient answer to the question as to how to include diﬀerent normative
appraisals in planning of energy technology. For this reason, I argue
that we need to shift attention to social conﬂict as self-organized participation. This brings a number of challenges, that can be used to shape
a research agenda.
First, if positions and groups are emergent and ﬂuid, how then to
grasp the relevant normative appraisals? Rather than static or snapshot
methods such as surveys, the dynamic nature of social conﬂict calls for
methods that account for this dynamic nature and the socio-technical
systems in which they play out. Such methods use longitudinal data,
and involve for instance narrative and longitudinal discourse analysis.
Social media play an important role in social conﬂict; through these
media opinions, knowledge and ideas are shared and shaped, and they
facilitate coordination of collective action (e.g. the organization of
protest and mobilization of resources). Social media data is an important data source for the analysis of the dynamics of social conﬂict,
and with machine-learning approaches huge amounts of data can be
analyzed (e.g. [55]). The analysis of longitudinal social media data is an
interesting avenue for further research, that, in addition to methodological questions, raises all kinds of new questions with regard to the
quality of data. Platforms such as Twitter generally make it possible to
use only parts of the data (e.g. a certain subset of tweets with a particular keyword), without sharing the algorithm that has led to this selection.
With this comes also the question of representativeness. If social
conﬂict is considered self-organized participation, how to assess the
representativeness of the normative appraisals articulated in social
conﬂict? Rather than representativeness in statistical terms, data collected through the methods above should perhaps better be understood
in terms of discursive representation [56]. The observation that in social conﬂict groups and positions are emergent and ﬂuid, implies that
representation of persons and groups is not feasible. Dryzek and Niemeyer [56] argue that in such situations, representation of discourses1
is a feasible alternative. This issue needs further conceptualization and

Acknowledgements
I am very grateful to the many people who discussed with me the
ideas for this paper over the past years. In particular, I am grateful to
Udo Pesch, with whom I have closely collaborated on these ideas over
the past years and who has been stimulating my thinking a lot, and
Mattijs Taanman who has been of great help in structuring my argumentation in this paper. I am thankful to my colleagues in the
RESPONSE project with whom it is a pleasure to develop these ideas
further. This work is part of the research program RESPONSE with
project number 313-99-303, which is ﬁnanced by the Netherlands
Organization for Scientiﬁc Research (NWO) (see:http://www.tbm.tudelft.nl/en/research/projects/response/).

1
Deﬁned as “a set of categories and concepts embodying speciﬁc assumptions, judgments, contentions, dispositions, and capabilities” (Dryzek and Niemeyer [56, p. 481]).

31

Energy Research & Social Science 38 (2018) 28–32

E. Cuppen

References

intragroup conﬂict and group performance, Acad. Manage. J. 44 (2001) 238–251.
[32] K.A. Jehn, G.B. Northcraft, M.A. Neale, Why diﬀerences make a diﬀerence: a ﬁeld
study of diversity conﬂict, and performance in workgroups, Adm. Sci. Q. 44 (1999)
741.
[33] K.A. Jehn, A multimethod examination of the beneﬁts and detriments of intragroup
conﬂict, Adm. Sci. Q. 40 (1995) 256.
[34] A.W. Kruglanski, D.M. Webster, Group members’ reactions to opinion deviates and
conformists at varying degrees of proximity to decision deadline and environmental
noise, J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 61 (1991) 212–225.
[35] T. Coppens, How to turn a planning conﬂict into a planning success? Conditions for
constructive conﬂict management in the case of Ruggeveld-Boterlaar-Silsburg in
Antwerp, Belgium, Plan. Pract. Res. 29 (2014) 96–111.
[36] E.E.A. Wolf, Conﬂict Reconsidered? The Boomerang Eﬀect of Depoliticization,
(2016), pp. 5–8.
[37] M.J. Levy, L.A. Coser, The functions of social conﬂict, Am. Sociol. Rev. 22 (1957)
112.
[38] P. Healey, Building institutional capacity through collaborative approaches to
urban planning, Environ. Plan. A 30 (1998) 1531–1546.
[39] G. Seyfang, A. Haxeltine, Growing grassroots innovations: exploring the role of
community-based initiatives in governing sustainable energy transitions, Environ.
Plan. C Gov. Policy 30 (2012) 381–400.
[40] D. Huitema, M. Van de Kerkhof, U. Pesch, The nature of the beast: are citizens’
juries deliberative or pluralist? Policy Sci. 40 (2007) 287–311.
[41] S. Roeser, U. Pesch, An emotional deliberation approach to risk, Sci. Technol.
Human Values 41 (2016) 274–297.
[42] M. Hajer, Policy without polity? Policy analysis and the institutional void, Policy
Sci. 36 (2003) 175–195.
[43] D.C. North, C. Douglass, Institutions, J. Econ. Persp. 5 (1) (1991) 97–112, http://dx.
doi.org/10.1257/jep.5.1.97.
[44] J. Zoelner, P. Schweizer-Ries, C. Wemheuer, Public acceptance of renewable energies: results from case studies in Germany, Energy Policy 36 (2008) 4136–4141.
[45] M. Cotton, P. Devine-Wright, Putting pylons into place: a UK case study of public
perspectives on the impacts of high voltage overhead transmission lines, J. Environ.
Plan. Manage. 56 (8) (2013) 1225–1245.
[46] J.K. Knudsen, L. Camilla Wold, Ø. Aas, J.J. Kielland Haug, S. Bartel, P. DevineWright, M. Qvenild, G.B. Jacobsen, Local perceptions of opportunities for engagement and procedural justice in electricity transmission grid projects in Norway and
the UK, Land Use Policy 48 (2015) 229–308.
[47] M. Callon, An essay on framing and overﬂowing: economic externalities revisited by
sociology, in: M. Callon (Ed.), Laws Mark, Blackwell, Oxford, 1998, pp. 244–269.
[48] H. De Bruijn, E. Ten Heuvelhof, R. in’t Veld, Process Management, (2010).
[49] M. Wolsink, Wind Power and the NIMBY-myth: Institutional Capacity and the
Limited Signiﬁcance of Public Support vol. 21, (2000), pp. 49–64.
[50] M. Callon, V. Rabeharisoa, The growing engagement of emergent concerned groups
in political and economic life: lessons from the french association of neuromuscular
disease patients, Sci. Technol. Hum. Values 33 (2007) 230–261.
[51] J.M. Bryson, What to do when stakeholders matter – stakeholder identiﬁcation and
analysis techniques, Public Manage. Rev. 6 (2004) 21–53.
[52] B. Enserink, L. Hermans, J. Kwakkel, W. Thissen, J. Koppenjan, P. Bots, Systems
analysis, Policy Anal Multi-Actor Syst. (2010), pp. 51–77.
[53] author information removed for review.
[54] J. Chilvers, N. Longhurst, Participation in transition(s): reconceiving public engagements in energy transitions as co-produced, emergent and diverse, J. Environ.
Policy Plan. 18 (5) (2016) 585–607, http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1523908X.2015.
1110483.
[55] L. Teernstra, P. van der Putten, L. Noordegraaf-Eelens, F. Verbeek, The morality
machine: tracking moral values in Tweets, Lect. Notes Comput. Sci. (Including
Subser. Lect. Notes Artif. Intell. Lect. Notes Bioinformatics). 9897 LNCS, (2016), pp.
26–37.
[56] J.S. Dryzek, S. Niemeyer, Discursive representation, Am. Polit. Sci. Rev. 102 (2008)
481.
[57] M. Hisschemöller, Participation as knowledge production and the limits of democracy, in: S. Maasen, P. Weingart (Eds.), BT – Democratization of Expertise?
Exploring Novel Forms of Scientiﬁc Advice in Political Decision-Making, Springer,
Netherlands, Dordrecht, 2005, pp. 189–208.
[58] Koppenjan, E.-H. Klijn, Managing Uncertainties in Networks: a Network Approach
to Problem Solving and Decision Making, Routledge, London, 2004.
[59] E.F. Ten Heuvelhof, M. de Jong, M. Kars, H. Stout, Strategic Behaviour in Network
Industries: a Multidisciplinary Approach, Edward Elgar Publishing, 2009.
[60] A. Aylett, Conﬂict, Collaboration and Climate Change: Participatory Democracy and
Urban Environmental Struggles in Durban, South Africa vol. 34, (2010), pp.
478–495.
[61] E. Cuppen, S. Brunsting, U. Pesch, Y. Feenstra, How stakeholder interactions can
reduce space for moral considerations in decision making: a contested CCS project
in the Netherlands, Environ. Plan. A 47 (2015) 1963–1978.

[1] A. Stirling, Pluralising progress: from integrative transitions to transformative diversity, Environ. Innov. Soc. Trans. 1 (2011) 82–88.
[2] L. Kriesberg, Bruce W. Dayton, Constructive Conﬂicts: From Escalation to
Resolution, Rowman & Littleﬁeld, Publishers Inc., Lanham, Maryland, 2012.
[3] G. Walker, P. Devine-Wright, J. Barnett, K. Burningham, N. Cass, H. Devine-Wright,
G. Speller, J. Barton, B. Evans, Y. Heath, Symmetries, Expectations, Dynamics and
Contexts: a Framework for Understanding Public Engagement with Renewable
Energy Projects, (2010).
[4] A. Correljé, E. Cuppen, M. Dignum, U. Pesch, B. Taebi, Responsible innovation in
energy projects: values in the design of technologies, institutions and stakeholder
interactions, Responsible Innov. 2 Concepts Approaches, Appl. Springer
International Publishing, 2015, pp. 183–200.
[5] K. Jenkins, D. McCauley, R. Heﬀron, H. Stephan, R. Rehner, Energy justice: a
conceptual review, Energy Res. Soc. Sci. 11 (2016) 174–182.
[6] Nederlandse Wind Energie Associatie (NWEA), Stichting De Natuur- en
Milieufederaties, Stichting Natuur & Milieu, Greenpeace Nederland, Vereniging
Milieudefensie, ODE, Decentraal, Gedragscode Acceptatie & Participatie
Windenergie op Land, (2016) http://www.nwea.nl/over-nwea/gedragscode.
[7] NOGEPA, Gedragscode gaswinning kleine velden, (2017) https://www.onsaardgas.
nl/nogepa/gedragscode/.
[8] https://www.rijksoverheid.nl/onderwerpen/omgevingswet, https://
aandeslagmetdeomgevingswet.nl/aandeslag/thema/participatie/.
[9] B. Wynne, Public Participation in Science and Technology: performing and obscuring a political–conceptual category mistake, East Asian Sci. Technol. Soc. 1 (1)
(2007) 99–110.
[10] M. Leach, I. Scoones, Mobilising Citizens: Social Movements and the Politics of
Knowledge, IDS Work Pap. (2007), p. 37.
[11] A. Oberschall, Theories of social conﬂict, Annu. Rev. Sociol. 4 (1978) 291–315.
[12] B. Cooke, U. Kothari, Participation: The New Tyranny? Zed Books, London, 2001.
[13] S. van den Hove, Between consensus and compromise: acknowledging the negotiation dimension in participatory approaches, Land Use Policy 23 (2006) 10–17.
[14] A. Bora, H. Hausendorf, Participatory science governance revisited: normative expectations versus empirical evidence, Sci. Public Policy 33 (2006) 478–488.
[15] A. Stirling, Opening up and closing down, Sci. Technol. Hum. Values 33 (2007)
262–294.
[16] B. Wynne, Creating public alienation: expert cultures of risk and ethics on GMOs,
Sci. Cult. (Lond.) 10 (2001) 445–481.
[17] M. Hisschemöller, E. Cuppen, Participatory assessment: tools for empowering,
learning and legitimating? Tools Policy Formul. Actors Capacit. Venues Eﬀ. (2015),
pp. 33–51.
[18] D.J. Fiorino, Citizen participation and environmental risk a survey of institutional
mechanisms, Sci. Technol. Hum. Values 15 (1990) 226–243.
[19] O. Renn, B. Blättel-Mink, H. Kastenholz, Discursive methods in environmental decision making, Bus. Strateg. Environ. 6 (1997) 218–231.
[20] J. Habermas, The Theory of Communicative Action: Vol. 2: Lifeworld and System: A
Critique of Functionalist Reason, (1990).
[21] C. Leeuwis, Reconceptualizing participation for sustainable rural development: towards a negotiation approach, Dev. Change 31 (2000) 931–959.
[22] C. Mouﬀe, Deliberative democracy or agonistic pluralism? Soc. Res. (New York) 66
(1999) 745–758.
[23] J.C. Jenkins, Social Movements, Political representation, and the state: an agenda
and comparative framework, in: J.C. Jenkins, B. Klandermans (Eds.), Polit. Soc.
Protest Comp. Perspect. States Soc. Movements, Minnesota University Press,
Minnesota, 1995, pp. 14–36.
[24] N. Verloo, Learning from informality? Rethinking the mismatch between formal
policy strategies and informal tactics of citizenship, Curr. Sociol. 65 (2017)
167–181.
[25] U. Pesch, A. Correljé, E. Cuppen, B. Taebi, Energy justice and controversies: formal
and informal assessment in energy projects, Energy Policy 109 (2016) 825–834.
[26] E. Cuppen, U. Pesch, S. Remmerswaal, M. Taanman, Normative diversity, conﬂict
and transition: Shale gas in the Netherlands, Technol. Forecast. Soc. Change (2016),
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2016.11.004 in press.
[27] M. Hisschemöller, R. Hoppe, Coping with intractable controversies: the case for
problem structuring in policy design and analysis, in: M. Hisschemöller, R. Hoppe,
W.N. Dunn, J.R. Ravetz (Eds.), Knowledge, Power Particip. Environ. Policy Anal.
Transaction Publishers, New Brunswick and London, 2001, pp. 47–72.
[28] W.N. Dunn, Using the method of context validation to mitigate type III error in
environmental policy analysis, in: M. Hisschemöller, R. Hoppe, W.N. Dunn,
J.R. Ravetz (Eds.), Power Particip. Environ. Policy Anal. Transaction Publishers,
New Brunswick and London, 2001, pp. 417–436.
[29] A. Rip, Controversies as informal technology assessment, Knowledge 8 (1986)
349–371.
[30] C. De Dreu, E. Van de Vliert, Using Conﬂict in Organizations, Sage, London, 1997.
[31] K.A. Jehn, E.A. Mannix, The dynamic nature of conﬂict: a longitudinal study of

32

