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Abstract: The involvement of diverse stakeholders in the decision making process and the 
acknowledgement of their multiple and often conflicting objectives is accepted as a critical 
ingredient in arriving at environmentally responsible outcomes which balance long term 
environmental sustainability with pragmatic, short term realities. While existing literature has 
accepted that unequal power dynamics between actors exist in the process of environmental 
decision making, little coverage has been given to evaluating the extent to which these 
dynamics shape and distort the end outcome of such a decision, as well as identifying the 
sources of stakeholder power and influence during complex environmental negotiations, and 
how these sources may differ from conventional sources of power that are prevalent during 
other contexts of stakeholder negotiation. Drawing on a theoretical framework primarily from 
the realms of stakeholder theory, environmental decision-making and sociological power 
relations, this study utilizes the context of the Dutch-owned fishing vessel FV Margiris and 
its pursuit to conduct fishing operations in Australian waters. Utilizing existing academic 
literature, conventional and social media, public submissions and government documents, this 
study tells the story of how and why the second largest fishing vessel in the world was 
allowed entry to and then turned away from Australia in 2012. The study concludes that 
unequal power dynamics can have a significant influence on the end outcome of 
environmental negotiations, and that the primary sources of power which enable this are 
ability to influence legal frameworks, relationship with the public, reputational protection and 
identity advancement, and power derived from conglomeration and coalitions.  
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Summary: Power. It has led to the rise and fall of civilizations, leaders, sporting teams and 
political parties. But where does power come from? And how does power shape and influence 
the outcome of negotiations between different groups and individuals? This study found that 
power comes from many different sources, including time pressures, protecting one’s own 
reputation, how well a certain group is liked by the public, the ability of a group to try and 
change laws to suit them, and the increased influence that a group gets from joining with other 
groups. 

In this study we considered a large foreign owned boat which sought approval to conduct 
fishing operations in Australian waters in 2012. At first the Government said yes, but after 
realising how politically damaging would be to them, changed their minds and told the ship to 
leave. Through analysing websites, government documents and media articles, we collected 
information on how the different groups involved negotiated with each other during the case. 
This information was organized, analysed and then looked at relation to what we already 
know about power, in order to try and answer the main questions of the study. 

While this study concluded some interesting points and helped us to see a clearer picture of 
the sources of power and how it influences negotiation outcomes, there is still much which we 
don’t know about power. Some of these unknowns include what power actually is, how power 
is lost, and the potential differences between power at an individual level and at a group level. 
All of these would make interesting subjects for further study in the future..  
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1. Introduction 

 

1.1 Overview 

In early 2012, a large Dutch-owned fishing vessel, The FV Margiris, sought permission from 

The Australian Fisheries Management Authority (AFMA) to conduct trawling operations in 

Australian waters, primarily targeting small pelagic fishes including Jack Mackerel and 

Redfish. The AFMA, an independent Federal Government agency responsible for the overall 

management of all fishing related activities in Australia, approved the request, subject to 

strict quota levels and the implementation of strategies to minimize the incidence of bycatch.  

After the boat had arrived in Australia in mid-2012, there was intense lobbying from the 

general public, NGOs and political parties to ban the boat from fishing Australian waters, 

citing concerns about the damaging effects of the ‘super trawler’ on marine ecosystems. 

Initially, the Federal Government held its ground and respected the sovereignty of the 

AFMAs decision, but after assessing the potentially severe voter backlash decided to 

intervene. A private members bill was passed in Parliament in September 2012, allowing The 

Federal Minister for Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities to 

amend the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 and by doing so 

override the AFMA. An immediate ban was placed on the operation of the FV Margiris, 

pending the completion of further research into the long term environmental implications of 

the proposed fishing operations. This ban initially was for two years, but after passing further 

legislation the government implemented a permanent ban on all ‘super trawler’ factory 

fishing vessels from operating in Australian waters. Seafish Tasmania Pelagic Pty Ltd, the 

Australian/Dutch joint venture which was to operate the FV Margiris in Australia, appealed 

the decision in the Federal Court of Australia. In February 2014, the court dismissed the 

appeal of Seafish Tasmania Pelagic Pty Ltd, and upheld the perpetual ban.  

 

1.2 Aim 

The aim of this study is to analyse the complex power dynamics at play between diverse 

stakeholders in the process of environmental decision making, utilizing the context of a large 

foreign owned fishing vessel and its pursuit to conduct operations in Australian waters. 

Two key research questions are considered: 

 The extent to which an unequal distribution of power between stakeholders 

influences, distort and shape the end outcome of an environmental decision; 

 The sources of stakeholder power and influence during environmental decision 

making, and how these sources of power may differ to those relevant during other 

contexts of stakeholder negotiation. 

A primarily qualitative, deductive case study methodology is adopted in order to tell the story 

of the Dutch-owned ‘super trawler’, the FV Marigis, and the central actors involved in the 

initial decision to allow entry into Australia and the subsequent overturning of this decision. 

Phase one involved extensive content analysis (Berg at al. 2004) and ‘sensemaking’ (Weick, 

1993; 1995) of a broad spectrum of qualitative data related to the super trawler incident.  

Phase two involved conducting a critical discourse analysis (Berger and Luckmann, 1966) of 

collected data, utilizing a grounded theory paradigm (Glaser 1978, 1992; Strauss & Corbin 
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1990) in order to ‘code’ and ‘thematize’ this data. In the discussion chapter, these voices are 

overlayed with two existing theoretical frameworks of stakeholder power, in order to attempt 

to understand the extent to which power dynamics influenced the end outcome of the 

decision, and determine the underlying sources of this power.  

This study fills a notable gap in the literature. While stakeholder theorists such as Brenner 

and Cochran (1990, 1991), Hosseini and Brenner (1992) and Mitchell et al. (1997) 

acknowledge that unequal power distributions exist between stakeholders and that this may 

have implications on the end outcome of a negotiation, there has been little coverage on the 

extent to which this unequal distribution of power influences outcomes, specifically, in the 

case of environmental decision making. Frooman (1999) (amongst others) have proposed that 

stakeholders have a variety of different influence strategies available during negotiation, and 

that the choice of which strategy they employ depends on a range of contextual variables, as 

well as existing stakeholder power dynamics, but has fallen short of describing the underlying 

sources of power which enable these influence strategies. 

 

1.3 Background 

 

1.3.2 Political context 

The period from 2009 to 2012 marked an unprecedented period of instability in Australian 

politics. In the 2007 Federal Election the Australian Labor Party (ALP) was voted into power, 

with party leader The Hon. Kevin Rudd MP assuming the position of Prime Minister of 

Australia.  While initially extremely popular, Rudd’s approval ratings from both the voting 

public and his own party fell dramatically. In June of 2010, with a Federal election looming, 

Rudd was overthrown by his own party during an internal leadership spill, and replaced by 

his deputy, The Hon Julia Gillard MP.  

The 2010 Federal election saw a ‘hung parliament’, meaning that Government could only be 

formed with the cooperation of several key Independent MPs. The ALP eventually gained the 

necessary support, and was able to form Government. The next two years was marked by 

constant infighting, information leaks, failed leadership challenges from Rudd and general 

unsteadiness. This caused the public to view the Government as extremely unstable, and 

opinion polls dived to all-time lows. At the time of the FV Margiris debacle in early to mid-

2012, the Government was facing catastrophic defeat at the upcoming 2013 election, and was 

determined to do whatever it took to win back the support of the public. 

 

1.3.3 The nine stakeholders 

This study considers nine key stakeholders who were directly involved in or affected by the 

process and eventual decision to not let the FV Margiris conduct fishing operations in 

Australian waters. Freedman (1984, pp 46) notes that a stakeholder can be defined as “any 

group or individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement of an organisations 

objectives”. In this study, the ‘organisation’ is Seafish Tasmania Pelagic Pty Ltd, while the 

achievement of the ‘organisational objectives’ was to conduct fishing activities in Australian 

waters primarily for the purpose of generating a financial return. Utilizing Mitchell et al’s 

(1997)  ‘Stakeholder Attributes Model’, a balanced selection of stakeholders was chosen in 

order to be representative of the varied perspectives on the issue and the competing power 
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dynamics within, including NGOs, political parties, commercial operators, the general public 

and governmental agencies. Generally speaking, five of the stakeholders were against the 

proposed operations of the FV Margiris, while five were in favour of it.   

 

1.3.3.1 Political parties 

 

1.3.3.1.1 Australian Federal Government  

In 2012 the Federal Government of Australia consisted of the Australian Labor Party (ALP), 

three independent MPs, and Greens MP Adam Bandt (who agreed to support the ALP on 

issues of supply and confidence so that legislation could be passed). 

Lead by The Hon. Prime Minister Julia Gillard MP, the ALP is a centre left political party 

with a relatively strong emphasis on environmental matters. At the time of the arrival of the 

FV Margiris in 2012, the government was facing severe political instability in light of 

internal leadership tensions between Julia Gillard and former party leader The Hon. Kevin 

Rudd MP. In May 2012, opinion polls put the government at just 42% on a two-party 

preferred basis, meaning that the party would almost certainly lose government if an election 

was to be held at that time (Fairfax Nielson, 2012).  

There were four key actors from within the Government who were directly involved with the 

in the FV Margiris negotiations: 

The Hon. Tony Burke MP, Federal Minister for Sustainability, Environment, Water, 

Population and Communities. Tony Burke initially accepted the ruling of AFMA to allow the 

vessel into Australian waters, but then subsequently back flipped, and amended legislation to 

place an immediate ban on all super trawlers until further scientist research could be 

conducted regarding the long term implications for the sustainability of the Southern pelagic 

fishery. It is interesting to note that in the later stages of negotiations, Mr Burke was actively 

encouraging members of his party to speak publically against the super trawler.  

The Hon. Andrew Wilke MP, an Independent member of parliament who sided with the ALP 

in 2010 to allow them to form Government. Mr Wilke was strongly opposed to the FV 

Margiris, and was a key figure in internal caucus lobbying to change the stance of the 

Government. 

The Hon. Joe Ludwig MP, Fisheries Minister. Mr Ludwig supported the findings of AFMA 

all the way through until he was overruled by his superior, Tony Burke. 

The Hon. Melissa Parke MP, an ALP ‘backbencher’ who put forward the private members 

bill which untimely lead to the legislation changes blocking the operations of the FV 

Margiris  

 

1.3.3.1.2 Tasmanian Greens 

A leftist progressive political party with a very strong focus on environmental issues, the 

Tasmanian Greens were extensively involved in campaigning against The FV Margiris being 

allowed into Australian waters.  At the time of the arrival of the FV Margiris in 2012, the 

Tasmanian Greens had considerable political influence. According to the Australian Electoral 

Commission, in the 2010 Tasmanian State elections the party secured 21.6% of the primary 
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vote, and in the 2010 Federal election, the Australian Greens (the federal political party of 

which the Tasmanian Greens form a part) secured 13.1% of the primary vote. The state of 

Tasmania is the largest producer of seafood in Australia, and also has the highest per capita 

level of recreational fishers in the country (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2015). 

 

1.3.3.1.3 The Opposition Federal Government  

The ‘Coalition’ consists of a formal alliance between Australian centre-right political parties 

including The Liberal Party of Australia, The National Party, The Northern Territory Country 

Liberal Party and The Liberal National Party of Queensland. Lead by The Hon. Tony Abbott 

MP, the party narrowly missed out on being elected to Government in 2010. In May 2012, a 

Fairfax Nielson poll put the Coalition at 58% primary vote on a two-party preferred basis, 

meaning that they would most likely be elected to power if an election was held at that time. 

The Coalition was strongly in favour of allowing the FV Margiris to fish in Australian 

waters, arguing that this decision should not be politicalized, and rather left to the 

independent decision making process of AFMA. The Coalition argued that intervention by 

the Government would extensively undermine the independence of AFMA, and would hurt 

the international reputation of Australia as a politically stable environment in which to 

conduct business.  

 

1.3.3.2 NGOs 

 

1.3.3.2.1 Greenpeace Australia Pacific 

The regional branch of Greenpeace is a non-governmental organisation operating across over 

forty different counties. According to its 2012 Annual Report (pp 11), Greenpeace is “an 

independent campaigning organisation that uses non-violent direct action to expose global 

environmental problems and to force solutions which are essential to a green and peaceful 

future.” To its subtracters, Greenpeace is considered to be a far left extremist organisation 

which interferes with the operations of business through often illegal means. To it’s 

supporters, Greenpeace is a role model organisation which plays an essential role in ensuring 

the long term interests of the planets natural ecosystems. Greenpeace Australia Pacific played 

a pivotal role in campaigning against the FV Margiris’ planned fishing operations in 

Australian waters. Of particular note was the extensive social media campaign which the 

organisation ran during 2012, and the use of an extremely emotive photograph which featured 

several dead dolphins in the nets of a super trawler.  

 

1.3.3.2.2 RecFish Australia 

RecFish is a non-governmental organisation which represents the interests of the estimated 

five million recreational fishers in Australia. The mission statement of Recfish stipulates 

“one voice promoting sustainable fishing and representing recreational fishers at a national 

level.” The National Executive Director of RecFish, Mr Graham Pike, was a vocal opponent 

of the FV Margiris, citing concerns about how quota size and specific target species of the 

fishing operation (small pelagic fishes) would impact on the future viability of recreational 

fishing in Australia. In 2012 Mr Pike appeared on the state-owned Australian Broadcasting 

Corporation’s Four Corners television program, and gained widespread attention thereafter. 
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1.3.3.3 Government bodies 

 

1.3.3.3.1 Australian Fisheries Management Authority 

The peak federal body responsible for fisheries management in Australia, AFMA has the 

function of the “efficient management and sustainable use of Commonwealth fish resources 

on behalf of the Australian community.” The mandate of AMFA is stipulated in two pieces of 

legislation: the Fisheries Administration Act 1991 and the Fisheries Management Act 1991. 

As a Commonwealth Government Agency, AFMA is apolitical and has a clear mandate to 

make independent decisions free from political persuasion. The initial decision to allow the 

FV Margiris to fish in Australian waters in 2012 was made by AFMA. However, upon 

realising how unpopular the decision was amongst the Australian pubic, the Federal 

Government intervened and passed a private members bill in parliament which gave the 

Environment Minister the necessary powers to overrule AFMA’s decision, and place an 

immediate hiatus on the operation of the FV Margiris. 

 

1.3.3.4 Commercial operators 

 

1.3.3.4.1 Seafish Tasmania Pelagic Pty Ltd 

Seafish Tasmania Pelagic Pty Ltd is the name of the joint venture commercial operation 

between Dutch-based Parlevliet & Van der Plas B.V (the owners of the FV Margiris), and 

Seafish Tasmania, an Australian-based fishing company owning extremely large quotas for 

catching small pelagic fishes. According to the Australian Securities and Investments 

Commission, the company was registered in April 2012. 

Seafish Tasmania has been operating in Australian waters for over 30 years, and is involved 

in the capture, processing and wholesale of seafood, concentrating largely on species such as 

Jack Mackerel and Redfish. Mr Gerry Geen is the Director of Seafish Tasmania, and was the 

individual behind the decision to form the joint venture and bring the FV Margiris to 

Australia. He holds one of the three board seats of Seafish Tasmania Pelagic Pty Ltd 

Parlevliet & Van der Plas B.V employs over 1500 people and has been operating since 1949. 

The company owns several large factory fishing vessels, including the FV Margiris and the 

Geelong Star, a smaller vessel which was granted permission to fish Australian waters in 

2015. Mr Dirk Van Der Plas and Mr Jan Dirk Parlevliet own the company, and hold the 

remaining two board seats of Seafish Tasmania Pelagic Pty Ltd.  

 

1.3.3.5 Other 

 

1.3.3.5.1 Institute for Marine and Antarctic Studies 

Operating out of the University of Tasmania, The Institute for Marine and Antarctic Studies 

(IMAS) pursues “interdisciplinary work to advance understanding of temperate marine, 

Southern Ocean, and Antarctic environments.” When requested to do so, the IMAS (amongst 

other scientific research institutes across Australia) provides The Australian Fisheries 
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Management Authority with scientifically validated research into a particular topic of 

interest, such as the health of a certain fish species, sustainable fishing quota levels or the 

latest methods for reducing bycatch. Given that IMAS has extensive research into the 

management of small pelagic fishes, it was the organisation which provided the AFMA with 

the recommended 18,000 tonne annual quota of Jack Mackerel. This quota was publically 

criticized by numerous stakeholders throughout the FV Margiris dilemma. Of particular 

prominence during the ordeal was Professor Colin Buxton, who frequently defended the 

IMAS and the methodologies which it employed in order to arrive at that quota figure. 

 

1.3.3.5.2 General Public 

Members of the public played an instrumental role in campaigning against the presence of the 

FV Margiris in Australian waters.  

Through grassroots activist organisations like GetUp! and an organically started social media 

campaign, public outcry against the super trawler was far beyond anything which the Federal 

Government had expected.  The GetUp! campaign alone resulted in 93,864 petition 

signatures against the FV Margiris, and over 18,000 emails sent to Fisheries Minister The 

Hon. Joe Ludwig MP. As of April 2015, the  'Stop the Super Trawler' Facebook page has 

received over 27,000 ‘likes’, and activity on the page is once again increasing after the recent 

announcement that the Geelong Star, a smaller fishing vessel owned by Seafish Tasmania 

Pelagic Pty Ltd has been given approval to begin fishing in Australian waters.  

It is also important to consider how the ongoing political instability of the previous three 

years influenced the psyche of the Australian public. With polls in May 2012 at a near all-

time low for the Government, for many voters allowing the FV Margiris to fish in Australian 

waters was the final nail in the coffin, and would potentially contribute to putting the 

Government in an unwinnable position for the 2013 election.  

 

1.4 Theoretical Framework  

 

1.4.1 Overview 

Two distinct frameworks form the theoretical basis of this study. Mitchell et al’s (1997) 

Stakeholder Attributes Model is used in order to ‘rank’ and categorize stakeholders based on 

their degree of influence and input during dialogue. French and Raven's Bases of Power 

(1959; 1965) is used to locate and describe the sources of power during the FV Marigis 

negotiations, and understand if and how these sources differ across various contextual 

settings. 

A comprehensive literature review was conducted during this study. This spanned across a 

variety of different discipline fields, including environmental decision making literature, 

including Reed (2008), Bolund and Hunhammar (1999), and O’Riordan and Fairbrass (2008), 

stakeholder theory such as Freedman (1984), Friedman and Miles (2002),  Eden and 

Ackermann (1998) and Weiss (1998), as well as institutional theory authors including Meyer 

and Rowan (1977), DiMaggio and Powell (1983) and Jeppersen (1991). 
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1.4.2 French and Raven's (1959) Bases of Power  

 

French and Raven argue that power has five key ‘bases’ of reward, coercive, legitimate, 

referent and expert. Power according to French and Raven, (by its very definition) exists only 

between relationships: 

 “..power is limited to influence on the person, P, produced by a social agent, O, where O 

can be either another person, a role, a norm, a group or part of a group 

Power, according to French and Raven (1959, pp 1), is rarely limited to one source:  

“the relation between O and P will be characterized by several qualitatively different 

variables which are bases of power.” 

In this study, we consider the possession of a power base based on the ability of the 

stakeholder possessing that base to have an influence on the outcome of the negotiations, 

relative to other stakeholders involved in the process. 

 

Reward power 

Reward power is defined as “power whose basis is the ability to reward.” The strength of this 

power is determined primarily by the magnitude of reward which P believes that O can offer 

him/her/them. 

An example of reward power would be an employee whose bonus is tied to meeting a certain 

target, such as a sales figure, or in the case of environmental decision making it could be 

reducing the carbon emissions of a company by a certain percentage. The reward in this case 

(let’s say a bonus of $1000) is given by the company (O) to the employee (P). Such an 

incentive system is used in order to reduce the ‘agency cost’ (Jensen and Meckling, 1976) 

between O and P, and by doing so creating a ‘win-win’ solution in which both parties benefit 

(O through higher sales leading to a higher profit, and P through the bonus). This model 

assumes that humans are opportunists who will (in most cases) put their own needs first and 

foremost. In the environmental example, a third party (the natural environment) will also 

benefit from this interaction of reward power.  

 

Coercive power 

Coercive power considers the degree to which P confirms to the wishes of O through the 

influence of the potential negative costs that non-conformity could invoke. The strength of 

coercive power is determined by the negative valence multiplied by the perceived probability 

of this occurring (in the mind of P). 

To refer to our previous example, the employee not conforming to the wishes of management 

(not meeting sales targets) could result in the loss of their job. The fear of this happening (and 

the perceived likelihood) gives O power over P. While reward power may be analogized as 

using a ‘carrot’, coercive power could be considered using a ‘stick’.  

Legitimate power 

French and Raven note that of the six sources, legitimate power is the “most complex”. 

Legitimate power considers the internalized norms, role prescriptions, expectations and 
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underlying cultural and social structures which govern human behaviour in specific contexts. 

In terms of the dynamics between O and P, legitimate power: 

“Stems from internalized values in which P dictates that O has a legitimate right to influence 

P and that P has an obligation to accept this”. 

It is important to note that the sources of legitimate power can vary vastly across different 

cultural contexts. In one setting, an employee who is ‘lower’ in the organizational hierarchy 

may be able to exert legitimate power over even a very senior manager, due to their age 

and/or experience. However in a different cultural context with a higher power-distance index 

(Hofstede, 1985), such behaviour would be taboo. 

 

Referent power 

Referent power is derived from the identification of P with O. The stronger the identification 

of P with O, the greater the referent power of O/P. O could be a person or a group towards 

which we feel a strong attraction towards, and want to enter, maintain and/or improve the 

quality of this relationship. Referent power works on the assumption that as humans, we have 

an underlying desire to like and want to be liked by others. French and Raven summarise the 

sources of referent power as follows: 

“I am like O, and therefore I shall behave or believe as O does.  

“I want to be like O, and I will be more like O if I behave or believe as O does” 

 

Expert power 

Expert power refers to power derived from the strength of specific knowledge, skills, 

education and attitudes. P will assess the perceived knowledge which O has (against their 

own knowledge of that subject matter and an absolute standard), and should they deem that O 

has superior knowledge to them, in most cases they will become submissive to the power of 

the expert. 

It would be commonplace to assume that a lawyer would have a deeper understanding of the 

legal system than most people, and thus we could say that this lawyer (O) exerts power over 

P (for instance a member of the public with no legal background) in a situation where legal 

advice is sought. 

 

1.4.3 Mitchell et al’s (1997) Stakeholder Attributes Model  

 

Mitchell et al.’s model proposes that there are three distinct attributes which stakeholders 

poses which affect their ability to negotiate during a decision-making process: power, 

legitimacy and urgency. A stakeholder may possess all, none, or some of these attributes. The 

more attributes that a stakeholder possesses, and the weighting of these attributes in relation 

to those of other stakeholders present during the negotiation, the greater their influence in 

shaping the end outcome of a decision. The possession or non-possession of these attributes 

will influence the degree to which the central decision making body (such as a corporation ot 
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government) gives priority to competing stakeholder claims.  This is what we refer to as 

stakeholder ‘salience’.  

Mitchell et al. (1997) define the three attributes as follows: 

Power: “A relationship among social actors in which one actor, A, can get another actor, B, 

to do something that B would not have otherwise done” 

Legitimacy: “ A generalized perception or assumption that the actions of an entity are 

desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed system of norms, values, 

beliefs and definitions” 

Urgency: “The degree to which stakeholder claims call for immediate action” 

 

The different weightings and combinations of these three attributes will lead to the 

categorization of a stakeholder into one of seven ‘classes: 

 

Latent stakeholders 

Latent stakeholders, argue Mitchell et al (1997), are those actors who only possess one 

attribute, and because of this have a low degree of salience, and are not given  much attention 

or time from both other actors, and from the central decision making body in the negotiations. 

Three of the seven classes are latent stakeholders: 

1. Dormant stakeholders: 

These stakeholders possess the power to impose their will on the decision making 

body or situation, but lack the urgency and legitimacy to do this. 

2. Discretionary stakeholders: 

Discretionary stakeholders possess the attribute of legitimacy, but lack the power and 

urgency to impose this legitimacy. 

3. Demanding stakeholders: 

Stakeholders in this class possess the sole attribute of urgency. 

 

Expectant stakeholders 

Expectant stakeholders possess two out of the possible three attributes. Because of this, they 

possess a moderate level of salience, and can be significant in shaping the outcome of a 

negotiation:  

4. Dominant stakeholders: 

These stakeholders possess both power and legitimacy, but lack the urgency to 

achieve their demands. 

5. Dependent stakeholders: 

Dependent stakeholders are those who lack power, but have legitimacy and urgency 

in their claims.  

6. Dangerous stakeholders: 

Stakeholders in this class possess power and urgency, but lack legitimacy.  

 

Definitive stakeholders 
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7. Definitive stakeholders: 

Definitive stakeholders exhibit all three attributes: power, legitimacy and urgency. 

Their salience is high, meaning that the central decision making body/framework in 

the negotiation process has a “clear and immediate mandate to attend to and give 

priority to that stakeholder’s claim.” 

 

Figure one below shows the relationship between the different stakeholder attributes and 

classes: 

Figure one: Stakeholder Typology 

 

 

Taken from Mitchell et al. 1997, pp 6 
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2. Method 

 

2.1 General approach 

This study utilized a primarily qualitative, deductive ‘case study’ methodology (Yin 1994; 

Merriam 1994; Stake 1995, 1998; Miles & Huberman 1994; Gillham 2001), consisting of two 

main parts. Phase one involved extensive content analysis (Berg at al. 2004) and 

‘sensemaking’ (Weick, 1993; 1995) of a broad spectrum of qualitative data related to the 

super trawler incident.  Phase two involved  the coding and ’thematizing’ of collected data, 

utilizing a grounded theory paradigm (Glaser 1978, 1992; Strauss & Corbin 1990) in 

preparation for analysis through two distinct theoretical frameworks relating to stakeholder 

power in the discussion section.  

Yin (2003) argues that a case study approach is ideally suited to a broad, inductive style of 

research where a story must first be ‘told’ and understood before analysis can commence. A 

case study notes Yin, allows for a higher degree of flexibility, spontaneity and adaptability of 

the initial research questions in light of new information which may be uncovered during the 

process. Noy (2008) links case studies with a ‘snowball’ style of research, where the aims of 

the study are kept fairly vague and open until the case in question is fully understood. 

Patton (2002, pp 453) defines content analysis as "any qualitative data reduction and sense-

making effort that takes a volume of qualitative material and attempts to identify core 

consistencies and meanings.” Hsieh & Shannon (2005, p.1278) describe the research 

methodology as being more about “identifying themes or patterns” and proposing that it is 

ideally matched to an approach which also incorporates a sensemaking paradigm. Boudville 

and Sitlington (2008, pp 16) frame sensemaking as being about asking the simple question of 

“what is going on here?, and trying to decipher a story which has been told in many different 

ways. Weick (1995) describes sensemaking as being about interpreting and reinterpreting 

events which took place, the actors involved in the events, putting them in a context to order 

to explain the phenomena at hand. 

Finally, grounded theory is ideally suited to a deductive style of research, as it allows for the 

formulation of new theory through the analysis of data. Strauss and Corbin (1990) note that 

such an approach is in contradiction to the scientific method, which is based heavily on 

having a clear hypothesis before commencing the research. Glasser (1978) proposes that for 

new theory to be developed, data must be ‘coded’ and thematized. This process of ‘open 

coding’ involves identifying, naming, categorizing and describing data while all the time 

asking the question of ‘what is this about?’ 

 

2.2 Content analysis and sensemaking 

Conducting the content analysis involved engaging with, digesting and sensemaking of 

content across five broad mediums: social media, conventional media, existing academic 

literature, official government documents, and the websites of each of the ten stakeholders.  

A significant part of this involved searching for specific quotes from actors made during (and 

after) the incident, as well as more general arguments for and against the proposed activities 

of the FV Margiris. 
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2.2.1 Social media 

A brief exploration of both Twitter and Facebook was conducted in order to understand the 

significance of the ‘Stop The Trawler’ campaign, which was run primarily through social 

media. The number of ‘likes’ across several Facebook pages against the trawler were counted 

and tallied up. Harlow (2011) argues that Facebook now plays a major role in facilitating 

social and environmental activism, and that the number of ‘likes’ a page receives (and the 

time period in which they accumulate) can be a fairly accurate representation of how 

significant the issue is to the general public.  

During the campaign, several celebrities ‘tweeted’ their support in banning the super trawler 

(notably, Australian singer Guy Sebastian and American surfer Kelly Slater). Hirsch (2011) 

noes that Twitter posts from celebrities with often extremely large followings can have a 

significant and often underestimated influence on the progress of online activism.  

 

2.2.2 Conventional media 

This process involved using the ‘Google News’ search function in order to find online articles 

from reputable media outlets related to the FV Margiris. Much of the media read during this 

study originated from two sources: The Australian Broadcasting Corporation (the state owned 

apolitical media outlet)  and ‘The Conversation’, an independent online news source hybrid 

halfway between academic writing and traditional journalism. Semetko and Valkenburg 

(2000) argue that media discourse analysis can be a highly effective methodology in 

attempting to understand complex issues involving diverse stakeholders with differing 

agendas. 

 

2.2.3 Existing academic literature 

An extensive literature review was conducted, spanning across topics including stakeholder 

theory, environmental science, decision-making methodologies , institutional theory, and 

fisheries management. During this review two key papers were uncovered which proved to be 

vital in completing this study. Tracey et al. (2013) considered the political context behind the 

decision to ban the super trawler, while Haward et al. (2014) looked at the legal frameworks 

which allowed the ban to be imposed. These journal articles stand (so far) as the only 

academic publications dealing directly  with the FV Margiris incident.  

 

2.2.4 Official Federal Government documents 

Numerous key Governmental reports were read and annotated, including official publications 

from AFMA, the Federal Government, and transcripts from Federal Parliament. A previously 

classified internal Government document advising on the stance change regarding the FV 

Margiris was also obtained. This document, dated 11 August 2012, was obtained by the 

ABCs Four Corners television program under freedom of information laws, and soon after 

released to the general public. It proved to be one of the most important pieces of data used in 

this study.  

 

2.2.5 Websites of the nine stakeholders 



13 
 

A comprehensive coverage of each of the nine stakeholder’s websites was conducted, 

focusing on key online publications relevant to the FV Margiris. Mann and Stewart (2000, pp 

45) argue that the organic, unorganised process of simply ‘scrolling through’ a website allows 

the researcher to break off into tangents , and by doing so potentially access more ‘tucked 

away’ data which would have not been found using a more rigid mechanism of website 

navigation.  

This phase of the research also involved conducting a keyword search analysis (Joshi and 

Motwani, 2006). On the home page of each website, the ‘search’ function was located, and 

three different phrases were put in (one at a time): “super trawler” “FV Margiris” and 

“Seafish Tasmania”.  

 

2.3 Grounded theory ‘thematizing’ of data 

To begin with, qualitative data collected during the content analysis was divided into 

arguments for and against allowing the FV Margiris to fish in Australian waters, including 

quotations from specific actors backing up these arguments. Secondly, these arguments were 

‘thematized’ and ‘coded’ using a deductive methodology which focused on attempting to find 

the hidden agendas and interests in each of these arguments.  This stage of the process also 

involved extensive discourse analysis, seeking to find commonalities in language use and 

descriptive metaphors representing arguments (Fairclough and Wodak (1997, pp 118). 

Utilizing Mitchel et al’s (1997) definitions of power, urgency and legitimacy, and French and 

Raven's (1960) interpretations of the five different bases of power, each stakeholder was 

assigned an overall ‘power rank’ based on the existence of some, none or all of these 

attributes and bases. The greater the number of bases and attributes (each given a weighted 

equal significance) in relation to other stakeholders, the higher the ranking. These rankings 

represent the overall power and influence of the stakeholder during the case, rather than at 

any one particular time period. It is important to note that the ranking system is not supposed 

to be a linear, objective measure of power with measurable units of evaluation. Rather, it is 

used as a framework from which to investigate the research questions of the study.  Most of 

the ‘lower’ ranked stakeholders still had a very significant impact on the outcome of the case.  

The existence of each attribute/base was determined by overlaying the respective definitions 

(with the profile of each stakeholder which came to emergence through the content analysis 

phase of the study). In determining the ‘agenda’ of each stakeholder in order to ultimately 

ascertain the underlying sources of power and the extent to which power dynamics influenced 

the end-outcome of negotiations, we draw on we draw on Mitchell et al’s (1997, pp. 4) 

interpretation of any stakeholders agenda as being “survival, economic well-being, damage 

control, taking advantage of opportunities and winning friends”. A separation is also made 

between the ‘public’ agenda of a stakeholder, and their underlying ‘hidden’ agendas (Bourne 

and Walker, 2005). The ‘key quotations’ section in the results chapter provides an overview 

of direct quotes from each stakeholder used to argue for their agendas, while the ‘sources of 

power’ and ‘extent to which stakeholder influenced end outcome’ sections provide a brief 

summary of what is elaborated upon extensively in the discussion chapter. 
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3. Results 

 “Words approximate the territory; they never map it perfectly.” 

- Kociatkiewicz and Kostera (1999) 

 

The results chapter has been divided up into two parts. Part one shows the assignment of 

different power bases and stakeholder attributes, as well as a cumulative ranking of the nine 

stakeholders based on how many of these different attributes and bases they possessed. Part 

two deals individually with each stakeholder. It is important to note that this section of the 

study presents findings and quotations in isolation of the academic literature (except for the 

two main theories of this study). The discussion chapter meshes together the results with the 

relevant literature. Full references for the stakeholder quotations given in this chapter can be 

found in the complete reference list, beginning on page 49.  

 

3.1 Stakeholder categorization 

The three tables below show the results of the assignment of power bases, stakeholder 

attributes, and overall power ranks to each stakeholder: 

 

Table one: Bases of power (adapted from French and Raven 1959) 

Stakeholder Reward 

power 

Coercive 

power 

Legitimate 

power 

Referent 

power 

Expert 

power 

Australian 

Federal 

Government  

✔ ✔ ✔  ✔ 

Tasmanian 

Greens 

   ✔  

The 

Opposition 

Federal 

Government  

 ✔ ✔  ✔ 

Greenpeace 

Australia 

Pacific 

 ✔  ✔  

RecFish 

Australia 

   ✔  

Australian 

Fisheries 

Management 

Authority 

  ✔  ✔ 

Seafish 

Tasmania 
✔ ✔    
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Table two: Stakeholder Attributes Model (adapted from Mitchell et al. 1997) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Pelagic Pty 

Ltd 

Institute for 

Marine and 

Antarctic 

Studies 

  ✔  ✔ 

General 

Public 
✔ ✔  ✔  

Stakeholder Power Legitimacy Urgency Stakeholder class 

Australian Federal 

Government  
✔ ✔ ✔ Definative 

Tasmanian Greens   ✔ Demanding 

The Opposition 

Federal Government  
✔ ✔  Dominant 

Greenpeace Australia 

Pacific 

 ✔ ✔ Dependent 

RecFish Australia  ✔  Discretionary 

Australian Fisheries 

Management 

Authority 

✔   Dormant 

Seafish Tasmania 

Pelagic Pty Ltd 
✔ ✔  Dominant 

Institute for Marine 

and Antarctic Studies 

 ✔  Discretionary 

General Public ✔  ✔ Dangerous 
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Table three: Overall stakeholder ‘power rank’ 

 

 

3.2 Australian Federal Government 

 

3.2.1 Power rank 

1 

 

3.2.2 Bases of power 

The primary bases of power which the Federal Government utilized during negotiations were 

expert power, and legitimate power. Expert power is derived from the resources, legal 

frameworks and specific abilities which the Federal Government possesses regarding 

fisheries management. Legitimate power, note French and Raven (1959) considers the “.. 

legitimate right to influence and..the obligation[of other stakeholders] to accept this”. The 

Federal Government draws this legitimate power from being the central decision making 

body in Australia. 

 

3.2.3 Stakeholder class 

It can be said that the Federal Government was by far the most influential stakeholder in the 

negotiation process, due to its eventual overpowering of AFMA’s mandate which ultimately 

Stakeholder Overall power rank based on possession 

of attributes/bases 

Australian Federal Government 1st 

General Public 2nd 

The Opposition Federal Government 3rd 

Greenpeace Australia 4th 

Seafish Tasmania Pelagic Pty Ltd 5th 

Australian Fisheries Management 

Authority 

6th 

Institute for Marine and Antarctic 

Studies 

7th 

Tasmanian Greens 8th 

RecFish Australia 9th 
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lead to the FV Magiris being banned from Australian waters. Fulfilling all three criteria of 

power, urgency and legitimacy, we can classify the Federal Government as a ‘definitive 

stakeholder’ under Mitchell et al’s framework. Mitchell et al. (1997) note that definitive 

stakeholders, from the perspective of the case in question, have” clear and immediate 

mandate to attend to and give priority to.” 

 

3.2.4 Agenda  

Sensemaking of content revealed that the primary agenda of the Federal Government during 

the FV Margiris was to appease the voting public, in order to ultimately achieved re-election 

in 2013. As the case moved on, the Government moved into damage control mode, and their 

agenda became about minimizing public backlash. This agenda, whilst seemingly a ‘hidden’ 

one, was extremely obvious to other stakeholders throughout the case, and was even cited by 

the Government in internal party documents.  

The public agenda of the Federal Government was to act in the best interests of the Australian 

public and the country’s natural resources, whilst also respecting the independence of 

decision making bodies such as AFMA, as well as the right of foreign companies to conduct 

legal economic activities in Australian waters.  

 

3.2.5 Extent to which stakeholder influenced end outcome 

The Federal Government had an extremely significant influence on the end outcome of the 

case. 

 

3.2.6 Sources of power 

The primary mechanism of power utilized by the Federal Government was its ability to 

change laws in order to overpower the agendas of other stakeholders. 

 

3.2.7 Key quotations 

The below quotations are taken from the program transcript from the Australian Broadcasting 

Corporation ‘Four Corners’ program titled ‘The Super Trawler’, which aired Monday 22 

October 2012. 

Joe Ludwig, Fisheries Minister: “Ah, people say that, I've heard that. Let me say, as I've said 

just then, I agree with Minister Burke. I agree with his environmental concerns and I 

supported the outcome.”  

Tony Burke, Environment Minister: “The test for the Government was when the legal 

framework clearly fell short of what we believed the right outcome was - were we or were we 

not prepared to change the law?” 

Joe Ludwig, Fisheries Minister:  “I don't think anyone had ever raised with me that it was 

going to operate for an indefinite period because of course, my response even then and now, 

is that AFMA determines the outcome. They determine the total allowable catch, they 

determine, what quota you can use - they determine that on annual basis through a 

management plan.” 
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Melissa Parke, Labor Member for Fremantle: “The Ministers made it quite clear - both the 

Fisheries Minister and the Environment Minister - that their powers were limited in this 

respect, and that's when I decided that a private member's bill would be necessary.” 

Tony Burke, Environment Minister: “I think the rules failed. I think the rules failed badly. I 

don't think we had the structures in place to be able to deal with a massive change such as is 

contemplated when you go from ordinary trawling operations to the second biggest on the 

planet.” 

Tony Burke, Environment Minister: (at a press conference on 11 September 2012): “It's been 

agreed that I will introduce new legislation to the Parliament to amend National 

Environment Law which will give me the powers that I had hoped to have to be able to apply 

a much more precautionary approach to the super trawler.” 

Andrew Wilke, Independent Minister: “At some point in there the Labor Party leadership 

would have understood people are gonna start crossing the floor on this. It was an absolutely 

toxic issue, and particularly in Tasmania with Tasmanian Labor members. “I think they all, 

for a long while, completely and utterly misread this and they did not understand what a big 

issue this would be and what a controversial issue it would be." 

 

Joe Ludwig, Fisheries Minister:  (at press conference, 11 September 2012) “What I'm also 

announcing today is a review - a root and branch review of the Fisheries Management Act.” 

 

Extract from a confidential internal government strategy document dated August 22 2012 

which was obtained by the ABC’s Four Corners program under freedom of information laws: 

 "In our view none of the arrangements available to you or AFMA provide the capacity to 

prevent the FV Margiris from fishing. Any attempt to prevent the FV Margiris from operating 

would result in significant risk to the Commonwealth, to Australia's fisheries management 

credibility and to the proper operation of commercial fishing businesses." 

 

 

3.3 General Public 

 

3.3.1 Power rank 

2 

 

3.3.2 Bases of power 

Reward, coercive and referent power can be cited as the main bases of power possessed by 

the general public during negotiations. Reward power, defined as “power whose basis is the 

ability to reward” (French and Raven, 1959) can be applied in the context of the general 

public influencing the Federal Government to achieve their agenda of banning the FV 

Margiris through the ‘reward’ of voting for them at the next election, whilst in a similar 

manner coercive power stemmed from the ability to punish the Government. Referent power 
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was drawn from the strong attraction that the public possessed towards marine life 

conservation. 

 

3.3.3 Stakeholder class 

Classified as a ‘dangerous stakeholder’, the general public possessed the characteristics of 

power and urgency, whilst lacking legitimacy (although later on in the case it is arguable that 

this attribute also became a possession). Mitchell et al. (1997) defines power as “A 

relationship among social actors in which one actor, A, can get another actor, B, to do 

something that B would not have otherwise done.” Here we see the power of public opinion 

which lead to the Federal Governments intervention and overpowering of AFMA. In terms of 

urgency, “the degree to which stakeholder claims call for immediate action”, as the concerns 

of the public gained momentum, both the Federal Government and Seafish Tasmania Pelagic 

Pty Ltd realised that negative public perception of the operations was an imminent threat. 

3.3.4 Agenda  

It can be said that the primary public agenda of the general public was to ensure the long term 

protection of Australia’s fishing stocks, protecting Australian jobs, and the conservation of 

marine life. Haward et al (2014, pp 5) argue that the ‘overwhelming majority’ of the 

Australian public were against the planned fishing operations of the super trawler. A more 

‘hidden’ agenda revealed during the content analysis was the ‘foregin’ ownership of the 

vessel, and the idea of a non-Australian fishing boat taking away ‘our’ fish.  

 

3.3.5 Extent to which stakeholder influenced end outcome 

The general public can be cited as the stakeholder who ultimately triggered the ‘domino’ 

effect of applying enough pressure so that the Federal Government eventually intervened and 

banned the FV Margiris, and thus can be said to have had a very significant influence on the 

end outcome of the case. 

 

3.3.6 Sources of power 

The power of the general public was draw primarily from sheer numbers, as well as the 

ability to influence political dealings through voting in the upcoming election.  

 

3.3.7 Key quotations 

The following quotes are taken from posts made to the ‘Ban The Super Trawler’ Facebook 

page during 2012. This page has 27,000 ‘likes’ as of 14 May 2015. 

“This is sending a loud and clear message to Canberra and to Joe Ludwig that we do not 

want any super trawlers working in Australia.” 

“I have emailed the "custodian" of our environment this morning. I encourage everybody to 

do the same. This is urgent.” 

“No matter what the science says these super trawlers have the capacity to wipe out entire 

fish populations. If not then why are they wanting to come here, why can't they continue to 



20 
 

harvest their home waters. This must be stopped. I am all for fishing and hunting but massive 

operations like this are not sustainable.” 

“Time for Geen to be taken to court for his conflict of interest, manipulation of processes to 

gain increased quota to support the Mariris and hiding other AFMA members concerns.... 

Geen this is not your Ocean! To think you nearly got away with devistation is enough to lock 

you up in my book!” 

“I hope and expect that Gerry Green will be prosecuted for his blatant self serving 

manipulation of the "system" - this is a case of conflict of interest which is clearly 

commercially motivated - Green was apparently planning to personally profit from dodgy 

science and dodgy decision making, at great expense to the rest of us.” 

“Do the powers that be & greenies realize that Seafish Tasmania still has a quota to catch 

18,000 tonnes of redfish, mackerel etc. By getting rid of the 'super trawler' just means that 

Seafish Tasmania will have to use the local commercial fishing trawlers which are smaller, 

have inferior technology which means more 'collateral damage' will be caused to dolphins, 

whales, seals etc” 

 

3.4 The Opposition Federal Government 

 

3.4.1 Power rank 

3 

 

3.4.2 Bases of power 

The Opposition Federal Government drew power primarily from the fragile political state of 

a ‘hung’ parliament, which enabled it to utilize and execute coercive, legitimate and referent 

power during the case. A vocal supporter of Seafish Tasmania Pelagic Pty Ltd, the 

Opposition believed that intervention by the Government would significantly undermine 

Australia’s international reputation as a strong democracy with a just legal system supporting 

foreign investment. Coercive power came from the ability of the Opposition to apply 

significant pressure to the Government through its numbers in the Senate, as well as the 

strong likelihood that the Opposition would win the upcoming election. Legitimate power 

was drawn from the ability of the Opposition to partake in the creation of laws and policies in 

Parliament. In terms of expert power, French and Raven note that one party “..will assess the 

perceived knowledge which another has (against their own knowledge of that subject matter 

and an absolute standard), and should they deem that O has superior knowledge to them, in 

most cases they will become submissive to the power of the expert.” We can therefore 

conclude that the extensive resources of the Opposition, and it’s ability to influence legal 

frameworks (as well as AFMA) gave it expert power during the case. 

 

3.4.3 Stakeholder class 

Possessing power and legitimacy, but lacking urgency, the Opposition Federal Government 

can be classified as a ‘dominant stakeholder’. Power was drawn from the ability of the 
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Opposition to apply pressure to the Federal Government during proceedings. Legitimacy 

however, can be cited as from where the Opposition drew much of its power. Defined as 

“whether..actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially 

constructed system of norms, values, beliefs and definitions” here we see the deep-rooted 

ideologies of each party at play. A centre-right political party with a strong emphasis on 

business, the ‘values’ and ‘beliefs’ of the Opposition Government are such that a foreign 

business has a legitimate right to carry out legal activities in Australia, and that undermining 

this through intervention attacks the very fundamentals of democracy and capitalism.  

 

 

3.4.4 Agenda  

It can be said that the primary agenda of the Federal Government was to respect the 

independence of AFMA by allow the super trawler access to Australian waters, and 

uploading the image of Australia as a nation welcoming to foreign investment. The ‘hidden’ 

agenda of the Opposition Government was to use the situation as a way of scoring political 

points against the Government, in preparation for the upcoming election.  

 

3.4.5 Extent to which stakeholder influenced end outcome 

While a minor player initially, the Opposition Federal Government become a significant 

stakeholder in the later stages of the case due to the fragile political situation, and was nearly 

able to argue for (and implement the necessary legislative changes) which would have 

allowed the FV Margiris to undertake its operations as planned. 

 

3.4.6 Sources of power 

The Opposition Government’s main source of power was its ability to utilize the fragile 

political situation, as well as reputational protection and advancement through the argument 

for the need to keep Australia as a country which is welcoming to foreign investment.   

 

3.4.7 Key quotations 

Quotes taken from Senate ‘Question Time’ transcripts, dated 20, 24 and 29 of August 2012. 

Opposition Government MP Senator Colbeck: 

 "We'll make our decisions based on science, and the science I've seen overwhelmingly 

supports utilisation of the vessel.” 

“We will continue to drill into the Government's handling of the super trawler issue.” 

‘This government is committed to a balanced and informed approach to fisheries 

management, we will continue to make any decisions regarding access to all Australian 

fisheries based on sound science’. 

Changing laws like this is a ‘Greens fantasy’ because it could be used to shut down any type 

of fishing on the back of a strong public campaign. 
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3.5 Greenpeace Australia 

 

3.5.1 Power rank 

4 

 

3.5.2 Bases of power 

Greenpeace Australia possessed two primary bases of power: coercive, and referent. Coercive 

power, note French and Raven (1959) considers the degree to which one party confirms to the 

wishes of another through the influence of the potential negative costs that non-conformity 

could invoke. The costs of non-conformity for the Federal Government would have been loss 

of voter support, potentially leading to a loss at the 2013 election, while Greenpeace could 

inflict costs on Seafish Tasmania Pelagic Pty Ltd through reputational harm. In terms of 

referent power, Greenpeace was able to draw on the ‘hearts and minds’ of the Australian 

public, largely through an emotive media campaign, which can be seen below.  

 

3.5.3 Stakeholder class 

Greenpeace Australia can be classified as a ‘dependent stakeholder’, based on its possession 

of legitimacy and urgency (but not power). As a far left environmental NGO, Greenpeace 

operates on what Mitchell et al (1997) call a “socially constructed system of norms”, and 

draws legitimacy from this. The urgency possessed by Greenpeace can be said to have come 

from its ability to start a highly effective media campaign in very limited time. 

 

3.5.4 Agenda  

According to its 2012 annual report, the formal objective (public agenda) of Greenpeace 

Australia in a broad scale is  to use non-violent direct action to expose global environmental 

problems and to force solutions which are essential to a green and peaceful future.” In the 

case of the FV Margiris, this objective operationalized as campaigning to stop the proposed 

operations of the vessel. Under agency theory (Jensen and Meckling, 1976) it could be argued 

that like all organisations, the ‘hidden’ agenda of Greenpeace Australia is long term survival 

and increasing its scope of ability to influence. 

 

3.5.5 Extent to which stakeholder influenced end outcome 

Greenpeace Australia had a fairly significant impact on the end outcome of the negotiations, 

largely due to its role in creating online action through a social media campaign which gained 

significant momentum and support. 

 

3.5.6 Sources of power 
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The sources of power utilized by Greenpeace was  primarily their positive relationship with 

the general public, as well as nimbleness, flexibility and agility in terms of being able to 

respond to the incident in a timely manner through the creation of a social media campaign.  

 

3.5.7 Key quotations 

Much of the campaign run by Greenpeace Australia involved the use of graphic, confronting 

images of bycatch designed to invoke an emotive response from viewers in order to protest 

against the super trawler. These images can be found in Appendix 1. 

The following quotes are taken from an official Greenpeace Australia media release, titled 

‘The FV Margiris: Bad news for Australia’. This was published on Wednesday 27 June, 

2012. 

"Our oceans do not stand a chance against this kind of vessel -- and neither do Australian 

fishermen. Even research[1] cited by the owners shows that despite new technology, many 

animals, including fur seals, will routinely be killed in its nets. Both the Environment 

and Fisheries Ministers are rightly expressing serious concerns, but now, with this ship 

already in our waters, time is running out for them to display some common sense and refuse 

to grant a license to the Margiris," said Greenpeace Australia Pacific CEO David Ritter. 

"Allowing it to fish in Australian waters is not just against the national interest, it is simply 

absurd." 

 

“"These ships literally vacuum up entire schools of fish. You could fly a jumbo Jet through 

the opening of its net with room to spare," said Greenpeace Australia Pacific oceans 

campaigner Nathaniel Pelle from the deck of the Margiris." Wherever these super trawlers 

go, they leave devastated fisheries in their wake. If we want healthy oceans and 

ample seafood for the future, we need fewer massive boats and more fish." 

 

"The Margiris has contributed to the overfishing of European waters, the collapse of fisheries 

in the South Pacific, and the devastation of fishing communities in West Africa. Greenpeace 

is working with diverse groups of Australians to prevent the same thing happening in 

Australia." 

 

“The prospect of the Margiris’s arrival has led to a groundswell of opposition across 

Tasmania and the rest of Australia.  In just over a week more than 11,000 people have signed 

a petition asking the Australian government to refuse it permission to fish in our waters. Sign 

the petition here to ban the vessel:” 

 

 

3.6 Seafish Tasmania Pelagic Pty Ltd 

 

3.6.1 Power rank 

5 
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3.6.2 Bases of power 

Seafish Tasmania possessed two main bases of power during the case, although it is arguable 

that at various times it possessed up to four. These bases were reward power, and coercive 

power. French and Raven (1959) note that the strength of a stakeholders reward power this 

power is determined primarily by the magnitude of reward which P (Seafish Tasmania) 

believes that O (other stakeholders, especially the Federal Government) can offer 

him/her/them. The ‘reward’ which Seafish Tasmania could offer was economic activity 

leading to job creation, the payment of royalties and taxation revenue to the Federal 

Government, as well as the ability to enhance Australia’s international reputation as country 

friendly towards foreign investment. On the coercive side, Seafish Tasmania had the power to 

withhold all of these rewards, as well as the ability to ‘punish’ the Federal Government and 

Australia through spreading the image that Australia is a country which lacks democracy and 

changes laws based on public popularity.  

 

 

3.6.3 Stakeholder class 

Classified as a ‘dominant stakeholder’ based on the Stakeholder Attributes Model, Seafish 

Tasmania possessed both power and legitimacy during negotiations, but lacked the urgency 

to achieve their objectives. However, it is arguable that at various stages of negotiations, 

Seafish Tasmania was in fact the ‘definitive stakeholder’. As a commercial operator with a 

primary objective of profit generation, Seafish Tasmania drew legitimate power from it’s 

underlying belief that it’s actions (or proposed actions) were “proper” and “appropriate”. The 

power possessed by Seafish Tasmania was based on its ability to assert its financial strength 

over other stakeholders, as well as the power it yielded in terms of the promise of job creation 

and economic activity.  

 

3.6.4 Agenda  

It can be said that the primary (and public) agenda of Seafish Tasmania was to conduct 

fishing operations with the FV Margiris in order to generate a net financial return for it’s 

owners. The more hidden agenda that emerged during the content analysis was to build up a 

stronger relationship with both sides of Government, so that future requests for fishing 

operations would be approved in a more timely manner, as well as potentially on a larger 

scale. 

 

3.6.5 Extent to which stakeholder influenced end outcome 

As the central actor in the negotiations, Seafish Tasmania did not have as much of an 

influence on the situation as the situation had on it. When we consider Freedman’s (1984) 

definition of what stakeholder is, we see here the concept of affecting as well as being 

affected by. 

 

3.6.6 Sources of power 
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Seafish Tasmania drew power through its access to significant financial resources, as well as 

its ability to create local employment and stimulate economic activity in Australia.  

 

3.6.7 Key quotations 

The below quotations are taken from the program transcript from the Australian Broadcasting 

Corporation ‘Four Corners’ program titled ‘The Super Trawler’, which aired Monday 22 

October 2012. 

Gerry Geen, Director, Seafish Australia: “I was absolutely astonished that that could happen 

in Australia. It felt unreal to me, it felt that it was like third world decision making.” 

Dirk Van Der Plas, part-owner of the FV Margiris: “We had a meeting with the senior 

management of AFMA, which was a key actually for us in this in this visit to Australia. We 

were seeking for con- for re-confirmation from their side that there would be not any problem 

if we would bring a vessel all the way from Holland to Australia, and actually that's what 

they confirmed. Literally what they said, "We will back you up, no no matter what happens if 

you follow the rules” 

Dirk Van Der Plas, part-owner of the FV Margiris: “The vessel left and we hoped it would 

never come- never come back to Holland. So we all had had the impression it would stay in 

Australia forever.” 

Gerry Geen, Director, Seafish Australia: “There were there were concerns but we were very 

heartened by the fact that the regulator, the Fisheries Management Authority, and Minister 

Ludwig were standing firm and just saying, that the rules are set, provided this vessel plays 

by the rules there is no problem.” 

Dirk Van Der Plas, part-owner of the FV Margiris: “They didn't say anything. They just let 

the vessel come, they let it to appear on the horizon and then everybody start changing their 

minds.” 

Gerry Geen, Director, Seafish Australia: “We've got no idea what the rules are now. We don't 

where the goal posts are anymore. We need to know the rules.” 

 

3.7 Australian Fisheries Management Authority 

 

3.7.1 Power rank 

6 

 

3.7.2 Bases of power 

As the independent body responsible for all fisheries related issues at a national level with 

extensive knowledge and access to resources, AFMA sole possessed the attribute of expert 

power. In a situation where one actor possesses superior knowledge and resources on a 

certain topic than other stakeholders, they will usually will become submissive to the power 

of the expert. However, rather than become submissive, the Federal Government became 
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what can only be described as aggressive, in its overpowering of AFMA and complete 

overhaul of its powers.  

 

3.7.3 Stakeholder class 

At the beginning of proceedings, AFMA possessed all three stakeholder attributes, and could 

only be described as a ‘definitive stakeholder’, given its role as the central decision making 

body on the FV Margiris case. However, after losing it’s legitimacy and urgency, AFMA was 

reduced to a ‘dormant stakeholder’, maintaining some power (or at least an illusion of power 

in the eyes of other stakeholders. 

 

3.7.4 Agenda  

The public agenda of AFMA is ““efficient management and sustainable use of 

Commonwealth fish resources on behalf of the Australian community.” In terms of it’s 

hidden agenda, here we can again revisit Mitchell et al’s (1997) summary of stakeholder 

agendas as “survival, economic well-being, damage control, taking advantage of 

opportunities and winning friends” and see that AFMA too is subject to the primary 

pressures of survival and continuation.  

 

3.7.5 Extent to which stakeholder influenced end outcome 

This is somewhat debatable, and different articles uncovered during the content analysis 

revealed different conclusions. If we look specifically at the end outcome, we can say that 

AFMA had a minimal impact on the decision to ban the FV Marigirs, something which was 

achieved primarily by the Federal Government.  

 

3.7.6 Sources of power 

AFMA drew power from its legal terms of reference as the administrators and enforcers of 

the Fisheries Administration Act 1991 and the Fisheries Management Act 1991. 

 

3.7.7 Key quotations 

All quotes taken from official AFMA press release, titled ‘Fishing regulator re-affirms 

management is watertight’. This was published on the AFMA website on 26 July 2012 

 

“As an independent government regulator, AFMA takes advice from Australia’s and the 

world’s best scientists to set sustainable catch limits.  These catch limits are strictly enforced 

by AFMA using high tech systems to support compliance officers working both at sea and in 

ports. Australia’s fisheries management is consistently ranked among the world’s best in 

independent reports by international experts.” 

“Independent scientific experts commenting on the FV Margiris proposal have all supported 

AFMA’s sound fisheries management arrangements and the science that these decisions are 

based on.” 
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“AFMA CEO Dr James Findlay said that, in contrast to the trawlers that most Australians 

are more familiar with, the FV Margiris is a mid-water trawler and mid-water trawl nets 

rarely, if ever, touch the sea floor and unwanted bycatch of non-target species is 

exceptionally low. “The type of fishing done by the FV Margiris is highly selective.  These 

mid-water trawlers use sophisticated electronic equipment and techniques to ensure that they 

catch the target species and very little else”, Dr Findlay said.”” 

“AFMA has received criticism from those unfamiliar with fisheries science for using ‘old’ 

data in setting the catch limits for some species, however, in accordance with best-practice 

management these catch limits take into account the age of the data by reducing the catch 

limits to well below the level that the data would otherwise say is sustainable.” 

 

3.8 Institute for Marine and Antarctic Studies 

 

3.8.1 Power rank 

7 

 

3.8.2 Bases of power 

During negotiations IMAS drew its power primarily from its expert status as a leading 

research institute in fisheries management. Using this expert power, IMAS was able to 

provide AFMA with the best available science for it to make decisions with. It is also 

arguable that upon the conclusions of negotiations, IMAS became in possession of coercive 

power. Haward et al 2014, one of just two publications on the FV Margiris incident, was 

published by IMAS, and even as a peer reviewed academic journal still includes scantily 

hidden criticisms of the way in which the Federal Government acted. 

 

3.8.3 Stakeholder class 

Possessing the sole attribute of legitimacy, IMAS can be classified as a ‘discretionary 

stakeholder’. Actors in this ‘latent’ class of stakeholders argue Mitchell et al are those who 

only possess one attribute, and because of this have a low degree of salience, and are not 

given  much attention or time from both other actors, and from the central decision making 

body in the negotiations. The legitimacy possessed by IMAS comes from the institutionalized 

societal norm that research institutes and universities are bodies which have a degree 

authority and prestige attached to them. 

 

3.8.4 Agenda  

It can be said that the public agenda of IMAS was to ‘save face’ in the sense that if the 

Government undermined its research, then it would damage the reputation and prestige of the 

research institute. A more hidden agenda was perhaps continued survival and succession 

through the allocation of Government research grants (or in a coercive power sense, the 

avoidance of funding cuts). 
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3.8.5 Extent to which stakeholder influenced end outcome 

Despite being the stakeholder on whose research the decision to initially allow the FV 

Margiris entry into Australian waters was based, as proceedings unfolded IAMS become less 

and less significant, and overall had a relatively minor impact on the end decision of the case. 

3.8.6 Sources of power 

IAMS drew its power primarily from its capacity and ability to undertake high level scientific 

research, as well as its reputation as an expert in fisheries management.  

 

3.8.7 Key quotations 

The below quotations are taken from the program transcript from the Australian Broadcasting 

Corporation ‘Four Corners’ program titled ‘The Super Trawler’, which aired Monday 22 

October 2012. 

 

Professor Colin Buxton, Director, Institute for Marine and Antarctic Studies: "We're very 

confident with the research that has been done, with the methodology that's been employed, 

and we stand by that research." 

 

Professor Colin Buxton, Director, Institute for Marine and Antarctic Studies: “We stood by 

our estimate of how large the population was and how many fish could be taken out of the 

water.” 

 

Jaapjan Zeeberg, Environmental Scientist, Institute for Marine and Antarctic Studies: 

“Dolphins is only ten percent of the total by-catch taken by these large boats and the other 

90 per cent are usually more important ecologically speaking. Dolphins are the cute 

species.” 

 

Professor Colin Buxton, Director, Institute for Marine and Antarctic Studies: “We've dealt 

with localised depletion. We actually think that the opposite is true. We don't think that it is a 

practical reality that a super trawler would sit in one place and suck up an entire school of 

fish. That's the sort of emotive language that has been used and that I think is really quite 

unfortunate. It's not the nature of the operation. I don't think that a super trawler or a factory 

trawler poses any great threat at all.” 

 

Professor Colin Buxton, Director, Institute for Marine and Antarctic Studies: "We're certainly 

very confident that the small pelagic research advisory group - which is the crowd that sits 

and looks at all the science - has made a good determination about the total allowable catch, 

and we think that it's very conservative." 
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Professor Keith Sainsbury, Professor of Marine System Managements, Institute for Marine 

and Antarctic Studies: “I have no doubt that this fishery is an example of world’s best 

practice and it meets or exceeds the most rigorous scientific requirements for an ecologically 

sustainable fishery on forage fish.” 

3.9 Tasmanian Greens 

 

3.9.1 Power rank 

8 

 

3.9.2 Bases of power 

The Tasmanian Greens possessed primarily referent power during the course of negotiations. 

This power was derived from their strong identification and association with the Tasmanian 

public, and a reputation of drawing on the ‘hearts and minds’ aspect of people in order to 

campaign against controversial environmental issues.  

 

3.9.3 Stakeholder class 

Possessing the attribute of urgency, but lacking power and legitimacy, the Tasmanian Greens 

were able to appeal to their voter base in a very quick period of time in order to generate 

momentum against the planned operations of the FV Margiris. Working alongside NGOs 

such as Greenpeace, the deep knowledge of Tasmania and its people possessed by the 

Tasmanian Greens allowed it to act much faster than many other stakeholders. While the 

“claim” for action was largely ignored by the Federal Government, it was heard by other 

actors, especially the general public, RecFish Australia, as well as the local Tasmanian 

fishing industry.  

 

3.9.4 Agenda  

It can be said that the primary agenda of the Tasmanian Greens was to stand up for its 

environmentally friendly political ideology by campaigning against the FV Margiris. A 

hidden agenda was perhaps to increase the voter base of the party by appealing to new 

demographics (such as younger, environmentally conscious voters who would have seen their 

campaigns on social media), whilst also striving for survival and continuation.  

 

3.9.5 Extent to which stakeholder influenced end outcome 

The Tasmanian Greens can be said to have had a somewhat but not overly significant impact 

on the end outcome of the decision, with most of their influence coming from their 

knowledge of and cooperation with other actors based in Tasmania.  
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3.9.6 Sources of power 

The Tasmanian Greens drew power primarily from their relationship with the general public 

in Tasmania, as well as their knowledge of ‘local’ issues which were seldom understood by 

larger actors such as the Federal Government, AFMA and Seafish Tasmania Pelagic Pty Ltd. 

 

3.9.7 Key quotations 

All quotes below are taken from a Tasmanian Times article titled ‘Turn Away the Super 

Trawler’ dated Thursday 21 June 2012. 

Senator Whish-Wilson, Tasmanian Greens MP: "Jobs are important and I totally understand 

that, but sometimes you have to make hard decisions and balance those short-term 

employment gains. What are 40 short-term jobs versus long-term damage for example to our 

tourism industry?” 

Senator Nick McKim, Tasmanian Greens MP and Party Leader: 

“During the debate there was not a single word of acknowledgement or concern from Labor 

and Liberal MPs about the impact of this floating vacuum cleaner on fish stocks and the 

fishing communities that rely on them,”  

 “Despite the threat to species up the food chain, like the Bluefin tuna, the Commonwealth 

recently increased the Total Allowable Catch for the Small Pelagic Fishery in 

Commonwealth waters, specifically to allow the super trawler to operate three miles off our 

coast.” 

 “The doubling of the Commonwealth quota has nothing to do with science, and everything to 

do with freeing up the remaining fish for exploitation.” 

“This quota increase was tailor-made for this ship, and the fact that the owner of the 

company sits on the board that decided the quota raises concerns over an apparent conflict 

of interest.” 

 “This is about supporting sustainable human-scale fishing, as opposed to industrial-scale 

exploitation of the marine ecosystem at the expense of future fish stocks.” 

 

3.10 RecFish Australia 

 

3.10.1 Power rank 

9 

 

3.10.2 Bases of power 

Recfish Australia drew on referent power during negotiations, relying heavily on the strong 

support of recreational fishing amongst the Australian public, evoking an emotive angle of an 
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‘evil’ foreign fishing vessel destroying the opportunity of everyday Australians to partake in 

the ‘sport’. A significant part of referent power is the notion identification of one group with 

another, as seen in the like of recreational fishing by most Australians. The stronger the 

identification of one group (recreational fishers and the general public), the greater the 

referent power of the central actor (RecFish).  

 

3.10.3 Stakeholder class 

As a ‘discretionary stakeholder’ RecFish Australia can be said to possess the attribute of 

legitimacy, while lacking the power and urgency necessary to have any meaningful influence 

during the case. RecFish drew it’s legitimacy from its paradigm that recreational fishing is an 

important right for all Australians that should be given significance in all relevant decision-

making contexts. This paradigm is supported by the estimated five million Australians who 

partake in recreational fishing each year, based on Australian Bureau of Statistics data 

(2011). 

 

3.10.4 Agenda  

The public agenda of RecFish was to stop the proposed fishing operations as they would 

reduce the amount of fish available to be caught by recreational fishers, particularly those 

waters around Tasmania (where the FV Margiris planned to fish). The ‘hidden’ agenda of 

RecFish was to assert power and lobby in order to ultimately change legal frameworks to 

favour recreational fishers. The content analysis discovered a document written by the 

Director of RecFish Australia, titled ‘The Art and Science of Influencing Australian 

Governments in Favour of Recreational Fishing’, extracts of which can be found in the 

quotations section below.  

 

3.10.5 Extent to which stakeholder influenced end outcome 

RecFish Australia had a minor role on the end outcome of negotiations.  

 

3.10.6 Sources of power 

RecFish drew power primarily from its ability to create emotive rapport amongst its member 

base, as well as amongst the general public. 

 

3.10.7 Key quotations 

All quotations below are taken from ‘You’ve got to be in it to win it - The Art and Science of 

Influencing Australian Governments in Favour of Recreational Fishing ’, a paper written by 

RecFish Director Graham Pike which was presented to the Australian Recreational Fishing 

Conference, Saturday 18 August 2012. 

“In the lobbying game - and lobbying on behalf of recreational fishers is precisely the 

same as lobbying on behalf of any other community - you get policy and funding 

support from governments only if you give something directly or indirectly back to 

governments.” 
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“To lobby effectively on behalf of recreational fishers, you must have an office in 

Canberra. It needs to be staffed with, or have immediate access to, (i) fearless, 

politically unbiased people (preferably with their mortgages paid up); (ii) people with 

very sound written and spoken communication skills; (iii) people with political savvy 

and with an intimate knowledge of not only all the issues affecting recreational 

fishing nationally, but of commercial fishing issues; and (iv), very importantly, people 

with sound natural resource management, resource allocation and fisheries 

management knowledge.” 

“The Margiris has been kicked out of West African fisheries for nearly exterminating 

small pelagic fish stocks there. Its Dutch-owned sister ships have also been among the main 

culprits responsible for fishing down the once bountiful stocks of Peruvian Jack mackerel to 

commercially extinct levels in only about four years.” 

“This entire issue is a challenge to, and test of, the strength, effectiveness and purpose of the 

national organisations currently aspiring to represent Australia’s recreational fishers. 

United, they need to get in there and lobby the federal government and opposition without 

fear or favour to win this one for Australia’s recreational fishers and ultimately, for the 

Australian people.” 
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4. Discussion 

 

4.1 Overview  

Analysis of a broad spectrum of content revealed that the primary sources of power and 

influence utilized by stakeholders during the FV Margiris case were the ability to influence 

legal frameworks, time pressures, power draw from cooperation and collaboration, 

relationship with the general public, and reputational protection and advancement. These 

sources of power shared many similarities to those prevalent in other contextual settings. It 

can also be said that the unequal spread of these power sources amongst the nine stakeholders 

had a drastic influence on the end outcome of the decision making process. 

 

4.2 Sources of power and influence 

 

4.2.1 Ability to influence legal frameworks 

A significant source of power identified during the case was the extent to which a stakeholder 

could affect the legal frameworks governing fisheries management in Australia. Wilier et al 

(1996, pp 573) note that power in the sense of influencing the formulation of laws and 

regulations is "the structurally determined potential for obtaining favored payoffs in relations 

where interests are opposed." When we consider the opposing interests in the case between 

the Federal Government and Seafish Tasmania, we clearly see that the favoured payoff from 

the perspective of the Federal Government (stopping the vessel) was achieved due to it’s 

ability to exert greater power over law formulation when compared to Seafish Tasmania. 

While on the surface this seems like a fairly straight forward proposition (ie a national 

government yields power over a foreign fishing vessel), one must question the robustness of 

national laws and whether or not a political party (whether in government or not) has the right 

to tamper with these primarily for the reason of their own political survival. Bryson (2004, p. 

38) argues that “public agencies are born of and live by satisfying interests that are 

sufficiently influential to maintain the agencies’ political legitimacy and the resources that 

come with it.” 

What also stood out during proceedings was the notion of the degree of dependence placed 

on the Federal Government by stakeholders with a lower power ranking, such as Greenpeace 

Australia, the Tasmanian Greens and Recfish Australia. Dependence is a state in which one 

actor relies on the actions of another to achieve particular outcomes (Emerson, 1962; Pfeffer, 

1992). This is highly significant in terms of bringing about changes to a legal system, where 

less powerful actors do not possess the power to make these changes alone, and must rely on 

a more senior stakeholder. Eden and Ackermann (1998) note that while this dependence 

enables less powerful actors to have a disproportionate level of influence, it  can also cause 

harm in the sense that they may have to sacrifice some of their objectives in the process of 

compromising.  
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4.2.2 Time pressures 

Under Mitchell et al’s (1997) attribute of ‘urgency’, we see how the multiple and conflicting 

objectives of diverse stakeholders leads to a situation where the stakeholder with the most 

time pressuring needs is able to use this as a form of power and influence. Whilst alone 

urgency is not enough to reach the highest level of stakeholder salience in the eyes of the 

central decision making actor, it does provide a strong bargaining tool for fringe actors who 

may lack other tools of negotiation and influence.  

Mosterd and Rutte (2000, pp 228) note that “the studies on the effects of time pressure on 

distributive negotiation have yielded quite consistent results: time pressure produces lower 

demands, faster concession making and faster agreement.” This became especially evident 

during the FV Margirs case was the extent to which the impending deadline of a national 

election less than 10 months away drove the Federal Government to change legislation and 

block the super trawler in an extremely short space of time. Time pressures also have the 

ability accentuate a stakeholders cooperation or noncooperation during negotiations (Mosterd 

and Rutte, 2000). Pruitt (1983) argues that this exacerbation of has the effect of the central 

actor (in our case the Federal Government) of seeking to reach a resolution as fast as 

possible, in order to minimize the extent to which the non-cooperative attitude of some 

stakeholders is exacerbated. In simple terms, this can be described as seeking to reach an end 

outcome as quickly as possible so that opposing parties no not have enough time to gain 

momentum. Mosterd and Rutte (2000) note that high time pressure is an attractive option for 

actors seeking to achieve a particularly controversial or unpopular objective. Such strategy 

replaces the ‘win-win’, collaborative ideology central to participative stakeholder dialogue 

with a ‘win-lose’ paradigm’, and thus can be seen as a source of power. 

 

 

4.2.3 Relationship with the public 

The relationship that each stakeholder had with the general public proved to be a pivotal 

factor in the ultimate outcome of the case. Haward et al (2014, pp 5) note that the controversy 

“highlighted the emerging role of social licence in decision making.” While the government 

were legally within their rights to allow the FV Margiris to conduct fishing operations, 

without the support of the public they soon realised just how politically damaging proceeding 

with their initial decision would be.  Archer (1996) notes that governments and their agencies 

are at the mercy of the public to a greater extent than other stakeholders, due to the short term 

nature of political cycles. If we see the role of government as being to create public value 

(Moore 1995; Frederickson 1997), one can argue that in the FV Margiris case the Federal 

Government was able to hide behind this altruistic goal in order to achieve the more self-

serving prophecy of political survival. 

Here one must also consider the role of underlying social structures, norms and cultural 

systems in determining the way in which the public responds to the actions of a particular 

stakeholder. Archer (1996) argues that public opinion is often based more on emotion than it 

is on logic and reason, something which Greenpeace Australia used to its advantage when 

running a campaign using graphic images of dead bycatch as a way of generating public 

opposition for the super trawler. The science based evidence presented by IAMS and AFMA 

were largely ignored by the public. To this point, Archer (1996, pp 11) notes that public 

opinion cannot ‘simply be formed and transformed by some untrammelled dominant group or 

placed at the mercy of capricious renegotiation by unconstrained agency.’  
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4.2.4 Reputational protection and identity advancement 

Weiss (1998, pp 33) notes that while “managing goodwill, image and reputation” are 

prominent goals of any stakeholder, they are also a significant source of power and influence. 

Such power, argues Weiss, stems from confronting a complex decision making context, 

which a stakeholder uses to reinforce (and possibly advance) its own identity and agenda in 

its own mind, and in the minds of other actors. Lawler (1992) notes that the often emotive 

context of environmental decision making has the ability to solidify who a stakeholder is and 

what they stands for, and by doing so build up its own identity and reputation which can be 

draw upon in future negotiations. Freidman and Miles (2002) cite the case of Greenpeace to 

demonstrate how key events in it’s existence have solidified its identity and reputation. 

Freidman and Miles (2002) cite a particularly notable example in terms of an ‘emotive’ 

indecent which advanced the identity and cause of the organisation was the 1987 bombing of 

the Greenpeace Rainbow Warrior vessel by French foreign intelligence service agents. After 

this incident and the extensive media coverage that followed, Greenpeace were (rightly) 

viewed as victims, and were able to advance their cause as a  mainstream NGO with 

legitimate environmental concerns, rather than just being an irrelevant, fringe activist group 

(Freidman and Miles, 2002). 

Frooman (1999) draws a distinction between identity advancement and reputational 

protection, with the latter being used as a power source by more established stakeholders who 

seek to protect the status quo of their image (as opposed to shaping and advancing it). Such a 

protectionist attitude was especially evident from both sides of Government during 

negotiations. The Opposition Government sought to protect it’s image as a business friendly, 

free market political party welcoming to foreign investment, while the Federal Government 

sought to maintain its reputation as a party with strong environmental credentials. (Giddens, 

1979, pp 69) notes that reputation is both the “medium and outcome of the reproduction of 

practices”. Scott (2004, pp 11) argues that reputational protection is a power source due to 

it’s reinforcement of a stakeholders “schemas, rules, norms, and routines.” 

 

4.2.5 Cooperation and collaboration 

 

A somewhat less acknowledged form of power is that which comes from stakeholders who 

bond together and form some sort of ‘coalition’ for the purposes of achieving a common 

cause (Bryson, 2004). The FV Margiris case, notes Haward et al. (2014) had many hallmarks 

of a classic ‘baptist and bootlegger coalition’ where divergent, if not opposite, interests were 

joined in a common campaign. Stakeholders who in another context might have been stanch 

opponents (such as Greenpeace Australia and RecFish Australia) put their differences aside 

for a rare moment of bi-partisanship. Archer (1995) uses the term ‘necessary compatibility’ to 

describe a situation such as that which opponents of the FV Margiris found themselves in. 

Necessary compatible relations “invoke one another and work in terms of each other’ 

(Archer, 1995, p. 219). In this situation, actors adopt a ‘protectionist’ ideology where 

cooperation is used as a mechanism of minimizing loss.  

Friedman and Miles (2002) note that the process of stakeholders forming such alliances is not 

structured and linear, occurring instead in a more natural, organic sense. Trying to ‘force’ 

such a coalition, argue Friedman and Miles (2002) would be unnatural and would remove the 

goodwill generated from an actor passing out an olive branch to another. Bryson (2004) notes 

that the aftermath of a situation which forces cooperation amongst unlikely allies can result in 
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an increase in the quality of relations going forward, and a search for more common ground 

and shared values.  

 

4.3 Contextual variations in sources of power 

When considering sources of stakeholder power and how they may vary across different 

contextual settings, we must first attempt to understand the unique characteristics that define 

an environmental decision making context. Reed (2008) notes that environmental decision 

making, when compared to other decision making contexts, is unique due to the “uncertain, 

complex multi-scale dimensions which affects multiple actors and agencies.” 

A distinct power source which stood out during the FV Margiris case was the huge reaction 

from the general public, which was largely initiated by NGOs such as Greenpeace, and 

facilitated via social media. While maintaining a positive relationship with the general public 

is an essential element in making any sort of large-scale decision, it can be argued that it is 

particularly important during environmental decision making, due to the severe reputational 

(and even financial) costs that can come about from negative media coverage. 

When considering the ‘urgency’ facet of Mitchell et al’s (1997) model, we must look at the 

short-termism ideology which has been so deeply institutionalised into the decision making 

process as a result of our consumeristic, ‘buy now pay later’ mindset. Short term, risky 

financial behaviour is rewarded, while long term environmental sustainably is seldom a key 

stakeholder objective which takes priority. The irony of course with a natural resource such 

as a fishery is that once the ecosystem is pushed beyond its level of resilience, it stops 

providing all services, including its capacity to generate a financial return. Frooman (1999) 

argues that a lack of urgency is a key distinguishing criteria of environmental decision when 

compared to other contexts.  

Habermass (1987) argues that environmental decision making is a context in which power 

inequalities are exacerbated significantly, and that good stakeholder management must focus 

on “equalising power between participants” through a range of legislative and financial 

mechanisms.  This perhaps points to a contextual variation in power, when compared to other 

decision-making settings where stakeholders are arguably on a more equal footing. Johnston 

and Clegg (2012, pp 10) draw distinct parallels between the domains of environmental 

decision making, and the management of public space, nothing that both involve “highly 

contested domains with both transparent and defined fixed points, as well as suspected and 

known actions that are less transparent, within intersecting circuits of power.” . Johnston 

and Clegg (2012) proposes that the ‘end outcome’ of a public space decision often represents 

the skewed power relations between stakeholders, rather than the best interests of the general 

public. In both environmental and public space decision making realms, the ‘gap’ between 

optiomal outcome and the actual outcome can be reduced by asking several key questions, 

argues Jones (1995): “What are these groups? How many of these groups must be served? 

Which of their interests are most important? How can their interests be balanced?” 

One benefit of diverse stakeholder involvement in environmental decision making is that 

such participation may lead to an in increase in public trust in decision making, if 

“participatory processes are perceived to be transparent and consider conflicting claims and 

views” (Reed, 2008, pp 6). In the FV Margiris case, the role of the public became 

increasingly significant as the saga unfolded. Whilst there was no formal avenue for public 

submissions regarding opinions and attitudes towards the proposed fishing operations, as the 

social media campaign gained momentum NGOs such as GetUp! and RecFish Australia 



37 
 

appealed to the general public to email and call Environment Minister Tony Burke regarding 

their concerns.  

 

4.4 The impact of unequal stakeholder power dynamics on end outcomes 

 

It can be seen that the unequal power dynamics present between the nine stakeholders had a 

significant impact on the end outcome of the FV Margiris case. The Federal Government, a 

‘definitive’ stakeholder possessing all attributes under Mitchell et al’s (1997) framework and 

four out of five of French and Raven’s (1959) bases of power had an unparalleled influence 

during negotiations, and was the stakeholder directly responsible for the legislative changes 

to ban the super trawler.  

Frooman (1999) notes that in those cases where interests and agendas diverge and the central 

actor is unwilling to change its behaviour to accommodate a particular stakeholder, power is 

likely to decide the outcome. In terms trying to define exactly what power looks like during 

stakeholder negotiations Salancik and Pfeffer, 1974, p 3) note that “‘power may be tricky to 

define but it is not that difficult to recognise.” Frooman on the other hand (in a similar 

manner to French and Raven 1959) proposes that power only exists in the context of 

relationships, arguing that “power is structurally determined in the sense that the nature of 

the relationship—that is. who is dependent on whom and how much—determines who has 

power.” This interpretation of power being based around relationships was particularly 

evident during the FV Margiris negotiations. The ability of the Federal Government to assert 

influence over the situation was not something which could be achieved in an isolated 

context; it required the presence and involvement of other stakeholders. Frooman (1999) 

notes that the appropriateness of a stakeholder's claim may not matter nearly as much as the 

ability of the stakeholder to affect the end decision of a case, thus illustrating the extent to 

which unequal power dynamics shape decision making contexts. 

Another significant conclusion that came to light during the case was the role of public 

opinion as a mechanism for ‘redressing’ imbalance of power dynamics amongst stakeholders. 

Archer (1996) notes that public opinion can quickly shift the dynamics of a negotiation in 

favour or against a particular stakeholder, which is why timeliness in response to an issue is 

such a vital stakeholder influence strategy. This can clearly be seen in the case of Greenpeace 

Australia, which was able to quickly implement a social media strategy in order to generate 

awareness and gain support from the public. Archer (1996) notes that the flexibility and 

agility of NGOs allows for greater speed when compared to often bureaucratic, slow moving 

Governmental agencies. Mosterd and Rutte (2000) argue that public sentiment is an often 

underappreciated and underutilized mechanism of stakeholder influence, and that actors 

possessing a good understanding of the customs, culture and norms of a particular context are 

at a distinct advantage. Haward et al (2014) reinforce this point in the FV Margiris case, by 

noting the failure of the foreign owned Seafish Tasman to understand the sensitive local 

conditions in Australia in terms of public opinion. In this case, rather than public opinion 

being used as a source of power, it became a source of disempowerment for Seafish Tasman, 

and can be cited as the primarily reason why the vessel was eventually refused entry to 

conduct fishing operations in Australian waters.  

 

O’Riordan and Fairbrass (2008) argue that a flaw of the ‘idealistic’ stakeholder dialogue 

model is the mistaken belief that it can always offer win-win outcomes which generate value 
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for all parties. While in theory a round table discussion and eventual decision can attempt to 

take into consideration the multiple and often conflicting objectives of each stakeholder 

group, the reality argues O’Riordan and Fairbrass (2008) is that there is usually a clear 

winner and a clear loser. In the super trawler case, The Federal Government and NGOs such 

as Greenpeace won, while Seafish Tasmania Pelagic Pty Ltd was a clear loser. This perhaps 

also highlights the extent to which unequal power dynamics exacerbate a combative rather 

than collaborative stance towards negotiation, which can lead to the use of hostile and even 

violent means such as those employed by hard-core environmental activists groups to get a 

message across.  

When considering the dynamics of stakeholder interaction, we must also consider the role of 

broader institutional forces, societal norms and values in shaping what is considered to be an 

‘acceptable’ or ‘good’ outcome of a decision making process. Jeppersen (1991) notes that 

will actors will abide by “socially constructed, routine reproduced…systems, undergirded by 

models, schemas, and scripts for behaviour” in determining what an outcome should look 

like. Haward et al. (2014) define this as being the ‘social licence’ to operate. Having a social 

licence to operate, (in addition to a legal one obviously), makes it easier to do business 

involving activities that have characteristics which may be “socially or politically parlous” 

argue Haward et al. (2014). It can be said that the FV Magiris did not have a social licence, 

and this was something which Seafish Tasmania Pelagic Pty Ltd acknowledged well before 

arriving in Australia. Gerry Geen, Director of Seafish Tasmania Pelagic Pty Ltd reflected in 

an interview “we knew it would be controversial and probably very unpopular amongst the 

public... but we were very heartened by the fact that the regulator, the Fisheries Management 

Authority, and Minister Ludwig were standing firm and just saying, that the rules are set, 

provided this vessel plays by the rules there is no problem.” 

 

While in the case of environmental decision making we can argue that the ‘hard science’ 

should be the basis for determining what a ‘good’ or ‘bad’ decision looks like (Bolund and 

Hunhammar, 1999 pp 4), a high degree of subjectivity still exists in many environmental 

issues. This was especially prevalent during the public disagreements between IAMS and the 

Australian Federal Government over the size of the allowable catch of Skipjack and other 

small pelagic fishes which were to be the target species of the super trawler. Professor Colin 

Buxton, who led the IMAS research into the determination of the quota for the FV Margiris, 

stated that “we stand by our estimate of how large the population was and how many fish can 

be taken out of the water... We're very confident with the research that has been done.”  

Another vital issue that came to the surface during this case was the role of legislative 

frameworks in constraining and empowering the behaviour of different actors, as well as the 

extent to which stakeholders can influence such frameworks to suit their own agendas. 

Phillips et al. (2003, pp 16) note that legal frameworks, and the institutions which develop, 

monitor and inforce them, are “not objective, predetermined structures, but processes of 

social construction and meaning creation, wherein social order is negotiated”. Under French 

and Raven’s (1959) model, three stakeholders possessed so-called ‘expert’ power: AFMA, 

IAMS, and the Federal Government. Expert power refers to power derived from the strength 

of specific knowledge, skills, education and attitudes. One party will assess the perceived 

knowledge of another (against their own knowledge of that subject matter and an absolute 

standard), and should they deem that the other party superior knowledge to them, in most 

cases they will become submissive to this power.  

The ‘definitive’ stakeholder, the Australian Federal Government, was able to use its vast 

power and influence to overrule the scientific findings of IMAS, as well as the legislative 
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underpinnings of AFMA, the enforcer of The Fisheries Management Act 1991. Once the 

Federal Government established just how politically controversial the issue was, self-

preservation kicked in, and the best option for “survival..and winning friends” (Mitchell et 

al. 1997, pp 4) became to initiate and pass a parliamentary bill which would give them the 

needed support to change the laws. On August 23 2012 Fisheries Minister Joe Lugwig stated 

in the Senate “we are not going to allow the emotive politics of the Greens political party to 

run fisheries management policy in this country. We will ensure that the Australian Fisheries 

Management Authority is independent, it makes independent decisions based on the science 

through its expert commissioners and on the facts that are presented to them.” After 

extensive internal political discussions assessing the potential voter backlash of letting the FV 

Margiris into Australian waters, just two weeks later on September 11 at a media conference 

he announced: “It's been agreed that I will introduce new legislation to the Parliament to 

amend National Environment Law which will give me the powers that I had hoped to have to 

be able to apply a much more precautionary approach to the super trawler.” 

Under a framework of agency theory (Jensen and Meckling, 1976), we can propose that 

actors are opportunists who will (in most cases) put their own needs first and foremost. The 

use of incentive structures (‘reward power’ under French and Raven, 1959) can be used to 

better align the objectives of two actors. In environmental decision making, this often takes 

the form of a company seeking to undertake an environmentally dubious project, which is 

able to exert its reward power over the Government by offering the creation of new jobs and 

economic prosperity. 
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5. Conclusion 

This thesis set out to consider two research questions: the extent to which an unequal 

distribution of power between stakeholders influences, distort and shape the end outcome of 

an environmental decision; and the sources of stakeholder power and influence during 

environmental decision making, and how these sources of power may differ to those relevant 

during other contexts of stakeholder negotiation. The FV Margiris case study brought to the 

surface a number of new perspectives, insights and which add to and extend our 

understanding of stakeholder power dynamics. In terms of the sources of power, we can say 

that these include the ability to influence legal frameworks, relationship with the public, 

reputational protection and identity advancement, and power derived from conglomeration. 

These sources of power share many similarities to those prevalent in other contextual 

settings. The unequal spread of these power sources amongst the nine stakeholders had a 

highly significant influence on the end outcome of the decision making process, as evident by 

the fact that The Australian Federal Government was able to overpower the independent 

fishing regulator and a commercial operator playing by the rules in order to protect its own 

political interests.  
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