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8: Combinrl ArnlysisofSubjectMty ard Preferen::e 

Table A8-19-with a first and second rank respectively - such that the two FPR are 

perfectly correlated on these two options, or rMAI,STA = 1. 

The FPR of Optimism has changed dramatically between deliberative stages 

irrespective of measure of correlation, Table A8- l 9 showing an almost complete 

preference reversal. This suggests a prima facie instability in preference construction 

along this subjective dimension. 

Given the level of cognitive dissonance attributed to Symbolism in Chapter 6, a 

similar level of instability in FPR to that of Optimism might be expected. Yet 

preferences associated with Symbolism appear fairly robust - although it is a highly 

unstable factor in terms of factor loadings. Conventional measures of correlation in 

Table A8-20 show a significant level change in FPR between deliberative stages, but its 

position on the contentious issues of Bitumenisation and Closure remain quite constant. 

It can be seen from Table A8-l 9 that Closure in particular is least preferred of all the 

options at both deliberative stages. 

A.8.1.3. Explaining Changes to Factor Preference Rank 

The observed changes to FPR in Table A8-l 9 represent of change in preference 

output associated with each of the subjective species identified in Chapter 6. This may 

simply be due to random variation because really there is no consistency in output at all 

because preferences were not very well constructed along these subjective themes. This 

may or may not hold for pre-deliberative preferences, but is unlikely to be the case post 

deliberation where increased preference construction has been observed across the 

spectrum of subjectivity, particularly when these factors were extracted on the basis of 

preferences. It is possible that the changes may be due to increased preference 

construction, despite evidence of some pre-deliberative construction above. 

lt was observed in section A.8.1. l that Preservation was pre-deliberatively 

associated with a first preference for Stabilisation and post-deliberatively with Closure. 

Assuming constructed preference and the absence of random variation, how might this 

come about? Let us say that an (archetypical) Preservationist begins the deliberative 

process with a view that the Stabilisation is preferable to Closure because of a belief that 

it addresses environmental concerns about damage to the reef by reducing run-off such 

that there are no longer adverse long-term impacts associated with that option, and that 

is best serves the needs of future generations. However, during deliberation the 
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Preservationist discovers that the long-term concerns are not associated with reef 

damage, but incremental and intertwined impacts of the sort identified in Chapter 5 such 

that they find that the only feasible options is to change their first preference to closure. 

Now of course this pre-deliberative individual would not really be voting along 

the lines of a Preservationist, but as a Symbolist. It is possible for them to be both, but 

they can only truly vote according to one. As discussed in chapter 6, there is a varying 

degree of subjective overlap between the four subjective factors such that it is possible 

for an individual to be simultaneously loaded on more than one. Preservation and 

Symbolism have a particularly large overlap (64%)- the largest between all factors. It 

turns out this overlap occurs in just these types of subjectivity considered above, except 

that Symbolism places far greater emphasis on damage to the reef, which was attributed 

to the connection between the subjective factor and the political posturing of 

environment groups. Having been constantly reinforced within the political sphere, this 

claim, in addition to community access, were foremost in the jurors' at the moment at 

the moment of pre-deliberative preference construction - or, 'chronically accessible' to 

use the language of political psychology (for example Fazio, 1986). Thus at the moment 

of preference construction, these exclusive elements of Symbolism, based on symbolic 

politics, interacted with Preservation such that the latter has influenced what would 

otherwise have been straightforward Preservation preference position. It can also be 

recalled from chapter 6 that Symbolism disappeared as a factor altogether during 

deliberation. Thus, Preservation no longer interacted with Symbolism simply because 

the latter barely existed. Consequently, post-deliberative preferences were more 

consistently intersubjectively constructed along the lines of Preservationism. 

Thus, although Symbolism appears to have had a similar impact on post­

deliberative preferences as Pragmatism in terms of factor-preference construction, its 

actual influence was marginal because of its sharp decline in abundance. And, because of 

its pre-deliberative interaction with Preservation, its disappearance led to a more 

coherently intersubjectively constructed preference on that factor. 

The argument thus far is based on speculation. I will now explore it further 

using the empirical data. 

A.8.1.4. Calculation of Factor Preference Construction 

The level of construction can be represented by the following equation: 
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Equation 15. ISPC(factor) = r(SFj'J,PFR'j!) 

where sFJ'' is the juror i's loading on a given subjective factor and FPRj' is the 

loading of their preference rank to the corresponding factor preference rank. I am 

assuming that there is no interaction between the subjective factors in construction 

preferences. 

A.8.2. PREFERENCE TRANSFORMATION: DETAILED 
ANALYSIS OF CAUSES 

A.8.2.1. Assessing Preference Shift due to Subjective 
Transformation 

Although the range of subjective consensus appears to have been comparatively 

static, it was observed in Chapter 6 that significant changes to subjectivity did occur 

during deliberation. Thus, preference construction may not alone account for the 

preference shifts observed. If there was some level of pre-deliberative preference 

construction - even if not intersubjectively shared, ie there were reasons for 

preferences - then adopting the version of the preference construction model outlined 

in Chapter 2, preference shift must in some part be attributable to subjective 

transformation. That is to say that there were reasons for preference shifts other than 

the construction of preference from the miasma of subjective-preference states. Indeed, 

contrary to an emerging perspective in some of the literature concerning preference 

construction, there is nothing to suggest that pre-deliberative preferences were 'made 

up'.s 

Further, the emergence of a significance trend among preference shifts in the 

previous chapter clearly demonstrated most of the observed changes were intentional; 

there was a clear trend in the direction that preferences shifted amongst the jury. That 

s It is notable that these assertions tend to be made in relation to preferences expressed as willingness to 
pay (WTP) for a common good (for example Schkade and Payne, 1994). That individuals have been 
observed as engaging in ' making up' values when responding to WTP questions probably reflects the 
fact that they have no precognition of the issue in monetary terms. Tho has, wrongly, been interpreted 
that individuals do not have constructed preferences about the issue whatsoever, when clearly it is 
possible to hold preferences pertaining desired policy options without having predetermined a WTP. 
This supports further the decision to use preference ranks to measure preference rather than WTP, as 
reported in Chapter 7. Further, there is no evidence to suggest that individuals will better construct 
WTP as a result of deliberation (see Niemeyer and Spash, 2001). For an example of this in practice, 
see Schkade et al (2000). 
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there was a pattern in the shifts suggests there was a reason for this trend that should be 

detectable from the Q sorts. 6 

As discussed in Chapter 8, the interaction between subjective and preference 

transformation is a more complex one than can be portrayed using the undifferentiated 

set of Q statements. However, it is possible at this stage to get a sense of the role of 

subjective transformation in changing preferences. The simplest approach is to plot 

each jurors change in subjectivity against changes to preference; each expressed in terms 

of a correlation.7 Figure A8-13 shows the resulting plot where subjectivity and 

preference are plotted on the x and y axes respectively. Because I am interested in the 

level of change in subjectivity and preference, rather than similarity, the plot is inverted 

such that there is decreasing correlation along each of the axes, representing an increase 

in deliberative shift. 

It is clear from Figure A8-13 that there is a relationship between changes to 

subjectivity and the transformation of preferences during deliberation. The regression 

line and 95% confidence interval are as a dashed line and shaded area respectively. The 

correlation coefficient, r = 0.54 (p = 0.08), is not statistically significant, with such a 

small sample size, but still large enough to suggest that the role of subjective 

transformation is worthy of further exploration. 

6 In Chapter 5 jurors stated reasons for changing their preferences. Not least of these was the attribution 
of changes to information they received during the deliberative processes transforming their pre 
deliberative attitudes and beliefs. 

7 
A more precise measure of difference between ranks is that of Spearman distance. However, where the 
number of options for ranking vary between measures, Spearman distances are not directly comparable. 
The standardised measure of Spearman distance is Speannan correlation, which I will use here. 
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Figure AS-13. Plot of correlation of pre and post-deliberative subjectivity 

and preference 
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It is also possible from Figure A8-13 to observe the relative strength of 

subjective-preference transformation of each of the jurors. Adventure's transformation 

is the smallest among the jurors, but not insignificant, as we saw in Chapter 7. (It will 

also be observed in a later section that her subjective transformation was also 

significant.) 

Janine and Julie both occupy the other end of the spectrum, the farmer's 

preference shift being the greatest. It will emerge during the course of this chapter that 

Julie is the only juror whose subjective-preference transformation cannot easily be 

accounted for; that the observed changes are due to a high level of random variation, at 

least at the pre-deliberative stage.8 Janine, however, will emerge during the course of 

this chapter as a particularly interesting case of subjective-preference transformation. 

8 Of all the jurors, Julie had by far the most difficulty in performing the Q sort. English is Julie's 
second language and it was evident that she had difficulty in organising the cards. By the end of 
deliberation, Julie's Q-sorting had improved substantially, having become more familiar with both the 
process and the statements. 
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There are also a number of outliers in Figure A8-l 3, of which there are two 

types. Keith (and, to a lesser extent, Boat) represent the first type, or 'inelastic' 

preference. Each has experienced a comparatively large shift in subjectivity in contrast 

to a small shift in preference. Snoopy on the other hand has demonstrated particularly 

'elastic' preferences, where a small subjective shift has yielded by far the biggest shift in 

preference. 

It is possible that these 'anomalies' are due to measurement error. It may 

simply be that there is no rational explanation; they are simply due to random variation, 

as has been anticipated as case for Julie. Another possibility is that these outliers can be 

explained by preference construction. However, because preference construction would 

only account for large preference shifts relative to subjectivity, this would only 

conceivably apply to Snoopy. Unlike Julie, there is no (qualitative) evidence so far to 

suggest that his pre-deliberative preferences were any less constructed that other jury 

members. 

Alternatively Keith' s conservatism might be accounted for by cognitive 

consistency. However, Keith also managed to explicate reasons for voting the way that 

he did, his arguments being embodied in the jurors' report in Chapter 5. A more 

interesting possibility is that the theoretical framework that has been use to describe 

preference formation so far is inadequate for describing at least certain kinds of 

preference shift. 

(a) Trend in Attitude-Subjective Shifts 

So far it appears to have been an increase in intersubjective consensus and 

subjective shifts among most jurors that have been accompanied by comparable shifts in 

preference. As yet there is have been no indication concerning where all these changes 

are headed to, or coming from. 

The observed trend among preference shifts in Chapter 7 toward a dominant 

(Restrictive Access) preference position has already been noted above. A trend 

subjective dynamics was also observed in Chapter 6. Optimism has declined 

substantially during deliberation, and Symbolism disappeared altogether. If there is 

indeed a relationship between changes to subjectivity and preference, if they are strong 

enough, it should be possible to observe a consistent relationship between these trends. 
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This will particularly be the case if there was at least some level of intersubjective 

construe ti on. 

One approach to examining the relationship between these trends in subjective 

and preference shifts involves the use of each jurors ' pre-deliberative subjective­

preference position as benchmarks against which to correlate the rest of the jury. This is 

done for each juror (j) using the equations: 
. j •-I 

r.1 = - ~r(a(J) a''') where i" j 
SUBJ n _ } 4i • ' 

for subjectivity, and 

- j 1 -~ (j) (i J . . 
r,Ru = -L, r(x ,x ), where l" J 

n-1 ;. 1 

for preferences. Where, in the case of subjectivity a and x are pre deliberative 

Q-sorts and preference ranks respectively, and i represents each of the remaining jurors. 

Each point ( r}~;; · ip,, ! , r;~~~·•,,,. J) represents the level of agreement with juror j's subjective 

and preference positions respectively. Where U/u81,T)REF) = (1 , 1) there is perfect 

consensus among all jurors. 

The resulting average correlation to that juror's position indicates the level to 

which the remainder of the jury holds a similar subjective and preference position. I will 

use this process for both pre and post-deliberative preferences, but keeping the 

benchmark position against which the remaining jurors are compared constant at pre 

deliberation. In this way it is hoped to detect if there is any consistency among jurors in 

terms of pre-deliberative positions that the jury may have migrated to or from. 

Beginning with the pre-deliberative jury, the resulting plot of subjective­

preference trend is shown in Figure A8-l 4 as stars, with subjective position plotted 

along the x-axis and preference on the y-axis. 
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Figure A8-14. Trend in Subjective and Preference Shifts 
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It can be seen that there is no singularly strong pre-deliberative subjective­

preference position. However, if instead pre-deliberative jurors are individually 

compared with the post-deliberative jury - such that each point represents the extent 

to which there post-deliberative jury agrees with that pre-deliberative juror9 
- then a 

clear picture emerges, as shown by the dots in Figure A8-14. 

The results show that there has been a shift toward Adventure (and Matilda's) 

pre-deliberative subjective-preference position and away from those of Janine and 

Snoopy. This suggests that, although there does not appear too much order with the 

pre-deliberative subjective-preference landscape, there are clearly certain types of 

9 Where post-deliberative subjectivity b(iJ and preferences / 1 are substituted for i'J and x (ii . In this case, 
each point cr;~;;·',.. 1.r;;;/""' 1) represents the extent to which the jury (in this case including juror J) 
have moved to or from j's pre deliberative position. 
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subjective-preference positions, which the jury as a whole migrated from and others 

have gravitated toward. 

Moreover, there is an association between these subjective positions and 

preferences that feature at feature at each end of Figure A8-14 to the extent that the 

individuals are most strongly associated with respective subjective (and preference) 

positions. 

Adventure, who represents the subjective-preference position to which jurors 

gravitated, began the deliberative process as the most dominant in her loadings on 

Preservation and Restrictive Access. By contrast, Janine and Snoopy, the two jurors 

from whose pre-deliberative positions the rest of the jury migrate, were strong pre­

deliberative Propitiatists and Optimists respectively (the former being strongly loaded 

on both factors). Additionally, Snoopy's pre-deliberative preference rank is the reverse 

of Adventure's with {BIT, UPG, STA, MAI, CLO}, which I label Maximise Access 

(MA). It is thus plausible that there may be an antithetical relationship between 

Preservation and Optimism in terms of preference construction - which will become 

clearer in the next section. 

However, Optimism- Maximise Access was not the only subjective-preference 

position that the jury migrated from during deliberation. The other position, 

represented by Janine, the most strongly loaded pre-deliberative Symbolist, is 

associated with a preference position that is associated neither with Restrictive or 

Maximise Access. 10 That Janine's apparently Symbolic preference is close to RA than 

is MA is reflected in Figure A8-14 so far as her pre-deliberative preference is higher up 

the y-axis. It also suggests that the relationship between Symbolism and Preservation, in 

terms of preference construction is different to that of Optimism.11 

From the above discussion there is also evidence that the remaining factors may 

also be associated with particular preference positions. In the next section, these 

associations and changes thereto will be explored with a view to refining the 

observations made so far regarding subjective-preference dynamics. 

10 With a Spearman correlation (r) of -0.60 and - 0.10 with Restrictive and Maximise Access 
respectively. 

11 That there is something 'differeot' about the way Propitiatism has been constructed into preference is 
alluded to in Appendix 7. It was found that it does not conform to the dominant "Level of Access" 
preference issue dimension along which most pre deliberative jurors had constructed preferences. 
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A.8.2.2. Testing The Preference Construction Hypothesis 

In section 8.3.2 of Chapter 8 it was suggested that perhaps much of the 

preference shift observed during deliberation might be due to preference construction. 

Using the undifferentiated suite of Q data this indeed appeared to be the case. However, 

there is far more pre-deliberative intersubjective agreement between how the Bloomfield 

Track issue is viewed and what policy means should be selected than these results 

suggest. If instead of analysing preference construction across the undifferentiated suite 

of subjectivity data, we look at them though the lens of the four subjective factors, then 

a dramatically difference picture emerges. 

The correlation of preference and subjectivity was analysed by calculating 

standardised preference output that is associated with a particular subjective factor. 

Thus, preference and subjectivity can be compared using the correlation of individual 

jurors to a subjective factor to their correlation to the corresponding preference output. 

For the remainder of the analysis, the resulting correlation will be referred to as Factor­

Preference Construction (FPC). 

The results of the analysis of FPC for the four subjective factors are shown m 

Table A8-21 for pre and post deliberation construction on each of the four subjective 

factors. 

Table AS-21. Instersubjective Cocrelation between Factor Loading and 
Preference 

Preservation Pragmatism Optimism Symbolism 

Pre-deliberation 0.43 0.40 0.45 0.50 

Post-deliberation 0.80 0.29 0.05 0.30 

The results in Table A8-21 suggest that there was a higher level of pre­

deliberative Instersubjective consensus than is revealed using the undifferentiated data. 

In other words, it appears that jurors did not simply 'make up' their pre-deliberative 

preferences. Rather, there was some level of preference construction along the lines of 

the subjective factors that were extracted in Chapter 6. 
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A.8.3. ANALYSIS OF THE ROLE OF PRAGMATISM 

In order investigate the role of Pragmatism in pre and post-deliberative 

preferences we need to first establish benchmark against which to compare deliberator 

preferences. Unlike Preservation, we do not have a strongly intersubjectively 

constructed factor preference rank about which we can be sure represents its 'true' 

preference output. We do have the pre-deliberative FPRPres of {STA, MAI, UPG, BIT, 

CLO} as a starting point. We could use this rank as a benchmark on the assumption 

that, because it was constructed prior to the emergence of Preservation as the strongest 

factor upon which preferences were constructed, it best represents the Pragmatist 

position. However, if we were to think about how a truly conservative Pragmatist 

might rank the five policy preferences, one might expect that the actual preference rank 

would switch Stabilisation and Status Quo such that the FPR is {MAI, STA, UPG, 

BIT, and CLO}. For similar reasons of convenience in the use of the term Restrictive 

Access, I shall label this preference ordering 'Cautious Minimalist' (CM) to reflect 

sequence of options from 'least activity' in terms of policy intervention to 'most 

activity'. 

Using CM as benchmark I will now turn to individual deliberators to assess how 

Pragmatism interacted with other subjective factors, beginning with Keith. Keith is the 

most straightforward case of Pragmatism, it being the only factor on which he is pre­

deliberative loaded; he is also the most strongly loaded deliberator on it. Consequently, 

it is not surprising that his pre-deliberative preference rank corresponds with Restrictive 

Access. 

Once again leaving Julie aside, the next most strongly loaded pre-deliberative 

Pragmatist is Boat. Boat's pre-deliberative preference rank is very similar to the 

Preservationist preference position of Restrictive Access, with the exception of a 

reversed preference of Closure and Bituminise. It is possible that this is due to random 

error.12 However, assuming that Boat carefully constructed all his preferences in an 

12 In most cases among the jury, this appears to have been the case. So far I have been able to account all 
preference ranks. Furthermore, during deliberation deliberators explicated reasons for each and every 
rank, although this applies only to post-deliberative preference. However, there is evidence that as 
individuals move down the list of options there is increased random error associated with each rank. 
For discussion see Morrison (2001). 
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intersubjectively shared way, there is a logical explanation for this switch. In addition to 

Pragmatism, Boat is also strongly pre-deliberatively loaded on Preservation. It is 

possible that, although he did not fully activate his Preservationism at the moment of 

preference construction, it may have played a role at the point of choosing between 

Bituminise and Closure for his final preference such that the former was instead 

relegated. In terms of preference dynamics, the 'activation of Preservation' hypothesis 

also appears work in this case. Following deliberation, his subjectivity has increasingly 

shifted form Preservation to Pragmatism. Yet, his preferences have shifted in the 

direction of Restrictive Access. This could be due to a similar, non-linear, interaction 

between these two subjective factors to that attributed to Optimism above. 

A similar dynamic to Boat can be observed in the case of Aswad, except that the 

influences on her preference appear to be spread among all four factors. At first blush 

the strongest pre-deliberative influences on her preferences appear to be a combination 

Pragmatism and Optimism. It turns out that Aswad's pre-deliberative preference rank 

is the same as the intersubjectively determined factor preference rank for Optimism, or 

{STA, MAI, UPG, BIT, CL0}.13 It is plausible that her Optimism, which is much 

more strongly associated with development, led her to choose Stabilisation, which is a 

slightly more ' active' option than the Status Quo. However, I have already precluded a 

strong interaction between these factors in constructing preferences. It is, therefore, 

more plausible that her Propitiatism led her to favour that option in the belief that it 

would reduce sediment run-off that she believed to be affecting the onshore reefs. 

Further supporting the activation hypothesis, as in the case of Boat, it appears that 

Aswad's Preservationism was activated during deliberation, with a resultant shift 

toward the Restrictive Access position, though still retaining some measure of 

Pragmatism by ran.king the Status Quo first. 

The same dynamic can again be observed in the case of Pearl, although with a 

much stronger shift. With the same pre-deliberative as Cautious Minimalist, Pearl, 

appears to be a straightforward Pragmatist. However, by the end of deliberation, Pearl 

is a thoroughgoing Preservationist, clearly constructing preferences on this subjective 

factor. 

13 See section A.8.1 in Appendix 8 
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From the discussion it appears that main role of Pragmatism in the construction 

of preferences has been to act as a conservative brake, steering preferences in a more 

conservative direction than they might. It also appears that there has been a degree of 

'switching away' from Pragmatism during deliberation such that it has been constructed 

into preferences to a lesser degree relative to Preservation. 

-444-



Section: A.8.2 Prefererce T rarnorrnation: Detailed Amlysi5 of c~ 

there was a pattern in the shifts suggests there was a reason for this trend that should be 

detectable from the Q sorts.6 

As discussed in Chapter 8, the interaction between subjective and preference 

transformation is a more complex one than can be portrayed using the undifferentiated 

set of Q statements. However, it is possible at this stage to get a sense of the role of 

subjective transformation in changing preferences. The simplest approach is to plot 

each jurors change in subjectivity against changes to preference; each expressed in terms 

of a correlation.7 Figure A8-13 shows the resulting plot where subjectivity and 

preference are plotted on the x and y axes respectively. Because I am interested in the 

level of change in subjectivity and preference, rather than similarity, the plot is inverted 

such that there is decreasing correlation along each of the axes, representing an increase 

in deliberative shift. 

It is clear from Figure A8- l 3 that there is a relationship between changes to 

subjectivity and the transformation of preferences during deliberation. The regression 

line and 95% confidence interval are as a dashed line and shaded area respectively. The 

correlation coefficient, r = 0.54 (p = 0.08), is not statistically significant, with such a 

small sample size, but still large enough to suggest that the role of subjective 

transformation is worthy of further exploration. 

6 In Chapter 5 jurors stated reasons for changing their preferences. Not least of these was the attribution 
of changes to infonnation they received during the deliberative processes transforming their pre 
deliberative attitudes and beliefs. 

7 A more precise measure of difference between ranks is that of Spearman distance. However, where the 
number of options for ranking vary between measures, Spearman distances are not directly comparable. 
The standardised measure of Spearman distance is Spearman correlation, which I will use here. 
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Figure AS-13. Plot of correlation of pre and post-deliberative subjectivity 
and preference 
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It is also possible from Figure A8- I 3 to observe the relative strength of 

subjective-preference transformation of each of the jurors. Adventure's transformation 

is the smallest among the jurors, but not insignificant, as we saw in Chapter 7. (It will 

also be observed in a later section that her subjective transformation was also 

significant.) 

Janine and Julie both occupy the other end of the spectrum, the farmer's 

preference shift being the greatest. It will emerge during the course of this chapter that 

Julie is the only juror whose subjective-preference transformation cannot easily be 

accounted for; that the observed changes are due to a high level of random variation, at 

least at the pre-deliberative stage.8 Janine, however, will emerge during the course of 

this chapter as a particularly interesting case of subjective-preference transformation. 

8 Of all the jurors, Julie had by far the most difficulty in performing the Q sort. English is Julie's 
second language and it was evident that she had difficulty in organising the cards. By the end of 
deliberation, Julie's Q-sorting had improved substantially, having become more familiar with both the 
process and the statements. 
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There are also a number of outliers in Figure A8-13, of which there are two 

types. Keith (and, to a lesser extent, Boat) represent the first type, or 'inelastic' 

preference. Each has experienced a comparatively large shift in subjectivity in contrast 

to a small shift in preference. Snoopy on the other hand has demonstrated particularly 

'elastic' preferences, where a small subjective shift has yielded by far the biggest shift in 

preference. 

It is possible that these 'anomalies' are due to measurement error. It may 

simply be that there is no rational explanation; they are simply due to random variation, 

as has been anticipated as case for Julie. Another possibility is that these outliers can be 

explained by preference construction. However, because preference construction would 

only account for large preference shifts relative to subjectivity, this would only 

conceivably apply to Snoopy. Unlike Julie, there is no (qualitative) evidence so far to 

suggest that his pre-deliberative preferences were any less constructed that other jury 

members. 

Alternatively Keith's conservatism might be accounted for by cognitive 

consistency. However, Keith also managed to explicate reasons for voting the way that 

he did, his arguments being embodied in the jurors' report in Chapter 5. A more 

interesting possibility is that the theoretical framework that has been use to describe 

preference formation so far is inadequate for describing at least certain kinds of 

preference shift. 

(a) Trend in Attitude-Subjective Shifts 

So far it appears to have been an increase in intersubjective consensus and 

subjective shifts among most jurors that have been accompanied by comparable shifts in 

preference. As yet there is have been no indication concerning where all these changes 

are headed to, or coming from. 

The observed trend among preference shifts in Chapter 7 toward a dominant 

(Restrictive Access) preference position has already been noted above. A trend 

subjective dynamics was also observed in Chapter 6. Optimism has declined 

substantially during deliberation, and Symbolism disappeared altogether. If there is 

indeed a relationship between changes to subjectivity and preference, if they are strong 

enough, it should be possible to observe a consistent relationship between these trends. 
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This will particularly be the case if there was at least some level of intersubjective 

construction. 

One approach to examining the relationship between these trends in subjective 

and preference shifts involves the use of each jurors' pre-deliberative subjective­

preference position as benchmarks against which to correlate the rest of the jury. This is 

done for each juror (j) using the equations: 

for subjectivity, and 

] n-1 

pi = - ~r(xUI x<n) where i,., j 
PREF n _ J -f.?i 1 

1 

for preferences. Where, in the case of subjectivity a and x are pre deliberative 

Q-sorts and preference ranks respectively, and i represents each of the remaining jurors. 

Each point (fs1~;/"'' i,r;;;/P" 1 ) represents the level of agreement with juror j's subjective 

and preference positions respectively. Where ('fs~B1 ,r)REF ) = (1, 1) there is perfect 

consensus among all jurors. 

The resulting average correlation to that juror's position indicates the level to 

which the remainder of the jury holds a similar subjective and preference position. I will 

use this process for both pre and post-deliberative preferences, but keeping the 

benchmark position against which the remaining jurors are compared constant at pre 

deliberation. In this way it is hoped to detect if there is any consistency among jurors in 

terms of pre-deliberative positions that the jury may have migrated to or from. 

Beginning with the pre-deliberative jury, the resulting p lot of subjective­

preference trend is shown in Figure A8-l 4 as stars, with subjective position plotted 

along the x-axis and preference on the y-axis. 
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Figure AS-14. Trend in Subjective and Preference Shifts 
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It can be seen that there is no singularly strong pre-deliberative subjective­

preference position. However, if instead pre-deliberative jurors are individually 

compared with the post-deliberative jury - such that each point represents the extent 

to which there post-deliberative jury agrees with that pre-deliberative juror9 
- then a 

clear picture emerges, as shown by the dots in Figure A8-14. 

The results show that there has been a shift toward Adventure (and Matilda's) 

pre-deliberative subjective-preference position and away from those of Janine and 

Snoopy. This suggests that, although there does not appear too much order with the 

pre-deliberative subjective-preference landscape, there are clearly certain types of 

9 Where post-deliberative subjectivity bm and preferences JJJ are substituted for a('J and x(i). In this case, 
each point Ci}b;; .1,..i,r~~'i~.;,., i) represents the extent to which the jury (in this case including juror j ) 

have moved to or fromj's pre deliberative position. 
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subjective-preference positions, which the jury as a whole migrated from and others 

have gravitated toward. 

Moreover, there is an association between these subjective positions and 

preferences that feature at feature at each end of Figure A8- l 4 to the extent that the 

individuals are most strongly associated with respective subjective (and preference) 

positions. 

Adventure, who represents the subjective-preference position to which jurors 

gravitated, began the deliberative process as the most dominant in her loadings on 

Preservation and Restrictive Access. By contrast, Janine and Snoopy, the two jurors 

from whose pre-deliberative positions the rest of the jury migrate, were strong pre­

deliberative Propitiatists and Optimists respectively (the former being strongly loaded 

on both factors). Additionally, Snoopy's pre-deliberative preference rank is the reverse 

of Adventure's with {BIT, UPG, STA, MAI, CLO}, which I label Maximise Access 

(MA). It is thus plausible that there may be an antithetical relationship between 

Preservation and Optimism in terms of preference construction - which will become 

clearer in the next section. 

However, Optimism-Maximise Access was not the only subjective-preference 

position that the jury migrated from during deliberation. The other position, 

represented by Janine, the most strongly loaded pre-deliberative Symbolist, is 

associated with a preference position that is associated neither with Restrictive or 

Maximise Access. 10 That Janine' s apparently Symbolic preference is close to RA than 

is MA is reflected in Figure A8- l 4 so far as her pre-deliberative preference is higher up 

the y-axis. It also suggests that the relationship between Symbolism and Preservation, in 

terms of preference construction is different to that of Optimism. 11 

From the above discussion there is also evidence that the remaining factors may 

also be associated with particular preference positions. In the next section, these 

associations and changes thereto will be explored with a view to refining the 

observations made so far regarding subjective-preference dynamics. 

10 With a Spearman correlation (r) of -0.60 and -0.10 with Restrictive and Maximise Access 
respectively. 

11 That there is something 'different' about the way Propitiatism has been constructed into preference is 
alluded to in Appendix 7. It was found that it does not conform to the dominant "Level of Access" 
preference issue dimension along which most pre deliberative jurors had constructed preferences. 
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A.8.2.2. Testing The Preference Construction Hypothesis 

In section 8.3.2 of Chapter 8 it was suggested that perhaps much of the 

preference shift observed during deliberation might be due to preference construction. 

Using the undifferentiated suite of Q data this indeed appeared to be the case. However, 

there is far more pre-deliberative intersubjective agreement between how the Bloomfield 

Track issue is viewed and what policy means should be selected than these results 

suggest. If instead of analysing preference construction across the undifferentiated suite 

of subjectivity data, we look at them though the lens of the four subjective factors, then 

a dramatically difference picture emerges. 

The correlation of preference and subjectivity was analysed by calculating 

standardised preference output that is associated with a particular subjective factor. 

Thus, preference and subjectivity can be compared using the correlation of individual 

jurors to a subjective factor to their correlation to the corresponding preference output. 

For the remainder of the analysis, the resulting correlation will be referred to as Factor­

Preference Construction (FPC). 

The results of the analysis of FPC for the four subjective factors are shown in 

Table A8-21 for pre and post deliberation construction on each of the four subjective 

factors. 

Table AS-21. lnstersubjective Correlation between Factor Loading and 
Preference 

Preservation Pragmatism Optimism Symbolism 

Pre-deliberarion 0.43 0.40 0.45 0.50 

Post-deliberation 0.80 0.29 0.05 0.30 

The results in Table A8-21 suggest that there was a higher level of pre­

deliberative Instersubj ective consensus than is revealed using the undifferentiated data. 

In other words, it appears that jurors did not simply 'make up' their pre-deliberative 

preferences. Rather, there was some level of preference construction along the lines of 

the subjective factors that were extracted in Chapter 6. 
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A.8.3. ANALYSIS OF THE ROLE OF PRAGMATISM 

In order investigate the role of Pragmatism in pre and post-deliberative 

preferences we need to first establish benchmark against which to compare deliberator 

preferences. Unlike Preservation, we do not have a strongly intersubjectively 

constructed factor preference rank about which we can be sure represents its 'true' 

preference output. We do have the pre-deliberative FPRPres of {ST A, MAI, UPG, BIT, 

CLO} as a starting point. We could use this rank as a benchmark on the assumption 

that, because it was constructed prior to the emergence of Preservation as the strongest 

factor upon which preferences were constructed, it best represents the Pragmatist 

position. However, if we were to think about how a truly conservative Pragmatist 

might rank the five policy preferences, one might expect that the actual preference rank 

would switch Stabilisation and Status Quo such that the FPR is {MAI, STA, UPG, 

BIT, and CLO}. For similar reasons of convenience in the use of the term Restrictive 

Access, I shall label this preference ordering 'Cautious Minimalist' (CM) to reflect 

sequence of options from 'least activity' in terms of policy intervention to 'most 

activity'. 

Using CM as benchmark I will now tum to individual deliberators to assess how 

Pragmatism interacted with other subjective factors, beginning with Keith. Keith is the 

most straightforward case of Pragmatism, it being the only factor on which he is pre­

deliberative loaded; he is also the most strongly loaded deliberator on it. Consequently, 

it is not surprising that his pre-deliberative preference rank corresponds with Restrictive 

Access. 

Once again leaving Julie aside, the next most strongly loaded pre-deliberative 

Pragmatist is Boat. Boat's pre-deliberative preference rank is very similar to the 

Preservationist preference position of Restrictive Access, with the exception of a 

reversed preference of Closure and Bituminise. It is possible that this is due to random 

error. 12 However, assuming that Boat carefully constructed all his preferences in an 

12 In most cases among the jury, this appears to have been the case. So far I have been able to account all 
preference ranks. Furthermore, during deliberation deliberators explicated reasons for each and every 
rank, although this applies only to post-deliberative preference. However, there is evidence that as 
individuals move down the list of options there is increased random error associated with each rank. 
For discussion see Morrison (2001 ). 
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intersubjectively shared way, there is a logical explanation for this switch. In addition to 

Pragmatism, Boat is also strongly pre-deliberatively loaded on Preservation. It is 

possible that, although he did not fully activate his Preservationism at the moment of 

preference construction, it may have played a role at the point of choosing between 

Bituminise and Closure for his final preference such that the former was instead 

relegated. In terms of preference dynamics, the 'activation of Preservation' hypothesis 

also appears work in this case. Following deliberation, his subjectivity has increasingly 

shifted form Preservation to Pragmatism. Yet, his preferences have shifted in the 

direction of Restrictive Access. This could be due to a similar, non-linear, interaction 

between these two subjective factors to that attributed to Optimism above. 

A similar dynamic to Boat can be observed in the case of Aswad, except that the 

influences on her preference appear to be spread among all four factors. At first blush 

the strongest pre-deliberative influences on her preferences appear to be a combination 

Pragmatism and Optimism. lt turns out that Aswad's pre-deliberative preference rank 

is the same as the intersubjectively determined factor preference rank for Optimism, or 

{STA, MAI, UPG, BIT, CL0}.13 It is plausible that her Optimism, which is much 

more strongly associated with development, led her to choose Stabilisation, which is a 

slightly more 'active' option than the Status Quo. However, 1 have already precluded a 

strong interaction between these factors in constructing preferences. It is, therefore, 

more plausible that her Propitiatism led her to favour that option in the belief that it 

would reduce sediment run-off that she believed to be affecting the onshore reefs. 

Further supporting the activation hypothesis, as in the case of Boat, it appears that 

Aswad's Preservationism was activated during deliberation, with a resultant shift 

toward the Restrictive Access position, though still retaining some measure of 

Pragmatism by ranking the Status Quo first. 

The same dynamic can again be observed in the case of Pearl, although with a 

much stronger shift. With the same pre-deliberative as Cautious Minimalist, Pearl, 

appears to be a straightforward Pragmatist. However, by the end of deliberation, Pearl 

is a thoroughgoing Preservationist, clearly constructing preferences on this subjective 

factor. 

13 See section A.8.1 in Appendix 8 
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From the discussion it appears that main role of Pragmatism in the construction 

of preferences has been to act as a conservative brake, steering preferences in a more 

conservative direction than they might. It also appears that there has been a degree of 

'switching away' from Pragmatism during deliberation such that it has been constructed 

into preferences to a lesser degree relative to Preservation. 
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