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Abstract 

 

There is concern for the environmental protection of coastal zones 

throughout the developed and developing world. The major defence against 

environmental degradation is the widespread introduction of the Coastal 

Zone Management (CZM) and Integrated Coastal Management (ICM) 

regulatory processes. A great deal of effort is spent introducing, developing 

and refining the various ICM processes and structures that should reduce the 

likelihood of man made environmental catastrophe. 

 

This paper takes the line that ICM initiatives are likely to be undermined by 

easily identifiable sociological pressures that are either ignored or 

misrepresented by the CZM process. Applying Burrell and Morgan’s four 

paradigm approach to the analysis of an example of environmental 

degradation on the Chennai coast, the regulatory framework is shown not 

only to be inadequate, but in fact complicity in the sociological pressures 

that led to degradation in ways that cannot be overcome by further 

refinement of the process. 

 

 

Keywords: Coastal management, Stakeholders, Environmental degradation 
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Learning from Coastal Zone Management Failure –  

A Multi Paradigm Approach 

 

 

Socio-Political Origins of Coastal Zone Management (CZM) 

 

Coastal Zone Management is defined in general terms as a process of 

governance to manage the socio-economic activities that affect the use of 

natural resources in the coastal zone, in a way that integrates all aspects of 

the coastal zone.   

 

Chapter 17 of Agenda 21 identifies integrated management and sustainable 

development of the coastal zone as one of the essential components of the 

global life-support system (Cicin Sain & Knecht, 1998).  The on-going 

challenge for coastal nations is to find alternatives to sectoral management 

and to resolve multiple resource-use conflicts through Integrated Coastal 

Management (ICM).  In the past, coastal management was often done sector 

by sector without the proper participation of the main actors who are the 

principal users of the natural resources.  Conceptual beginnings of ICM date 

back to the mid- 1960s and various definitions have emerged.   The 

development over the years, of a properly constituted coastal management 

plan identifies and utilises interactions between government, scientists and 

communities in order to fulfil ICM objectives. 

 

According to Sorensen (1997) every coastal nation embarking on an ICM 

programme has at least five elements in common: 

 

• Coastal systems, resources and environment 

• Coastal issues 

• Institutional arrangements 

• Planning and management techniques 

• Stakeholders 
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All these are combined to create the ICM framework.  An integrated 

approach requires both horizontal (cross sectoral) and vertical (between all 

levels of government and non-governmental organisations) co-ordination of 

those stakeholders whose actions significantly influence the quantity or 

quality of coastal resources and environments (Sorensen, 1997).  

 

Traditionally, coastal managers have utilised the ICM framework for 

developing a plan for a particular coastal issue, while incorporating the 

stakeholders as a part of the plan.  Although there are a range of definitions 

for ICM leading to the formulation of different frameworks (Vallejo, 1993; 

Kenchington & Crawford, 1993; Thia-Eng, 1993) a typical ICM framework 

consists of the following six stages (Cicin-Sain & Knecht, 1998): 

 

• Issue identification and assessment 

• Program planning and preparation 

• Formal adoption and funding 

• Implementation 

• Operation 

• Evaluation 

 

Adhering to traditional management techniques, each stage of the 

framework consists of further steps to be considered in the formulation of a 

plan. The role of stakeholders in this ICM framework is important. While the 

framework starts with problem/issue identification, and proceeds to include 

a role for stakeholders at each stage of the process, it can be said that the 

whole ICM process is initiated by stakeholders.  Burbridge (1997) states that 

in the application of the ICM framework, sustainable development of coastal 

regions and resources is largely a question of social choice.  He argues that 

the whole process is a trade off between economic development and 

environmental quality.   
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ICM in India 

 

Christie & White (1997) state that ICM has been recognised to be most 

needed in coastal developing countries that have rich and diverse marine 

resources and high population densities along their coasts.  Compared to 

developed countries they have more prevalent incidences of environmental 

degradation.  In developing coastal nations such as Sri Lanka, India, 

Philippines, Ecuador and Indonesia incidences of environmental and coastal 

degradation were found to be brought about by a plethora of natural 

calamities (Premaratne, 1991; Nayak et al., 1992; Alcala, 1996; Sloan & 

Sugandhy, 1994) and unregulated activities that directly or indirectly affect 

the coastal areas (Nayak et al., 1992, Lakshmi, 2000). 

 

The coastline of Indian mainland is more than 6000 km and is augumented 

by about 1400 km from island and rock territories in the Arabian Sea and the 

Bay of Bengal.  Out of the total landmass of about 3.2 million sq km, nearly 

130, 000 sq km forms the coastal land belt which holds the three sides of 

the country’s sea front (Lakshmi, 2000).  A survey by the United Nations 

Environment Programme (UNEP) revealed that the concentration of 

population in India along the coast was about 230 per sq km and a study of 

population growth indicates that the rate of population growth in coastal 

towns and cities is much higher than elsewhere in the country (Lakshmi, 

2000).  Therefore the environmental degradation in the coasts as well as the 

pressures to sustain the biodiversity and wealth of the coastal areas is 

enormous.  

 

Historically, in India the coasts have been considered as common property 

without anyone making legal claims.  Any project – whether defence or 

harbour related – had its claim only within the area assigned for it 

(Haribabu, 1997). The communities along the coast and the general public 

used the coasts without worrying about ownership rights.  Haribabu (1997) 

says that the fishing communities usually believed and practiced a common 
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property system.  Whatever land they use permanently is for small hutments 

and the coasts were primarily their workspace, free and exclusive 

(Haribabu, 1997).   

 

The threats to Indian coastline are a result primarily of development 

projects and industries in the guise of improving the status of ‘backward 

areas’ (Zingde, 1996).  Over the years, projects in coastal areas in India 

have created problems for the coastal zone as well as the coastal 

communities.  India’s response to these pressures on coastal management 

has been the updating of existing legislation and the establishment of new 

legislation and specific rules like the 1991 notification for the Coastal 

Regulatory Zone (CRZ).  These are discussed in greater detail in the 

following sections. 

 

The existence of CRZ rules did not come about through any consensus within 

Indian society.  A brief look into the background of the Indian regulatory 

scenario reveals the lack of co-ordinated agencies to deal with 

environmental and coastal regulations.  With extensive, intensive and 

haphazard industrialisation as well as ineffective monitoring agencies, 

Sawkar (1991) says there is little surprise that the coastal environment was 

ignored till the late 1980s.  However research and scientific monitoring 

exercises undertaken by the pollution control boards and the Department 

for Ocean Development (DOD) made the authorities sit up and take notice of 

the polluted coasts.  A letter from the then Prime Minister Mrs Indira Gandhi 

in the early 1980s to all coastal governments gave an early impetus towards 

an exclusive coastal regulatory framework.  Thus the February 1991 

notification of the MoEF (Ministry of Environment and Forests) (MoEF, 1991) 

instructed all coastal states to categorise their coastal stretches into 

different regulatory and protective zones.   

 

Ever since the release of these guidelines, in many forums and committee 

discussions all over India, people, including scientists, have tended to 

instinctively equate ICM , which has a positive approach and goals, with CRZ 
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which involves protection of coastal areas and hence has  regulatory and 

prohibitive clauses.  Sawkar (1991) argues that one of the most telling 

criticisms offered to this notification has been that it has a negative 

approach – rather than saying what is allowed, it focuses on what is not 

allowed. It is difficult to convince those opposed to the notification that 

except for the regulated and banned activities, the rest are allowed 

(Sawkar, 1991).  

 

As Zingde (1996) states effective implementation of these legislative 

measures are far from satisfactory owing to power and influence of key 

stakeholders who over-ride the interests of smaller and powerless 

stakeholders, leading to environmental disasters on the coasts.  

 

From the definition, ICM appears to be the best possible approach in the 

ideal world for effective coastal development and management issues, in 

the eyes of the Indian regulators. However, we intend to show that this is a 

naïve approach and the effectiveness of applying and implementing the 

framework successfully can be questioned. The regulatory processes are 

undermined by the complexity of the coastal zone itself and also other 

factors such as social, legal, cultural and geographical issues.  These 

inconsistencies in the management processes and the regulation have lead 

to environmental disasters in the coastal zones.   

 

In order to aid in better understanding of these conflicting scenarios some 

sociological paradigms from organisational management are introduced.  
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Morgan’s Multi-Paradigm approach 

 

        Regulation 

    Functionalist      Interpretivist 

Objective       Subjective  

    Radical Structuralist      Radical Humanist  

        

Radical change  

 

Figure 1  Paradigms and related schools of organisational analysis 

(Morgan, 1991) 

 

Morgan (1991) explains that the various sociological approaches to 

understanding organisations are reducible to four “paradigms”.  In the 

simplest terms, a paradigm refers to a fundamental view of life, a view that 

affects the way particular aspects of reality are understood.  Within 

organisational analysis, Morgan (1991) considers four major ways of viewing 

life are “functionalist” (belief that social structures have discernible 

functions that are reflected through and contain human action), and 

“interpretive” (belief that human approaches share a common concern with 

understanding social life as it is presently constructed or conceived and they 

serve to maintain order (Morgan, 1991)).   

 

Radical approaches, on the other hand, challenge existing economic or 

ideological constraints upon human action and freedom, “Radical 

structuralism” views human action shaped by socio-economic contradictions 

and social change is viewed as arising out of socio- economic class struggles.  

The fourth paradigm, “radical humanism” focuses upon consciousness, 

viewing human ideas as being imprisoned within ideological processes 

dominated by powerful actors.  
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The starting point of all Functionalism is that all societies have certain basic 

needs, functionalist requirements, which must be met if a society is to 

survive.  Functionalists are therefore concerned with the contribution the 

various parts of a society make towards those needs, which will lead to 

social order and stability.  In explaining the basis of social order in societies 

the starting point for functionalists is to look at whole societies and not the 

individual; they explore the ways in which the various parts, which make up 

the society function to maintain social order.     

 

It can be stated that ICM in its current form can be associated to the 

functionalist approach.  As this paradigm clearly assumes that society has 

concrete, real existence and the social scientist attempts to determine and 

understand empirical relationships within the society (Morgan, 1991), the 

ICM framework can be subsumed under this paradigm. Pollution and 

environmental degradation is seen as a dysfunctional side effect of 

development, which must be moderated through legally constituted 

institutions and frameworks. 

 

Within the ICM framework, as discussed earlier, the stakeholders maintain a 

very important position.  Traditionally, coastal managers have utilised the 

ICM framework for developing a plan for a particular coastal issue, while 

incorporating the stakeholders as part of the plan.  While the framework 

starts with issue identification and proceeds to include a role for 

stakeholders at each stage of the process, it can be said that the whole ICM 

process is initiated by stakeholders.  Owing to the complexity and the cross-

sectoral nature of the Indian coastal scenario, the role and power of 

stakeholders plays a very important part in the coastal issue.   

In the real world, powerful and key stakeholders are able to manipulate and 

influence the projects and outcomes according to their advantage.  In this 

scenario, the role and importance of less powerful or powerless 

stakeholders are largely ignored.   
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Using Morgan’s sociological paradigms to analyse the views and roles of all 

stakeholders (powerful and powerless) gives an alternate view of the 

stakeholders and brings out a better picture of the reality.   
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TABLE SHOWING ICM VS FOUR PARADIGMS (Source: Original) 
 

Coastal Zone 
Management 

Functionalist approach Interpretivist 
approach 

Radical Structuralist approach Humanist approach 

Legislation Checks and balances 
 
 

Ignorance for most 
of them and those 
who face it, 
circumnavigate  

Means of protecting and enhancing 
stakeholder power – often used to 
dispossess powerless SH 

Restriction 

Stakeholders Part of society in order 
to maintain social order 

Not conscious of 
wider social 
interest in 
preserving the 
environment 

They are there to create change, 
by showing power to each other, 
leading to conflict and change 

They are imprisoned in 
their consciousness and do 
not realise their potential 
due to the presence of the 
regulations in society. 

Institutional 
arrangements 

These are necessary to 
fit into the framework. 
Play a crucial role in 
performing the tasks 
assigned 

Can be construed 
with espoused 
purpose to 
facilitate 
degradation 

Will cause conflict in the process 
of doing their work. Some 
institutions more control over 
others etc. Institutions reflect 
stakeholder power 

 Presence of institutional 
arrangement emphasises 
more on regulation/ order, 
which RH do not want 

Horizontal + 
vertical 
integration 
 

Need to fit into 
framework so that 
order is achieved 

Same as above Can never happen if social change 
needs to take place 

 Same as above 

Regulator 
 

Harmonise voice to 
weak stakeholders 

Part of the process 
– not asserting 
environmental 
protection 

Weak against social needs – a 
stakeholder with relatively little 
power. 

 

Environmental, 
social & 
economic 

 Need to know 
conditions as they are 
needed to maintain 

Non-
environmental, 
economic and 

These are important to show the 
status of current conditions that 
reflect differences/ conflicts. 

 Humanist would not need 
to know these factors. 
From Radical Humanist 
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conditions of 
the coast 

social order. social pressures 
are the strongest. 

These would be competing forces 
in RS view, so they will lead to 
change. 
 

view their existence leads 
to social change. 

 
Training 
 

Required to strengthen 
framework  

 Ability to serve the needs of 
powerful stakeholders 

Does not help in radical 
change that is true to 
human consciousness, acc 
to humanist no need for 
any training (as it only 
signifies adhering to some 
social order/structure) 

Project 
implementation 
 

Not an issue if all else is 
in place 
 
 

Regulation 
avoidance rather 
than 
environmental 
protection  

  
 

Public 
education 

Same as training Same as above Each stage faces different 
stakeholder factors.  

Public education needed in 
opposite reasons as 
functionalist perspective. 
Change needs to take place 
-each individual to 
recognise within 
themselves their true 
potential and make the 
change, not as a oppressed 
set of people taking orders 
and educating themselves 
for the sake of good of 
society. 
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Post project 
evaluation 

Removal of 
dysfunctional routines – 
main issue is not if 
environment is 
protected, but if 
stability and order are 
maintained. Can discuss 
regularisation process 
here. 

Same as above Needs of the stakeholders are not 
the same as project criteria. 

Needs of the individual 
more important than needs 
of society, so he/she would 
not care about post project 
evaluation. 

 





 15 

Extending the Scope of Socio Political Investigation 

 

Background to Case Study 

 

The case study concerns the construction of a five storey residential 

apartment block built within 200 meters of the beach in the South Chennai 

residential suburb of Besant Nagar. The construction was completed in 1997 

in gross violation of the CRZ-II (Coastal Regulation Zone) rules of the 

Government of India. Objections were raised by residents during the early 

stages of construction.  

 

The builders of this apartment block were able to obtain some legal status 

for their buildings retrospectively through a regularisation scheme. The 

regulatory authority is the Chennai Metropolitan Development Authority 

(CMDA). Following a spate of unauthorised developments during the late 

1990s the regulator developed a ‘Regularisation Scheme’ in 1999. This 

scheme is a self-assessed application by builders that have completely or 

partially deviated from the regulations concerning authorisation of building 

and land-use. Possession of CMDA approval enables further approval and 

certification from utilities etc.  

 

By 2002, two-thirds of the apartment block was occupied the landscape has 

been degraded and many of those involved in the construction live as 

squatters in close proximity.  

 

These are the bare facts of the case and are not disputed. However the 

interpretation of the events and the lessons that may be drawn are more 

problematic as shown in the four analysis below, each one drawing on one of 

Morgan and Burrell’s paradigms. 
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A Functionalist Analysis of the Pilot Study 

 

A Functionalist would tend to explain regulatory failure in terms of 

Dysfunctional or Latent processes that undermine the stated objectives of 

the regulatory process.  

 

The CMDA is required to regulate activity according to a large number of 

policies and strategies, coastal zone management being but one of these. 

Further CMDA does not have the resources to police ongoing developments 

and can only act retrospectively. Clearly in this case, the violations are such 

that demolition could be justified according to the regulations. However the 

Regulator cannot regard this violation in isolation and understands the true 

scale of such problems.  

 

“Since it’s impractical to demolish half of the city, better to penalise 
and regularise – that is government policy and their justification behind 
introducing this scheme….” 

 

The operation of the regulatory system favours regularisation over 

demolition. The Regulator observes, 

 

“Violators are served notice to show cause against demolition. After 
the stay given by the Government because of the introduction of 
regularisation scheme, the CMDA can take up a few demolitions of 
large, vacant, essentially commercial buildings. It is impractical to 
demolish all constructions!!” 

 

The Builder also gains advantages from the regulatory process. The Builder 

claims that regularisation was necessary because of minor violations, 

 

“That (filing of regularisation) was for some minor violation of Floor 
Space Index/Floor Area Ratio (FSI/FAR). We have filed for 
regularisation and it has been accepted.” 

 



 17 

Once regularisation has been accepted it is possible for the builder to obtain 

certification for utilities and services. This enables the sale of apartments to 

take place as a resident is likely to infer legality from such documents.  

 

“We have seen the approval and clearance certificates from the CMDA 
and Corporation of Chennai.” 

 

“The builders are a good company and we have got a good price….I am 
not aware of any illegality or irregularities regarding this block.” 

 

This analysis shows that the conflict of interests faced by the Regulator 

makes it impossible for this gross violation of CRZ-II to be effectively 

regulated. Rather what regulation exists acts to retrospectively justify and 

facilitate such violation. The three stakeholders discussed here are entirely 

comfortable with the end result of the system and are unlikely to seek 

changes.  

 

A Radical Structuralist Analysis of the Pilot Study 

 

Radical Structuralists tend to analyse unstable tensions between competing 

social forces.  

 

From the previous sections we can ascertain how the CRZ rules were 

formulated in India.  Ever since the release of these guidelines, in many 

forums and committee discussions all over India, people, including 

scientists, have tended to instinctively equate ICM , which has a positive 

approach and goals, with CRZ which involves protection of coastal areas and 

hence has  regulatory and prohibitive clauses.  Sawkar (1991) argues that 

one of the most telling criticisms offered to this notification has been that it 

has a negative approach – rather than saying what is allowed, it focuses on 

what is not allowed.  It is difficult to convince those opposed to the 

notification that except for the regulated and banned activities, the rest are 

allowed.  
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Particular judgements from the list that make much of the fact that no 

contrary representations were made. Invocation and application of the 

regulations are political actions to seek private or class ends, they are not 

primarily used to defend the environment. 

 

Regulator says  – 

 

 “CRZ is draconian its also the case that somebody makes money on 
this, regularisation is an income scheme, the government has an 
interest in the regularisation process.” 

 

The building firm is required to make profits for its survival. It is too small 

to bid for large and legal plots in the city and its suburbs. Consequently 

market pressure compels the firm to seek smaller illegal plots on the fringes 

of developed areas that will escape the attention of regulators. The costs 

involved in obtaining the retrospective clearances and certificates are 

included in their ‘business costs’ as clearly it seems to be the easier way to 

make a profit in their business.  

 

The Builder used local labour in the construction of the apartment. The 

squatter suggests that this is because local labour is cheaper. After 

construction, the labourers became squatters on the site. The builder makes 

periodic attempts to evict these people, suggesting that labour is considered 

a commodity independent of the person that provided it.  

 
“….in such a prime locality who wants slums nearby….they are all 
squatters and do not own their land or houses……” 

 

None of the stakeholders considered has any serious interest in maintaining 

the regulations. The only dissenting stakeholders are those residents who 

predate the building.  Dissenting stakeholder, led by one person, would 

predict that because other residents are not a social group, so they have no 

means of putting together a powerful campaign all they have is a bit of 

publicity.   
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A Radical Humanist Analysis of the Pilot Study 

 

Radical humanists review the social dynamics that undermine and 

impoverish the human potential of the actors. 

 

In terms of environmental management, none of the characters are 

particularly concerned about environmental degradation in its own right. 

Consequently, to formal processes of CZR are not seen as something that 

defends fundamental human rights concerning the environment. Rather, 

such processes, as they apply or do not apply, are indistinguishable from the 

dehumanising processes that assault potential.   

 

These are most noticeable in the case of the squatter. The squatter does 

not have a long term objective of ending the situation in which she finds 

herself, or even of moving to a less precarious position within it. Rather, her 

prime narrative is one of helplessness in the face of powerful forces, and 

her actions and those of her family, are designed, chiefly, to achieve 

invisibility within the environment. 

 

On asked whether she was aware that the block was constructed illegally, 

she quotes: 

 

“I don’t know that….we are hired by the company for labour jobs for 
daily wages……we a re not allowed to live anywhere peacefully.” 

 

On asked whether she got any benefits out of this apartment block here, she 

says: 

 

“…when construction is going on, we are called by the contractor for 
work….if this company does not want us, we go to the next one and ask 
for a job. They tried to threaten us with eviction…eventually we are 
forced to leave but we move our houses a few 100 yards around the 
same place.” 

 

For the radical humanist, the potential for radical change resides in the 

contradictions between the demands upon consciousness made by dominant 
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structures and the capacity of human beings to be creative and self-

determining (Alvesson & Willmott, 1996).  According to them, virtually 

everyone is a victim of systemic oppression- oppression that is so taken for 

granted that it is routinely viewed as ‘life’.  They see themselves trapped 

within a mode of social organisation, which they create and sustain in their 

everyday lives.  This is termed as the psychic prison. 

 

This is seen in the case of the Builder, who sees the squatter as a labour, a 

commodity, that is used for his benefit and then evicted when their use is 

over. 

 

An Interpretivist Narrative of the Pilot Study 

 

An Interpretivist study seeks to show how actors make sense of there own 

experiences. 

 

In terms of CRZ rules, not all the actors are particularly aware of the 

regulations as distinct and separate from any other such laws and rules. The 

regulator certainly is aware, but does not see them as sacrosanct in their 

objectives or particularly fair in their application. Consequently, 

prescription is modified by pragmatic considerations and the balancing of 

conflicting policy objectives.  

 

For example, the Regulator clearly expresses the dysfunctional nature by 

saying that 

 

“…..the CRZ rules is too draconian. CRZ should be applied to beautiful 
places and uninhabited coastal stretches rather than cities and 
developing areas.” 

 

“…..the Government itself did not anticipate the amount of problem 
the CRZ rules will kick up hence they are cornered to make 
amendments to the rules from powerful lobbys like tourism and 
industries sector.” 
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The builder and the neighbour regard regularisation as a legitimating device 

that supersedes violations of coastal zone regulations. 

 

The squatter is most likely unaware of any such regulation, and does not 

regard herself as a loser in the face of its violation. She would not see 

Government and its agencies as a source of succour even if this were not the 

case:  

 

“…our houses and livelihoods are not safe….they (Company) uses us 
when they need and then evicts us…..we get some money from local 
leaders during rains, floods, cyclones and fire accident……..we fend for 
ourselves and have nowhere to go. The Government does not care 
about us for anything” 

 

She knows that she too is illegal. 

 

“….everybody says we are not allowed to live anywhere peacefully how 
will I know if some block is allowed to be there or not?” 

 

  

Conclusions and Lessons for Coastal Zone Management 

 

From the above analysis using Morgan’s paradigms, we can say that the 

regulator is ascribed to the functionalist role and he fails to safeguard the 

environment. Nevertheless the social set up continues and the enterprise 

carries on. For the regulator order is maintained and social organisation is 

achieved.  

 

From a radical structuralist perspective, the case study reflects a 

straightforward enaction of power, those who had power achieved their 

objective, those who didn’t got pushed out. None of the stakeholders saw 

the CZM rules or the environment itself as a source of power and therefore 

nobody speaks for it.  Those of them who had to deal with the CRZ rules 

considered them as minor obstacles to overcome.  

 



 22 

For a radical humanist there is no change taking place in this social set up. 

For the builder there is no interaction with people. He only sees the role 

each play and what they are used for. The poor people see no salvation. 

They fit into the process in a humble and demeaning way without any 

judgement upon themselves.  

 

From an interpretivist point of view it is very clear that none of the 

stakeholders have got the slightest interest in protecting the environment 

intellectually, morally or legally in this local particularity.  

 

Consequently one cannot expect this ICM framework or the CRZ rules to 

work, as the case study shows no one has the will to make it work. It serves 

no environmental purpose to continue to talk about regulation process 

without coming to terms with the underlying sociology that exists in this 

society although it clearly does serve purposes for actors, and the scholars 

who write about them. 
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