
 

 

저작자표시-비영리-변경금지 2.0 대한민국 

이용자는 아래의 조건을 따르는 경우에 한하여 자유롭게 

l 이 저작물을 복제, 배포, 전송, 전시, 공연 및 방송할 수 있습니다.  

다음과 같은 조건을 따라야 합니다: 

l 귀하는, 이 저작물의 재이용이나 배포의 경우, 이 저작물에 적용된 이용허락조건
을 명확하게 나타내어야 합니다.  

l 저작권자로부터 별도의 허가를 받으면 이러한 조건들은 적용되지 않습니다.  

저작권법에 따른 이용자의 권리는 위의 내용에 의하여 영향을 받지 않습니다. 

이것은 이용허락규약(Legal Code)을 이해하기 쉽게 요약한 것입니다.  

Disclaimer  

  

  

저작자표시. 귀하는 원저작자를 표시하여야 합니다. 

비영리. 귀하는 이 저작물을 영리 목적으로 이용할 수 없습니다. 

변경금지. 귀하는 이 저작물을 개작, 변형 또는 가공할 수 없습니다. 

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/2.0/kr/legalcode
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/2.0/kr/


 
  

Thesis for the Degree of Master of Fisheries Science 

  

Stakeholder Roles in Marine Spatial 

Planning 

 

 

by 

Lukambagire Isaac 

The World Fisheries Graduate School  

Pukyong National University 

 

February 22, 2019 

 

 

[UCI]I804:21031-200000179209[UCI]I804:21031-200000179209[UCI]I804:21031-200000179209[UCI]I804:21031-200000179209[UCI]I804:21031-200000179209



  

 

Stakeholder Roles in Marine Spatial 

Planning 

(해양공간계획의 이해관계자 참여 방법에 관한 연구) 
 

Advisor: Prof. Dale Marsden 

 

by 

Lukambagire Isaac 
 

 

A thesis submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements 

for the degree of 

 

Master of Fisheries Science 

 

in the World Fisheries Graduate School, 

Pukyong National University 

 

February 2019 



  

 

Stakeholder Roles in Marine Spatial 

Planning 

  

A thesis 

by 

Lukambagire Isaac 

  

Approved by: 

 

 

───────────────────── 

(Chairman) Do-Hoon Kim 

 

 

───────────────────── 

(Member) Hee-Jung Choi 

 

 

───────────────────── 

(Member) Dale Marsden  

 

 

February 22, 2019 



i 

 

Table of Contents 
  

Abstract .......................................................................................... iii 

Acknowledgement .......................................................................... v 

1 Introduction ............................................................................. 1 

2 Background and Literature Review ........................................ 3 

2.1 Marine Spatial Planning (MSP) ....................................... 3 

2.2 MSP in Korea ................................................................... 6 

2.3 Stakeholders’ engagement in resource management ...... 10 

2.4 Stakeholder roles in MSP ............................................... 13 

2.4.1 Economic users’ roles in MSP ................................ 14 

3 Thesis Statement ................................................................... 17 

4 Methodology ......................................................................... 17 

5 Results and Discussion ......................................................... 19 

5.1 Which stakeholders should be and are involved? .......... 19 

5.2 When should the stakeholders be involved? .................. 27 

5.2.1 How early should the stakeholders be involved? .... 28 

5.2.2 How frequently are stakeholders involved? ............ 30 

5.2.3   Whether to engage stakeholders throughout the proce

ss or at certain phases/stages? ............................................... 31 

5.3 How should the stakeholders be involved? .................... 32 



ii 

 

5.3.1 Modes of governance .............................................. 33 

5.3.2 Individual stakeholder groups ................................. 37 

6 Conclusion ............................................................................ 42 

7 Bibliography ......................................................................... 45 

 

  



iii 

 

Stakeholder Roles in Marine Spatial Planning 

 

Lukambagire Isaac 

 

The World Fisheries Graduate School, 

Pukyong National University 

Abstract 

The rapidly growing world population and different users’ urge for 

development of new activities in the oceans is leading to overlaps 

in uses, conflicts among user groups, and increasing pressure on 

natural resources in the marine environment. It is vital that this 

development be sustainable in the long term, and that an 

ecosystem-based approach be applied to understand the ecological 

processes at risk and develop ways to effectively mitigate the 

environmental impacts of expanding and intensifying marine 

activities. Marine spatial planning (MSP) is a planning and 

management tool and process to regulate the use of marine 

resources, especially by separating uses spatially and/or temporally. 

Through the involvement of many stakeholders, the MSP process 

can thereby decrease conflicts among users. Proper MSP can also 

help in improving planning and regulation, decreasing associated 
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costs and delays, engaging communities and stakeholders, and 

conserving important ecosystem and services. This study examines 

how stakeholder engagement and involvement in MSP processes 

has contributed to the efficacy of those processes. It does so by 

comparing MSP cases from various countries and regions to see 

how the extent and nature of stakeholders' involvement can be 

measured and described. The study examines how stakeholders' 

involvement in MSP processes can improve outcomes of the 

process. The results may help countries all over the world to 

develop their own MSP process and find ways to better integrate 

stakeholders. 
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1 Introduction 

Marine Spatial Planning (MSP) is quickly becoming a common 

approach to organizing the use of space and resolving conflicts 

among ocean users (Tuda, Stevens and Rodwell, 2014). It is used 

to assess current status and diagnose ongoing trends of marine 

systems, while providing information to support sustainable 

governance (Rochette et al., 2014; Visbeck et al., 2014). The use of 

MSP continues to grow on an international scale (Aguilar-

Manjarrez, José; de Viçose, 2017). 

MSP is a public process which aims to achieve ecological, social 

and economic objectives usually specified through a political 

process, by analyzing human activities and then distributing them 

spatially and temporally (Ehler and Douvere, 2009). Spatial 

planning has been practiced in the terrestrial environment for 

centuries; as on land, MSP aims to manage marine activities using 

spatial approaches such as ocean zoning (Flannery et al., 2018). 

The details of how MSP is pursued and practiced depends entirely 

on the specific case and its interests (Gissi and de Vivero, 2016) 

though there exists some general guidelines and principles which 

can help make MSP processes uniform all over the world (Ehler 

and Douvere, 2009).  
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Given that MSP aims to resolve conflicts among users, one 

important aspect of how MSP should be done is that those users 

need to be involved in the process
 
(Jones et al., 2016). 

Stakeholders' involvement is important in the MSP process as they 

should play a formal role through means such as receiving 

information, taking part in consultations, collaboration, and 

possibly decentralized decision-making (Ehler, 2018; Jones et al., 

2016). Twomey (2016) describes engagement as a process 

involving deliberately putting into place a method to work with 

stakeholders throughout the process especially prior to the 

consultation phase. Stakeholders include organizations, groups or 

individuals that are or will be affected, interested or involved 

either positively or negatively by MSP measures or actions in a 

number of ways (Ehler and Douvere, 2009; Fairbanks et al., 2018; 

Twomey, 2016). Nevertheless, Richie and Ellis (2010) found that 

stakeholders’ engagement and participation is still neglected. 

Korea’s MSP process has to this point been top-down (Choi, 2018; 

Government of Korea, 2018) due to the urgency to enact the MSP 

law and because of a lack of awareness of the importance of 

stakeholder engagement, which might undermine its potential for 

success. The Government of Korea through the Ministry of Oceans 

and Fisheries (MOF) is responsible for managing and 

implementing MSP throughout the country. According to Korea's 

Ocean Policy (Government of Korea, 2018), the success of the 

MSP system is based on coordinating the interests relevant to 
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ocean use and finding agreement among stakeholders. Thus, 

stakeholders' participation may well be critical if the process is to 

meet this objective. 

This study analyzes how the stakeholders’ involvement might 

improve the implementation of MSP by Korea and other countries. 

I do so by reviewing literature and a set of cases from various 

countries and regions to understand their experiences in engaging 

stakeholders in MSP process, and then examining how such 

engagement could contribute to the efficiency and effectiveness of 

MSP. 

2 Background and Literature Review 

2.1 Marine Spatial Planning (MSP) 

Oceans are vital to economies as they contribute to human well-

being and livelihood globally. They provide food, minerals, energy 

and are useful during international trade, recreational activities, 

cultural activities as well as being influential in regulating climate 

change (Visbeck et al., 2014). Oceans have strong potential to 

support growth of economic activities (Jentoft, 2017), which leads 

to increased competition for space, and to spatial expansion of 

areas used by these economic users, including into distant water 
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and the deep sea. The emerging and established economic uses of 

the ocean include fisheries, aquaculture, ports and shipping, 

aggregate and mineral resource development, energy development, 

marine tourism, environment and ecosystem management, military 

activities, safety management, and research and education, among 

others (Allen, 2014; Chircop, 2010; Choi, 2018; Ehler and 

Douvere, 2009; Erbe et al., 2012; Korea Maritime Institute, 2015; 

Newman et al., 2012; Perveen et al., 2014; Van Dover, 2011; 

Winiarski et al., 2014; Yamakita et al., 2015).  

MSP is closely connected to the concept of blue growth. 

According to the definition of blue growth by FAO (2016), Pauli 

and Corbis (2015) and European Commission (2012), blue growth 

includes as key components the balancing of economic, social, and 

environmental objectives, while reflecting the complexity of the 

socio-spatial relationships in the planning area, understanding 

stakeholders’ practices, their importance in decision-making, and 

their expectations as well as current and future interests. This 

enables a resilient, healthy environment and inclusivity while 

strongly focusing on sustainability. 

According to the UNESCO (Ehler and Douvere, 2009) step-by-

step approach to Ecosystem-Based Approach, MSP “is a practical 

way to create and establish a more rational organization of use of 

marine space and the interactions between its uses.” It is also 

meant to “balance demands for development with the need to 
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protect marine ecosystems and achieve social and economic 

objectives in an open, transparent and planned way.” MSP 

originated as early as the 1980s, with Australia’s system of zoning 

for the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park mentioned as one of the 

early examples, and the roots of MSP emanate from marine natural 

conservation and marine protected areas (Flannery and Vince, 

2018). It is now established further because the existing activities 

on the ocean could no longer be isolated from newly developing 

activities that occupy marine space (Aguilar-Manjarrez, José; de 

Viçose, 2017) if user-user conflicts and user-environment issues 

are to be resolved while ensuring long-term sustainability (Ehler 

and Douvere, 2009). MSP is practiced differently in various areas, 

and its processes, techniques, and governance arrangements are 

tailored depending on the particular management area setting 

(Ehler and Douvere, 2009; Gissi and de Vivero, 2016).  

In a technical sense, MSP is a spatial tool and process that makes 

use of geographic scientific information combined with spatial 

information from ocean uses, impacts and opportunities for co-

operation among stakeholders’ aspirations, interests and 

expectations (Ehler and Douvere, 2007; Government of Australia, 

2006). Therefore, policies that reflect trade-offs between the 

interests of biodiversity conservation and stakeholders’ economic 

uses can be developed while minimizing socio-economic costs 

(Agnostini et al., 2008; Ens et al., 2012). 
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Agnostini et al (2008) suggest that when different sectors use 

common information, datasets and visualizing tools, such as maps, 

Geographic Information Systems (GIS), and tools such as Marxan 

in MSP processes, the opportunities for agreement between 

stakeholders increase. The Government of 

Australia (2006) mentions that this creates an understanding of the 

complexity of the ecosystem for the managers, thus making 

decision-making easier. In addition, collecting different 

information from various marine areas and integrating it into 

geographical maps leads to advancement of knowledge in marine 

areas, which can then support conservation and sustainable use of 

marine resources (Government of Australia, 2006).  

2.2 MSP in Korea 

Korea has been transforming its coastal and marine management 

policies since the 1980s. Until the late 1990s, urban planning of 

land, including inhabited areas was a major concern (Choi, 2018). 

This led to the introduction of the concept of Coastal Management 

(CM) in the mid-1980s, and this was incorporated into national 

policy in the early 1990s. Pilot projects in semi-closed coastal 

areas were initiated in the mid-1990s. In 1996 the Korean 

government established the Ministry of Oceans and Fisheries and 

conducted a national survey for Integrated Coastal Management 

(ICM) in the late 1990s (Choi, 2018; Korea Maritime Institute, 
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2017; Nam and Kim, 2016). In addition, coastal planning led to the 

enactment of the Coastal Management Act and other laws in 1999. 

ICM plans at the national and local levels started in 2000 until the 

mid-2000s. In 2005, a new policy was introduced that included a 

zoning mechanism, Integrated Estuarine Management (IEM), and 

efforts to eliminate the loss of habitats and natural coastlines began 

(Choi, 2018). 

MSP as a concept was introduced in 2015 to manage inhabited 

islands and underwater areas, as well as the broader Economic 

Exclusive Zone
 
(Choi, 2018; Koh, 2016). Ecosystem zoning was 

explored because huge reclamation projects had devastated the 

estuarine areas and bays, tidal power plants and offshore wind 

farm projects were being planned, water quality was being 

degraded, and there was a need to balance human uses with 

ecosystem health through ecosystem-based management (Koh, 

2016). 

The ICM Act was revised in 2009 to incorporate MSP objectives 

since it had previously lacked implementation measures and 

scientific evaluation (Government of Korea, 2018). This led to the 

completion of planning at the local level and introduction of 

Marine Ecosystem Services-based (MES) management. In 2015, 

MOF began to be interested in Ecosystem-Based Marine Spatial 

Planning (EB-MSP), and from 2016 to 2017 the MSP pilot project 

was promoted to develop the planning process and to apply these 
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methods at Gyeonggi Bay (Government of Korea, 2018; Koh, 

2016). 

In April 2018, the Korean government legislated the MSP Act to 

systematically manage marine spaces (Government of Korea, 2018)
 

because the Coastal Management Act alone could not encompass 

all marine areas including the EEZ as it was limited in terms of 

scientific evaluation and implementation measures. Therefore, the 

shift from ICM to MSP in South Korea arose from the increasing 

need to plan use of the EEZ, ICM’s lack of criteria for systematic 

zoning, excessive reserve areas designated for conflicting use 

demands, and insufficient management tools in ICM (Choi, 2018; 

Government of Korea, 2018). In 2018, planning for marine areas 

in South Korea started with the south coast in 2018 with Busan as 

the focus area, to southwest coast in 2019, west coast in 2020, and 

finally the east coast in 2021. Therefore, by 2022 all marine areas 

in Korea will be managed using Integrated Management (IM; Choi, 

2018).  

MES-based MSP in South Korea focuses on territorial waters and 

the EEZ. The main pillars of the MES-MSP process in Korea are 

assessment of ecosystem structure and function, valuation of MES, 

prediction of impacts of economic activities, and using Decision-

Making Support Systems (DSS) to explore options (MOF and 

KMI, 2018). Having identified the major marine activities, marine 

spatial assessment is used to identify priority areas for various 
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activities and potential areas for uses. The operation of marine 

spatial management will include nine marine designated zones 

based on the current economic uses of Korea’s marine space, 

namely: priority fishing area, aggregate and mining resource 

development area, energy development area, marine tourism area, 

environment and ecology management area, research and 

education area, harbor and navigation area, military activity area 

and safety management area (Choi, 2018). The process manages 

conflicts by comparing service values with demands, and 

analyzing conflicts and scenarios that might resolve those conflicts. 

That is to say, it compares threats versus opportunities for existing 

activities and weigh existing activities versus future demands, and 

examines the implications of different possible realignments of 

spatial allocation of activities (Lester et al., 2018; Ministry of 

Oceans and Fishery, 2016). In addition, MES-MSP uses 

restrictions on activities to manage marine spaces (Choi, 2018). 

One example is a case of sand mining, which included marine 

spatial analysis of current uses and MES valuation (MOF and KMI, 

2018). This involved marine use conflict mapping (overlap of 

conflict index map), mapping of sand stocks and sand abundance 

to identify sand mining areas, MES value-based scenario planning 

and automatic trade-off for all grids to identify maximum value 

areas. Thus, areas that could achieve both minimum conflicts and 

maximum values were identified. 

The Korean MOF recognizes that participation of stakeholders in 
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Korea’s MSP is important (MOF and KMI, 2018). Korea has taken 

an initiative of developing the necessary technical tools, but there 

has been a strong push to expedite the process (personal 

communication, H.J. Choi, Korea Maritime Institute (KMI)). For 

example, a new division for MSP is being added to KMI to support 

MSP work. Furthermore, the information system being used in 

implementing MSP has been designed to integrate data and views 

from stakeholders. However, until this point it has been 

challenging for stakeholders to learn the MSP system and 

understand the MSP objectives, which might make it difficult for 

stakeholders to gain trust in the system so that they will participate 

in the process and provide the required data and input. 

2.3 Stakeholders’ engagement in resource management 

One way of understanding the different roles of governments and 

stakeholders in resource management is through the concept of 

modes of governance. Three modes are typically recognized: co-

governance or co-management, self-governance, and hierarchical 

governance (Chuenpagdee and Jentoft, 2018). These authors 

suggest that hierarchical governance usually implies a lack of 

collaborative decision-making between stakeholders and the state 

agencies. Co-management involves a wide range of situations, 

from where stakeholders are merely consulted by the government 

prior to introduction of regulations to those where the stakeholders 
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are involved in designing, implementing and enforcing laws and 

regulations while taking advice from the government (Pomeroy 

and Berkes, 1997). Self-governance is the situation where 

stakeholders themselves have sole decision-making rights. 

Pomeroy and Berkes (1997) suggested a framework to establish 

how stakeholders should be involved and engaged in resource 

management processes. They argued that government must not 

only establish stakeholders’ participation platform but also sustain 

it, and they suggest that the role of government in establishing 

conditions for co-management is the creation of legitimacy and 

accountability for the local organization and institutional 

arrangements. The delegation of authority and power sharing to 

manage various activities may be one of the most difficult tasks in 

establishing co-management. Their framework includes,                                                                                                                                                     

 Establishment of conditions, for co-management to originate 

and prosper. Here, government must not challenge 

stakeholders' rights to hold meetings to discuss problems and 

solutions, and to develop organizations and institutional 

arrangements (rights and rules) for management. 

 Stakeholders must be given access to government and 

government officials to express their concerns and thoughts in 

order for them to develop a feeling that they will be listened to. 
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 Stakeholders should be given the right to develop their own 

organizations and to form networks and coalitions for 

cooperation and coordination in order to meet their needs. 

Pomeroy and Berkes (1997) also described a spectrum (they called 

it a “hierarchy”) of potential relationships between governments 

and stakeholders in resource management processes, and roles that 

stakeholders might have in these processes. These roles are: 

1. That stakeholders would be informed by governments about 

decisions taken;  

2. That stakeholders would be consulted by the government and 

asked for their views; 

3. That stakeholders would serve an advisory role, which implies 

more openness by the government to incorporating the advice 

of stakeholders into the management decisions; 

4. Partnership and joint action, where both the parties have 

significant standing and take decisions together. This role can 

be considered the first that implies co-governance or co-

management; and 

5. Community control, where stakeholders explicitly take the 

decisions without relying on approval from the government. 

This corresponds to the mode of self-governance. 
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The benefits associated with co-management include being more 

appropriate, more equitable, and allowing for more efficient 

management (Pomeroy and Berkes, 1997).  

2.4 Stakeholder roles in MSP 

Marine spatial planning aims to resolve conflicts among ocean 

users (Olsen et al., 2014). It follows that stakeholders' involvement 

is crucial and significant in the MSP process if the above-

mentioned conflicts and challenges arising from rapidly increasing 

utilization and industrialization on the marine waters are to be 

tackled (Schubert, 2018). Their participation is imperative if MSP 

is to be adopted and accepted (Frazão et al., 2018), to support MSP 

legitimacy, credibility, inclusivity and social equity (Arkema et al., 

2015).  

Having stakeholders involved is important even during the pre-

implementation stage sometimes known as step zero 

(Chuenpagdee et al., 2013; Ritchie and Ellis, 2010).  For example, 

in their study Ehler and Douvere (2009) argued that stakeholders 

are vital in defining goals and objectives during the pre-planning 

process, mapping existing human activities, evaluating the existing 

user conflicts, defining future scenarios and evaluating future 

conflicts, developing proposed optimal plans, monitoring and 

evaluation as well as in reviewing management. In other words, 

they suggest that stakeholders must be involved throughout the 
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process. 

If stakeholders are not thoroughly engaged, a number of risks arise. 

If all relevant stakeholders are not engaged, and if they do not have 

a role in the pre-implementation phase of setting objectives, then 

stakeholders may fail to reach a consensus on decision-making 

matters, thus failing to resolve the very conflicts that the process 

aimed to address (Andrade, 2017; Chuenpagdee et al., 2013). 

Furthermore, because MSP is typically implemented in spaces 

already busy with existing conflicts, its performance explicitly 

depends on what people think and believe about the problems, 

conflicts, and potential solutions, and on the related enacted 

regulations (Jentoft, 2017; Tuda et al., 2014b).  

2.4.1 Economic users’ roles in MSP 

There are many specific aspects of stakeholders’ involvement in 

MSP processes that might determine success of the process. The 

first question is which stakeholders to involve in the process. The 

consensus in the literature is that all stakeholders who have interest 

in the ocean should be involved and most cases suggest inclusion 

of all key stakeholders as much as possible. However, in reality, 

there are some cases where many stakeholders are excluded. For 

example, fisheries is mentioned in most cases as one of the key 

stakeholders that should be included in almost all MSP processes, 

(Andrade, 2017; Barbesgaard, 2018; Fairbanks et al., 2018; Jentoft, 
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2017; Wilen et al., 2012). On the contrary, there are some cases 

where some stakeholders are excluded, such as the case of 

Belgium where fisheries were initially excluded from MSP 

processes (Olsen et al., 2014). Some cases show a more 

government-driven process of stakeholder involvement, for 

example, engaging the commercial marine industry to find 

solutions to ships that were colliding with whales in the 

Colombian Pacific Ocean (Abramson, 2012). However, there also 

other cases where stakeholders have initiated the process of getting 

engaged, such as the petroleum industry in Norway that actually 

came up with the idea of initiating MSP in the country (Olsen et al., 

2014). 

A second aspect of stakeholders’ involvement relates to the timing 

of their involvement: at what stage or stages should they be 

involved. This aspect includes other more detailed questions such 

as: how early should they be involved (e.g., at pre-implementation 

stage or other proceeding stages); how frequently should they be 

involved; and whether they should be involved throughout the 

whole process or at certain phases. According to Pomeroy and 

Douvere (2009), stakeholders traditionally are involved in all 

phases of MSP, including decision making, and Hadjimistsis et 

al (2015) listed cases from Europe along those lines. In the same 

way, in the case of a Kenai river fishery (Krupa, 2016), a 

streamlined method was used to identify the frequency of 

stakeholders’ involvement in the decision-making process. In 
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addition, a case from Portugal (Ferreira, 2017) indicates full 

stakeholder engagement as early as the planning stage and then 

throughout the evaluation. However, a number of other cases show 

stakeholders’ engagement at only selected phases (Ehler, 2014; 

Krupa, 2016). 

A third aspect of stakeholders’ involvement is how they are 

engaged in the MSP processes, and what their roles are in the 

process. One typical way of analyzing stakeholders’ involvement 

is to grade their roles in management arrangements based on how 

influential and powerful they are (Jones et al., 2016; Tatim et al., 

2018). This might include roles from simply being informed about 

issues and decisions, to being consulted for views and preferences, 

to taking an active role in decision-making (Pomeroy and Berkes, 

1997). For example, in the case of the Northeast Regional planning 

process in the US stakeholders roles were confined and limited to 

achieve already designed MSP objectives (Flannery et al., 2018); 

there was no freedom of expression of ideas and some 

stakeholders were deliberately excluded due political reasons. Bias 

developed among others and they refused to participate. Flannery 

et al (2018) therefore recommended practicing MSP that allows 

participants freedom to generate ideas and make decisions rather 

than one that influences and controls them to legitimize the top-

down processes. In addition, they suggested that participatory MSP 

must be designed to avoid elimination of weak stakeholders, and to 

earn trust from all stakeholders to avoid non-participation and 
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prevent dominance of elite stakeholders. 

3 Thesis Statement 

This thesis examines how stakeholders’ engagement and 

involvement in MSP processes has contributed to the success and 

effectiveness of those processes. It then assesses how stakeholders’ 

involvement might improve outcomes of MSP in various countries. 

4 Methodology 

This study reviews MSP cases from various countries and regions 

to see how best one can describe and measure the extent of 

stakeholders' involvement. Based on a preliminary reading of the 

literature (see section 0) three main questions arise about 

stakeholder involvement: 

 Which stakeholders should be involved in MSP processes?  

 When should stakeholders be involved in MSP processes? 

 How should stakeholders be involved in MSP processes?  

I examine specific aspects that include the timing questions like 
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how early and how frequently stakeholders are involved, and 

whether they were engaged in all phases or at certain phases. I also 

examine the degree of the stakeholders’ strength to assess the 

influence of stakeholders on the process and outcomes.  

I grade the types of stakeholders’ involvement (roles) by using a 

framework of Pomeroy and Berkes (1997) who proposed a 

spectrum/hierarchy of co-management arrangements (see section 

0).   

Furthermore, I consider comparative cases to determine what has 

hindered the involvement of different stakeholders from being 

involved in different MSP stages. I present them as a description, 

that is to say, what approaches tended to work well or not work 

well in various cases and whether there is some minimum type, 

level or frequency of above-mentioned approaches to derive a set 

of common information. This helps to trace any relationship across 

any of the variables about how stakeholders' involvement was 

done and how successful it has been. Lastly, I use an ‘analytical 

framework system’ (Flannery, 2018; Jones et al., 2016; Zaucha, 

2014) to analyze these cases, categorize them, present them as a 

description and then draw lessons for Korea and other countries.  

In this study, I have used some words to mean the same, namely, 

engagement (engaged) and involvement (involved), stages and 

phases, interactions and integration, and EB-MSP and MES-MSP. 



19 

 

5 Results and Discussion 

The research reviewed highlights a number of cases where 

stakeholders have been part of MSP processes. The following 

sections display herewith various stakeholder engagement cases 

following aspects of who, when and how while analyzing depicted 

results and suggested recommendations, and their relative 

prevalence in the literature. 

5.1 Which stakeholders should be and are involved? 

Stakeholder identification in MSP process is the initial stage of 

stakeholders’ analysis and this enhances selection of key 

institutions and groups to participate in governance of the marine 

areas. Most of the guide papers such as Ehler and Douvere (2009) 

suggest a very inclusive type of stakeholders’ involvement, where 

as great a number and wide a range of stakeholders as possible 

should be involved. However, some guides to MSP mention a 

narrower range of stakeholder involvement than others as they 

critically emphasize the point of ensuring that only the right people 

(fitting stakeholders) are involved (Ehler and Douvere, 2014). In 

addition, other reviews suggest inclusion of only key stakeholder 

groups, but with a large number of people from each of those 

groups in order to get more views in key specific areas, under the 

understanding that ‘two heads are better than one’ (Dudley, 2008). 

Very few reviewed papers are definite on the exact number and 
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range of stakeholders to be involved (Krupa, 2016) 

The above considerations – how many groups to involve, and how 

many representatives/participants from each group – give rise to 

four basic categories of process, each with its own advantages and 

disadvantages ( 

Table 1). If there are many stakeholder groups involved then there 

is likely to be a better representation of the issues, and it should be 

possible to address all of them in the process. However, having 

more groups raises practical issues, such as difficultly scheduling 

meetings, higher costs (e.g., for more facilitation, travel costs for 

participants, food for participants, larger meeting space, organizing 

material, etc.), more variability in ideas, and potentially a less 

orderly and organized process. 

Similarly, if there are many participants per group, this should lead 

to better representation of issues and generation of ideas, but will 

raise similar practical issues around coordination and cost as for 

having many stakeholder groups present. Having many 

participants per group has the added advantage that it may lead to 

generation of more creative ideas to finding possible solutions to 

issues assuming that it increases the likelihood that some 

participants will be engaged and productive in terms of identifying 

issues and proposing solutions. 
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Table 1. Four categories of stakeholder involvement, defined by 

whether there are few or many stakeholder groups involved. 

Source: author’s analysis. 

 Few stakeholder 

groups 

Many stakeholder groups 

Few 

participants 

per group 

 The cost is low. 

 The time required 

is low to execute 

the process of 

stakeholder 

involvement. 

 Low generation of 

ideas based on 

local experiences. 

 Low 

representation of 

the institutions due 

to a narrower 

scope. 

 Low variability in 

ideas. 

 More orderly and 

more organized   

 The cost is medium. 

 The time required is 

medium. 

 High generation of 

ideas. 

 High representation 

of institutions.  

 High variability in 

ideas.  

 Intermediate 

orderliness and 

organizational 

difficulty. 

 



22 

 

Many 

participants 

per group 

 Medium cost. 

 Less time is 

required to 

organize meetings. 

 Higher generation 

of ideas from each 

group. 

 Low 

representation of 

institutions. 

 Medium 

variability in ideas. 

 Intermediate 

orderliness and 

organizational 

difficulty. 

 

 Highest cost. 

 Time required is high 

to find meeting dates.  

 High generation of 

ideas from their 

ground experiences. 

 High representation 

of various 

institutions.  

 More variability in 

ideas.  

 Less orderly and 

organized.  

 

The category involving few stakeholder groups and few 

participants per group is the inverse of what is described for many 

stakeholder groups with many participants per group. This is more 

likely to be used by countries that need to expedite the process to 

meet MSP objectives. I recommend using this approach in small-

scale areas, as this approach is easier to manage, which could 
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make it more cost-effective in small-scale situations with few 

resources. 

The two remaining categories of many stakeholders groups, few 

participants per group, and few stakeholder groups, many 

participants per group are intermediate between the more extreme 

categories described above, and their advantages and 

disadvantages are likewise intermediate. For example, financial 

costs are relatively moderate and we might expect their ease of 

organization to be moderate. However, the latter may be more 

easily organized since the many participants from each group may 

have similar ideas according to the industry or group they 

represent. The former experiences a low generation of ideas from 

each group, with a relatively smaller angle or perspective of what 

happens on the ground, whereas there is a higher generation of 

ideas in the latter in each group, but with fewer overall 

presentation of experiences in management area due to there being 

few stakeholder groups involved. 

However, there are likely to be many variations on the broad 

summaries outlined in this analysis. As one example, there is no 

guarantee that if there are lots of people engaged in a process then 

there will be many ideas generated. Generation of ideas to find 

possible solutions to challenges will be based on the degree of 

productiveness and engagement of the individuals taking part. A 

larger group could potentially have the counter-intuitive outcome 
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that people might disengage because they feel like someone else 

will come up with ideas and solutions. 

The scenarios presented above are general in perspective and all 

MSP cases reviewed can be represented by one of them. However, 

on a very specific note, there are some scenarios whereby in the 

same meeting, some groups can have more participants than others. 

In addition, some cases reviewed could fit in more than one 

scenario. For example, in his analysis of Polish maritime spatial 

plans for the Gulf of Gdansk and South middle bank, 

Zaucha (2014) addressed the low quality of data as fewer 

stakeholders were engaged in data extraction, which could fit in 

three scenarios (many groups, few participants; few groups, many 

participants; and few groups, few participants) depending on the 

interpretation of the literature. This should signal the authors to 

articulately mention the specific details concerning stakeholders in 

the cases studied. 

Note that the above analysis is not attached to any quantitative 

reference (limit) of “how wide is wide, how narrow is narrow and 

how much is much or how high is costly” since this is something 

that can only be quantified locally basing on individual countries 

and their specified management areas. However, in the cases 

reviewed, some literature denotes participation quantitatively; for 

example, in the case of the Kenai River Fishery (Alaska, United 

States), seven key stakeholders, 12 secondary stakeholders and 19 
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tertiary stakeholders were mentioned (Krupa, 2016). 

While the literature tends to suggest inclusion of a wide range of 

stakeholders, practice has been quite different as in real cases 

many stakeholders have been left out of MSP processes (Flannery 

et al., 2018). For example a US case shows exclusion of some 

marine stakeholders after a non-supportive process of engagement 

was designed purposely to eliminate them; that is to say, meetings 

were set in inappropriate places, and at wrong time and dates 

(Flannery et al., 2018). The northern region planning body in US 

was made very top-down in favor of the development of offshore 

renewable energy, thus eliminating some key stakeholders from 

other sectors from engaging in the process for fear that they would 

object to outcomes. 

The omission of some stakeholders from MSP processes comes 

about for a variety of reasons. One of these is pressure on 

governments to expedite the process of MSP implementation. For 

example, Korea has a well-developed system for stakeholder 

engagement, but this is not currently working well to get 

meaningful stakeholder engagement in MSP implementation (H.J. 

Choi, Korea Maritime Institute, personal communication). During 

the planning process, public hearing are officially required, but it 

may be difficult to integrate the views that are shared in these 

hearings because they are done at the final stage of the plan (H.J. 

Choi, Korea Maritime Institute, personal communication). Another 
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challenge is the financial budget allocated to MSP 

processes (Rojas-Nazar et al., 2012), as MSP as a process is very 

costly and needs a lot of money during the initial stages. For 

example, under European Union law, all members are required to 

develop marine spatial plans within a limited time (Commission of 

the European Communities, 2007). This type of time constraint 

may pose particular challenges in the case of developing countries. 

If these countries do not have enough money to meet the required 

budget (Rojas-Nazar et al., 2012), some MSP steps like ‘involving 

stakeholders’ might be omitted. In addition, given that MSP is a 

public process, it is much affected by the politics of individual 

countries (Flannery et al., 2018).  

Some countries agree in principle with the direct incorporation of 

stakeholders in MSP processes but end up eliminating some 

because of political reasons (Flannery et al., 2018). In their study, 

Flannery et al (2018) argued that MSP is meant to be democratic 

involving free expression of ideas, that is to say, arguing, debate, 

disagreements. However, they describe MSP in reality as a post-

political planning that is undemocratic as it enforces state agendas, 

thus dictating MSP processes to aim at superficial consensus and 

agreement even when issues remain unresolved. Here, 

stakeholders remain disempowered or excluded or even fail to 

participate because of fear that the system is organized to suit only 

elite stakeholders (the powerful or most influential stakeholders), 

which causes imbalances in the MSP system. Such a controlled 
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environment can be harmful to the current and future prospects of 

MSP as stakeholders may not abide by the decisions taken, and 

governments may attempt to counteract this effect by passing 

stringent laws and policies that may undermine the economic and 

social life of stakeholders (Flannery et al., 2018). Korea had 

initially excluded fisheries from MSP but it is now working to 

include fisheries stakeholders in early MSP phases (personal 

communication, H.J. Choi, Korea Maritime Institute (KMI)). 

Concomitantly, another scenario is that participants may be 

included in the MSP meetings, but not given a chance to 

participate in decision making, thus not following Pomeroy and 

Douvere’s (2008) recommendation of inclusion of all involved 

stakeholders in decision making. This is where government 

authorities tend to override the MSP system as a way of enforcing 

their state agendas (Flannery et al., 2018). Here, participants attend 

meetings but remain dormant during discussions or may discuss 

things that will never be incorporated. 

5.2 When should the stakeholders be involved? 

The timing of stakeholder involvement is another important 

consideration in designing MSP processes (see discussion in 

section 2.3). However, most literature does not mention exactly 

when to engage stakeholder as it concentrates on the “which” and 

“how” questions and do not specify the “when.” One example is 
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Bergstrom et al (2014), who emphasized stakeholder inclusion but 

did not specify exactly when. However, there have been some 

cases where very early engagement of stakeholders is emphasized, 

such as in the Scotland case (Twomey, 2016). Another case is the 

Kenai River Fishery in Alaska, United States, which mentioned 

engagement of stakeholders at certain phases rather than 

throughout all the stages. Concomitantly, most MSP guides 

recommend that not all stakeholders need to be included 

throughout the entire process (Ehler and Douvere, 2009; Pomeroy 

and Douvere, 2008). 

Below, I examine in detail, the timing questions of (1) how early to 

engage stakeholders, (2) how frequently to engage stakeholders, 

and (3) whether to engage stakeholders throughout the process or 

at certain phases.  

5.2.1 How early should the stakeholders be involved? 

This question should be considered with respect to all stakeholders 

who will be affected by the MSP process, or those with any 

attachment to the system to be planned or managed using the 

process. A common recommendation in the literature is for early 

engagement of all stakeholders from the beginning, that is to say, 

during pre-planning (Andrade, 2017; Chuenpagdee et al., 2013). 

This will give them a proper insight of how the MSP process will 

work, thus helping the process to be more successful. For example, 
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the prospect of successful implementation of MSP in Cyprus is 

linked to learning from international best practices, including early 

stakeholder engagement (Hadjimitsis et al., 2015). In contrast, in 

another case in the US some group participants argued that active 

stakeholders were not required to participate in early stages of the 

process but rather participate in debates on specific 

projects (Flannery et al., 2018).   

One study proposed that stakeholders should be categorized as 

primary (key stakeholders), secondary or tertiary, based on their 

level of investment (Krupa, 2016). This author categorized the 

fishery stakeholders based on their investments in the fishery, such 

as advocacy, education, revenue source, research, regulatory, 

resource management, land ownership, user social interest and 

resource interest, with those who had made heavy investments 

being categorized as primary. Whereas Krupa (2016) emphasized 

stakeholder involvement at certain phases, he suggested that 

primary stakeholders play a major role in decision-making, and 

thus it is imperative to include them in all stages. Secondary 

stakeholders are less influential compared to the primary 

stakeholders and should be included in certain phases, only when 

they are needed. Lastly are the tertiary stakeholders, who usually 

have a very weak attachment to the MSP process. They may not be 

directly included in any of these stages but have to know about the 

MSP proceedings either through media or other communication 

systems (Krupa, 2016).  
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Studying the level of influence of stakeholders in management is 

key. This follows Chuenpagdee et al’s (2013) suggestion that all 

matters including stakeholders’ knowledge and power should be 

well examined in order to make the MSP process effective. 

Considerations of interest might include knowing who these 

stakeholders are, which group they represent, their purpose in 

getting involved in the process and whether they are accordant 

with the law or with established legal forms and requirements. 

This will save money, time and energy, and help in having definite 

and legitimate MSP process with reduced misunderstanding 

among different stakeholders, thereby producing better outputs. 

5.2.2 How frequently are stakeholders involved? 

Frequently also means repeatedly, regularly, or often according to 

the Cambridge English dictionary. Evidently, MSP is a long-term 

process and the meeting are normally held after long periods, 

whereas initial stage meetings are held frequently after short 

periods. Some literature suggests frequent stakeholders 

meetings (Joseph, 2017). In tandem, most recommendations 

suggest holding a higher number of stakeholder meetings at the 

initial stages than later stages (Ehler, 2014; Ehler and Douvere, 

2009; Government of Korea, 2018). I also argue that constant 

involvement of key stakeholders is necessary in both initial and 

further meetings as this expands their knowledge and 

understanding of the concepts as well as decisions made in the 
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meetings. Further meetings should not be too far separated in time. 

If they must be, there should be a “refresher” time at the beginning 

of subsequent meetings to remind participants of what was 

discussed in previous meetings. 

5.2.3 Whether to engage stakeholders throughout the process 

or at certain phases/stages? 

This question relates somewhat to the earlier analysis concerning 

“how early” (section 5.2.1). While Ehler and Douvere (2007) 

suggest a continuing involvement of stakeholders, I argue that only 

if stakeholders are primary (key), they should mandatorily be 

engaged throughout process. Secondary stakeholders should be 

engaged in certain phases where they are required, whereas tertiary 

stakeholders may not be involved but should be informed of the 

process. For example, as Fiona (2001) recommended, fishery 

expert stakeholders with in-depth understanding of the fishery 

should be included throughout the process of developing MPAs. 

Ehler and Douvere (2014) identify three main phases where 

stakeholder engagement is key, namely: planning, implementation, 

and monitoring and evaluation. In addition, Ehler (2014) argues 

that including key stakeholders at the right stages is cost effective 

because resources like finance can perform designated tasks to 

achieve the anticipated MSP objectives, and saves time since too 

many stakeholders engaged at the wrong time and in the wrong 

way can be distracting and thus waste time. 
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Young (2015) noted in his case of offshore renewable and 

sustainable energy production that the sector is still new and 

emerging in many places around the world, but is predicted to have 

a great potential in the future if key stakeholders in the sector are 

involved and fully engaged from the beginning of MSP processes 

in management areas that may see development of new uses (De 

Decker and Woyte, 2013; Winiarski et al., 2014; Perveen, Kishor 

and Mohanty, 2014). Therefore, in his recommendation, barriers 

such as resource and user conflicts, regulatory complexity and 

limited understanding of the environmental impacts associated 

with offshore renewable energy plus general challenges that 

surround ocean governance must be addressed by the stakeholders 

to enable the sector grow to its full potential (Young, 2015). This is 

only achievable when stakeholders are included throughout the 

MSP process as it creates a clear understanding of issues that may 

create conflicts, creates more room for improvement to adapt to 

new changes, and may generate more ideas based on experiences 

from the management area.  

5.3 How should the stakeholders be involved? 

Having examined which stakeholder to involve and when, the last 

question that arose in sections 2.2 and 2.3 concerned the roles of 

stakeholders. This is analyzed in two concepts, namely: mode of 

governance, with emphasis on co-management; and degree or level 
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of intensity or influence. 

5.3.1 Modes of governance 

Most of the MSP cases reviewed show Pomeroy and 

Berkes’s (1997) stakeholders’ roles in management arrangements 

as discussed above (section 0). In the reviewed cases, stakeholders 

are included in MSP processes following one of three general 

models: (1) a very inclusive stakeholder-driven process; (2) a more 

government-driven process; or (3) an in-between process that is 

both stakeholder- and government- driven. All of these scenarios 

can work well depending on the country’s priority in the 

management area, but there may be a question of which would 

work best depending on the specific circumstances. 

Inclusive stakeholder-driven process 

These types of processes typically depend on the actions of some 

stakeholders who influence the initialization of the MSP process. 

Cases reviewed include those with many different stakeholders 

affected by the process, and they are enabled to participate in the 

process (Rojas-Nazar et al., 2012), which leads to successful 

implementation and operation of MSP. This usually creates 

pressure from the stakeholders to management authorities to use 

cross-sectoral integrated management systems like MSP in a 

management area in order to find possible solutions to the issues. 
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In some aspects, stakeholders may like to invest in the new 

potential uses in the management area such as the renewable 

energy sector, or may need to resolve spatial conflicts, such as a 

case in Norway where the petroleum industry wanted to extend its 

activities into areas where other economic uses were already 

active (Olsen et al., 2014). This resulted in a call for an integrated 

management system that can cut across sectors while considering 

spatial and temporal elements. I recommend this approach for 

resolving user-user conflicts as it avoids having decision dictated 

by a government, but rather development of a mutual 

understanding among all parties involved. It also creates a sense of 

ownership and protection of the decisions and policies made 

during the process (Curtin and Prellezo, 2010; Twomey, 2016). 

Government-driven process 

This is good for cases where there is limited time and the 

processes need to be expedited, where there is less effect or impact 

on people, possibly in offshore areas with fewer economic uses, 

when coordinating economic uses impacts on the environment 

(resolving user-environment impacts), when new uses need to be 

developed in the management areas, and when a new economic 

activity may generate much revenue for the country. 

A number of cases reviewed more government-driven process. In a 

case in Belgium described by Olsen et al (2014), where the federal 
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minister advocated for the development of the MSP process, which 

included stakeholders from the aggregate extraction and renewable 

energy sectors and initially excluded fisheries due to its regional 

competence in the region. Later, the activities of fisheries were 

limited in certain respects, for example, prohibiting fishing in 

offshore energy concession zones and limiting some fishing 

techniques like bottom trawling to particular areas. This MSP 

process was also attributed to conservation and protection of 

habitats.  

Another case on the west coast of Colombia incorporated 

commercial maritime stakeholders as key and the process was 

more government-driven. The process required protection of living 

marine mammals (i.e., reducing whale strikes by vessels) because 

whales are endangered and sanctuaries were considered as a way 

to give them protection (Avila et al., 2017). Also whales were 

struck by large ships heading to and from San Francisco Bay and 

other major ports in the Pacific Ocean. This process involved 

many participant stakeholders, including those from the fishing 

industry, shipping industry, recreational boaters, trade associations 

and marine exchanges, ship agents and pilots (Abramson, 2012). 

More government-driven processes include the Australian case of 

the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park where the government-

controlled MSP process aimed to manage water resources 

sustainably, to protect the ecosystem, to conserve biodiversity, and 

to achieve a balance between economic and environmental 
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interests (Hassan and Alam, 2019).  

Generally, most cases where the environment is a concern show a 

more government-driven process with less stakeholders. This is 

mainly in collaboration with environmental agencies and 

conservationists. 

Mix of government- and stakeholder-driven process 

While the above examples involve processes that are strongly 

driven by stakeholders or governments, a third set of cases involve 

more balanced roles between the two. One example is a case from 

the US, where President Obama’s administration promulgated an 

executive order to develop marine spatial plans in the larger 

regions of the US waters following influence from some 

stakeholders (Olsen et al., 2014). Many commercial economic 

users were not happy and blocked additional funding to the MSP 

process. However, stakeholder involvement and transparency was 

more effective at the state and regional level in the US (Olsen et al., 

2014). US marine resource managers have so far implemented 

MSP at smaller scales and new councils have been implemented, 

that is to say, fishermen advisory boards and habitat advisory 

boards (Smythe and McCann, 2018). Stakeholders and government 

practitioners include local, county, state, federal and tribal 

government, marine managers, universities, environmental 

organizations, NOAA sanctuaries, integrated marine scientists, 
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conservation advocates, and commercial anglers, among others. 

Concomitantly, in US, stakeholder inclusion is more common than 

purely government-run processes. 

Another example of this approach is the Cyprus case described by 

Hadjimitsis et al (2015), where less investment came from the 

economic users due to lack of confidence as the country had no 

framework for the process. The government had to be more 

engaged in the MSP process by funding and developing most of 

the new uses such as renewable energy sector (Horbaty, Huber and 

Ellis, 2012; De Decker and Woyte, 2013; Perveen, Kishor and 

Mohanty, 2014;). 

5.3.2 Individual stakeholder groups 

Effective governance is critical in managing marine areas, and 

vertical and horizontal integration are the main 

ingredients (Charles and Wilson, 2008). Vertical integration (cross-

scale) is management of resources under the same body but in 

different levels, for example at government levels such as local, 

state/province, federal, regional, and international. Horizontal 

integration (cross-sectoral) is management of resources across 

sectors, that is to say, different sectors (Jones et al., 2016; Olsen et 

al., 2014). For example, fisheries typically should not be managed 

in a completely separate system and process from other ocean 

management systems. There is always some connection among 
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various sectors and there is an overall framework that governs and 

manages all the resources. 

Some cases reviewed show a more vertical integration and others 

show horizontal integration, however, multi-level integration is 

very difficult to achieve (Olsen et al., 2014). Most papers suggest 

proper integration of fisheries sector in MSP is required and very 

few of them really show cases where fisheries were excluded. 

Most literature mentions that fisheries have historical rights to the 

ocean and if not well integrated then MSP is very unlikely to be 

successful (Andrade, 2017). I recommend this way of thinking and 

supplement that some fisheries are not well organized in their 

management, but successful integration requires them to be 

organized. Andrade (2017) also argues that fisheries cannot be 

treated in the same way as other ocean users. Fisheries integration 

in MSP processes is crucial, but is still a challenge (St. Martin and 

Hall-Arber, 2008), and putting more emphasis on new uses 

compared to fisheries may not be appropriate as many of these 

new uses are not yet in place. Therefore, it is argued that fisheries 

must not be disadvantaged for the sake of developing the marine 

economy. In contrast to this literature, I argue that there are a 

number of new potential uses that are likely to be more sustainable 

and renewable than what we possess on terrestrial environment. 

For example, the renewable energy sector is predicted to drive 

MSP in various countries in the coming years (Ehler, 2018), which 

is predicted to boost the economies of various countries in the near 
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future. Therefore, I recommend putting emphasis on all potential 

ocean uses, including fisheries as it is a great source of proteins 

and respected for its social benefit of greater employment (FAO, 

2018). This can be managed by using MSP to find common spatial 

areas where all of these activities can co-exist or using other areas 

offshore and off fisheries grounds to generate the renewable energy. 

This is indeed one of the main intents of MSP: to manage such 

conflicts and find appropriate balances. For example, synergies 

were realized between competing needs in a case by Gimpel et 

al (2015) and Bergstrom et al (2014) in Sweden, which allowed 

Integrated Multi Trophic Aquaculture (IMTA) farms to co-exist 

with offshore wind energy.  

Integration of stakeholders has been key to MSP processes. In the 

US case that involved stakeholders being invited by the federal 

government to comment on management tools, MSP was finally 

chosen as a favorite tool, which led to the passing of an executive 

order by president Obama’s administration to introduce MSP in the 

US. The horizontal integration in this case was successful, and it 

included full transparency, open meetings, active solicitation of 

stakeholders’ opinions and public documents, which led many 

stakeholders to develop trust in it and sense of ownership. This is 

in contrast to the cases of Belgium and Norway that are more 

controlled and limited in transparency (Olsen et al., 2014). This 

outcome is consistent with what would be expected based on the 

framework of Pomeroy and Berkes (1997). 
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A combination of vertical and horizontal integration could be 

beneficial to the MSP processes, with Norway and Belgium being 

good examples (Olsen et al., 2014). The two countries were 

successful in both stakeholders’ integrations and have a strong 

vertical integration system. For example, Norway’s horizontal 

cross-sectoral integration that was achieved at government levels 

and sectors by making joint groups, forums, hearings, sectoral 

meetings and open public meetings in its MSP process (Olsen et al., 

2014).  

Some cases show higher grades in the continual (hierarchical) 

stakeholders’ roles in management arrangements than others do. In 

the Colombian Pacific coast case where mortality of whales was 

high, Abramson (2012) mentioned that sanctuaries were set up and 

communications were made to the public and the stakeholders by 

informing them about the risk and possible solutions in order to 

reduce the impact on the whales by the ships. Commercial industry 

were key influencers, and therefore were considered first during 

MSP process. Informing is the weakest in terms of co-management 

as emphasized by Pomeroy and Berkes (1997), but is still essential 

when decisions are taken by governments to build confidence and 

trust.  

A case by Bergstrom (2014) that assessed the impact of offshore 

wind farms on marine wildlife mentioned that there was a 

partnership and joint action between the government of Sweden 
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and the researchers in search for these effects. However, the range 

of partnership arrangements and degrees of power sharing and 

integration was not specified in this case. This stakeholders’ role in 

management arrangements can help create a mutual understanding 

of issues and help facilitate joint decisions on challenging 

matters (Pomeroy and Berkes, 1997). Offshore wind farms were 

the main source of impact on wildlife, so the wind farms were 

relocated to reduce negative impacts like acoustic disturbances, 

sediment dispersal and electromagnetic fields. The wind energy 

sector is recommended to be among the key stakeholders in this 

MSP process. Other key stakeholders included wildlife 

protectionists, fisheries, aquaculture, oil and gas. 

Some countries or regions have single government systems while 

others have multi-level government system. For example, Belgium 

uses a multi-level government system, with the Flemish region and 

the federal state having very strong vertical integration in the top 

levels (Olsen et al., 2014). It is hard to achieve much integration in 

multi-level governments due to the different levels having 

competency over different issues. Governments in the US do not 

show much integration between the federal and state government 

and only sectoral integration appeared most meaningful in the 

three cases that were reviewed (Smythe and McCann, 2018). This 

is also evident in the Olsen et al (2014) case that mentioned that 

the federal minister in Belgium’s multi-level government system 

raised the concern for development of MSP in Belgium; the 
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Minister was given a mandate to proceed with designing a master 

plan, except for fisheries in the Flemish region because that is a 

regional competence. Therefore, multi-level governments with 

strong top-down vertical integration are hard to amalgamate. 

6 Conclusion 

Stakeholder involvement is one of the most crucial elements that 

determines the success of MSP. However, this study has shown 

that there are various aspects to consider while analyzing 

stakeholders’ involvement to achieve an effective and efficient 

MSP process – it is not simply a question of involving all possible 

stakeholders.  

This study has examined three main questions around stakeholder 

roles in MSP: who should be involved, when, and in what role(s). 

Several different models were reviewed, in particular with respect 

to whether many or a few stakeholder groups should be involved, 

and whether many or a few people should participate to represent 

each group. Each of these models comes with advantages and 

disadvantages with respect to full representation of ideas and 

options, as well as practical matters such as difficulty in organizing 

and financial cost.   

Knowing when to involve stakeholders is also important, but many 
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researchers do not address this aspect. However, the timing 

questions about (1) how early (2) how frequently and (3) whether 

to engage stakeholders throughout the process or at certain phases 

are very important. The findings of this study suggest that early 

engagement of all stakeholders is good for MSP processes, that 

key stakeholders should be engaged more frequently, while others 

should be involved only when necessary. Also, in general, 

stakeholders should be engaged throughout the process. 

The last aspect reviewed is the “how” and it is found out that it is 

strongly linked to the degree and intensity of influence of different 

groups, as well as the mode of government. I examined processes 

including very inclusive stakeholder-driven processes, more 

government-driven processes, and those in between. The 

appropriateness of these will depend on the locality, geographical 

scope, political influence, government systems, and user-

environment effects and user-user issues. Here, we have seen that 

vertical and horizontal integration, and a combination of vertical 

and horizontal integration in multi-level governments is essential, 

and that some users in the case studies have different powers than 

others, though I argued oppositely here. We have seen that 

integration is difficult in many cases that have multi-level 

government systems.  

As part of efforts to improve stakeholder engagement, 

governments should widely publicize the process of stakeholder 
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engagement, and plan sensitization seminars and consultation 

meetings to create awareness in the stakeholders and other 

interested parties. Given that different countries have different 

systems of governance for MSP, I hope that there are lessons in 

this research that may be helpful for all countries that aim to move 

forward with their own MSP processes.  
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