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ABSTRACT

In this stakeholder analysis related to the aitificeef (AR) program located in the Algarve
(Southern Portugal mainland) 21 different stake@oldusters were identified. Stakeholders were
classified as primary, secondary and external. ds iound that stakeholder interaction with the
structures can be of private, public or cooperaitiverest. In the analysis there were also idetifi
and mapped the impact of the program on stakel®lded their power to influence the ARs'
outcomes. Stakeholders' interactions with the AReevstudied, along with their likely attitudes and
behavior towards the man-made structures. Finalllgtakeholder clusters were classified according
to their expected degree of involvement throughtbet different AR stages. The purpose of this
stakeholder analysis was to find out winners arsér® connected with the reef deployment. It was
found that most stakeholder clusters were affeqieditively, but also four clusters affected
negatively. However, it is believed that those timaty be affected negatively do not pose a serious
threat to the expected AR development along isifife.

Resuwmo

Nesta analise de intervenientes relativa ao progrdenrecifes artificiais (RAs) localizado na costa
do Algarve (Sul de Portugal continental) foram tiferados 21 grupos de atores distintos. Os
intervenientes foram classificados em 3 gruposagios, secundérios e externos. Verificou-se que o
interesse dos intervenientes face as estruturdaise(interacéo) pode ser do tipo privado, pubtico
cooperativo. Na analise foram identificados os ichpado projeto sobre os intervenientes e o poder
destes para influenciar os resultados do prograodal Foram definidas quais as interagles e
possiveis atitudes e comportamento dos intervesseain relagdo aos RAs. Finalmente, todos os
grupos de intervenientes foram classificados dedacoom o grau de envolvimento esperado ao
longo das diferentes fases do programa recifal.r@pgsito desta analise de intervenientes foi
identificar ganhadores e perdedores relacionados a&eriagdo dos recifes artificiais. Verificou-se
que a maioria dos grupos de intervenientes podeafs¢ado positivamente, mas existem quatro
grupos supostamente afetados negativamente. Corgadmlita-se que estes Ultimos ndo constituem
um risco sério ao desenvolvimento do programaaked decurso do seu tempo de vida.

Descritores: Stakeholder analysis, Artificial reéfsoject impact, Algarve (Portugal).
Descritores: Andlise de grupos de intervenientspacto do projeto, Recifes artificiais, Algarve
(Portugal).

INTRODUCTION decades several AR projects have been developed in
many places around the world (PICKERING et al.,
One innovative measure taken to tacklel998). Most of the scientific research on ARs is
the problem of diminishing fish stocks due teess related to the biological sciences, and thereiis ast
fishing pressure is the ‘supply side’ decision épldy ~lack of studies on social science aspects of ARs
artificial reefs (ARs) in appropriate locations (SEAMAN JR et al., 1989; BORTONE, 2006).
(SEAMAN JR; JENSEN, 2000). Especially in recentNonetheless, some research has been undertaken usin
stakeholder analysis within the context of AR
(*) Paper presented at th& €ARAH — International Conference on €valuation (e.g. MILON et al.,, 2000; SUTTON;
Artificial Reefs and Related Aquatic Habitats on®November, BUSHNELL, 2007). Studies focusing on the particular
Curitiba, PR, Brazil aspects of conflicting views among stakeholdars

(t) This paper is dedicated to the memory of ProfedSavid . . S
Whitmarsh, who passed away on August 28, 2010r afteattle D€ found in the literature on the decommissiorihg

against cancer.
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structures used in the oil industry for the purpofe actions of an organization, including in a broader
rigs-to-reefs (BAINE, 2002; SCHROEDER; LOVE, sense also a project or a program. There are devera
2004). However, each of these studies is either tadefinitions for the term ‘stakeholder’. For instanc
generalized or just focuses on a particular grolip d-reeman’s classic definition of stakeholder is ‘any
stakeholders in a specific case study. group or individual who can affect or is affectedtbe

The Portuguese experience of AR projectschievement of the organization’s objectives’ (aip:
includes that related to the Madeira Archipelago46). Clarkson (1995), however, defines stakeholdsrs
which became operational in the early 1980s, but ipersons or groups that have, or claim, ownership,
mainly based on the structures deployed sinceatee | rights, or interests in a corporation and its aigs,
1980s in the Algarve region. Most of the AR actiongast, present, or future’. A stake is something
consisted on the deployment of blocks or concretmvolving some degree of risk and which can,
modules, but sunken structures such as ships atiterefore, be lost (DONALDSON; PRESTON, 1995).
barges have also been used (RAMOS et al., 2006). Basically, a stakeholder is any person that has an
the case of the Algarve ARs, the different groups ohterest in any given subject and can be positively
people involved are concerned about the functioningegatively impacted by, or stimulates an impactren
of the structures and their real or potential valueactions of an organization according to their pooser
These people also want to know if the stated policinfuence (BRUGHA; VARVASOVSZKY, 2000;
objectives have been accomplished (WHITMARSH eMEFFE et al., 2002). Mitchell et al. (1997) deveddp
al., 2008). a model in which stakeholders can be identifietthéfy

It is of the greatest importance that apossess some attributes such as: (1) power to
stakeholder analysis of an AR project should bénfluence, (2) legitimacy of the relationship, a(®)
undertaken in order to get to know how useful ARsirgency of a claim. The various combinations okéhe
are, from the human point of view, as related tattributes may result in stakeholders being cleskih
different activities such as economic, scientific,groups from the ‘Dormant stakeholder to the
recreational or others. When AR deployment is on thiefinitive stakeholder’. Jones and Wicks (1999)
agenda, voices emerge supporting it, while othexg m discovered basically two divergent currents on
oppose it. According to authors such as MILON et alstakeholder theory in the literature: am@mative and
(2000) and WHITMARSH et al. (2008), stakeholdershe othelinstrumental Unhappy with the inadequacies
supporting the idea are those who expect someefutuof the previous currents of opinion, they defended
benefit from the outcomes generated by the AR. third called convergentstakeholder theory, whereby

The purpose of the present paper is to maktéhey demonstrate how managers can create approaches
some contribution to filling in the gap in socialto make projects work. It basically involves a
analysis related to artificial reefs. In this stuidyis pragmatic combination of previous theories by
intended to carry out a simple stakeholder analgkis applying instrumental theory (‘what happens if®) t
people involved with AR development, their use omormative cores to see if they result in personaitig
through any other relationship, based on our caswganizationally viable outcomes.
experience in the Algarve. Some stakeholder analyse Whatever the philosophy of stakeholder
use a dynamic stakeholder mapping procesheory, it is understood that stakeholders neebieto
throughout the life stages of the project in whioh identified and their power and influence mapped in
instance stakeholder power and interest variesrder to understand their impact on projects
(OLANDER; LANDIN, 2005). In the stakeholder (BOURNE; WALKER, 2005; DE BAKKER; DEN
analysis of the present study we define a statielOND, 2008). These two attributes together can be
stakeholder mapping process setting out thased in the construction of a power/interest orilaim
positioning of influence and impact, and assume eatrix. The intention of such a matrix is to idénti
dynamic position just with regard to the differentand classify stakeholders, whether by the powey the

stages of the project. hold or by the degree of interest showed in a ptoje
and can be used to evaluate the potential influefice

RATIONALE FOR STAKEHOLDER: stakeholders (MARKWICK, 2000). Stakeholder
THEORY, M APPING, ANDANALYSIS mapping can be bi-dimensional (e.g. influence v@rsu

The termstakeholderemerged in 1963. But the gtiESS'E%QV\ﬁ(XNVS{;usécl)gg))a%} tFr)ic_) (\;\ﬁe\rgzﬁlrﬁl IE:?;S
theoretical background on stakeholders was Chieﬂ%ower vers’us interes,t versu,s attitude), as desttiye
developed in the 1980_5 based on thw&ategic some authors (e.g. BOURNE; WALKER, 2005:
management of the firm (FREEMAN, 1984).\; ppAy.WEBSTER: SIMON, 2006). Stakeholder
Fundam.entally, thg theory is based on the eth'Cﬁlapping is commonly used as a tool in management
addressing the ‘principle of who and what reallyyisciniines not only for the identification of

counts’, when dealing with values in managemenii, ehoiders, but also for establishing prioritias
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terms of managing stakeholder relationshipsffected positively or negatively, identifying pot&l
(FREEMAN; REED, 1998). However, there arerisks, providing information to key-stakeholders
several commonly used methods for stakeholdeduring the execution of a project, among others
mapping. For instance, Savage et al. (1991) haile bu(WARD; CHAPMAN, 2008). In stakeholder analysis
up an approach by which stakeholders are orderedis important to identify all the parties as wad their
according to their potential either as a threab®ra involvement. Unlike the firm that only includes fou
cooperating body. parties  (investors, employees, suppliers, and
In  terms of stakeholder typology, customers), in stakeholder theory it is argued that
stakeholders may be defined in different wayther parties are involved, including governmental
(FREEMAN, 1984). For instance, Clarkson (1995)vodies, the public and even competitors or parties
categorizes stakeholders according to their impoga affected negatively (POLONSKY, 1995).
to the organization and according to their

organizational location. According to their imparte Stuby AREA
stakeholders are categorizedpanary if they play a ) )
role considered fundamental to keeping the Most of the ARs in Portugal are located in

organization alive and in good shape aedondanjf the Algarve region (Fig. 1), which hosts the latg&R
there is some interaction with the organization fout complex in Europe (JENSEN, 2002). In the Algarve
an extent that is not essential to its survivaltdrturn, ~reefs’ program planning process, the institution
according to their organizational location, stakdbrs ~responsible for delivering it (IPIMAR - National
are considered ainternal if they operate within the Fisheries and Marine Research Institute) gave seriou
bounds of the organizatiomterfaceif they basically ~reflection to the question of conditions of accesthe
interact with external surroundings anekternal ARS. In particular, it was decided that the struesur
stakeholders if they are related to other orgainimat Should be deployed in such a way as to make them
The resultant relationships may diverge widely fronRccessible for the future commercial fishing
collaboraton ~ to  competiton  (BRUGHA; €Xploitation by eligible types of gear. At the satinee
VARVASOVSZKY, 2000). Similarly, Wijnberg it Was proposed that the use of important types of
(2000) draws a distinction between primary/secopdarfishing gear (such as dredges) operating in thiomeg
stakeholders and between internal/external oneghould not be interfered with. For this reasontfad
Buysse and Verbeke (2003) introduced the distinctiotructures were deployed in waters deeper than 15
between internal primary stakeholders and extern&neters.
primary stakeholders. MACARTHUR (1997) in his

revised method for stakeholder analysis gives an
alternative grouping of stakeholders. Those peapte

groups that are the intended beneficiaries or tyrec

affected by the project are callpdmary stakeholders.

Those that deliver the project arsecondary employe

stakeholders, whether or not they belong to thdipub was direct interview, intending to include the paim

or private sector. Finally, th_e others t_hat mayivaer type of stakeholders. This instrument involved two
some benefit from the project even if they are no, trategies: (1) in the first instance semi-struedur

Q|rectly involved 'Q I, bu.t Wg;h ha\fe sl(()rr;]e l'gmm questionnaire-based interviews were conducted in
Its outcomes are denominatexternalstakeholders. rder to discover potential AR users, and (2) sersina

. A stal;euollc(;er a“"’?'yfj's refers tg the acgpn Olvere given in three different fishing communities i
assessing stakeholder attitudes towards a pr ]ECt'.order to promote the structures among fishermen and

can be carried out once or on a regular basiget feedhack from those that expressed interetitein

(HARVEY; SCHAEFER, 2001). Assessment on asps A second instrument used was a questionnaire
regular basis is necessary because stakeholdets'

e ; o cohold - €&irvey, intending to widen the range of stakeholder
influence IS not static. The stakeholder analysisim types, including not only primary stakeholders.(i.e
be conducted and updated throughout the life aytle AR users or potential users), but also secondady an
the project, with the purpose of gaining knowledg -

b h ial infl ; kehold &xternal stakeholders (i.e. AR non-users). Additiona
a ouFt e potential influence various stakehol#iere g1 ments based on secondary data were also used.
at different stages of the project and becau

SPhese comprised documentary sources such as

stakeholder attitudes may change over tim‘?esearch archives (e e
) . .g. electronic files from the
(OLANDER; LANDIN, 2005). A stakeholder analysis risheries Directorate - DGPA) and content analysis

can provide a wide range of benefits, such newspaners and internet pages
ascertaining whether stakeholders’ interests ar 9 pap pages).

Data aND METHODOLOGY

Data Collection

Multiple instruments of data collection were
d in this case study. The first instrumesecdu
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Fig. 1. Map showing ARs location in Portugal maiua

Stakeholder Analysis lifetime of the project (VAN DE FLIERT; BRAUN,
2002).

For the particular case of a social analysis of The approach used here is based on a
ARs, it is very important to identify all the relewa modified version of the one proposed by MacArthur
stakeholder clusters involved in reef developmest, (1997), but shaped also by the concepts and ideas
well as their relationship to the structures (JENBJ]  outlined by Grimble and Wellard (1997). In the
1999; MILON et al., 2000). There are different tgpe analysis six phases are involved.
of stakeholders and they can be identified in diffie For the first phase the most important goals
ways (PRELL et al., 2009). It is necessary to knb&/ t and purposes of the AR program were identified.
power the different stakeholder groups may have tPIMAR developed seven primary and four secondary
influence a project's outcomes (OLANDER; goals for the AR program, most of them focusing on
LANDIN, 2005; DE BAKKER; DEN HOND, 2008). biological  (benthos and ichthyology) and
Stakeholders’ relationships with the reefs vary irgpceanographic functions (MONTEIRO; SANTOS,
accordance with many factors, such as: their le¥el 2000). For the purpose of this stakeholder analyss
knowledge of the structures, their degree of use/noimportant to select those goals that one may find
use according to their interests or expectationd anmportant in order to address the saying that af‘re
satisfaction, likely attitudes and behavior, theirthat is not useful to people is not a successfef re
interaction with the structures, and involvementhie  (MILON et al., 2000).
process (SUTTON; BUSHNELL, 2007; TEH et al., In the second phase a list of all the different
2008). Stakeholders’ most likely attitudes andparties that revealed any interest in the developsne
behavior vary according to their interaction wittet was drawn up, where these were the stakeholders (i.
structures and the value they attribute to thenmprimary, secondary and external). All those
Throughout the life of an AR project there are diear stakeholders involved in the process of developing
defined stages, namely: project identification ARs (secondary stakeholders), or those that might
planning, implementation, and monitoring andderive any other forms of benefit or involvemernir
evaluation. There are a different number ofaAR deployment, were identified from IPIMAR and
stakeholders involved in each of these stages la@d tDGPA (National Fisheries Directorate) sources, as
degree of involvement also varies throughout thevell as internet and newspaper media.
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The third phase consisted of determining theéStakeholder participation depends on the interest
interests of the different stakeholders. The défiféer manifested by each stakeholder over the life of the
stakeholders identified were questioned about theproject, whether it is institutional, a firm, ordividual
interests concerning the different policy objectivid (DE LOPEZ, 2001). Stakeholders have different
the program. The data sources were: initial ineargi degrees of inclusivity in accordance with the stage
with commercial fishermen and recreational usersnderway, depending on their power and behavior,
(anglers and divers), a questionnaire survey (RAMO®e.g. entrance or exit, increasing or decreasing
et al., 2007), and informal meetings. interests). According to Meffe et al. (2002), the

The fourth phase considered the impact ofnvolvement and participation of stakeholders may b
the project on each stakeholder, and also theenfla presented by ‘orbits’ and have the following segqaen
or power each stakeholder wielded the program Inform, Consult, Partnership, Delegate, and Control.
according to their own interests and influence loa t
prOjeCt outcomes (JENK'NS, 1999; RAMIREZ, RESULTS ANDD|SCUSS|ON
1999). On the basis of the different interests dlesd
in phase three, each stakeholder’s position wateplo  |dentification of Most Important Goals of an AR it
according to scales of impact and influence (Table

The policy objectives stated by IPIMAR
Table 1. The impact (a) and influence (b) scales. imply that an anthropocentric view of the reefs is
appropriate. Accordingly, goals that were perceii@d

(&) The impact scale have direct usefulness to people were identified an

Value Description: AR policy objectives have had a...  prioritized (Table 2). These goals are relatedhe t
5 outstanding positive impact delivery of the benefits derived from the structute
4 great positive impact groups such as: commercial fishermen, divers,
3 noticeable positive impact recreational anglers, and also future off-shore
. aquaculture operators.
2 fair impact
1 little positive impact Table 2. Policy goals of the Algarve artificial fgzogram.
-1 little negative impact
-2 moderate negative impact Goals Direct utility
... on stakeholder. Primary:
) (1) to protect juvenile fish, especially
(b) The influence scale those ones having higher commercial Yes

value,

(2) to promote biodiversity and allow thg
- A es
diversification of catches,

Value Description: Stakeholder has...

5 very great influence

4 great |.nf|uence (3) to contribute to the recovery of Yes
3 some influence coastal fish resources,
2 little influence (4) to create fishing areas and promote a
1 very little influence controlled exploitation of coastal fishingres
... on AR outcomes. resources,
(5) to develop a sustainable exploitatioq
strategy, es
_The fifth phase dealt with the issue of interatyivi (6) to reduce fishing costs, and Yes
during the various phases of the program, relating 7 | ive fishi
stakeholders and/or actions addressed to the pdpos (/) 10 promote alternative fishing Yes

program objectives. Interactivity depends on thieea management measures.

ARs may have for each stakeholder along the life of

the project. Stakeholders may express their Secondary

preferences when assessing the value of the changegl) to promote off-shore aquaculture, Yes
brought about by the presence of ARs, and it is (2) 1o carry out fish

necessary to know if people think the changes in®ro  enhancement/restocking actions,

or degrade the environment (HOMMES et al., 2009).  (3) to develop reef-related eco-tourism

Yes

In the last phase, the levels of stakeholders’ activities, Yes
participation were established during the different (4) to develop integrated studies of
stages of the AR program, i.e., project ldentifimat ioni No

g program, » Proj o coastal ecosystems functioning.

Planning, Implementation, Monitoring and Evaluation
as described by Van De Fliert and Braun (2002).
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List of Stakeholders and their Interests in ARs resources from the AR they focus more on factors tha

Stakeholders can be listed and categorized iﬂptimize time utilization, .maximize catch certainty
different ways. The selection of stakeholders diass and enhance safety conditions. lf they do n_ot ektra
them as primary (I), secondary (Il) or external)(ll resources or are non-users th_elr interest is ysuall
They can interact with the structures through hgwin™MOre focused on species protection.

private, public or cooperative interest (Table 3). . _Se_cor)dary stakeholders_ (.”) are the
Primary stakeholders (1) are all those peopléntermedlarles in the process of delivering thegpam

and aroupns that are affected by the broiect. Thit® primary stakeholders; whether in terms of the
group y pro) aterials, location, or set up and habitat aftef re

includes intended beneficiaries or those negativel T L
onsolidation. In the current situation they are

affected (for example, fishermen that do not hav
eligible gear to fish on the ARs). Twelve clustefs 0represented by the central government and locdigoub
administrators (including funding, implementing,

stakeholders were identified as belonging to tlass L d d |
They comprise ‘local’ and ‘coastal’ fleet users andnonitoring — and - advocacy  or  governmental
non-users, and off-shore aquaculture operatorsy Th&'ganizations). Six clusters were also identifiediis

represent firms of the private sector. There ameso class Ofd st_a#e{:older._ IFlnanC|aL_|_|nst|fturt]|ons are
cooperatives representing fishermen and theffoncerned with the social acceptability of the eca)

production. There are also private firms that suppo ome show jnterest in adequate fisheries manggement
their business in terms of recreational activitiedPOrt Authorities, the Navy). Others show interigst

(charter boat owners, diving operators) Finallythe potential for stock sustainability or stabildf the
individuals who practice their activity on their ow materials used for reefs (DGPA, Directorate for the

(onshore anglers, spear-fishing divers) were alsnvironment).
identified. Users’ main interests vary. If they rext

Table 3. Stakeholder identification table for tHgakve AR program.

# ClassStakeholder Institutional sector Interest(s) inphaject
1 ‘Local fleet users Private (firms) ARs (_:Iose to save time, safety onboard, catch
certainty

2 1 ‘Local’ fleet non-users Private (firms) Hopeattsome species can be protected in the ARs

31 ‘Coastal’ fleet users Private (firms) Catchtaatty

4 | ‘Coastal’ fleet non-users Private (firms) Hdpat some species can be protected in the ARs

5 1 Fishermen associations Cooperative Create fradriag opportunities for their associates

6 I Fishermen producers org Cooperative To incréabing production

7 1 Charter boat anglers Private (firms) Catchaiety or just recreation

8 | Onshore anglers Private (individuals) Catchaipty or just recreation

9 1 A”g'efs FIUbS and Cooperative To diversify fishing sites for theisasiates
associations

101 Diver operators Private (firms) Creation of extiging sites

111 Spear-fishing divers Private (individuals) Catdrtainty

121 Off-shore aquaculture Private (firms) To get able ground to produce their species

1311 Fisheries research institute Public (local adstmation) Demonstrates AR potential, onsite observations dat

collection

141 Directorate for fisheries Public (local admimition)  Protect stocks, avoid user conflicts
Directorate for the . - . . .

151 environment Public (local administration)  Stability of the magds

161l Ports authority Public (local administration)  ©@obution to sort out fisheries management

171 Etr;anmal institutions (EU + Public (central government) Good acceptability thyse involved

181 Navy Public (local administration)  Contributida sort out fisheries management

191l University Public (local administration)  To divsify their knowledge base

2011 City councils Public (local government) Ssr;cmon of jobs related (both AR construction and

211l Environmental agencies Public (NGOS) Coastal and stock protection, correct selection of

materials
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External stakeholders (Ill) are otherascertainment it seems that most primary staket®olde
individuals or institutions which have personalhave been impacted positively by reef deployment.
interests at stake, as well as formal institutionalhe exceptions concern those that are non-usertodue
objectives. Here we have identified and listedfatise gear or other limitations, and consequently thegl fe
stakeholders who are perceived as having parteipatthat are impacted negatively. For the second
in the Algarve AR program throughout its differentconsideration apparently there are no harmful
stages. In this class of stakeholder three clustere interests, but just apprehension of possible weak
identified. All of them comprise institutions frothe negative impacts due to reef deployment.
public sector and represent the local administnatio From the plot it is possible to identify four
(e.g. regional university, local city councils),danon- areas where the groups of stakeholders may be found
governmental organizations (environmental agencies)l) High influence and positively impacted people -
External stakeholders have diversified expectations these people should be fully engaged in the
and interests according to their concerns. Thogk wi  project, especially if highly impacted (which was
scientific purposes seek to expand knowledge and not the case); however, most of them are
diversify subjects of study. Local city counciladithe distributed within the area of low to fair impact.
creation of jobs appealing, both during the They are usually capable of providing information
construction and the use of ARs. Environmental from ARs, one third of all stakeholders identified
agencies are concerned with coastal and stock belong to this group, and they are just secondary
protection and the right selection of materials. or external stakeholders.

(2) High influence and negatively impacted people -

Impact of the AR Project and Influence of Stakekotd

According to stakeholders’ main interest(s),

which may be various, there is inherently a degree

these people may put a project at risk if they are
moderately negatively impacted; in our particular
case there was just a single case but relateceto th
possibility of low impact.

impact (whether positive or negative) the ARs may3) Moderate or low influence and positively impettt

have on each cluster according to the policy goéals
the program. There is an identical relative inflcen

people - around half of stakeholders lie in this
area, they are just primary; these people if well

that each stakeholder has on the project in orer t informed can help in maintaining the project.

meet their own interests. Both dimensions are glotte(4) Moderate or low influence and negatively
in a scatter diagram (Fig. 2), where their positigrin impacted people - these people usually are
the different areas show where their interests lfie. unaffected or receive no advantage from the
this particular plotting analysis it is possible to  project. In the case of primary stakeholders, the
establish whether: (1) the program is meeting the negative impact is because they may think that
interests of the primary stakeholders, and (2)etteze their money was invested without their receiving
strong negative interests that may put the sucekss  any direct benefit.

the program at risk. In response to the first

-5t ®
3 11 G , ®
I - S AN ©
=Ly o ® O
-2 -1 1 2 3 4 5
beenees] | [ J<eeeeed
Impact

Fig. 2. Stakeholder Mapping: Bubble chart and bimtsp showing the positioning of
stakeholders concerning Impact and Influence iiserete distribution.
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Stakeholders’ Interaction with the ARs and non-users may attribute a reduced value to ARs
Likely Attitudes and Behavior because their interest is low or limited, or beedley

Stakeholders’ interaction with the ARs mayhave just participated in the delivery process.
lead them to attribute different values to thecttires  Altogether, this means that the total economic ealu
and these will affect their attitudes and behaviokTEV) Of ARs is expected to be great because threre a
(Table 4). The biological resources availabléhia AR~ Many interests at stake. _
area have direct use value for primary stakeholders The attitudes stakeholders have concerning
either by extracting resources (e.g. fish) or sintpy ARS come from judgments they. make on the value of
their existence (e.g. diving as recreation). Thdhe structures. Most of these attitudes are geeuiay
extractive value is attributed by users to thedfahiat ~ Social learning from the environment (ERWIN, 2001),
in order to make money they need to extract ressurc@nd reveal individuals’ preferences regarding thesA
from the ARs. For other users, who believe that ipeveral factors play a role in an attitude resglima
order to make money there is no need to extrad@articular behavior. It is possible to find stakleleos
resources, ARs have a non-extractive value. Forethod/h0 have a positive attitude towards reef usefanes
fishermen who are unable to use the ARs, eithettalue Put do not use it. It is to be expected that até
gear or license limitations, the structures have ndhould change during the experience with ARs. An

effect as they couldn’t fish the areas, so ARs diverttitude shows a stakeholder’s disposition andiopin
people to other areas. concerning the ARs. It is also possible to find

ARs produce many ‘outputs’ that are notStakeholders ambivalent towards the subject of ARs,

marketable (KONTOGIANNI et al., 2001). In the € they can simultaneo_usly have a positive and a
main, outputs are positive, taking the form of isse N€gative attitude towards it. = S
negative outputs may occur in the case of badly = Behavioris an indication of the intention of
planned ARs that reduce the ability to provide aegiv @ 9iven individual or group of individuals. In the
service (e.g. if they impede maritime traffic). So,SOCioeconomic —context of ARs, attitudes when
benefits from reef deployment extend beyond value@xPressed in behavior reflect how and what people
other than just direct use value to include, fatance, actually feel and think about the subject.

the conservation value of protected habitats. Some

Table 4. Stakeholder interaction table for the AlgaAR program.

Stakeholder AR interaction More likely attitudesi&or behavior

‘Local’ fleet users Extractive value To use the ARbey are close and if their target speciestwafound there
‘Local’ fleet non-users Diversion effect To be $lity discontented because ARs do not provide théttmavdirect income
‘Coastal’ fleet users Extractive value To use thiesAnainly in their corridors

‘Coastal’ fleet non-users Diversion effect To bigldlly discontented because ARs do not provide thétima direct income
Fishermen associations Conservation value  To preg&Rs because they are associates’ common figiiognds
zlrzr;?]rigeti?) ry?;oducers \':;JItLlJJée availability To catch only the necessary and sizeable fish epeci

Charter boat anglers Extractive value To try thesA®Rsee if there is potential to obtain large spens

Onshore anglers Non-users To think ARs were nologed for shore anglers

Anglers clubs and associations  Conservation valueRs &re an additional angling spot
ARs are an additional dive spot, but due to thiemilar design shapes their use will be

Diver operators Non-extractive valugnIy occasional

Spear-fishing divers Extractive value ARs are aditamhal spot, but snorkel divers have physiologitaitations to use them
Off-shore aquaculture Extractive value The strietunay provide the physical and biological supfméstablish a business
Fisheries research institute All values Trying &b data from more ARs

Directorate for fisheries Non-users Do not bothechif there are no or few signs of conflicts amaisgrs

Directorate for the environment Indirect use value May be slightly discontented due to probable satention around the structures
Ports authority Non-users They are involved indbesultation process

Financial institutions (EU + Pt)  Conservation valueTo be happy if the investment shows signs of s&ce

Navy Non-users They are involved in the consultapicocess

University Conservation value  Trying to get datanfrmore ARs

City councils Non-users Partial social and economic problems solved if ARscontributing to increase jobs and

economic benefits of users

Environmental agencies Conservation Valu%’gﬂ(;zzzzi to ARs if there are any signs of pollutio species over-fishing derived from
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Levels of Stakeholders’ Involvement be desired (e.g. partnership in or even delegation
Throughout AR Lifetime responsibilities for ARs). The aim is to increase th
) level of participation of all the stakeholders (F8).

The involvement of stakeholders may beThe degrees of inclusivity vary from a high orbitv
dependent on the degree of ownership felt anghyolvement) to a low orbit (high involvement).
attributed to the activities of the development émel IPIMAR is considered to be the one that has
outputs generated by ARs (VARVASOVSZKY: |ed the project since the beginning (i.e. sincejqmto
BRUGHA, 2000; LIM et al., 2005). The inclusion of jgentification) and throughout all the stages oé th
the entire set of stakeholders in all decisions a”ﬁroject. Stage two sees the entrance of all other
actions is probably not a right choice. Howevelisit secondary stakeholders with an increasing degree of
important that all the interested stakeholders khbe  jyolvement, as well as those primary stakeholders
invited to participate in the management of ARs.SThithat represent a group of social interests. Atestagee
action is called the principle of inclusivity' (VEFE  most stakeholders intensify their participation dese
et al., 2002). Inclusivity may be somehow problémat they feel it fundamental to get feedback from the
because it means that those stakeholders defendig@yctures (primary stakeholders) or from benefieia
opposite or conflicting ideas can be invited tosecondary stakeholders). At stage four thgreven
participate on common ground. Notwithstandingsit i geeper involvement of entities and the establishmen
possible to achieve valuable involvement on the papf more partnerships. At this stage the delegatibn

of different stakeholders and get people havingesponsibilites may change among secondary
different viewpoints to work together and reach thegakeholders.

goals intended. Some mediation may be necessary in
order to achieve these trade-offs. The commitment
each stakeholder puts into their relationship wviftl
ARs may show their own levels of involvement in the
ﬁ?%sgér?j?r?gt?s |trhc(:eogzjftcr)]r(t)r(so ggﬁiﬂ?ﬁ?ﬁﬁ,ﬁ:ﬁ@n after reef deployment the benefits will outwei_g_he th
costs. However, there are losers as well as wininers

called ‘self-selection’. It is important to collentore . ) .
b this scenario. A stakeholder analysis approach make

specific information from the stakeholders Who.t ble t I'th le wh i
achieve a higher degree of involvement - includin¢ possible 1o group all thé peopie Who are pereias
nvolved into different clusters (i.e., primary,

their characteristics, interests, and needs sotl . L
Hegt secondary, and external), and discover their istsre

may adapt to the project. ; . ; : ) X

y Fl)n the egrlijer stages of the program few" AR projects. It is also possible, in each analys

stakeholders are involved, whereas in the lataesta perceive their interaction and more likely attitacgand
some other stakeholder's appear. The level &ehavior towards reef development and use. In the
involvement differs according to the project S,[‘,Jlg(:)stakeholder analysis the measurement techniques use
can also be expressed by indicators. They are both

increasing, i.e., from project Identification ahge 1 L . . 7.
Eo Monito?ing and Evgluéltion at stage 4). I?Zt thequalltatlve (stakeholder interest, AR interactidkelly
ftitudes and behavior, stake and degree of

earlier stages (e.g. Planning process) most of tlnvolvement through the project stage) and

stakeholders have just low inclusivity (i.e. theg aist o . i )
informed), at a later stage (e.g. Monitoring armquantltatlve (discrete variables for impact and
' ))nfluence of AR projects).

Evaluation) a much higher degree of inclusivity ma

CoNCLUSIONS

There is a worldwide consensus that usually

Identification .~ Planning "o . Implementation...~ nfom .. Monitoring and...~" nfor
" 21 B rd .

e E e evaluation .
Consult ~. @ 7 Consuit ., (1 s

~" Partnership .

<" Delegate ™.

Fig. 3. The involvement and participation of stadeers in the Algarve AR program. The figure in lea®ll represent
stakeholders (1 to 12 primary, 13 to 18 secondadyl® to 21 external).
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