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ABSTRACT
Governments around the world are adopting inclusive growth agendas.
The ambition to align economic growth ambitions with broader-based
social benefits is increasingly embraced by corporations to limit the
‘negative externalities’ and enhance the ‘positive externalities’ of their
operations. Therefore, micro-level corporate strategies and macro-level
national ambitions meet at the meso-level of networks and clusters. This
requires societal spheres to collaborate and search for alternative gov-
ernance constellations. In this discourse, port development is only
recently receiving attention. In March 2018, ports around the world
signed the World Ports Sustainability Program declaration, which aims
to contribute to the sustainable development goals (SDGs), whilst a
number of national port (master) plans have started to include social
along with environmental standards. Extant studies on partnering and
stakeholder inclusion in port development are proliferating but are
primarily aimed at environmental rather than social (inclusion) issues.
This paper adopts an exploratory research design to consider conditions
for inclusive port development. A novel taxonomy considers port devel-
opment as a driver for inclusive growth, where partnerships are the
missing link between micro-level business strategies and macro-level
effects in the port region and economy at large. This paper shows the
first findings and delineates areas for further research.
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1. Problem statement

Governments around the world are adopting inclusive growth agendas. Inclusive growth is a label
for policy approaches that seek to align economic growth ambitions with broader-based social
benefits. This ambition is not a luxury. Evidence is mounting that sustainable development can
only be achieved when countries adopt ‘inclusive growth’ and development strategies (Dabla-
Norris et al. 2015). This conclusion is increasingly supported by influential think tanks such as the
WEF (2015), the G20 countries, Regional Development Banks in Africa and Asia, and the IMF
(Dabla-Norris et al. 2015). They also plea for ‘inclusive’ growth’, which implies the need to raise
human capital and skills and make tax systems more progressive. Inclusive (economic) growth
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and inclusive institutions (Acemoglu and Robinson 2012) are concepts that advance equitable
opportunities for economic participants and benefit every section of the society. This definition
implies that there is a direct link between the macro and micro determinants of economic growth.
According to the World Bank (2008), ‘the micro dimension captures the importance of structural
transformation for economic diversification and competition.’ A difference between ‘pro-poor
growth strategies’ (which was the leading frame in previous development approaches) and
‘inclusive growth’ strategies is that the pro-poor approach is mainly interested in the welfare of
the absolute poor, whereas inclusive growth is concerned with opportunities for the majority of
the labor force, both poor and middle-class alike (Prahalad and Hart 2002; UNDP 2008; OECD
2008).

The inclusive growth ambition applies equally to high-income and low-income/developing coun-
tries. However, we assess whether it applies to general transportation and more specifically port
development. In the SDG agenda, sustainable transportation is considered ‘a key enabler for inclusive
economic and social growth’ (UN 2016). Transportation is a means of providing accessibility to what
people need, including jobs, markets, social interaction, education, and services that contribute to
healthy and fulfilled lives. Sustainable transportation shifts focus from providing ‘mobility for
individual motorized transport’ to ‘access through transport’ with a priority on people, their quality
of life, their safety, and their social equity (UN 2016). These basic needs are commonplace but are
particularly needed in remote areas, such as landlocked countries, small islands, and rural areas with
limited accessibility and high dependability on often limited transportation services, using nearby
ports and airports. The vulnerability of transportation connectivity intensifies with climate change and
associated events such as floods, storm surges, and heavy precipitation in lowland areas. Accessibility
and connectivity reflect transportation geography and the global structure of transportation and
logistics networks (World Bank 2016). The further the distance from and the less connected to a
port or airport hub, the higher the inefficiencies and trade transaction costs become. Therefore,
transportation systems in developing countries and poorly connected peripheral regions face at least
two issues in comparison tomature transport systems. There is the infrastructure gap asmore capacity
is needed to accommodate bigger ships and handle larger trade volumes (OECD 2012). This requires
ports to expand in already densely populated and congested urban and suburban areas. The second
gap is that logistics performance is constrained by human resource development, cumbersome
regulations, and erratic reforms that limit further efficiencies and innovation in these countries. The
implementation of relevant measures, policies, plans, and regulations can reduce these effects and
contribute to economic, environmental, and social sustainability (World Bank 2016).

There are already well-documented examples regarding how ports (can) play a pivotal and
positive role in transforming from a conventional into an inclusive development such as in the
Rotterdam-The Hague metropole, Amsterdam, Vancouver, Barcelona, Los Angeles/Long Beach,
and Antwerp. The World Port Sustainability Program declaration (WPSP 2018), signed by
regional and global port associations, has the ambition to empower port community actors to
engage with business, government, and societal stakeholders in creating sustainable added value
for local communities in their regions. Given the relatively recent attention to the broader topic of
inclusive development at all layers of society, none of these efforts have yet been adequately
analyzed for their impacts on either the national inclusiveness agenda1 or their effective imple-
mentation. This has not discouraged a number of developing countries from embracing (part of)
the inclusiveness agenda for their own port development programs rather than looking at ports
only as transportation hubs. The Republic of Indonesia provides an interesting policy context
where transportation infrastructure, corridors, local and international connectivity, and human
resource capacities are considered to be the main elements for poverty alleviation.

This paper aims to address the question regarding if, and under what conditions, the ambition to
implement more inclusive national development strategies can also translate into inclusive port devel-
opment strategies in a developing country. Given the multilayered nature of the problem and a general
lack of relevant theories and empirical studies, this paper adopts a largely exploratory research design to
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discover someof the conditions underwhich port development can be becomemore inclusive. The paper
addresses Indonesia (particularly the development plan of the port of Tanjung Carat) as a case study for
the field and adopted an action research approach. The remainder of this paper is organized as follows.
We first review relevant literature that can be used to study the detailed conditions for inclusive port
development. Section 2 explains why the concept of ‘partnering space’ seems particularly appropriate as a
frame for further exploring the context in which inclusive port development can be implemented. Next,
the particular case study as a field research method is elaborated upon in Section 3. We adopted a
combination of field visits, surveys, and detailed interviews with a selection of key stakeholders. This
section discusses the first findings in the Indonesian context. Section 4 seeks crossovers between two
discourses and presents a taxonomy that merges the inclusiveness with the port development discourse.
We argue that the chosen method provides relevant insights on the conditions of inclusive port
development and can thus be reproduced in other countries. However, the exploratory nature of this
study also leaves considerable room for further theoretical and empirical research, the direction of which
is discussed in Section 4.

2. Literature review: port development as research area

2.1. Stakeholder inclusion as a condition to port development success

In seaport research, the performance of a port is pivotal in facilitating trade and the specialization
of economic activities for regional economic development (De Langen 2004; De Langen and
Haezendonck 2012). Port planning, development, policy, regulation, competition, and competi-
tiveness have been extensively researched (Pallis, Vitsounis, and De Langen 2010; Notteboom
et al. 2013; Woo et al. 2011). Hayuth (1982) observed changes in the ecological system surround-
ing the port and port-city, including a growing public concern over environmental issues and
increasing citizen pressure to improve the ecological structure. Therefore, the relative success of
port development depends on the proper understanding of conversion processes in which past
and present ambitions have to be integrated and implemented—a process that requires alignment
of contrasting aims and objectives between communities and localities (Hoyle 2000). Woo et al.
(2011) concluded that port management is becoming more market-oriented and firm-centered
rather than policy-oriented and port-centered, as was the case in the past. Port performance is
consequently created at multiple levels of interaction between large varieties of stakeholders.
Therefore, enhancing and assessing performance require more advanced research methods to
capture the interactive and behavioral aspects of port management, such as collaboration,
integration, relationships, and trust (Woo et al. 2011).

Stakeholders in infrastructure projects have been recognized by many researchers (Banville
et al. 1998; Gilman, Bickerstaff and Walker 2005; Stough and Rietveld 1997). Freeman (1984)
defined a stakeholder as any individual or group of individuals who benefits from or is harmed by
and whose rights are violated or respected by corporate actions. Hooper and Mills (2003)
identified a number of factors that can prevent effective stakeholder participation if not done
well. These include problems created by imbalances in knowledge and power available to
participants, the reluctance of companies to give time and money to communicate with stake-
holders, the reliance on active dialogue for both company and stakeholder interests, involvement
and commitment, the assumed homogeneity of stakeholder groups, the inappropriateness of
attitudes, behaviors, and training among those who instigate stakeholder communication, and
the exclusion of some stakeholders from the chosen means of communication. Port stakeholders
have been classified as (a) internal stakeholders (such as port employees), (b) external stakeholders
(such as supporting maritime-related companies), (c) legislative and public policy-oriented groups
(such as government agencies responsible for transportation and port issues), and (d) community
bases (such as community groups, the press, and the public) (Notteboom and Winkelmans 2002).
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Over the years, the interests of stakeholders in the context of seaports have been given considerably
more attention (Dooms, Verbeke, and Haezendonck 2013; Hall, O’Brien, and Woudsma 2013; De
Langen and Haezendonck 2012; Galvao, Wang, and Mileski 2016). Dooms, Verbeke, and
Haezendonck (2013) illustrated what occurs if the dynamic aspects of stakeholder management are
neglected. They called for orchestrating stakeholder interactions by distinguishing spatial and tem-
poral dimensions that influence stakeholder structures and interests. As ports spatially expand, impact
on new stakeholders has to be assessed. Furthermore, ports have evolved into port networks that
comprise the deep sea port with its hinterland connections and inland ports (Notteboom and
Rodrigue 2007). Dooms, Haezendonck, and Verbeke (2015) stress the need to communicate socio-
economic impacts to maintain and strengthen the societal acceptance of seaport activities. They also
recommend further attention to geographic and sectoral differences and boundaries, including
enlarging the number of indicators and the geographic scope. Del Saz-Salazar and Garcia-
Menendez (2016) introduce a willingness to accept framework based on cost estimations of negative
externalities derived from the growth of the port. Sakalayen, Shu-Ling, and Cahoon (2017) analyzed
how regional ports in peripheral regions contribute to various regional development dimensions—
economic, social, environmental, and spatial. They suggest that the growth of a region and a port is
complementary and therefore should take up active roles for the codevelopment of port and region
with local stakeholders. Hall, O’Brien, and Woudsma (2013) emphasized the role of supportive
organizational and stakeholder dynamics for adopting and implementing innovations in environ-
mental performance. Galvao, Wang, and Mileski (2016) confirm that traditional issues (such as
congestion and efficiency) are dominating the academic literature. They state that there is still
much need for further investigation into the impacts of stakeholder conflicts on efficiency, current
port issues, and existing port conflicts, especially when ports are undergoing changes in their
institutional and regulatory frameworks. The relative importance of the diverse aspects depends on
the characteristics of each port, the relevant environmental legislation affecting these aspects, and the
third parties involved (Darbra et al. 2005). On the basis of a review of the extant literature on green
ports, Lam and Van de Voorde (2012) present a framework for green and sustainable port strategy,
which is built on the key constructs of stakeholder involvement, green market development, cost-
effective green policy, and sustainable port operations and developments. Acciaro (2015) observed a
renewed interest in the environmental and societal impacts of ports, which exert pressure on port
authorities in a number of ways. For example, as ports themselves are subjected to increasing
regulatory pressure, they will have to factor in the externalities of port operations and development,
make the transition toward value-driven chain systems rather than cost efficiency, and take account-
ability for their own decisions and corporate image. Corporate [social] responsibility (hereafter, CSR)
is perceived differently in different locations around the world, and understanding such differences is
necessary to better understand how value is created through CSR in ports. Public–private partnerships
are considered to be an emerging port developmentmechanism that effectively contributes to regional
economic growth (Panayides, Parola, and Lam 2015). Sakalayen, Shu-Ling, and Cahoon (2017) add to
this that the right balance of public–private partnership may affect a port’s participation in regional
development, thereby fostering innovation and entrepreneurship.

One can conclude from these studies that communication and the active participation of both
internal and external stakeholders are required by a port to be able to realize the implementation
of sustainable development goals (SDGs). Collaboration among market players, public policy
makers, internal stakeholders, and the community is a key condition of successful port develop-
ment. Coordination mechanisms between stakeholders will have to be installed to improve the
quality of the port cluster and make the governance of the cluster effective at accommodating
conflicts between actors (stakeholders and governments) within the cluster (De Langen 2006; De
Langen and Haezendonck 2012). In addition to providing port services, stakeholders also require
ports to meet social and environmental responsibilities in terms of their green policies, their
approach to the market, and in port operations and development (Lam and Van de Voorde 2012).
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The need to communicate with a larger variety of stakeholders to maintain and strengthen the
societal acceptance of ports is emphasized by Dooms, Haezendonck, and Verbeke (2015).
However, it brings new challenges, such as dealing with the enormous diversity of port perfor-
mance measures, transparent documentation and communication of performance, and the adop-
tion of standardized measurement methods for scientific rigor. This calls for a more systematically
organized and recurrent socioeconomic impact analysis for ports. New policy instruments focus-
ing on a combination of entrepreneurship, innovation, environment, collaboration, and local
community engagement for regional port planning and development are considered essential for
the port’s involvement in regional development (Sakalayen, Shu-Ling, and Cahoon 2017).

2.2. Potential of partnerships

Elkington (1997) introduced the people-planet-profit triangle for companies to adopt strategies
which harmonize traditional financial bottom line with environmental quality and social justice.
The need for the engagement of multiple stakeholders in sustainable and/or inclusive develop-
ment efforts has been acknowledged by many studies (Clarkson, 1995; Bourne, 2009; Bonnell and
Veglio, 2011) and is being adopted as a collaborative approach by multinationals worldwide
(WBCSD 2006, 2011). The United Nations even specified ‘partnering’ as one of the five principles
that build SDGs (UN 2015).The missing link between micro-level business strategies and macro-
level national development agendas is formed by cross-sector partnerships in which actors from
three institutional spheres or sectors collaborate: state, market, and civil society (Glasbergen 2010;
Van Tulder et al. 2014).

Cross-sector partnerships and collaborative approaches are increasingly adopted by large
corporations, governments, and civil society organizations ((CSOs) as opposed to confrontational
approaches) to more effectively address economic, social, and environmental problems by over-
coming institutional and regulatory voids (Seitanidi and Crane 2014; Kolk, Van Tulder,
Kostwinder 2008; Van Tulder et al. 2016). However, the extent to which a constructive relation-
ship between the public and private sectors can be achieved is still open for discussion (Harvey
and Bice, 2014). There are many pathways to move from conflict to collaboration, but in most the
third parties that originate in civil society play a vital role (Arenas, Sanchez, and Murphy 2013).
Whereas in most ports partnerships are usually implemented as bilateral partnerships between
governments and firms (classic Public–Private Partnerships (PPPs)), these findings seem to
indicate the importance of ‘trilateral partnerships’ for inclusive port development in which
CSOs play an important role as enablers.

Van Tulder and Pfisterer (2014) developed a partnering space model to address the sustainable
development issue by describing trilateral relationships in which governments (state), businesses
(market), and communities (civil society) each take up different roles. This model is based on
welfare economics and public action theory. It relates to the problems of underinvestment in
public goods and addresses various types of failures in each sector. The model delineates the
conditions for what can be called the ‘meso partnering space’ for sustainable development. It
consists of four different types of partnering configurations that create different types of ‘organi-
zational fit’ to address a particularly challenging problem, such as inclusive (port) development.
The classic PPPs addresses the underinvestment in public goods, such as roads, infrastructure,
water facilities, and telecommunication. Non-Profit Public Private Partnerships (nPPPs) increase
effective public policies and adequate public goods. Private (for profit)–non-Profit Partnerships
(PnPPs) address the under-provision or relevant public good/values, such as private health,
empowerment, and famine. Finally, tripartite partnerships (TPPs) address the institutional voids
emerging from weak governance structures, such as dealing with the convoluted bureaucracy on
port development issues.

In summary, stakeholder management in port development has been acknowledged as increas-
ingly important, even more so in the case that port development should contribute to inclusive
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and sustainable development. The role of stakeholders has been researched along various angles,
including coordination mechanisms, institutional factors (Panayides, Parola, and Lam 2015),
spatial and temporal dynamics in stakeholder management (Dooms, Verbeke, and
Haezendonck 2013), socioeconomic impact to maintain and strengthen societal acceptance of
seaport activities (Dooms, Haezendonck, and Verbeke 2015), collaboration and local community
engagement for regional development (Sakalayen, Shu-Ling, and Cahoon 2017), conflicts accom-
modation (De Langen 2006; Galvao 2016; Parola et al. 2013), environment and environmental
performance (Hall, O'Brien, and Woudsma 2015; Acciaro et al. 2014; Galvao 2016; Bergqvist and
Egels-Zandén 2012), green port strategies (Lam and Van de Voorde 2012), and CSR toward
sustainability as a source for competitive advantage (Acciaro 2015). We can also conclude that
studies on partnering corporate responsibility and stakeholder inclusion in port development are
proliferating. But extant studies are primarily aimed at environmental rather than at social
(inclusion) issues. The extant research on port development pays only limited attention to more
complicated and behavioral aspects of port development strategies from an inclusive growth
perspective. Therefore, this state-of-affairs provides room for the type of exploratory field research
that we have engaged in and which will be elaborated on in the next section.

3. Case study on Indonesia port development

3.1. Research method

This exploratory case study centers on the application of the ‘partnering space’ concept as a
precondition for balanced and inclusive development. We use a mixed action research method
that combines qualitative data drawn from interviews, site observations, and a survey among key
stakeholders from all three corners of society that potentially constitute and contribute to the
creation of partnering space. Action research is a method that was first pioneered by Kurt Lewin
(Adelman 1993) to investigate social systems, search for resolutions by research interventions, and
eventually stimulate actors in the system to learn and evolve toward a new situation. As a case
study, we chose Indonesia’s inclusive growth agenda that was translated into a National Port
Master Plan. Data were collected from stakeholders in the port region of Palembang-Tanjung
Carat along the Musi River, a rather small port expansion project in Sumatra. Key stakeholder
interviews were held either face-to-face, in discussions with members of affected communities,
and through telephone, radio communication, and email exchanges. In interacting with the port
authority Pelabuhan Indonesia II (also known as Persero or Indonesian Port Corporation II) and
the management of the Palembang branch, a list of 30 names was drawn. These names were
targeted by means of a mail questionnaire containing closed and open-ended questions. The
questionnaire was converted into a web-based form in English and Indonesian and could be
accessed via desktop or smartphone through the link from the Google document. It consisted of
23 multiple choice questions, five scale questions, and five open questions and was distributed and
collected from August 2015 to mid-November 2015. The specific framing of the questionnaire had
two aims: identifying areas of tension (issue identification) that would normally be related to
inclusive port development efforts and the attribution of roles and responsibilities that each of the
involved actors in the port development should take. This effort would provide us with a first
assessment of the perceived inclusiveness needed for port development and a better understand-
ing of the ‘partnering space’ that directly involved stakeholders perceive in this particular case.

Twenty-one respondents provided complete answers to the questionnaire, which implies a
sufficient degree of representativeness of key stakeholders. These stakeholders are cargo owners
(3), shipping lines (2), terminal operators (6), a government official (1), community members (3),
and ‘others’ (6). The category ‘others’ included respondents who are represented in the port area
but who were not part of the initial selection of respondents. They represent a hospital, a logistic
company, a small private company, a trucking company, and an insurance company. There were
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no replies from environmental groups to the questionnaire. We compensated for this through
direct interviews with representatives of the environmental groups.

Additionally, in-depth interviews were conducted between September and December 2015 with key
actors involved in the development plan from inside IPCII, such as the General Manager of Port of
Palembang Branch, the Technical Manager of Palembang Branch, Operation Manager of Palembang
Branch, and the Senior Manager of Business Development at the main office of IPCII. The intent was to
explore the case in depth and investigate the different perceptions of the local residents, in particular the
low-income community (such as fishermen and village residents) around the port area. Themethod used
in the interviews was semi-structured, with specific questions coming from the questionnaire. Some key
actors were interviewed by phone. Finally, direct observations of the Boombaru port, Palembang City,
Tanjung Api-api, and Tanjung Carat were carried out in September 2015.

3.2. First findings

For the entire country, Indonesia is implementing theMasterplan for the Acceleration and Expansion of
Indonesia Economic Development 2011–2025 (Coordinating Ministry for Economic Affairs, Republic
of Indonesia 2011) to drive a highly ambitious, equitable, and sustainable economic growth plan. The
objective of the master plan is to ‘lift millions of people out of poverty (and) give better access to quality
education, employment, living standards and medical (care).’ Stakeholders (especially from the business
society) were consulted from the early stages of this plan.

As a nation comprising islands, the ports of Indonesia play an important role in linking and
integrating both its islands and other countries. Indonesia’s MP3EI Master Plan involves increasing
the supporting infrastructure of ports to facilitate logistics and accelerate Indonesia’s economic growth.
IPCII works in partnership with the Government of the South Sumatra Province in the development of a
Regional Strategic Zone in the Tanjung Api Api Special Economic Zone and the application of the
MP3El.

The MP3EI Master plan establishes the policy framework to facilitate the achievement of the
government’s vision. It also establishes the requirements for a rational approach to the port develop-
ment requirement of conducting an Environmental Impact Assessment (AMDAL) that requires
public involvement and participation and the Land Acquisition and Settlement Plan (LARAP). The
involvement and participation of stakeholders in the formulation of development policies have now
become part of the system of laws and regulations of Indonesia. Regional development programs that
address social and environmental issues have tomeet community needs. There is a growing awareness
that developmental policymust take into account the needs of society, especially those ofmarginalized
people. New port development projects along the coastline are likely to threaten the environment. The
intention is to allow local stakeholders to participate in the decision-making mechanisms of devel-
opmental policy (PT. Pelabuhan Indonesia II. 2014). Indonesia port expansion requirements will
result in the increased use of coastal areas. Government policies are required to ensure that Indonesia’s
port sector develops into a world-class competitive industry. Ports must be operated in line with
international safety and environmental standards, and national transportation corridors should be
strengthened and connected. Eventually, this will provide better access to education, jobs, healthcare,
and higher living standards (ADB 2016).

The Tanjung Carat development location in the Musi delta is mainly reclaimed coastal land with
backfill (Figure 2). It is often associated with damage to natural resources or the extinction of marine
life and mangrove forests. Social dynamics are important as rural communities of people live in the
area of Tanjung Carat and its surrounding areas of Tanjung Api-api. The local community consists
of various clustered tribes, such as the Bugis and Javanese transmigrated people in the Sungsang
areas. There is a significant likelihood that land dedicated to people’s way of life is compromised,
especially the fishery culture and agro-food in wetlands. If it is not properly managed, port
development could lead to unemployment and an increase in poverty.
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3.3. Survey findings: mapping stakeholder recognition and conflict vulnerability

Stakeholders in the site development plan of Tanjung Carat include nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs), the Environmental Parliament Watch (EPW), police, the commu-
nity, and government officials. In the research process, details about stakeholders, interest
groups, and their issues were collected, described, and documented.

Conflicts between stakeholders are related to the problematic relationship among stakeholders
in the port of Tanjung Carat development plan. A list of stakeholder conflicts is provided in
Table 1.

Key issues regarding port sustainable development addressed by stakeholders in Tanjung
Carat port development are as follows. 1) The local economy at Tanjung Carat is mainly
dominated by marine fisheries, agriculture, and plantation activities. 2) Community activ-
ities in the village and district surrounding the port area are mainly fishing, which would
be affected by the port. Villagers fear that the port will take over the land belonging to the
poor. 3) There will be limited public access to natural resources along with deteriorating
environmental conditions due to the poor maintenance of environmental quality and
possible intrusion into protected areas. The conservation of mangrove forests and the
impact of pollution by port activities are a concern for environmentalists and the govern-
ment. 4) A common pattern that has emerged is the absence of an agreement on the
restitution of land. The main trigger in this conflict is the overlapping land use with local
communities. 5) There is an awareness that the effectiveness of development policies needs
to be measured from the level of direct and active participation of stakeholders.

3.4. Attributing roles and responsibilities on port development issues

The respondents who completed the questionnaire considered a total of 22 issues in terms of port
development and attributed responsibilities for businesses, the government, and citizens and act
as a leader (lead), follower (follow), or passive (wait), as shown in Table 2.

Figure 2. Geographical map of the development area in the Musi delta.
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As illustrated in Table 2, the list of each party of government, business, and citizens shows
the top five most pronounced positions per attributed role (lead, follow, and wait). Using the
port of Tanjung Carat as a case study, we have been able to map out how stakeholders perceive
and attribute responsibilities toward issues for each stakeholder category. The research findings
show the focal areas to be taken into account when adopting an inclusive port development
approach.

By applying the meso-partnering space model method to describe the partnering of third
parties of government, business, and society, we can plot the attribution of responsibilities
assigned by stakeholders in Tanjung Carat onto the partnership space triangle (Figure 1). It
shows that most developmental issues require a bilateral partial fit where only one party is
fully committed to the partnership and the other is either reacting (‘following’) or passive
(‘waiting’). The triangle offers concise information about the partnership space in Tanjung
Carat where almost all issues require government responsibility. This could generate a bigger
chance of misalignment and role conflict in the partnership since the other stakeholder
categories do not (yet) recognize their responsibilities.

Businesses are considered to adopt lead roles regarding occupational health and safety,
assessing suppliers on good practices, managing labor relationships, investing in training and
education, and abating air pollution (such as from dust piles). Governments carry the
responsibility for having a transparent policy on port planning, development, and finance,
reducing corruption, and having compensation mechanisms in place for land expropriations.

The citizens’ roles include private organizations and NGOS, such as CSOs. The conflict
vulnerability map (Table 1) shows that CSOs are active and concerned over their interests. The
seeming reluctance to take responsibility over issues could indicate that citizens and CSOs are
unaware of how to move from a conflict-oriented position into an active and result-oriented
dialogue with other stakeholders.

4. Discussion

This paper presents the first findings on the conditions under which an inclusive growth agenda
to port development can be adopted. We used an exploratory research design. Because the
discourse in both stakeholder management and inclusiveness in port development largely

Figure 1. Responsibilities in the partnering space of port Tanjung Carat port expansion project.
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developed independently from each other, we explore in particular how and to what extent it is
possible to find crossovers between these separate discourses and how we can draw up possible
generalizations from our first findings.

4.1. Bridging between two discourses

A primary challenge in bridging inclusive growth theory with stakeholder management in port
development is related to the definitions that partly overlap and partly complement each other. In
port development, researchers tend to refer to environmental-friendly policies or ‘green’ strategies
(Lam and Van de Voorde 2012), whereas the inclusiveness discourse prefers sustainability and
sustainability with respect to the SDGs with priority for poverty alleviation (Van Tulder,
Fortanier, and Da Rosa 2011).

With respect to impact assessment research, there is still a gap in the interpretation of what
CSR actually contributes as value added to ports and to port regions at large (Dooms,
Haezendonck, and Verbeke 2015; Acciaro et al. 2014). Researchers seek legitimacy from local
communicates and public opinion for port expansion where positive effects offset the negative
effects (Dooms and Verbeke 2007), where value is added by environmental performance
(Haezendonck et al. 2006), where value is created through corporate responsibility (Acciaro et
al. 2014), where broad socioeconomic impacts are assessed (Dooms, Haezendonck, and Verbeke
2015), and where green port strategies exist (Lam and Van de Voorde 2012). Within the
inclusiveness discourse, there is a much stronger consensus on the distinction between outcomes.
Outputs refer to immediate effects, outcomes relate to intermediate direct effects on the targeted
communities, and impacts represent the long-term and net effects (Van Tulder et al. 2016).
Defining different orders of impact allows for an inclusive strategy that addresses multiple levels
of impact.

Furthermore, the inclusiveness discourse is more explicit regarding the process of stakeholder
management, including the intentions, motivations, resources, knowledge and technology trans-
fers, and purpose of communication. Stakeholder inclusion means that communication is done
for the purpose of building a sustainable future for all. Information flows vertically (top-to-
bottom, bottom-to-top) and horizontally between equal partners.

Both research discourses take an action-oriented approach toward stakeholder inclusion.
Dealing with environmental issues has become a deliberate corporate strategy that is embedded
in corporate responsibility toward societal concerns. The discourse is shifting toward collabora-
tion and local community engagement, especially relating to regional ports and regional port
planning and development. Tackling stakeholder issues are coordinated efforts by stakeholder
managers to prevent conflicts, where ports are attributed active, even proactive roles. In the
inclusiveness discourse, having a sustainable strategy contributes to the SDGs, with the ultimate
goal of leaving no one behind and end poverty by embracing a partnership approach. Partnering
with an informed, engaged local community is considered crucial in advancing sustainable
transportation for ‘both and’ solutions rather than a trade-off between positive and negative
effects (Van Tulder and Pfisterer 2014).

4.2. Taking stock

No analytical framework exists as of yet that sets the conditions for inclusive port development
that can also be translated into inclusive port strategies on a micro-level. Our research enables the
creation of an initial and largely validated taxonomy for an inclusive strategy applied to port
development—that can guide further (action) research in the area (Table 3). In the tradition of the
stakeholder theory of the firm, such taxonomies are based on the intensity of stakeholder
interactions with increasingly critical stakeholders. In this interaction, they face the tension
between a defensive (reactive) and an accommodative/preventive (active and proactive) strategy.
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Depending on their motivations, capabilities, and ambitions, managers within these firms manage
the tension between an inactive and an active attitude (Van Tulder, Fortanier, and Da Rosa 2011).
Van Tulder et al. (2016) defined four impact loops that provide guidance for further research on
cross-sector partnership impact assessment.

4.3. Methodological challenges

The case study in this paper on a relatively small port expansion project in Indonesia considered some
of the conditions under which port development can become more inclusive. The exploratory and
action research approach provided a better understanding of the ‘inclusiveness agenda’ at each level.
Within the local context, the meso-level partnering space model maps out the attribution of respon-
sibilities toward local issues as perceived by various stakeholders involved in a port expansion project.
Such issuemapping is context-specific and cannot be generalized to other ports. An increasing sample
size of stakeholders would have made the research output more reliable. Nonetheless, the case still
provides a proper insight into the priorities that local stakeholders set for themselves, while the case
also helped us validate the construct of the concept of ‘partnering space,’ which seems to be a relevant
framework for further research and generalizations. Given the spatial and temporal dynamics and the
complexity of stakeholders, it requires more action research using an evaluation and monitoring
framework for assessing intentions, processes, and impacts. The taxonomy is embedded in both
research areas, but should be testedmore extensively for its relevancy in the port development context.
Inclusive port development would be an interesting topic for future research in regional port planning
and development, particularly on the roles ports can play as contributor in reaching the sustainable
development agenda in remote areas and islands.

5. Conclusion and further research

This paper addressed the question of whether and under what conditions the ambition to implement
more inclusive national developmental strategies can also be translated into inclusive port develop-
ment strategies in a developing country. Ports have the potential to play a pivotal and positive role in
the inclusiveness agenda of countries, but we assume that economic growth, sustainability, and social
inclusion have trade-offs. As a consequence, such an approach hampers further competitiveness
rather than contributing to the national agenda of inclusive development. Informal and formal
partnerships have consequently been stressed as preconditions to implement inclusive business
models. Considering the topic of partnerships at the meso-level of cluster governance allows us to
make the link with the micro-level of corporate strategy and responsibility. This should improve the
socioeconomic impact for the region and eventually contribute to national-level inclusive growth.

This paper makes a number of contributions to the extant literature. First, the paper
attempts to bridge parallel discourses that address the societal impact of ports, but does so
from different starting points. In the port development discourse, initial communication with
stakeholders regarding socioeconomic impacts serves the purpose of social acceptance. This
has led to discussions about the purpose, scope, and methodology. The inclusive growth
discourse starts from the identification of local issues considered by local stakeholders and
considers ports as links between the macro and micro determinants of economic growth. Ports
contribute to the SDGs by focusing on inclusive ambitions, such as ‘accessibility through
transportation and connectivity, with a priority on people’s quality of life, safety and social
equity.’ Port developmental studies have often considered ports as battlegrounds for conflicts
and trade-offs between positive and negative effects, often ending in unresolved issues.
Inclusiveness places ports—particularly in remote regions and islands—in the center among
governments, businesses, and the society. It requires ports to collaborate and search for new
complementary governance constellations that would benefit those directly and indirectly
involved and even new stakeholders. However, a related problem is that no internationally

MARITIME POLICY & MANAGEMENT 15



Ta
bl
e
3.

Ap
pr
oa
ch
es

to
in
cl
us
iv
e
po

rt
de
ve
lo
pm

en
t.

Im
pa
ct

co
nd

iti
on

s
1s
t
or
de
r

2n
d
or
de
r

3r
d
or
de
r

4t
h
or
de
r

Co
rp
or
at
e
re
sp
on

si
bi
lit
y

to
w
ar
d
st
ak
eh
ol
de
rs

Co
rp
or
at
e
se
lf-

re
sp
on

si
bi
lit
y

Co
rp
or
at
e
so
ci
al

re
sp
on

si
ve
ne
ss

Co
rp
or
at
e
so
ci
al

re
sp
on

si
bi
lit
y

Co
rp
or
at
e
so
ci
et
al
re
sp
on

si
bi
lit
y

St
ak
eh
ol
de
r
st
ra
te
gy

In
ac
tiv
e

Re
ac
tiv
e

Ac
tiv
e

Pr
oa
ct
iv
e

Sc
op

e
of

st
ak
eh
ol
de
r

en
ga
ge
m
en
t

Ac
to
r
(e
.g
.w

ith
in

Po
rt

Au
th
or
ity
/a
dm

in
is
tr
at
io
n)

Po
rt
cl
us
te
r

Po
rt
re
gi
on

Po
rt
an
d
so
ci
et
y

O
bj
ec
tiv
es

Ef
fic
ie
nc
y
in

po
rt
op

er
at
io
ns

As
se
t
op

tim
iz
at
io
n

Ac
ce
ss
ib
ili
ty

fo
r
m
ot
or
iz
ed

tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
Li
m
it
in
ef
fic
ie
nc
y

Sp
ac
e
op

tim
iz
at
io
n

Ac
ce
ss
ib
ili
ty

th
ro
ug

h
en
vi
ro
nm

en
ta
lly

fr
ie
nd

ly
tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
O
pt
im
iz
e
fo
r
en
vi
ro
nm

en
ta
lf
rie
nd

lin
es
s

Ac
ce
ss
ib
ili
ty

w
ith

pr
io
rit
y
fo
r
pe
op

le
’s
w
el
l-b

ei
ng

.
O
pt
im
iz
e
fo
r
pr
os
pe
rit
y
an
d
qu

al
ity

of
lif
e

Ap
pr
oa
ch

to
in
cl
us
iv
e

gr
ow

th
(‘l
ea
vi
ng

no
on

e
le
ft
be
hi
nd

’)

N
o
ex
pl
ic
it
st
at
em

en
ts

on
SD

G
s
or

po
ve
rt
y

Jo
bs

an
d
em

pl
oy
m
en
t

ar
e
by
-p
ro
du

ct
of

pr
of
its

Vo
ic
es

of
lo
ca
l

co
m
m
un

ity
ne
gl
ec
te
d

M
od

es
t
su
pp

or
t
fo
r
SD

G
s.

Va
gu

e
co
de
s
as

re
ga
rd
s

po
ve
rt
y

Vo
ic
es

of
lo
ca
lc
om

m
un

ity
ad
dr
es
se
d
bo

tt
om

-u
p

St
at
em

en
t
on

m
or
al
un

ac
ce
pt
ab
ili
ty

of
po

ve
rt
y

Ex
pl
ic
it
su
pp

or
t
fo
r
SD

G
1

Kn
ow

le
dg

e
tr
an
sf
er
s
to

su
pp

or
t
lo
ca
l

co
m
m
un

ity
ne
ed
s

Bu
si
ne
ss

st
ra
te
gy

su
pp

or
ts
SD

G
s

Ac
tiv
e
pa
rt
ne
rs
hi
ps

fo
r
po

ve
rt
y
al
le
vi
at
io
n

Kn
ow

le
dg

e
cr
os
so
ve
rs

sp
ec
ifi
ed

fo
r
po

ve
rt
y

Im
pa
ct

th
ro
ug

h
in
te
ra
ct
io
n

w
ith

Em
pl
oy
ee
s

Be
tw
ee
n
po

rt
au
th
or
ity

an
d

po
rt
se
rv
ic
e
co
m
pa
ni
es

Be
tw
ee
n
po

rt
au
th
or
ity

an
d
se
rv
ic
e

co
m
pa
ni
es

in
th
e
po

rt
an
d
hi
nt
er
la
nd

Be
tw
ee
n
di
re
ct

an
d
br
oa
d
gr
ou

ps
of

in
di
re
ct

st
ak
eh
ol
de
rs
in

so
ci
et
y

Im
pa
ct

dr
iv
in
g
fo
rc
e

Em
pl
oy
ee

en
ga
ge
m
en
t,

op
po

rt
un

ity
-d
riv
en

CS
R

st
ra
te
gi
es

Co
or
di
na
tin

g
be
tw
ee
n

st
ak
eh
ol
de
rs
to

re
so
lv
e

cl
us
te
r
co
nf
lic
ts

Co
or
di
na
tin

g
be
tw
ee
n
st
ak
eh
ol
de
rs
fo
r

su
cc
es
sf
ul

im
pl
em

en
ta
tio

n
of

en
vi
ro
nm

en
ta
lly

fr
ie
nd

ly
st
ra
te
gi
es

in
th
e

po
rt
an
d
hi
nt
er
la
nd

Co
-c
re
at
in
g
w
ith

ex
is
tin

g
an
d
ne
w
st
ak
eh
ol
de
rs
to

de
ve
lo
p
ne
w

bu
si
ne
ss

m
od

el
s
fo
r
lo
ng

er
te
rm

im
pa
ct
s

Ta
rg
et

au
di
en
ce

In
te
rn
al
st
ak
eh
ol
de
rs

In
cl
ud

in
g
ex
te
rn
al

st
ak
eh
ol
de
rs

In
cl
ud

in
g
in
di
re
ct

st
ak
eh
ol
de
rs
in

po
rt
re
gi
on

In
cl
ud

in
g
ex
is
tin

g
an
d
ne
w
in
di
re
ct
st
ak
eh
ol
de
rs
in

so
ci
et
y

Le
ve
l(s
)
of

ta
rg
et

au
di
en
ce

M
ic
ro

M
ic
ro
-m

es
o

M
es
o

M
ic
ro
-m

es
o-
m
ac
ro

Pa
rt
ne
rs
hi
p
ap
pr
oa
ch

N
o
pa
rt
ne
rs
hi
p

Co
nt
ra
ct
ua
lr
el
at
io
ns
hi
ps

Ac
co
m
m
od

at
in
g
co
nf
lic
ts

Co
ns
tr
uc
tiv
e
ap
pr
oa
ch

to
fo
rm

pa
rt
ne
rs
hi
ps

Cr
os
s-
se
ct
or

pa
rt
ne
rs
hi
ps

N
ot
e:
Co

m
pi
le
d
by

au
th
or
s,
ba
se
d
on

pr
ev
io
us

co
nt
rib

ut
io
ns

of
au
th
or
s
to

th
e
in
cl
us
iv
en
es
s
di
sc
ou

rs
e

16 M. JANSEN ET AL.



recognized policy framework and corresponding set of indicators exist that can guide ports in
this endeavor beyond measures of economic growth as a bottom-line measure of national
economic performance (WEF 2015). Therefore, inclusive growth requires new multilevel
(macro-micro-meso) indicators and a better understanding of how to make the ‘inclusiveness’
agenda operational at all levels of analysis. Sustainable development is increasingly based on
‘balanced’ development (Mintzberg 2015) in which three institutional spheres of society (state,
civil society, and markets) complement each other and take joint responsibility for inclusive-
ness. This requires ‘concerted leadership’ on the part of both the public and private sectors
(Nelson, Ishikawa, and Geaneotes 2009).

Second, the partnership space model provides a complementary logic to the existing literature
on stakeholder management and inclusiveness in the seaport literature. The issue-driven
approach, the consideration of role attributes, and the issue mapping within the partnership
space model provide a more profound understanding of stakeholder dynamics. An inclusive
growth perspective opens windows for ports to adopt coordinated actions that move tensions
and conflicts into a more constructive dialogue, ultimately leading to positive externalities,
innovations, and societal value creation. Subsequent action research is required for monitoring
the partnerships that are formed in the given context.

Further research is required to more precisely define the general conditions for inclusive
port development by using the inclusive port development taxonomy as a starting point. It is
expected that these conditions may vary, depending on the port region, the institutional
governance of a country, the size of the port and its service area, complexity of the issues,
and stakeholder dynamics in the past, present, and future. More research is required to
identify the societal issues and augment the already extensively researched environmental
issues. For issues to be resolved, the search for the right model for stakeholder inclusion is
a dynamic process in space and time. The question arises whether there will be a perfect ‘fit’
at all. The partnering space model gives reason for more in-depth investigation into ‘per-
ceived,’ ‘actual,’ and ‘desired’ role attributions. Different developmental issues might require
different types of partnerships and different roles at different development stages, for different
types of ports. The degree of fit depends on the type and quality of governance needed to
align inclusive growth agendas on micro, meso, and macro levels.

Note

1. This ‘agenda’ refers to the United Nations 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development (SDGs) that establishes
17 ‘Global Goals,’ a pledge to leave no one behind and a vision of a ‘just, equitable, tolerant, open and socially
inclusive world [. . .].’

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

ORCID

Maurice Jansen http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0045-1584
Rob van Tulder http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1749-0299

References

Acciaro, M., T. Vanelslander, C. Sys, C. Ferrari, A. Roumboutsos, G. Giuliano, J.S.L. Lam, and S. Kapros. 2014.
“Environmental Sustainability in Seaports: a Framework for Successful Innovation.” Maritime Policy &
Management 41 (5): 480-500. doi: 10.1080/03088839.2014.932926.

MARITIME POLICY & MANAGEMENT 17

https://doi.org/10.1080/03088839.2014.932926


Acciaro, M. 2015. “Corporate responsibility and value creation in the port sector.” International Journal of Logistics
Research and Applications 18 (3): 291–311.

Acemoglu, D., and J. Robinson. 2012. Why Nations Fail: The Origins of Power, Prosperity, and Poverty. New York:
Crown Business.

ADB (Asian Development Bank). 2016. “Indonesia’s Summary Transport Assessment.” ADP Papers on Indonesia
No. 15, 15, Manila.

Adelman, C. 1993. “Kurt Lewin and the Origins of Action Research.” Educational Action Research 1 (1): 7–24.
doi:10.1080/0965079930010102.

Arenas, D., P. Sanchez, and M. Murphy. 2013. “Different Paths to Collaboration between Businesses and Civil
Society and the Role of Third Parties.” Journal of Business Ethics 115: 723–739. doi:10.1007/s10551-013-1829-5.

Banville, C., M. Laudry, J.-M. Martel, and C. Boulaire. 1998. “A Stakeholder Approach to MCDA.” Systems
Research and Behavioral Science 15 (1): 15–32. AccessedJanuary–February 1998. doi:10.1002/(SICI)1099-1743
(199801/02)15:1<15::AID-SRES179>3.0.CO;2-B.

Bergqvist, R., and N. Egels-Zandén. 2012. “Green Port Dues - the Case of Hinterland Transport.” In: Research in
Transportation Business & Management, 85–91.

Bickerstaff, K., and W. Walker. 2005. “Shared Visions, Unholy Alliances: Power, Governance and Deliberative
Processes in Local Transport Planning.” In Urban Studies 42 (12): 2123–2144. doi:10.1080/00420980500332098.

Bonnell, V., and F. Veglio. 2011. “Inclusive Business for Sustainable Livelihoods, Field Actions Science Report.” The
Journal of Field Actions 5: 1–5.

Bourne, L. 2009. Stakeholder Relationship Management; A Maturity Model for Organisational Implementation.
Surrey: Gower Publishing limited.

Coordinating Ministry for Economic Affairs, Republic of Indonesia. 2011. “Master Plan ‘Acceleration and
Expansion of Indonesia Economic Development 2011-2025.” Ministry of National Development Planning/
National Development Planning Agency, Coordinating Ministry for Economic Affairs, Republic of
Indonesia, Jakarta.

Dabla-Norris, E., K. Kochhar, N. Suphaphiphat, F. Ricka, and E. Tsounta. 2015. “Causes and Consequences of
Inequality: A Global Perspective.” In: Staff Discussion Note 15/13. Washington, DC: International Monetary Fund.

Darbra, R., A. Ronza, T. Stojanovic, C. Wooldridge, and J. Casal. 2005. “A Procedure for Identifying Significant
Environmental Aspects in Sea Ports.” In Marine Pollution Bulletin, 866–874.

De Langen, P., and E. Haezendonck. 2012. “Ports as Clusters of Economic Activity.” In: The Blackwell Companion
to Maritime Economics, edited by W. K. Talley, 638–655. Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell.

De Langen, P. W. 2006. “Chapter 20: Stakeholders, Conflicting Interests and Governance in Port Clusters.”
Research in Transportation Economics 17: 457–477. doi:10.1016/S0739-8859(06)17020-1.

De Langen, P.W. 2004. “The Performance of Seaport Clusters; a framework to analyze cluster performance and an
application to the seaport clusters in Durban, Rotterdam and the lower Mississippi.” PhD diss., Erasmus
University Rotterdam.

Del Saz-Salazar, S., and L. Garcia-Menendez. 2016. “Port Expansion and Negative Externalities: A Willingness to
Accept Approach.” Maritime Policy & Management 43 (1): 59–83. doi:10.1080/03088839.2015.1032379.

Dooms, M., and A. Verbeke. 2007. “Stakeholder management in ports: A conceptual framework integrating insights
from research in strategy, corporate social responsibility and port”. Proceedings of the International Association
of Maritime Economists (IAME) Conference, Athens, July 2007.

Dooms, M., A. Verbeke, and E. Haezendonck. 2013. “Stakeholder Management and Path Dependence in Large-
Scale Transport Infrastructure Development: The Port of Antwerp Case (1960–2010).” Journal of Transport
Geography 27: 14–25. doi:10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2012.06.002.

Dooms, M., E. Haezendonck, and A. Verbeke. 2015. ““Towards A Meta-Analysis and Toolkit for Port-Related
Socio-Economic Impacts: A Review of Socio-Economic Impact Studies Conducted for Seaports.” Maritime
Policy & Management 42 (5): 459–480. doi:10.1080/03088839.2014.944238.

Elkington, J. 1997. Cannibals with Forks: The Triple Bottom Line of 21st Century Business. A Triple Bottom Line
Investing Group Advocating and Publicizing. Oxford: New Society Publishers.

Freeman, R. E. 1984. Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approach. Boston: Pitman.
Galvao, C. B., G. W. Y. Wang, and J. Mileski. 2016. “Public-Private Interests and Conflicts in Ports: A Content

Analysis Approach.” Asian Journal of Shipping and Logistics 32 (1): 13–22. doi:10.1016/j.ajsl.2016.03.002.
Gilman, S. 2003. “Sustainability and National Policy in UK Port Development.” Maritime Policy & Management 30

(3): 275–291. doi:10.1080/0308883032000145591.
Glasbergen, P. 2011. “Understanding Partnerships for Sustainable Development Analytically: The Ladder of

Partnership Activity as a Methodological Tool.” Environmental Policy and Governance 21 (1): 1–13.
doi:10.1002/eet.v21.1.

Haezendonck, E., A. Verbeke, C. Coeck, K. Cullinane, and W. Y. Talley. 2006. “Strategic Positioning Analysis for
Seaports.” Research in Transportation Economics 16: 141–169. doi: 10.1016/S0739-8859(06)16007-2.

18 M. JANSEN ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1080/0965079930010102
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1829-5
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1743(199801/02)15:1%3C15::AID-SRES179%3E3.0.CO;2-B
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1743(199801/02)15:1%3C15::AID-SRES179%3E3.0.CO;2-B
https://doi.org/10.1080/00420980500332098
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0739-8859(06)17020-1
https://doi.org/10.1080/03088839.2015.1032379
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2012.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/03088839.2014.944238
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajsl.2016.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/0308883032000145591
https://doi.org/10.1002/eet.v21.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0739-8859(06)16007-2


Hall, P. V., T. O’Brien, and C. Woudsma. 2013. “Environmental Innovation and the Role of Stakeholder
Collaboration in West Coast Port Gateways.” Research in Transportation Economics 42 (1): 87–96.
doi:10.1016/j.retrec.2012.11.004.

Harvey, B., and S. Bice. 2014. “Social Impact Assessment, Social Development Programmes and Social Licence to
Operate; Tensions and Contradictions in Intent and Practice in Extractive Sector.” In Impact Assess Project
Appraisal, 327–335.

Hayuth, Y. 1982. The Port-Urban Interface: An Area in Transition, 219–224. Vol. 14 (3). London: Royal
Geographical Society.

Hooper, P., and J. Mills. 2003. A Good Practice Guide to Stakeholder Community by Airports. Discussion Paper.
Manchester: Manchester Metropolitan University.

Hoyle, B. 2000. “Global and Local Change on The Port-city Waterfront.” Geographical Review 90 (3): 395-417.
Kolk, A., R. Van Tulder, and E. Kostwinder. 2008. “Business and Partnerships for Development.” European

Management Journal 26 (4): 262–273. doi:10.1016/j.emj.2008.01.007.
Lam, J. S., and E. Van de Voorde. 2012. “Green Port Strategy for Sustainable Growth and Development.” In:

Proceedings of the Transport Logistics for Sustainable Growth at a New Level, edited by T. Yip, X. Fu, and A. Ng,
417–427. Hong Kong: Hong Kong Polytechnic University.

Mintzberg, H. 2015. Rebalancing Society, Radical Renewal beyond Left, Right, and Center. Oakland, CA: Berrett-Koehler.
Nelson, J., E. Ishikawa, and A. Geaneotes. 2009. Developing Inclusive Business Models; a Review of Coca-Cola’s Manual

Distribution Centers in Ethiopia and Tanzania. Washington, DC: Worldbank.
Notteboom, T., and W. Winkelmans. 2002. “Stakeholder Relations Management in Ports; Dealing with the

Interplay of Forces among Stakeholders in a Changing Competitive Environment.” Paper Presented at IAME
Panama 2002, International Association of Maritime Economists, Panama City, Panama, November 13-15.

Notteboom, T. E., A. A. Pallis, P. W. De Langen, and A. Papachristou. 2013. “Advances in Port Studies: The
Contribution of 40 Years Maritime Policy & Management.” Maritime Policy and Management 40 (7): 636–653.
doi:10.1080/03088839.2013.851455.

Notteboom, T. E., and J. P. Rodrigue. 2007. “Port Regionalization: Towards a New Phase in Port Development.”
Maritime Policy & Management.” 32 (3): 297–313. doi:10.1080/03088830500139885.

OECD. 2008. Growing Unequal? Income Distribution and Poverty in OECD Countries. Paris, France: OECD Publishing.
OECD. 2012. Strategic Transport Infrastructure Needs to 2030, 249. Paris: OECD Publishing.
Pallis, A. A., T. K. Vitsounis, and P. W. De Langen. 2010. “Port Economics, Policy and Management: Review of an

Emerging Research Field.” Transport Reviews 30 (1): 115–161. doi:10.1080/01441640902843208.
Panayides, P. M., F. Parola, and J. S. L. Lam. 2015. “The Effect of Institutional Factors on Public–Private

Partnership Success in Ports.” Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice 71: 110–127.
Parola, F., G. Satta, L. Penco, and G. Profumo. 2013. “Emerging Port Authority Communication Strategies:

Assessing the Determinants of Disclosure in the Annual Report.” Research in Transportation Business &
Management 8: 134–147. doi:10.1016/j.rtbm.2013.04.005.

Prahalad, C. K., and Hart, S.L.. 2002. “The Fortune of the Bottom of Pyramid.” Strategy+Business. https://www.
strategy-business.com/article/11518?gko=9a4ba

PT. Pelabuhan Indonesia II. 2014. “IPC CSR Program.” IPC Corporation Website. Accessed 20 September 2015.
http://ipc.co.id

Sakalayen, Q., P. Shu-Ling, and S. Cahoon. 2017. “The Strategic Role of Ports in Regional Development,
Conceptualizing the Experience from Australia.” Maritime Policy & Management 44 (8): 933–955.
doi:10.1080/03088839.2017.1367969.

WEF. 2015. The Inclusive Growth and Development Report. Geneva, Switzerland: World Economic Forum.
Seitanidi, M. M., and A. Crane, eds. 2014. Social Partnerships and Responsible Business. A Research Handbook.

London: Routledge.
Stough, R., and P. Rietveld. 1997. “Institutional Issues in Transport Systems.” Journal of Transport Geography 5:

207–214. doi:10.1016/S0966-6923(97)00016-1.
UNDP. 2008. Growing Inclusive Markets Report 2008: Creating Value for All: Strategies for Doing Business with the

Poor. New York: United Nations.
UN General Assembly, “Transforming our world: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development.” 21 October

2015, A/RES/70/1, http://www.refworld.org/docid/57b6e3e44.html. Accessed 9 May 2018.
United Nations. 2016. Mobilizing Sustainable Transport for Development: Analysis and Policy Recommendations

from the United Nations Secretary-General’s High-Level Advisory Group on Sustainable Transport, 67. New York:
United Nations Division for Sustainable Development.

Van Tulder, R., F. Fortanier, and A. Da Rosa. 2011. “Working Paper 004: Linking Inclusive Business Models and
Inclusive Growth; Cross-Sector Partnerships in Poverty Alleviation Strategies of Multinational Enterprises.”
Partnerships Resource Centre: Working Paper Series, Partnerships Resource Centre, Rotterdam.

Van Tulder, R., R. Van Tilburg, M. Francken, and A. Da Rosa. 2014. Managing the Transition to a Sustainable
Enterprise. New York: Routledge.

MARITIME POLICY & MANAGEMENT 19

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.retrec.2012.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2008.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1080/03088839.2013.851455
https://doi.org/10.1080/03088830500139885
https://doi.org/10.1080/01441640902843208
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rtbm.2013.04.005
https://www.strategy-business.com/article/11518?gko=9a4ba
https://www.strategy-business.com/article/11518?gko=9a4ba
http://ipc.co.id
https://doi.org/10.1080/03088839.2017.1367969
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0966-6923(97)00016-1
http://www.refworld.org/docid/57b6e3e44.html


Van Tulder, R., and S. Pfisterer. 2014. “Creating Partnering Space: Exploring the Right Fit for Sustainable
Development Partnerships.” In: Social Partnerships and Responsible Business. A Research Handbook, edited by
Seitanidi and Crane, 105–125. London: Routledge.

Van Tulder, R., M. M. Seitanidi, A. Crane, and S. Brammer. 2016. “Enhancing the Impact of Cross-Sector
Partnerships; Four Impact Loops for Channeling Partnership Studies.” Journal of Business Ethics.

Woo, S., S. Pettit, D. Kwak, and A. Beresford. 2011. “Seaport Research: A Structured Literature Review on
Methodological Issues since the 1980s.” Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice 45 (7): 667–685.

World Bank. 2008. Strategies for Sustained Growth and Inclusive Development. Washington, DC: World Bank.
World Bank. 2016. Logistics Performance Indicators: Connect to Compete 2016. Washington, DC: World Bank.
World Business Council for Sustainable Development. 2006. Inclusive Business: Profitable Business for Successful

Development. Geneva: WBCSD/SNV.
World Business Council for Sustainable Development and SNV. 2011. Inclusive Business: Creating Value in Latin

America. Geneva: WBCSD/SNV.
World Economic Forum. 2015. The Inclusive Growth and Development Report 2015. Geneva, Switzerland: World

Economic Forum.
World Ports Sustainability Program (WPSP) Charter. 2018. “International Ports and Harbours Association, American

Association of Port Authorities (AAPA), European Sea Ports Organisation (ESPO).” International Association of
Cities and Ports (AIVP) and World Association for Waterborne Transport Infrastructure (PIANC). Antwerpen:
IAPH.

20 M. JANSEN ET AL.


	Abstract
	1.  Problem statement
	2.  Literature review: port development as research area
	2.1.  Stakeholder inclusion as a condition to port development success
	2.2.  Potential of partnerships

	3.  Case study on Indonesia port development
	3.1.  Research method
	3.2.  First findings
	3.3.  Survey findings: mapping stakeholder recognition and conflict vulnerability
	3.4.  Attributing roles and responsibilities on port development issues

	4.  Discussion
	4.1.  Bridging between two discourses
	4.2.  Taking stock
	4.3.  Methodological challenges

	5.  Conclusion and further research
	Note
	Disclosure statement
	References



