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Abstract 

Bonaire National Marine Park (BNMP) is a marine protected area (MPA) surrounding 

Bonaire, a small coral island in the Caribbean. Its purpose is to protect the marine 

environment from increasing human pressures, while still allowing for sustainable use. MPA 

effectiveness depends on community support and legitimacy, which is often gained through 

stakeholder participation. However, BNMP faces governance challenges because bringing 

state, market and civil society actors together is difficult due to their conflicting interests. 

This study examined to what extent nature conservation and economic development are 

mutually exclusive or reconcilable in BNMP by applying the image analysis framework by 

Jentoft et al. (2012) to a case study. According to the authors, the framework maps how 

stakeholders perceive MPA governance and is a tool for identifying governance challenges. 

The analysis revealed several governance challenges for BNMP, such as outdated or 

ambiguous policies, lack of a master plan for the island, and enforcement issues. However, 

the analysis gave no indication of the governance challenges’ significance. Additionally, this 

study set out to assess to what extent image analysis could be applied to this case study as it 

differs from the case studies it was developed for. Research showed that one of the biggest 

differences was the type of stakeholders involved, resulting in the need for adjusting the 

framework. Because all stakeholders recognized that nature and economy are interdependent, 

the study concludes that conservation and development are reconcilable. The extent to which 

marine conservation and economic development are reconcilable depends on the marine 

park’s ability to balance legitimacy and efficiency issues. As the analysis revealed 

governance challenges but did not provide solutions, the study recommends future research to 

focus on finding solutions for the challenges that BNMP faces. 
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1. Introduction	

Coral reefs are disappearing all over the world. This is caused by multiple factors, one of 

which is the conflict between the social and the natural environment surrounding coral reefs. 

As natural and social environments collide, governance challenges arise. As a tool to govern 

these conflicts marine protected areas were created. An example of a marine protected area 

can be found in Bonaire, a small coral island in the Caribbean. Here, governance challenges 

have arisen due to conflicts between nature conservation and economic development. This 

study will examine whether this conflict exists on Bonaire and what the related governance 

challenges are. But first this thesis will first provide more background information on coral 

reefs, marine protected areas and their governance challenges, and the island Bonaire. 

1.1. 	Need	for	protection	

Every day when you open a newspaper or go online you can find news or debates on the 

earth’s environment. Awareness has increased over the past two decades (IFAD, 2015). This 

includes increasing awareness of our oceans’ beauty and the need to protect it. 

Among other things, marine protection is geared toward coral reefs. Coral reefs are 

declining rapidly. According to Burke et al. (2011), three-quarters of coral reefs world-wide  

are threatened. It is estimated that between ten and thirty percent is either destroyed or 

severely damaged (Gardner, Côté, Gill, Grant, & Watkinson, 2003). In the past fifty years 

approximately 125,000 km2 of coral cover has been lost (Hughes, Graham, Jackson, Mumby, 

& Steneck, 2010). This is unnerving because coral reefs provide people with livelihoods, 

coastal protection building materials, new chemical compounds, and information about 

pollution and climate (Moberg & Folke, 1999).  

There is evidence that coral reefs will adapt to anthropogenic impacts and climate 

change. It was always believed unsure whether current social and economic services from 

coral reefs will still exist in the future (Hughes et al., 2003). In fact, the current trend 

indicates further decline of coral reefs with long-term consequences for society (Hoegh-

Guldberg et al., 2007; Hughes et al., 2010). However, new research shows it might be easier 

to rebuild reefs than previously believed (Hughes et al., 2010). 
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1.2. 	Marine	protected	areas	

To protect the marine ecosystem, including coral reefs and the economies depending on it, 

Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) have been created. It is an umbrella term for many types of 

conservation management tools such as wildlife refuges, no-take areas and marine parks.  

 MPAs are areas in which human activities are prohibited or restricted. They are 

marine areas assigned to protect and enhance its resources (Lubchenco, Palumbi, Gaines, & 

Andelman, 2003). There are several definitions attributed to MPAs. Commonly accepted - 

and cited - definitions are given by the International Union for Conservation of Nature 

(IUCN) and the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD). IUCN defines an MPA as “any 

area of intertidal or sub-tidal terrain, together with its overlying water and associated flora, 

fauna, historical and cultural features, which has been reserved by law or other effective 

means to protect part or all of the enclosed environment” (Kelleher, 1999:18). Similarly, the 

CBD defines an MPA as “any defined area within or adjacent to the marine environment, 

together with its overlying waters and associated flora, fauna and historical and cultural 

features, which has been reserved by legislation or other effective means, including custom, 

with the effect that its marine and/or coastal biodiversity enjoys a higher level of protection 

[than its] surroundings” (Secretariat, 2004). This definition is based on IUCN’s categories of 

protected areas. Both definitions do not only include marine areas, but coastal areas as well. 

 According to the United States National Marine Protected Area Center, MPAs can 

differ on two main categories: conservation focus and level of protection. An MPA’s 

conservation focus can lie on preserving cultural heritage, natural heritage and/or fostering 

sustainable production. The level of protection can range from multiple-use areas where 

activities are allowed or restricted, to no access areas where no human is allowed (NOAA, 

2013). According to the IUCN, all MPAs should provide protection of natural and cultural 

diversity, restoration of threatened species and degraded ecosystems, sustainable use by 

people, understanding and enjoyment. One needs to understand MPAs and what happens in 

them in order to manage it. Enjoyment refers to the public’s ability to make use of the MPA. 

If it cannot be enjoyed the public will not support it (Kelleher, 1999).  

 In addition, MPA governance varies per area. Jones, Qiu and De Santo (2013) 

identified five governance categories: MPAs can be 1) Managed primarily by the government 

under a clear legal framework, 2) Managed by a government with decentralization and/or 
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influences from the private sector, 3) Managed primarily by a local community under 

collective management arrangements, 4) Managed primarily by the private sector and/or non-

governmental organizations (NGOs) granted with property or management rights, and lastly 

5) Areas in which no clear governance framework is in place. Each category is based on 

differences in allocation of authority and responsibilities among stakeholders in MPA 

governance and differences in incentives employed to reach its goals. As MPA structures are 

contextual, making comparisons is difficult. Categorizing MPAs as described above allows 

for a degree of generalization and thus enables a comparison of case studies and governance 

approaches (Jones, Qiu & De Santo, 2013).  

1.3.	Effectiveness	of	marine	protected	areas	

The global goal is to protect ten percent of marine and coastal areas by 2020 (Global 

Biodiversity Outlook, 2014). Although not many MPAs were installed at the time, Hughes et 

al. (2003) expected that MPAs would be the most successful tool for marine conservation. 

Their success or effectiveness is commonly measured by the degree to which they have 

reached their goals or objectives. Despite mixed successes in obtaining their objectives, some 

scholars indeed state that MPAs remain one of the most effective tools available (Agardy, di 

Sciara, & Christie, 2011; Jameson, Tupper, & Ridley, 2002; Jentoft, Chuenpagdee, & 

Pascual-Fernandez, 2011). 

However, other studies indicate that most existing MPAs are not effective enough 

(Christie, White, & Deguit, 2002; Edgar et al., 2014; Kareiva, 2006; Lubchenco et al., 2003). 

MPAs are referred to as paper parks when its boundaries are set but no or little enforcement 

takes place (Edgar et al., 2014; Hughes et al., 2003). Further problems are that MPAs are 

either too small or too young to show effectiveness. Others offer merely partial protection as 

opposed to no-take marine reserves (Edgar et al., 2014). According to Kareiva (2006) focus 

has been on the design of MPAs, albeit more important is local social and community support 

for them. Similarly, Jameson et al. (2002) conclude that an MPA’s success is greatest when it 

receives support from the community. De Santo, Jones, and Miller (2011) state that for an 

MPA to be viable, stakeholder participation and support is needed (see also Jentoft et al., 

2012). This need stems from the fact that MPAs interfere in the lives of people living in 

coastal areas. They reshape stakeholders’ social, economic and political space (Jentoft et al, 
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2012). When an MPA is established, focus lies on ecological objectives (so-called ‘Planet’ 

pillar of sustainability) (Lubchenco et al., 2003), while possible social (‘People’) and/or 

economic (‘Profit’) factors are often secondary (Jentoft, van Son & Bjørkan, 2007). An 

example is the declaration of the no-take MPA in Chagos, the British Indian Ocean Territory. 

Natives were forced to leave the Chagos Islands in the 1970s to make room for a military 

airbase. Over the years they have fought legal battles to go home. In 2010 the MPA was 

officially established while the legal process was still ongoing and a decision about their 

return had not yet been made. Should they return, the natives would be prohibited to 

participate in any exploit activities for subsistence, such as fishing, as the islands are now 

surrounded by a no-take area (De Santo et al., 2011). Until today they have not been allowed 

to go home (Bowcott, 2015). This is a perfect example where conservation goals were 

regarded more highly than social issues. Equity and human rights were neglected in order to 

ensure the effectiveness of the MPA. 

Jentoft, van Son and Bjørkan (2007) stress that the design and functioning of MPAs 

involve people, their social relationships and institutions. As they are therefore social science 

issues, success or failure should not be credited to MPAs as a concept but to their design. 

Although many MPAs are not effective (enough) Jentoft et al. (2007) argue that they are still 

an appropriate tool. Instead of finding alternatives, an appropriate response would be to 

improve design and functioning. 	

1.4. 	A	holistic	and	bottom-up	approach	

Although in practice MPAs are often mostly focused on Planet, and not so much on People 

and Profit, they are a result of more holistic nature conservation approaches in which socio-

economic factors are taken into account, such as Ecosystem-Based Management (EBM) and 

Integrated Coastal Management (ICM). EBM is a holistic and science-based approach to 

guide conservation efforts of ecosystems. It aims not to view one area under management, 

issue, species or ecosystem service in isolation, but considers the entire ecosystem and links 

across sectors. It does so while allowing for sustainable use by humans. Hence, this approach 

focusses on both ecosystem health and human well-being (Halpern, Lester & Mcleod, 2010). 

ICM can be seen as a regional tool based on EBM principles (Cicin-Sain & Belfiore, 2005; 

Toonen & van Tatenhove, 2013), where the conservation and use of coastal zones are 
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governed while considering different perspectives and conflicting interests (Webb, Maliao, & 

Siar, 2004). Similarly, Toonen and van Tatenhove (2013) use the term Integrated Marine 

Governance to describe instances where marine governance is a shared effort and 

responsibility of stakeholders on multiple levels as opposed to traditional top-down 

governance. In this view, MPAs should bring state, market and societal stakeholders together 

who try to find solutions for their conflicting interests in coastal and marine areas. 

 A bottom-up approach with stakeholder participation is often considered a way to 

gain legitimacy and therefore increase compliance and support for decisions made by MPA 

managers (Jentoft, 2000; Jentoft, van Son & Bjørkan, 2007; Hoelting et al., 2013). The 

success of an MPA depends on community support. Solutions or activities that do not 

consider socio-economic interests are therefore likely to fail. When socio-economic goals 

were considered not as a secondary goal, but as a primary design criteria, MPAs were more 

efficient at minimizing impacts for fishery communities (Klein et al., 2008). MPAs might 

therefore benefit from more explicit socio-economic goals (Jentoft et al., 2007). A bottom-up 

approach leads to a sense of trust, collaboration and a feeling of ownership as resource users 

are involved in the development and implementation of the MPA (Pollnac & Pomeroy, 2005; 

Christie & White, 2007). Involvement can also minimize issues related to income distribution 

and social injustice and thus minimize the chance of negatively affected stakeholders (Jentoft 

et al., 2007). MPAs therefore rely on legitimacy in order to be effective, which is in the eye of 

the resource users (Jentoft, 2000; Jentoft et al., 2007). Without it there is a risk of damaging 

the system governing the MPA or it might even collapse and risk becoming a paper park. In 

conclusion, MPAs are social institutions which depend on the support and compliance of 

stakeholders (Jentoft et al., 2012).  
 However, stakeholder participation represents a challenge as well as an opportunity. 

Increasing the number of participants can in itself be a problem, but inclusion of different 

stakeholders also brings with it different interests, perceptions and opinions. Conflicts about 

the use of coastal areas originate through the presence of different economic, social or 

ecological interests. Implementation of MPAs can raise issues regarding economic interests, 

social values and political power in addition to conservation objectives (Jentoft et al., 2011). 

Decision-making can become difficult which reduces flexibility and creates more 

bureaucracy (Jentoft, 2000). Conflicting interests complicate coastal governance and thus 
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influences how well a coastal area can be governed. The MPA as the governance entity must 

find a way to accommodate different interests (Jentoft et al., 2012). 

1.5.  Accommodating	interests	through	image	analysis 

To accommodate ecological and socio-economic interests Jentoft et al. (2012) state it is 

important not to simply look at stakeholders’ interests or actions, but to also look at the 

images that are the basis for those interests and actions. Images represent stakeholders’ view 

on issues at hand, in this case the discussion of nature conservation and economic 

development, and their view of the world. Images portray our ideas of what is and what 

should be. In other words, they are lenses we use to look at things (Jentoft, Chuenpagdee, 

Bundy, & Mahon, 2010). As Jentoft et al. (2012:195) mention: “[…] we may not fully 

understand what [stakeholders] think, but we may at least comprehend what they think with”. 

This is an important distinction as we may not always understand a person’s interest or 

actions (e.g. killing sharks for their fins), but we may comprehend why the person does it (he 

believes there are enough sharks and the fins have high nutritional value). Actions result from 

images. Similarly, stakeholders draw on images to form an opinion about an MPA. Thus 

simply looking at stakeholders’ actions and interests is not enough to determine why an MPA 

may be successful or failing (Jentoft et al., 2012).  

 An analysis of images is helpful to understand conflicts, frictions or governance 

challenges like those arising when balancing the three dimensions (Planet, People, Profit) in 

MPA management. Understanding conflicts may, in turn, help improve the governability of 

an MPA, which refers to how well something can be governed (Jentoft et al., 2012). 

Governability is affected by the overall capacity of an MPA as a system consisting of social 

and ecological characteristics (Kooiman, 2008). Enhancing governability increases the 

likelihood of success. Hence, success or failure of an MPA depends on its governability 

(Jentoft, van Son & Bjørkan, 2007). An MPA is successful when its ecological and socio-

economic goals are fulfilled. Thus image analysis can help with understanding conflicts or 

governance challenges, which can enhance governability, which, in turn, likely makes an 

MPA more successful.  

 Information about how this works in practice is, however, lacking and thus open for 

research. This thesis will therefore use images as the focal point for analysis, which will be 
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elaborated on in chapter 2. In the remaining sections of this chapter I will introduce the study 

area, research objective and questions, and the thesis outline. 

1.6. 	Marine	and	coastal	governance	on	Bonaire	

The geographical focus of this thesis research is Bonaire, a small coral island in the 

Caribbean Sea. More specifically, this study is about nature conservation and economic 

development in Bonaire National Marine Park (BNMP) which was founded in 1979. This 

section provides general background information on Bonaire, governance of its coastal and 

marine environment, the importance of tourism for the island, and on BNMP itself. 

1.6.1.	Geographic	location,	political	status	and	demographics		

Bonaire is a mere 288 square kilometers big and is part of North America although it is 

located just 80 kilometers from Venezuela. In 1954 the Caribbean islands Aruba, Bonaire, 

Curaçao, Saba, St. Eustatius and St. Maarten (also known as the Dutch Antilles) became part 

of the Kingdom of the Netherlands . In 1986 Aruba obtained an independent status within the 1

Kingdom while the remaining five islands were still part of the Dutch Antilles. On 10 

October 2010 the Dutch Antilles were dissolved. Three of the five islands remain part of the 

Netherlands and are now known as the Caribbean Netherlands. Bonaire, St. Eustatius and 

Saba (BES) became “bijzondere gemeenten”, or special municipalities of the Netherlands. 

Curaçao and St. Maarten obtained the same independent status as Aruba. All six islands 

combined are referred to as the Dutch Caribbean. 

 The distance between Bonaire and European Netherlands is approximately 8.000 km. 

The capital city of Bonaire is Kralendijk, which is derived from “Koralendijk” (“koralen” is 

Dutch for coral). Locally it is more commonly referred to as Playa (Spanish for beach). Its 

specific location can be seen on the map in figure 1. On January 1st, 2015 the island counted 

18,905 registered inhabitants. Over the past four decennia the population has doubled due to 

an increase of immigrants from many parts of the world, but especially from European 

Netherlands, Latin America and North America. In the past four years alone population has 

increased by 19 percent (Statistics Netherlands, 2015).  

	Suriname	(located	in	South-America)	was	also	part	of	this	Kingdom,	but	became	an	independent	state	in	1

1975.
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Figure 1. A map of Bonaire 

1.6.2.	Marine	governance	structure	on	Bonaire	

The Dutch government allocated management tasks from the former Dutch Antilles’ 

government to what is known on the BES islands as “Rijksdienst Caribisch 

Nederland” (RCN, which in English could be translated as the National Department for the 

Dutch Caribbean). The RCN works together with local authorities and organizations to 

improve the situation on the islands. The Ministry of Infrastructure and Environment (IenM, 

“Ministerie van Infrastructuur en Milieu”) has a representative or liaison at RCN and is 

responsible for the management of the waters around the Dutch Caribbean. The national 

department of waterways and public works (RWS, “Rijkswaterstaat”) is the implementing 

organization of IenM and executes the law. This includes the Maritime Law BES (“Wet 

Maritiem Beheer BES”), in effect since 10 October 2010. In addition, local laws, policies and 

permit obligations need to be abided by (Rijksdienst Caribisch Nederland, n.d.). The Dutch 

government's role is to monitor good governance of these laws and policies (Interview 9, 

2016). Furthermore, Bonaire is one of 169 parties to sign the Ramsar treaty and is home to 
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five Ramsar-sites. Ramsar is an international treaty for the conservation and wise use of 

wetlands (ramsar.org). 

 In 1992, Miguel Pourier and several others were asked to form a committee by the 

administrative body. This committee was given the task of developing a development plan or 

policy vision for Bonaire. The committee conducted research and came to several 

conclusions, including: 1) Bonaire possesses a unique product, namely the environment 

supplemented with culture and culture monuments. If protected and assured of its quality, it 

could be excellent for the expansion of the tourism industry. This could lead to reinforcement 

of the island’s independence; 2) The governance vision of Bonaire with the environmental as 

the focal point can only produce desired results if supported by the entire population, thus 

apart from regulations and policies, action needs to be taken to increase environmental 

awareness. This policy vision will only become generally accepted when the whole 

population reaps its benefits; 3) Choosing to focus on tourism, in which the environment is 

central, means that the island should forgo mass tourism and limit the growth of the number 

of hotel rooms and dives; 4) Spatial planning, education, physical infrastructure, public 

health, and (low) criminality play an important role in making the environment economically 

productive; 5) Bonaire’s environmental product has a value that is increasing as this product 

is becoming scarcer worldwide. Tourists should pay to make us of it, and governmental 

policy should be focused on the conservation, protection and improvement of the 

environment in order to optimally benefit from economic development generated by 

environment related tourism. In short, the environment should be integrated in all policy 

fields (Pourier, 1992). Since 1992, the report has been commonly known as the Pourier 

report. However, according to mr. Pourier, contrary to what is claimed by the government and 

news outlets, the report was never acted upon (T. Bennekom, personal communication, June 

27, 2016).  

 In 2009, a new master plan for Bonaire was presented. It was commissioned by the 

government of Bonaire and drafted by the University of Groningen. The authors created four 

development scenarios for the period 2010-2025 (van Werven, Jepma & Bakker, 2009). 

Despite positive reactions, this report has also not been used since as no choice has been 

made about which scenario is desired (T. Bennekom, personal communication, June 27, 

2016). 
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1.6.3.	The	economic	value	of	tourism	

Bonaire depends heavily on the tourism sector and is above all known for its nature. Any 

tourism website about Bonaire will speak of its pristine coral reefs and mangroves. Besides 

kitesurfing, windsurfing and snorkeling, Bonaire is the number one scuba-diving destination 

in the Caribbean. Unique about Bonaire is the ability to go shore diving at over fifty diving 

spots.  

The island’s economy is thus highly dependent on diving tourism and tourism in 

general, which makes conservation of its natural resources crucial. A study by Wolfs and van 

Beukering (2012), has attempted to put a monetary value to Bonaire’s nature. More than ten 

ecosystem services have been identified and valued. The total economic value (TEV) is 

estimated to be around 105 million dollars per year. The value for recreational and 

commercial fishing is estimated at 1.1 million dollar per year. However, its tourism value of 

Bonaire’s nature has the biggest share of the TEV and is estimated to be 50 million dollars. 

Other values include cultural and recreational (4 million), research (1.3 million), coastal 

protection (103,000), art (460,000), and an estimated value of Bonaire’s nature by Dutch 

mainland citizens (22 million, based on their willingness to pay for nature protection). To 

illustrate the importance of the ecosystem service values, the authors compare it to the 

island’s GDP of 2008: the TEV was almost half of Bonaire’s economy. Given its economy’s 

dependency on nature-related tourism, the study concludes that it is more cost-efficient to 

prevent damage to natural resources than to try to recover what is lost. 

1.6.4.	Bonaire	National	Marine	Park	

To protect the island’s highly valued coastal ecosystem BNMP was established. The marine 

park surrounds the whole island. It is one of the areas protected by STINAPA (“Stichting 

Nationale Parken Bonaire”). STINAPA Netherlands Antilles was founded in 1962 as a 

conservation foundation for all six Dutch Antilles islands, thus not solely focused on Bonaire. 

It started on Bonaire with protecting the breeding grounds of the flamingos and by creating 

what is now known as Washington Slagbaai National Park. Bonaire Marine Park was founded 

in 1979 and received a National Park status in 1999. By the end of the 1980s all islands had 

their own foundations and an independent STINAPA for Bonaire was established: STINAPA 

Bonaire (stinapa.org). In this thesis, STINAPA refers to STINAPA Bonaire.  
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 The foundation has been granted a mandate from the government to carry out its 

activities (Interview 4, 2015). The statutes from 1998 stipulate the organization’s objectives: 

protection, preservation and rehabilitation of it lands and waters; protection and preservation 

of flora and fauna on and around Bonaire; and to provide education about Bonaire’s nature 

and environment. The park’s efforts are primarily funded by collecting entry fees from users 

of its marine resources. Furthermore, the foundation receives grants and support from WWF 

Netherlands (WNF) and is a member of the Dutch Caribbean Nature Alliance (stinapa.org). 

BNMP is a multi-use MPA. While diving is the main activity, other water sports and 

fishery activities are prevalent as well. Furthermore, BNMP can be categorized as an MPA 

“managed primarily by the private sector and/or NGOs granted with property or management 

rights” (category as mentioned above, Jones, Qiu & De Santo, 2013). This fourth category is 

what de Groot and Bush (2010) refer to as an Entrepreneurial MPA (EMPA). It is therefore no 

surprise that the authors classified Bonaire’s marine park as an EMPA. De Groot and Bush 

expand on the existing classification of EMPAs by Colwell, who characterizes them as small-

scale protected areas managed by the commercial sector with limited to no participation by 

the government and local community (Colwell, 1997; de Groot & Bush, 2010). They are 

“MPAs that use tourism or other commercial support to achieve long-term economic and 

environmental sustainability” (Colwell, 1997:111). Their advantage is that they can be more 

quickly and easily designed and implemented than large-scale MPAs as they can use already 

existing commercial infrastructure and management structures. Added benefits of EMPAs 

include building community support for MPA management and building awareness of marine 

protection (Colwell). The main objectives of EMPAs are to fund the protection of habitat and 

marine life, build wider public awareness and provide core areas for larger, slower 

developing MPAs. To be able to operate they need formal acknowledgement by predominant 

authorities (Colwell; de Groot & Bush). While this definition by Colwell encompasses area-

based authority, De Groot and Bush say that an EMPA can be more viable if authority is 

behavior-based. Education can turn resource users into environmental conscious consumers. 

The authors take diver education as an example. Environmental education and diving routine 

can be part of the lesson plans for diver certification. Divers then learn how to dive 

responsibly. This is a form of control and enforcement of rules on diving behaviors. By 
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practicing what they preach, dive operations increase their legitimacy and the effectiveness of 

an MPA. 

Jentoft et al. (2012) go even further by saying that MPAs are social institutions that 

depend on the support and compliance of stakeholders, including local communities. 

Legitimacy is needed for stakeholder compliance and support, and is gained through a 

bottom-up approach with stakeholder participation. BNMP is an MPA with NGO authority 

primarily funded by (dive) tourism. It uses dive operators to educate divers on accepted diver 

behavior and facilitates stakeholder participation. Most importantly, it is in search of a 

balance between nature conservation and economic development. 

1.7. 	Research	Objective	

Given BNMP’s broad range of objectives, stemming from both STINAPA’s focus on marine 

conservation and from BNMP being characterized as an EMPA, BNMP governance is not 

straightforward. The challenge is to balance the afore mentioned sustainability pillars Planet, 

People and Profit. Furthermore, MPAs are not footloose from a broader context, as Jentoft et 

al (2007:p. 618) put it: ‘the governability of MPAs [..] depends largely on what happens 

outside their borders’. Although Bonaire is a relatively small coral island, ethnical and 

cultural diversity is high. In addition, as described, governance on Bonaire is linked to the 

Dutch governing system. This thesis will show that this complexity of coastal governance on 

Bonaire can be clearly seen through a particular debate on Bonaire which relates to the 

balancing of nature conservation and economic development, that is the case concerning the 

expansion of Karel’s Pier - situated in BNMP.  

 This research sets out to analyze the complexity of MPA governance on Bonaire 

through the concept of imaging, based on the work of Jentoft et al (2012). The goal of this 

thesis is to identify the different images present on Bonaire and to identify the challenges of  

BNMP governance in order to gain a better understanding of balancing marine conservation 

and economic development in areas which are designated as MPAs. By doing so, this study 

aims to answer the overall research question: to what extent are nature conservation and 

economic development mutually exclusive or reconcilable in Bonaire National Marine Park? 

In order to answer this question, the following subquestions will be addressed:  

1. Which stakeholders are involved in Karel’s Pier case and what are their interests? 
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2. What images do these stakeholders have of BNMP? 

3. What governance challenges does image analysis reveal for BNMP? 

4. To what extent can image analysis be applied to an existing MPA related to tourism 

rather than a new MPA related to fisheries? 

In addition to gaining a better understanding of the tension between nature conservation and 

economic development, this study aims to contribute to MPA literature from a social science 

perspective using image analysis as this approach has not (yet) been widely applied in studies 

based on empirical cases. In addition, most studies focused on MPA and coastal management 

in relation to fisheries. This study will contribute by providing insight into coastal 

governance with tourism as its main focus. Because of this rather novel application of image 

analysis, this thesis will also address the question of merits and constraints of using this 

analytical approach in case study practice, which is captured by the fourth subquestion of this 

thesis.  

1.8. 	Outline	

The thesis will be structured as follows. Chapter 2 will elaborate on the conceptual 

framework upon which this study is based. It will focus on what image analysis is and why it 

is used for this study. Chapter 3 will elaborate on the research methods used for this study. 

Chapter 4 will provide background information on the case study of Karel’s Beach Bar, as 

this case will set the scope for research. In addition it will introduce the stakeholders involved 

in this case and for each stakeholder their involvement and interests. This chapter thus 

answers the first subquestion. Chapter 5 will present the results of the image analysis and 

answers the second subquestion. Chapter 6 is the discussion in which the third and fourth 

subquestions are addressed. In addition, suggestions for improvement of the image analysis 

approach are given, and the limitations of the study will be laid-out. The conclusion presents 

the answer to the main research question and suggestions for further research are given. 
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2. Conceptual	Framework:	Image	analysis	

This study uses the concept of images, and builds on the framework developed by Jentoft et 

al. (2012) to analyze the governability of BNMP. To better understand this type of analysis 

this chapter will provide an explanation of what images are according to Jentoft and 

colleagues (section 2.1), how images relate to the interactive governance theory (section 2.2), 

and how the authors position image analysis theoretically in studies on marine and coastal 

governance (section 2.3). The framework will then be elaborated upon in section 2.4. Lastly, 

because images seem to resemble the concept of discourse, which is more familiar to 

governance scholars, section 2.5 compares image analysis to discourse analysis as it is used 

by Hajer (1993). 

2.1. 	What	are	images?	

One way to analyze a governance issue is through the analysis of images. Image analysis is 

helpful to understand conflicts and willingness to cooperate when stakeholders play a role in 

marine and coastal governance, as is the case with MPAs.  

 Based on statements made by Kooiman, Jentoft and others, Song, Chuenpagdee and 

Jentoft (2013:171) state that governance and images go hand in hand: “images are 

omnipresent and integral in the act of governing. Images thus play a persuasive and rhetorical 

role in steering the course of governance, shaping how stakeholders view issues, problems 

and other involved parties”.  

 According to Jentoft et al. (2010) images are, for example, narratives, perspectives or 

theories. They portray ideas of what is and what should be. Images can be compared to one’s 

belief system. Through images we make sense of the world around us. In other words, they 

are lenses we use to look at issues. In addition to being descriptive, images are prescriptive 

and normative: they become reality when they are acted upon, and they guide one’s actions. 

 Like belief systems, images tend to be fairly stable, but can change over time. When a 

new image does not match with the current image, it is possible an alternative image 

develops. Images can, for example, change through a shift in policy and institutions. If a new 

norm is ‘forced’ upon a person, one is likely to adapt to that change over time. Reversely, 

they can induce change in policy and institutions and thus can be a tool of persuasion and 

power. Sometimes change occurs through pressure of communities on the government. For 
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example, the public’s increasing awareness of environmental issues has forced governments 

and private companies to act in more environmental friendly ways. Images can thus be 

formed by dominant actors forcibly imposing their view, or they can be a tool for 

empowerment (Jentoft et al., 2010). According to Jentoft et al. (2012), images about MPAs 

may have been developed through the media, through experience in other locations, or by 

talking to people in one’s surroundings. Interests and experiences in the coastal area can also 

play an important role. 

2.2. 	Images	as	part	of	the	interactive	governance	theory	

Kooiman and colleagues originally introduced governance theory into fisheries and marine 

resource conservation literature. Governance theory believes that governance is not limited to 

governments. Governance challenges must be tackled by involving other parts of society such 

as civil society or market actors (Kooiman & Bavinck, 2013). It was on this theory that  

Kooiman, Jentoft and others later based their interactive governance theory (Jentoft, van Son 

& Bjørkan, 2007; Kooiman, 2008; Kooiman & Bavinck, 2013). As the name implies, the 

theory emphasizes interactions between governing actors, whereas governance merely refers 

to “the aggregate of governing activities”. Here, actors are “any social unit possessing agency 

or power of action. This includes individuals, associations, firms, governmental agencies and 

international bodies” (Kooiman & Bavinck, 2013:11) 

 The concept of governability mentioned earlier is based on the interactive governance 

theory.	According to Kooiman, Jentoft and colleagues, governability is the capacity to govern 

while dealing with the demands of the societal system consisting of social and ecological 

characteristics. Governability of a societal system or entity is affected by three variables 

(figure 2). Governability is related to the governed, governors, and their interactions. More 

accurately, governability depends on the qualities of the system-to-be-governed (SG) 

comprised of the governed, the governing system (GS) consisting of governors, and the 

governing interactions (GI), i.e. interrelations between the SG and GS (Kooiman, 2008; 

Bavinck & Kooiman, 2013).  

 Images are also a part of the interactive governance theory. In this theory the 

governing system consists of three elements: images, instruments and actions. Images guide 

the actions of governing actors and instruments are tools to put those images into action. 
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Governing actors can be anyone involved in governance as explained above, and anyone 

involved forms images of the object to be governed (Kooiman, 2008; Bavinck & Kooiman, 

2013).  

Figure 2. Depiction of the system-to-be-governed, the governing system and governing 

interactions. Adapted from Jentoft et al. (2012). 

2.3.	The	framework	of	systems	applied	to	MPA	governance	

Jentoft and colleagues took this concept of governability and applied it to MPA governance. 

In line with the interactive governance theory MPAs are seen as both object and subject of 

governance: comprising of a system-to-be-governed, a governing system and their 

interactions. Jentoft et al. (2012:187) define the SG as “the ecological and social systems that 

exist within the confines of the MPA”. The SG is partly natural and partly social. It 

encompasses the natural environment and the users and stakeholders of that environment 

(Kooiman, 2008: Jentoft, 2012). The GS is defined as informal and formal tools in place “in 

order to direct the system-to-be-governed” (Jentoft et al., 2012:187). In other words, the GS 

is inherently social in nature and consists of governing mechanisms and institutions. 

Governments, civil society and the market sector are examples of institutions referred to in 

the GS. Examples of institutional dimensions are rules and regulations, policies, monitoring, 

and conflict settlement mechanisms. Lastly, GI are primarily social in nature as it mostly 

concerns interactions between social actors within and between the GS and SG. However, GI 

also include interactions with the natural environment. 

 MPA effectiveness depends on how governable it is.	Governability can be assessed by 

having a closer look at interactions within and between the GS and SG.	 To improve 

governability of MPAs solutions are likely to be found by examining the relations between 

�23



the social and natural system-to-be-governed, interactions within the governing system, as 

well as looking at the inter-linkages between the system-to-be-governed and the governing 

system (Jentoft, van Son & Bjørkan, 2007; Jentoft, Chuenpagdee & Pascual-Fernandez, 

2011).		

	 According to Jentoft, van Son and Bjørkan (2007), the framework of systems are 

applied in order to make MPAs more tangible. Managers and scientist need to be able to see 

an MPA as an object. This will help them understand what they see. Furthermore, an MPA 

should be seen as a system, a system within systems, or a system of systems. The authors 

argue that this framework will not only enhance understanding of what MPAs are and how 

they work, but it should also lead to better governance practice as the framework allows to 

assess and enhance their governability. 

 This framework of systems developed by Jentoft and colleagues has been applied in 

various cases, amongst others in a study by Cárcamo and Gaymer (2013). Cárcamo and 

Gaymer’s case study was analyzed according to the three systems. This case study involved a 

marine reserve in northern Chile at the time of implementation. They used document 

analysis, interviews and surveys to gather information about MPA implementation (which 

they refer to as the governing system) and the area of implementation (system-to-be-

governed). They also analyzed the interactions between the MPA and its wider social-

ecological system. By doing so they were able propose strategies for improving MPA 

governance in Chile at the time of inception. The authors conclude: “The recognition and 

understanding of the interactions among human, institutional, and ecological dimensions 

beyond those existing within the MPA will be a crucial step to improve its 

performance” (2013:1366). The study by Cárcamo and Gaymer does, however, not focus on 

images. In the same year these authors submitted their article, Jentoft et al. (2012) published 

a paper specific on image analysis. Jentoft and colleagues found that they needed to refine 

their earlier framework of systems. They added three elements to each system (SG and GS) 

and three elements relating to the GI, and created what they call an image analysis 

framework. 
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2.4.	Image	analysis	framework	

In addition to applying the interactive governance theory and governability to MPA 

governance, Jentoft and colleagues refined it and included nine elements pertaining to the 

SG, GS and GI. They assume that actors, or stakeholders, have images related to each of the 

nine elements. 

 To enhance governability, it is essential to explore what the existing images are and 

what they bring about (Jentoft et al., 2010). The main argument is that MPA governance is 

challenging as, often, no single image is shared by everyone. The assumption is that the more 

diverse the images and/or the more negative they are, the greater the governance challenge 

will be (Jentoft et al., 2012). Jentoft et al. (2012: p.194) state that “the images stakeholders 

have of the MPA as a governing system must somehow correspond to their image of the 

natural and social systems-to-be-governed. Lack of correspondence makes stakeholders 

question their relevance”. The need for establishing and maintaining an MPA can be disputed, 

and the different images among stakeholders, including those they have of each other, may 

lead to conflict. Image analysis is thus a helpful tool for understanding conflicts, which may 

help improve the governability of an MPA (Jentoft et al. 2012). 

 In order to analyze MPA governance images, Jentoft et al. (2012) propose an 

analytical model in which they assume that stakeholders have images of three elements in 

each of the three governability components. For the SG these are ecosystem health, 

wellbeing, and power; for GS these are values, norms and principles; and for the GI these 

elements are relevance, effectiveness, and equity. The framework of systems and its nine 

elements can be seen in figure 3. The authors developed this system based on a study of three 

case studies of MPAs in Spain at the time of their design and implementation, otherwise 

know as step zero. The authors primarily sketched images for stakeholders that are part of the 

system-to-be-governed. 
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Figure 3. Image analysis framework by Jentoft and colleagues. An illustration of the nine 

elements that stakeholders have an image of, and the components of governability they 

correspond to (Jentoft et al. 2012). 

2.4.1.	Elements	of	the	SG:	Ecosystem	Health,	Well-being	and	Power	

The system-to-be-governed refers to both social and natural aspects of the object to be 

governed. The natural part refers to the natural environment which is captured by the element 

ecosystem health. Ecosystem health refers to in what state stakeholders think the marine 

environment is and to how well it is able to bounce back from negative impacts. Well-being 

and power are the other two elements and relate to the social part. Well-being refers to 

stakeholder’s ideas about what affects their way of life or livelihoods in a positive or negative 

way. For example, a marine park is established in a coastal area to protect coral reefs while 

still allowing for sustainable practices. The coastal community of fishermen could, for 

example, feel apprehensive as their practices are suddenly restricted. Others see an 

opportunity to start new businesses, such as starting an eco-tourism company. Well-being also   

refers to a community’s ability to use natural resources. The implementation of an MPA could 

impede them from using the resources like they were used to, thus resulting in a clash 

between conservation and culture. Lastly, although power can be perceived in both SG and 

GS, Jentoft and colleagues are interested in stakeholders’ ideas of power in the SG. Here 

power refers to a community’s perceptions about who controls how things work and how 

much influence they have on MPA governance, for example, on rules and policies. 
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2.4.2.	Elements	of	the	GS:	Values,	Norms	and	Principles	

The governing system is social in nature. Within the GS stakeholders have images of the 

elements values, norms and principles. Values are about stakeholders’ value systems, what 

they find important. This influences what they would like to see happen with the MPA, their 

marine ecosystem and community. For example, in one of the case studies fishers felt 

responsible for conservation and thought that the MPA would help secure their livelihoods 

and preserve their future. Norms are what people believe to be compulsory. It refers to the 

rules and regulations that define what they can and cannot do within the MPA. Stakeholders 

can have ideas about what rules are good or bad and how restricting they are. For example, 

norms can be perceived as unfair if certain activities are restricted whereas others are 

allowed. The third element here is principles, which refers to underlying considerations when 

an MPA is first designed and established. For example, in one of the case studies stakeholders 

believed the MPA was designed to favor the development of tourism. 

2.4.3.	Elements	of	the	GI:	Relevance,	Effectiveness	and	Equity	

Lastly, the interactions within and between the two previous systems produce images related 

to the outcome of the MPA, thus how relevant, effective and equitable it is. The MPA is 

perceived as relevant if stakeholders understand the need for it. If not, the community might 

not support it. For example, if the environment is perceived to be healthy and resilient, 

stakeholders might not see the need for protection. In addition, an MPA is based on promises 

or goals. The extent of effectiveness relates to stakeholders’ perceptions on how well the GS 

is able to deliver on its promises or goals that were created for solving problems in the SG. 

When stakeholders perceive that the MPA is not an effective tool to deliver the promises or 

reach its goals, they may change their perception of its meaning and are less likely to comply.  

The final element is equity. It refers to how fair the distribution of benefits is perceived. 

Some might feel deprived if they think others benefit at their expense. This might leave them 

feeling hostile towards the MPA. All three elements can undermine the legitimacy of the 

MPA if their images are negative. This, in turn, restricts its governability.  
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2.5. 	Image	analysis	and	its	similarities	with	discourse	analysis	

As images seem to resemble the concept of discourse, which is more familiar to governance 

scholars, the following sections will compare image analysis to discourse analysis as it is 

used by Hajer (1993). The choice for image analysis will become clear through a discussion 

about similarities and differences between the two types of analysis, but first an explanation 

of discourses and discourse analysis is first offered.  

 Hajer (1993:45) defines a discourse as “an ensemble of ideas, concepts and categories 

through which meaning is given to phenomena”. These phenomena can be physical or social 

in nature (Hajer & Versteeg, 2005; Hajer, 2006). Discourses frame problems, thus 

highlighting some aspects of a problem rather than others. When a discourse starts to 

dominate the way a society conceptualizes the world it is referred to as discourse 

structuration (Hajer, 1993). A dominant discourse is a reality or way of understanding the 

world that is widely accepted. An example is sustainable development: the relationship 

between society and the natural environment was increasingly seen as a problem and 

incorporated into e.g. policies, business strategies and research (Fischer & Hajer, 1999). A 

discourse should not be mistaken for a discussion, rather it refers to a set of concepts that 

define the way an actor contributes to a discussion, yet by conducting a discourse analysis it 

is possible to illuminate a particular structure in a discussion which refers to broader notions 

that are meaningful in society (Hajer, 2006). According to Hajer, a discourse analysis is “the 

examination of argumentative structure in documents and other written or spoken statements 

as well as the practices through which these utterances are made” (2006:66). Here practices 

refer to the setting of, and the actions taken in, the issue under analysis. The basic assumption 

of discourse analysis is that language does not only mirror our view of the world and reality, 

but that it also shapes it (Hajer, 2006). Furthermore, actors who share the same discourse do 

not have to agree with each other (Hajer, n.d.). For example, actors who share sustainable 

development as a discourse can disagree about what sustainable practices are.	

 Although conducting a discourse analysis would be more familiar to governance 

scholars, this thesis uses image analysis. Discourses and images show many similarities. Like 

images, discourses portray ideas of what is and what should be. The ideas, concepts and 

categories together form the lens which one uses to look through. A discourse and an image 

both frame the way one looks at a problem. In both types of analysis it is assumed that 
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stakeholders are biased towards some aspects of issues rather than others. Thus both 

discourses and images are descriptive, prescriptive and normative. Furthermore, both can 

lead to changes in policies and institutions or vice versa. If a discourse becomes dominant, 

thus widely accepted by society, it will influence the creation of images (Song, Chuenpagdee, 

Jentoft, 2013). 

 Despite their similarities, discourse analysis and image analysis differ in some 

respects. The first difference is the focus of analysis. When conducting a discourse analysis 

one looks at the language (documents and other written or spoken statements) that is being 

used, because the assumption is that language shapes one’s world and reality (Hajer & 

Versteeg, 2005). Image analysis does not base images on documents or statements, but looks 

at a stakeholder’s worldview	 or	 perceptions of an issue obtained through interviews and 

surveys. Furthermore, the discourse approach does not offer a specific analytic framework as 

there are many ways this analysis can be done, whereas image analysis provides a clear 

framework with which a problem can be unravelled. Image analysis is less abstract as it looks 

specifically at stakeholders’ perceptions of the GS, SG and GI, and their elements 

specifically. Lastly, discourse analysis can be applied in various situations and on local as 

well as global levels (Hajer, 1993), whereas image analysis from its inception onwards is 

geared toward a particular context: implementation of MPAs. 
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3. Methodology	

This chapter details the methodological approach used for this research. First, the overall 

research design, a case study approach, is laid-out in section 3.1. Second, data collection 

methods for this study included interviews, surveys and participatory observations, and are 

described in section 3.2. Third, data analysis methods for the interviews and survey are 

discussed in section 3.3. Finally, methodological considerations are discussed in section 3.4. 

3.1. 	Overall	approach	

The overall research design is a case study approach. Case study research especially 

contributes to enhancing the empirical basis as case studies allow for looking at complexity. 

As explained by Yin (1984:23) case studies are suited as research strategy for “an empirical 

inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context; when the 

boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident; and in which multiple 

sources of evidence are used”. In this research, a case study can illuminate the diverse images 

stakeholders have of governability and functioning. The case taken for this research is the 

BNMP and the conflict concerning the expansion of Karel’s Beach Bar, more commonly 

known as Karel’s Pier.  

 The case will be further introduced in chapter 4, but it is important to note the 

selection criteria. It is chosen for analysis because of its actuality and controversy as the 

debate centers on the need for conservation and a call for economic development. 

Furthermore, the case is interesting due to the stakeholders involved, from state, market and 

civil society actors ranging from national to local levels. State, market and civil society 

stakeholders will not only have differing interests according to their sector, but can have 

variating images about what an MPA can and should be. 

 The overall approach is further informed by the framework developed by Jentoft et al. 

(2012) as discussed in chapter 2. Jentoft and colleagues applied image analysis in three case 

studies. Each case study involved an MPA in Spain at the time of their inception, step zero. 

What sets this case apart is that it takes place approximately 37 years after step zero. 

Furthermore, the three case studies from Spain the MPA’s main management focus was 

fisheries, while BNMP’s main focus is tourism. Although the case study concerns just one 

particular instance within the tourism sector, the image analysis will focus on MPA 
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governance as a whole. Additionally, the scholars’ case studies seemed to include everybody 

involved with the design and implementation of the MPAs, looking at the MPA as a whole. 

This case study is an examination of the MPA as a whole as well, but only with stakeholders 

involved in this particular issue within BNMP governance.  

 The image analysis framework, and the nine elements in particular, form the 

foundation for both data collection and analysis. Table 1 presents the research questions for 

each element as formulated by Jentoft et al. (2012). The topic list for the interviews and the 

questions for the survey were based on these research questions specifically. This thesis will 

use the nine elements to analyze why the issue in the case study unfolded as it did and what 

that means for MPA governance on Bonaire. 

Table 1. Research questions as used by Jentoft and colleagues. Adapted from Jentoft et al. 

(2012). 

3.2. 	Data	collection	

To answer the research questions, data collection methods included semi-structured 

interviews, surveys, participatory observation, desk research and secondary sources. It 

allowed to review MPA literature which was used to formulate the research objective. Desk 

research was conducted for background information about the case study and the actors 

involved. Interview transcripts provided by a PhD student were used as a secondary source to 

Image analysis

System-to-be-
governed (SG)

Ecosystem health: 
What do stakeholders 
think about the 
marine environment?

Well-being: 
What do stakeholders 
think about livelihoods?

Power: 
What do stakeholders 
think about power 
dynamics?

Governing System
(GS)

Values: 
What do stakeholders 
think about the 
significance of the 
MPA for conservation 
and use?

Norms: 
What do stakeholders 
think about MPA rules 
and regulations?

Principles: 
What do stakeholders 
think about the 
underlying 
considerations in the 
design and 
management of the 
MPA?

Governing interactions
(GI)

Relevance: 
What do stakeholders 
think about the 
meaning of the MPA?

Effectiveness: 
What do stakeholders 
think about the 
contribution of the 
MPA?

Equity: 
What do stakeholders 
think about the 
distribution of impacts 
of the MPA?
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supplement this study’s interviews when needed. Interviews, surveys and participatory 

observation were conducted over a period of four months. These four months were spent on 

location. By being present on the island interviewees were more accessible and it made it 

possible to be a participatory observer.  

 A survey was chosen in addition to the interviews to capture the images held by the 

public. As Bonaire’s population is approximately 19 thousand people strong, this method was 

chosen to gather information from as many inhabitants as possible while limiting the time 

needed to do so. Information gathered through participatory observation was seen as a means 

to affirm information gathered through the interviews and survey. 

3.2.1.	Interviews	

Semi-structured interviews made it possible to tailor the questions to the interview context or 

situation while allowing for comparable results. A topic list was prepared to guide the 

interviews. The topic list was based on the framework developed by Jentoft et al. (2012)  (for 

a summary of the topic list see appendix A). Interviews typically started with questions based 

on this model and ended with more specific questions about the case study itself. The case 

study questions were a mix of standard questions for all interviews and questions tailored 

specifically to the interviewee, the role he or she played in the case, and the organization the 

interviewee worked or works for. This order was chosen to minimize the effect possible 

emotions accompanying the case study questions could have on the model questions.  

 These official interviews took place with national and local government officials, the 

owner of Karel’s Beach Bar and members of the involved NGOs. At the time of the 

interviews some of the interviewees did not occupy the same position or belong to the same 

organization as when the issue commenced. Nine one-on-one interviews and 2 two-on-one 

interviews were conducted, thus a total of eleven interviews were performed (n=11). The list 

of interviews can be found in appendix B. The interviews were transcribed and then coded 

according to the nine elements of image analysis and emerging categories for subsequent 

interpretation. Interviewees were placed into five stakeholder groups to represent the 

stakeholder as a whole. For example, three interviewees represent the Dutch government as 

one stakeholder. Not the images of the eleven interviewees, but the images of the five 

stakeholders are compared in this study. 
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 Before constructing the topic list time was taken to conduct exploratory research. This 

was needed to get a better idea of the situation. It involved nonofficial interviews or 

conversations with persons who were indirectly involved or had knowledge about the island’s 

politics. Examples include a journalist specialized in covering events on the Netherlands 

Antilles, a local government official, an environmental scientist, a Dutch Caribbean Nature 

Alliance employee, and a Washington Slagbaai park ranger who is native to the island. The 

latter was valuable to get an impression about how locals , people born and raised on the 2

island, think about Bonaire and its nature. The conversations with the scientist and 

government official revealed that the case could be a sensitive topic for some of the 

stakeholders involved. This gave a direction about how to approach stakeholders. Finally, the 

preliminary interviews allowed for a more directed topic list, in specific for questions related 

to the case. 

3.2.2.	The	survey	

The public represents the sixth stakeholder of the case study. Surveys were conducted to 

target the general public as the public is a part of the system-to-be-governed. The 

questionnaire consisted mainly of quantitative questions, with limited open-ended questions. 

This helped simplifying the analyze of the questionnaires. Like the topic list, all questions for 

the survey were based on the work of Jentoft et al. (2012). None of the questions were related 

to the case study specifically, but some had an indirect link to the case. It included, for 

example, a question related to the strictness of pier regulations. All quantitative questions 

were statements which respondents could answer on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 

strongly disagree to strongly agree. For each of the nine model elements (see section 2.4) two 

or three statements were composed. Negative or reversed statements were included to check 

for consistency of the answers. The questionnaire ended with four open-ended questions. 

Open-ended questions were chosen as it involved ranking and asking for opinions. 

 At the end of the survey additional questions were asked verbally, including country 

of birth, date of birth, and if the participant knew of the case and what it was about. This was 

done in an attempt to prevent the answers of the questionnaire being colored by possible 

	For	the	remainder	of	this	document:	Locals	=	People	born	and	raised	on	the	island.	Inhabitants	or	populaGon	2

=	everybody	registered	and	granted	a	‘Sedula’	(residence	permit).
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emotions related to the case study. Factors such as nationality were used to look for 

correlations. To view the survey questions see appendix C.  

 To accommodate for the different cultures on the island the survey was available in 

three languages: Papiamentu, Dutch and English. A professional local translator translated the 

survey to Papiamentu. A few respondents requested a Spanish version. For this reason one 

person declined to participate. Others then requested an English or Papiamentu version. A 

total of 53 people were surveyed (n = 53). The survey was conducted in Kralendijk as well as 

Rincon. Rincon is the second largest city on Bonaire, situated inland. Of the 53 respondents, 

55 percent is female and 45 percent is male. Due to the diversity of cultures on the island, 

respondents also vary by where they originally come from. Respondents are therefore 

categorized by country of birth, as can be seen in figure 4. However, as expected, most of the 

respondents come from Bonaire or the Netherlands. Despite the fact that most respondents 

are Bonairean, the Dutch version of the questionnaire was most frequently filled out. Fifty-

five percent used the Dutch version, 39.5 percent asked for the Papiamentu version, and 5.5 

percent filled-out the English version.  

Figure 4. Survey respondents categorized by country of birth. 
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A few things are worth mentioning. First, there is a relatively high frequency of ‘neutral’ 

answers. Possible implications for the results are discussed in chapter 6. Second, for two 

open-ended questions respondents were asked to categorize stakeholders according to having 

the “most” or “least” influence on marine park policies, or to gain from the marine park’s 

existence. These questions proved hard to answer as some respondents only answered one 

part of each question, thus they either answered least or most. These unanswered questions 

are treated like the neutral answers corresponding to the statements. Third, only a handful of 

respondents answered the final question. As it was the last question, and it was open-ended, it 

is presumed that respondents had little patience left and were eager to finish the 

questionnaire. In anticipation of this, a two-page limit was set to encourage inhabitants to 

participate by promising that it would take only approximately ten minutes of their time. This 

proved take some of their hesitation away at the start. 

 The challenge for the survey was trying to get as much information as possible in 

under two pages. This was made even more complicated as the survey was an attempt to both 

get information about the public’s image and their thoughts on Karel’s Pier. As the survey 

was limited in length and in-depth questions, the amount and quality of information per 

element differs from the information extracted from the interviews. In addition, the public 

was targeted as a whole. They were not categorized per profession as Jentoft and colleagues 

have done. As a result the questions stayed generic and further simplified the results. 

 The survey was designed in this manner to be able to compare the results of the 

survey with the results of the interviews. Or in other words, compare the image of the public 

with the images of the other five stakeholders.  

3.2.3.	Participatory	observation	

The third method was participatory observation. It was possible to get a taste of BNMP 

governance as a participating citizen due to the four-month stay on the island. Three 

observations took place while on a boat. Further observations included reading a newspaper 

every day from November 9, 2015 until February 26, 2016. This newspaper is called 

Antilliaans Dagblad (translation: Antilles Daily Newspaper) which is published in Dutch. It 

reports news about Curaçao, Aruba, the BES islands, as well as international news. The 

newspaper was scanned for articles related to STINAPA, the legal case regarding the 
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expansion of Karel’s Pier, and a referendum that took place on December 18, 2015 (more 

information about the referendum will be provided in section 4.8).  

3.3.Data	analysis	

The method for data analysis is based on the nine elements linked to image analysis. 

Stakeholders can have an image related to each element. The analysis is carried out 

differently in comparison with Jentoft et al. (2012). Whereas images in the article by Jentoft 

et al. were merely described, this study illustrates the differences between stakeholders’ 

images by highlighting the differences on a continuum specific for each element. It did so for 

all interviewed stakeholders, which were categorized into five stakeholder groups. On the 

continuum the stakeholder groups were each arranged, not by a value, but relative to the 

others. For example, when a stakeholder is placed near one end of the continuum it does not 

necessarily mean this stakeholder is extreme to one side, it merely means that this stakeholder 

is more toward that extreme than the others. Similarly, distances between stakeholders are not 

absolute. Continuums are used as a tool for comparison because, as was explained in the 

previous chapter, the more diverse the images the greater the governance challenge will be. 

This way of comparing and contrasting allows for an analysis on how diverse images are in 

this case study. 

 The analysis of the survey results is based on descriptive statistics. Survey statements 

were answered on a five-point Likert scale. For analysis the options “strongly disagree” and 

“disagree” were taken together. The same was done for “strongly agree” and “agree”. Almost 

all statements had valid answers. Only three values were missing: statement two was not 

answered twice and statement five was once not answered. Furthermore, a high amount of 

neutral answers was detected. Many people circled “neutral” on one or more questions. This 

behavior was observed while conducting the surveys. When asked why they choose neutral, 

respondents typically gave three responses. Firstly, the most frequent reply was that they 

were unsure about the answer to the question. They felt that they did not have enough 

knowledge to answer the question. This despite having explained that the survey was 

designed to measure their perception. Secondly, respondents sometimes felt it did not matter 

what they filled in because they did not think they were being heard; “They do not listen to us 

anyway”. Thirdly, a more common response was that they are just neutral: “I am not for and I 
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am not against” (“Ik ben niet voor en ik ben niet tegen”). This answer is typical for the 

culture on the island. Locals tend to be content with developments on the island as long as it 

does not adversely affect them. An example is the question related to ecosystem health. The 

highest percentage of the respondents (47%) believe the coral reefs are healthy. However, 30 

per cent of the respondents were neutral. This can indicate that people found it hard to answer 

the question despite living on Bonaire. A possible reason is that they do not live near the 

coast and/or do not regularly visit the marine park. It can also mean that they feel they are not 

capable of answering the question because they do not know what is meant by healthy. 

3.4.Methodological	considerations	

The applied methodology relies on the framework developed by Jentoft and colleagues 

(2012). There are, however, some differences between their approach and the approach taken 

for this study. As mentioned previously, this case study is not about step zero (MPA 

inception) but about an existing MPA approximately 37 years after step zero. The way of 

conducting the analysis is adjusted as well (see the previous section). Another important 

difference is that Jentoft and colleagues mainly focus on stakeholders linked to the system-to-

be-governed, such as fishermen, while most of the stakeholders in this case study are part of 

the governing system. In this study stakeholders include government and civil society actors. 

In addition, this study has taken the public as one stakeholder, whereas Jentoft and colleagues 

did not take the public as a whole but categorized them by e.g. fishers, entrepreneurs, and 

biologists. This difference is interesting as the questions per element may be the same, but the 

answers are of a different type. For example, the norms image is based on stakeholder 

comments about fairness, relevance and absoluteness of marine park regulations and policies. 

Stakeholders looking at the whole picture (to be expected if they are linked to the GS) instead 

of from the point of view of a specific sector that is affected by the regulations and policies 

(if related to the SG) may provide answers at a different level. 

 Information to sketch stakeholder images is gathered through interviews and a survey. 

To ensure credibility and validity of the research participatory observation was added as the 

third data collection method. Observations were not used for information to sketch the 

images, but to see whether they support the results from the interviews and survey. 
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4. The	case	study	and	its	stakeholders	

This study focuses on analyzing the images of stakeholders involved in the issue surrounding 

the expansion of Karel’s Pier, as it is a good case to study the balancing between nature 

conservation and economic development in the context of an MPA. Hence, the case sets the 

scope for research. Before analyzing each stakeholder’s image, which will be done in the next 

chapter, it is first needed to further introduce the case and the stakeholders involved. This 

chapter will therefore first describe the project that is central to this case. Then, this chapter 

will provide an overview of the identified stakeholders (section 4.2), and introduce each 

stakeholder and their interests, roles and responsibilities (sections 4.3-4.8). For each 

stakeholder a description of their involvement in the case study is given as well. 

4.1.	The	expansion	of	Karel’s	Pier	

In 1929 hotel and restaurant Zeezicht opened its doors. Due to the success the owners 

expanded with a pier in 1986 (karelsbeachbar.com), located opposite of restaurant Zeezicht. 

The expansion of the pier happened just a few years after the foundation of BNMP (1979). 

This means the pier is situated in the marine park as all of the island’s surrounding waters are 

protected. This pier is called Karel’s Beach Bar, but is more commonly known as Karel’s 

Pier; now an iconic structure situated in Kralendijk. As it is situated at the waterfront, the 

‘skyline’ of Bonaire, it is deemed important for attracting tourists (Interview 11, 2016). In the 

past it was possible to dive under the pier, which made it a popular spot for night dives. It is 

not allowed anymore in an attempt to limit damage caused by divers. 

 The pier is exploited by Jokaya N.V., a company owned by Karel Visser. It is a family 

business currently run by its fourth generation owner. Karel’s Pier is a place where people 

can eat or drink during the day and party in the weekends. During the day you can mostly 

find tourists and during the weekend the pier is most frequented by locals on their night out. 

 Jokaya N.V, thus Mr. Visser in persona, desires to expand the pier as part of a larger 

project. In addition to a second pier, he wishes to build a hotel complex where now hotel and 

restaurant Zeezicht is located. This is directly opposite of the street where the pier and 

proposed pier are connected to shore. The proposed pier will be attached to the existing pier 

as well as to shore. It will include two bars, a (temporary) restaurant, and a dive school which 

will be located on the shore side (figure 5). As guests of Karel’s Pier are now served from the 
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Zeezicht kitchen, this restaurant will be temporary moved to the proposed pier until the 

construction of the new hotel is finished. It is expected that the proposed pier will have 

capacity for 100 people (Vermeij 2011b; 2012), with an expected 300 people per day and an 

increase of 30 percent of visitors each year (Vermeij, 2012). In addition, there will be 

facilities for larger yachts to dock at the far end of the pier (Vermeij, 2011b; 2012). 

Furthermore, there were plans to build a fountain inside the piers, but this plan was 

abandoned (Vermeij, 2012). Lastly, there are plans for a natural beach south of the concrete 

foundation at the shore side of the pier. However, it is unclear if there are plans for an 

artificial beach or if it is expected that such a beach is formed naturally (Vermeij, 2011b; 

2012).  

 In 1989 mr. Visser received the required permits for the two piers and hotel. Building 

plans for the second pier and the hotel never commenced (Interview 11, 2016; Osepa, 2014). 

In 2009 Karel Visser wanted to continue working on his project. By this time the 

requirements for permits had tightened, and for this reason he wanted to make sure that the 

permit(s) for the project met the stricter requirements (Interview 11, 2016). He therefore re-

submitted applications for the permits, which is when the dispute around the new pier started. 

 Since the political change, three permits are needed to build a pier: a local building 

permit, a permit in accordance with local law, namely Island Ordinance Nature Management 

Bonaire (“Eilandverordening Natuurbeheer”), or Nature Ordinance in short, and a permit in 

accordance with the Maritime Law BES. The latter two permits are referred to as the ‘double 

permit obligation’ as the nature laws of the island cannot contradict the Maritime Law BES 

(or international treaties). 

 The project plans for the expansion, especially due to the issuing process of the 

permits, was not without controversy. Two NGOs and a part of the population were against 

the expansion plans. The NGOs tried to resolve the issue through negotiations with the local 

and Dutch government. When this did not yield the results they desired, they appealed and 

thus took both governments to court. More information about each stakeholder’s involvement  

in the case will be discussed in the following sections.  
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Another controversial issue related to the pier, and another reason for the NGOs to dispute 

the permits, was the (allegedly) absence of the required environmental impact report (EIR). 

Although not the focal point of the legal case, it cannot go unsaid as it has been a point of 

discussion.  

 An EIR is not a requirement for the permit in accordance with Maritime Law BES 

(Dijksma, 2013), albeit it is a requirement for the permit in the context of the Island 

Ordinance Nature Management Bonaire. In the context of granting the permit in accordance 

with Maritime Law BES, three research reports were drafted by CARMABI (Dijksma, 2013), 

a research institute based in Curaçao. These reports assessed which environmental impacts 

the construction of the pier and its future usage could have (Vermeij, 2011a; 2011b; 2012). 

One of those reports assessed only the impacts of the pillars on which the pier is founded. All 

three reports discuss possible impacts, but do not give advice on how to go forward. In 

addition, IMARES wrote a report offering advice with respect to impacts associated with the 

construction and usage of the pier. IMARES is a research institution based in the 

Netherlands. They focus on sustainable use of marine ecosystems. The report was 

commissioned by the Ministry of Economic Affairs (EZ, “Ministerie van Economische 

Zaken”) and RWS (Meesters, 2012). Their advice was based on the research conducted by 

CARMABI. However, it is debated if there has been an official EIR. A representative of the 

local government has said the report by CARMABI qualifies as an EIR, whereas 

representatives of the NGOs say there has never been a EIR for the pier. Additionally, and 

perhaps more importantly, the quality of the above mentioned reports is disputed, especially 

that of IMARES, while RWS evaluated the permit application based on advice by EZ (who 

commissioned the IMARES report). Representatives of the NGOs and the local government 

have said that the reports are of poor quality and that they contain ambiguous conclusions 

without clear statements. Interestingly, a site called ‘Save Bonaire Marine Park’, an initiative 

of one of the NGOs, has quoted several statements made in the CARMABI reports (e.g. Save 

Bonaire, Marine Park, April 2013). It seems that, despite the discussion about the quality of 

the reports, they are still referred to by various (opposing) parties. 
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Figure 5. A) Computer illustration of the original plans for the project (Vermeij, 2012); B) 

Drawing of the original plans for the pier (Vermeij, 2011b).	

4.2.	Stakeholder	identiXication	

Based on preliminary research with experts on the island a selection of involved stakeholders 

was made. Six main stakeholders were identified: two nature organizations, Sea Turtle 

Conservation Bonaire (STCB) and STINAPA; two governmental organizations, the local 

government and the Dutch (hence, national) government (DG); Mr. Visser, owner of Karel’s 

Pier; and the general public (figure 6). 

 

Figure 6. The identified stakeholders categorized according to the system they belong to, 

based on the image analysis framework by Jentoft et al. (2012). 

 The nature organizations are stakeholders as they led the objections to the expansion 

of the pier and eventually sued both governments. The local government is a clear 
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stakeholder as they were defendants in lower court. Two divisions were involved: the 

Department of Spatial Planning and the Nature Conservation Committee. The department is 

responsible for the Spatial Development Plan for Bonaire (ROB, “Ruimtelijke 

Ontwikkelingsplan Bonaire”), and the committee is responsible for the evaluation of the 

permit related to Nature Ordinance and advises the administrative body on how to proceed.  

 Within the Dutch government, three divisions were involved with the issue: RWS, and 

the liaisons for IenM and EZ on Bonaire. RWS is the implementing organization of IenM and 

handles the application and issuance of permits related to Maritime Law BES from their 

offices in the Netherlands. They were sued by the nature organizations as well. The liaisons 

are positioned on Bonaire as mediators between the BES islands and the Netherlands. They 

are the eyes and ears to bridge the geographical distance between the islands and the 

Netherlands. All of the above mentioned stakeholders are part of the governing system.  

 Karel Visser was a stakeholder as the expansion of the pier was his project. As he had 

a major stake in the outcome of court cases, he has been present at all court hearings. Mr. 

Visser, as an entrepreneur and part of the public, is part of the system-to-be-governed. 

 The public was identified as a stakeholder as they are the social part of the system-to-

be-governed. As it involves such an iconic pier run by a local entrepreneur the issue has been 

subject of public debate. Evidence of this, for example, are the appeals made by 162 

individuals to the permit issued by RWS.  

 Although Bonaire’s tourism is mainly based on dive tourism, dive shops or divers 

were not targeted as a separate stakeholder but as part of the public. This is because the case 

study is about a local entrepreneurial initiative that happens to take place within the marine 

park, and is indirectly related to diving as Karel hopes to facilitate an alternative past-time for 

dive tourists. A further link to diving is the plan to place a dive shop on the pier. However, his 

plans are broader in nature as he wants to stimulate tourism in general and provide 

employment for locals (Interview 11, 2016). As tourism is vital for the islands’s economy, it 

is in the interest of the public to ensure its future. Thus the decision was made to treat divers 

as part of the public stakeholder. 

 The following sections will provide more information about each stakeholder. 
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4.3. 	Sea	Turtle	Conservation	Bonaire	

The first of two NGOs involved in the case is STCB. Established in 1991, it is a foundation 

dedicated to research and to the protection of Bonaire’s sea turtles. Their many activities 

include satellite tracking, nest monitoring, seagrass protection and clean-ups. They also aim 

to educate the public about Bonaire’s natural environment and sea turtles in particular, 

collaborate with other conservation organizations in the region to e.g. share findings, 

expertise and start joint projects, and play the role of advocate. On advocacy as one of their 

strategic goals the foundation says the following (STCB, 2016): 

“On Bonaire the community and tourism industry generally understand the importance of sea turtles 
to a healthy ecosystem. They also appreciate their value to an economy centered on dive tourism and 
it is a rare resident or guest who is not captivated by encounters with these beautiful and threatened 
species. However in recent times the conservation landscape has changed. Today the most serious 
threats to Bonaire’s sea turtles are not direct threats like poaching or lack of support for sea turtle 
protection. Now the main threats are indirect; these threats are posed by a growing population and 
socio-economic approaches that lead to habitat loss and degradation, nutrient overload and other 
forms of pollution, over-exploitation (unsustainable use), and the introduction of invasive alien 
species. 
 In this landscape we no longer look at sea turtle conservation as a thing apart from society. 
To ensure a secure future for Bonaire’s sea turtles we must address the issues that threaten sea turtles, 
biodiversity and social well-being, because they are inter-related. Sea turtles can thrive only when 
their ecosystems are healthy and the human community thrives.” 

By their own admission they are credible, engaged, responsible, passionate, professional and 

accountable. They count themselves as part of the community and they aim to be credible by 

being role models: leading by example (bonaireturtles.org).  

 The main funders of the foundation are WNF and EZ. Further financial contributions 

come from, amongst many others, Dutch Caribbean Nature Alliance and IMARES. The 

Dutch Caribbean Nature Alliance is a non-profit organization dedicated to the protection of 

the natural environment and promotion of sustainable use of natural resources in de Dutch 

Caribbean. They aim to do this by helping and assisting nature conservation organizations on 

all six islands (dcnanature.org). Financial support is one way they do this (K. Meyer, personal 

communication, November 25, 2015). The donations STCB receive are spent on staff, 

equipment and transportation. Among the activities made possible by these financial 
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contributions was launching the “Save Bonaire Marine Park” initiative through which policy 

and legislation threats are addressed (bonaireturtles.org).  

The involvement of STCB in the case of Karel’s Pier is linked to the fact that they were the 

initiator of the objections to the expansion of the pier. When they learned about the permit 

application they approached STINAPA to ask for support. This support was needed as they 

are a small organization consisting of five permanent staff members and volunteers, and have 

access to a relatively limited amount of funds (Interview 1, 2015). After formal objections did 

not yield the results they were hoping for both organizations proceeded to take legal actions 

against the OLB and RWS. In await of the court cases the BES Court of First Appeal asked 

mr. Visser to stop construction until further notice per request of the NGOs’ lawyers. The 

court also suspended the permits by both the local and Dutch government for the duration of 

the court proceedings (Save Bonaire Marine Park, 2014a). The NGOs’ main objection to the 

issuance of the permit by the local government was lack of good governance. They were not 

against the pier itself, but against the way the permits were issued. These objections include 

adjustments to local law (Marine Park Ordinance) and the spatial development plan, negative 

impacts for the environment and coral reefs (Interview 1, 2015; Interview 2, 2016), and that 

the interest of one entrepreneur is considered over the long-term interest of the public (Save 

Bonaire Marine Park, 2013c). The subject of the appeal against RWS was the interpretation 

of the Maritime Law BES (which will be explained in more detail in section 4.6). In this case, 

the judge ruled against the NGOs. However, in a different ruling the judge annulled the 

permit granted by RWS.  

4.4. 	STINAPA	

The second NGO involved is STINAPA. STINAPA N.A. was founded in 1962 as a non-profit 

conservation foundation for all six Dutch Antilles islands. By the end of the 1980s all islands 

had their own foundations and an independent STINAPA for Bonaire was established 

(stinapa.org). STINAPA stands for National Parks Foundation (Stichting Nationale Parken). 

The foundation is responsible for management of two parks, the BNMP and Washington 

Slagbaai National Park, and has been granted a mandate from the government to do so 
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(Interview 4, 2015). The latter park covers the larger part of the northern tip of the island and 

was initially established to protect the flamingos residing there.  

 The foundation’s income depends on nature fees, payments for commercial and 

private moorings, and grants and donations. The foundation receives grants and support from 

WWF Netherlands (WNF), as well as funds from the Dutch Postcode Lottery. Furthermore, it 

receives an annual grant or subsidy from the OLB in support of providing education on 

nature and environmental issues (stinapa.org). In addition, the foundation is a member of  the 

Dutch Caribbean Nature Alliance. Lastly, a major part of the foundation’s income comes 

from nature fees. Any visitor to the marine park has to pay an admission fee. This amount 

varies between tourists and inhabitants, adults and children. Scuba-diving tourists pay 25 

dollars, whereas anyone who does not dive pays only 10 dollars. Residents do not have to pay 

the non-diver nature fee, but do have to pay 25 dollars if they intend to dive. As proof of 

payment one receives a tag in the shape of a large coin. Nature fees are valid for one calendar 

year, thus this tag has a different colour every year. Children under 12 years are exempt from 

paying nature fees altogether, unless they are diving, in which case they pay the regular diver 

nature fee. Crews and passengers from cruise ships are exempt as well (stinapa.org). 

 STINAPA’s mission is to conserve “Bonaire’s natural and historical heritage through 

the sustainable use of its resources”. For this mission the foundation pledges to ensure that 

conservation has the highest level of priority in public decision making processes 

(stinapa.org). Furthermore, the organization’s objectives in the statutes from 1998 stipulate: 

protection, preservation and rehabilitation of it lands and waters; protection and preservation 

of flora and fauna on and around Bonaire; and to provide education about Bonaire’s nature 

and environment. Additional goals specifically for BNMP are to manage the park as a 

prominent example of a successful multi-use MPA through education and outreach, research, 

monitoring, law enforcement, maintenance and administration; and to promote sustainable 

use and collaborate with stakeholders to compose guidelines and regulations that aim to 

minimize environmental impact (bmp.org). 

STINAPA committed to the case after being approached by STCB. Another reason they went 

to court, in addition to the reasons mentioned in the previous section, was related to the EIR 

needed for the permit from the local government. According to STINAPA, no such report was 
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drafted, and they say the impact assessment reports by Carmabi are not official EIRs 

(Interview 4, 2015; Interview 5, 2016). During the course of the case they have received 

public and financial support from WNF. Despite their involvement in the case, STINAPA has 

deliberately kept a low profile as they fear public involvement will further hurt their 

reputation (Interview 1, 2015; Interview 5, 2016). 

4.5. 	Local	Government	

The local government on Bonaire is called Openbaar Lichaam Bonaire (OLB). It is run by the  

Island Government which consists of three components: the administrative body 

(“Bestuurscollege"), the Island Council (“Eilandsraad”), and the Governor (“Gezaghebber”). 

The governor can be seen as the mayor of the island. The administrative body consists of the 

governor and representatives (“Gedeputeerden”) and is responsible for the daily governance 

of the island. The Island Council monitors and makes decrees, although in some instances the 

administrative body is authorized to take decisions themselves (e.g. issuing permits). They 

are supported by a battery of government officials who carry out the work and execute 

decrees. These officials are divided over four departments: Public Welfare, Spatial 

Development, Supervision and Enforcement, and Economic Affairs. Lastly, the Nature 

Conservation Committee (“Commissie natuurbeheer”) as separate entity gives the 

administrative body solicited and unsolicited advice on nature policies, nature conservation 

and nature management, which includes the assessment and advice on permit applications.  

Members of the committee are appointed by the administrative body based on their field of 

expertise (bonairegov.com). The committee includes, for example, representatives of the 

diving industry, STINAPA, the department of Supervision and Enforcement, and harbor 

master(s) (Interview 5, 2016). 

 According to the official webpage of the government, the OLB is the biggest 

employer on the island. The economy is mainly based on tourism and most products are 

imported. The OLB therefore stimulates economic development. This is done while keeping 

nature, the environment and society in mind. Care for environment and nature (both on land 

and in the sea) is part of other policy areas such as spatial development and socio-economic 

policies. Cooperation takes place between various parties, both within the government and 
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with interest groups, to realize this mix of policies. Issues concerning waste, wastewater and 

erosion receive priority over other matters.  

 In support of these policies, a Spatial Development Plan has been drafted in which a 

broad vision for spatial development of Bonaire is laid-out. This plan consists of three 

components that are interrelated: a strategic environmental assessment, a zoning plan for 

urban areas and a zoning plan for nature areas.  

 Nearly the entire island receives protection in some way. Aside from the two national 

parks there is an island park (Brasil-Labra), a reserve (Pekelmeer), and protected landscape 

(Rincon). It also strives to nominate BNMP for the UNESCO World Heritage List. The 

proposal puts forth a group of southern Caribbean islands, named Las Islas del Caribe Sur, 

which includes the joint marine parks of Bonaire, Curacao, Las Aves and Los Roques. 

However, on its website, the government states this nomination is in danger due to recent 

national and local political changes (10-10-’10).  

In approximately 2009 the Nature Conservation Committee evaluated the application for the 

permit in the context of the Island Ordinance Nature Management Bonaire and advised the 

administrative body on how to continue. The committee concluded that the application as 

currently presented could not be accepted. It should only be accepted on the condition that a 

few changes were made concerning the plans for the pier. Against the advice of the 

committee, the administrative body made the decision to grant Mr. Visser the permit based on 

its current plans (Interview 6, 2015). In addition, in order for the permit to be issued a partial 

revision of the Spatial Development Plan and a change in the Marine Park Ordinance were 

made. After appeals made by the NGOs and 700 individuals, the Island Council voted in 

favor of the changes (Save Bonaire Marine Park, 2013a). This prompted the nature 

organizations to file law suits.   

4.6. 	Dutch	Government	

The Dutch government took over the management tasks of the former Dutch Antilles’ 

government and is known on the BES islands as ‘Rijksdienst Caribisch Nederland’ (RCN). 

The RCN works together with local authorities and organizations to improve the situation on 

the islands. IenM is responsible for the management of the waters around the Dutch 

�47



Caribbean and has a representative or liaison at RCN. RWS is the implementing organization 

of IenM and executes the law. This includes the Maritime Law BES, in effect since 10 

October 2010. Currently, permits for activities in sea are one of the conditions within this law 

for the protection of the environment (Rijksdienst Caribisch Nederland, n.d.). RWS’s slogan 

is “Working together for a safe, livable and an accessible Netherlands” (“Samen werken aan 

een veilig, leefbaar en bereikbaar Nederland”) (rijkswaterstaat.nl).  

 As activities in sea affect nature, EZ plays an advisory role for IenM with regard to 

permits. In addition, EZ is dedicated to an economic thriving and sustainable Netherlands. To 

achieve this goal, one of its strategies aims to promote business that takes nature and animal 

welfare into account. To create a balance between economy and ecology (rijksoverheid.nl). 

Nature is EZ’s concern, while the environment is IenM’s department. IenM is not usually 

concerned with the underwater world. This is how it is perceived in The Hague, but for 

Bonaire the two are the same. In this case, IenM follows EZ’s vision for the island (Interview 

9, 2016).  

The Dutch government became involved in the legal case regarding Karel’s Pier after the 

NGOs filed appeals against the permit granted by RWS. When the nature organizations filed 

official objections, RWS facilitated and mediated a hearing with all involved parties. Later, 

RWS, or IenM, was taken to lower court as the nature organizations appealed against the 

permit in the context of Maritime Law BES. One of the complaints pertained to that RWS 

had not considered the bigger picture, but only focused on the pier itself. The argument was 

that that location should have been seen as a part of the bigger ecosystem, not in isolation, as 

everything is connected (Interview 1, 2015). After the lower court ruled in favor of RWS, the 

case went to the Joint Court of Justice (higher or appellate court). This court ruled in favor of 

RWS as well, which means that they are allowed to use a narrow interpretation instead of 

looking at the bigger picture (Interview 1, 2015). Although the ruling was in favor of RWS on 

this point, the lower court did annul the permit (Save Bonaire Marine Park, 2014b). RWS 

then decided to wait for the outcomes of the court cases of the NGOs versus the OLB before 

deciding on whether to issue a new permit (Interview 8, 2016).  

�48

http://rijkswaterstaat.nl
http://rijksoverheid.nl


4.7. 	Karel	Visser	

Karel Visser was born and raised on Bonaire. After completing high school he went on to 

study a Bachelor degree in mechanical engineering at the Delft University of Technology in 

the Netherlands. Currently working as a project developer, mr. Visser is owner of his family's 

business Jokaya N.V. which includes hotel and restaurant Zeezicht and Karel’s Pier 

(Interview 11, 2016). His grandmother built Karel’s Pier and had plans to built a luxury hotel 

at Zeezicht’s location and surrounding plots (Visser, 2015). Mr. Visser intended to follow 

through on this plan and took that first step in 2009 by applying for a new building permit. 

Aside from this “Seaview Boutique Hotel” the project consisted of the a second pier. This 

pier, or the bar on this pier, was to receive the name Pure | Lounge Bar Bonaire (Visser, 

2012). The goals of the entire project is to enhance tourism and provide businesses and 

leisure opportunities and employment for locals (Visser, 2015). 

In a petition he started in the name of his company in 2013, mr. Visser calls for economic 

growth on Bonaire. His claim that the pier will provide jobs and enhance tourism are 

contested by the NGOs as they argue that expansion of the pier would not significantly 

enhance the economy (Save Bonaire Marine Park, 2013c).  

 When Mr. Visser applied for new permits, his new permit application in the context of 

Island Ordinance Nature Management was denied. He then objected to this decision as he had 

already been granted the required permit in the past. After negotiations with the local 

government he was ultimately granted the appropriate permit (Interview 11, 2016), which 

was the starting point for the dispute between the governments and the NGOs. After being 

compelled to do so by court, Mr. Visser stopped the construction of the new pier. To prevent 

further damage to the marine park, the pillars that were already placed were allowed to 

remain in the water until the final decision in this legal case had been reached (figure 7). He 

has been present at the court cases from the start, and while he was not a party in the court 

cases, he was allowed to comment or give a short speech at the end of each court session. Mr. 

Visser says that he and the local government are “on the same side”. He hoped that the 

government would win so that he could continue building the pier (Interview 11, 2016). 
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Figure 7. A) Karel’s Pier with at the right side the pillars and on the foreground the concrete 

structures for the new pier. A cruise boat is a regular sight here as there is a cruise terminal to 

the left of the pier; B) Pillars as seen from the entrance of Karel’s Pier. 

4.8. 	The	public	

Currently Bonaire has approximately 19.000 inhabitants. In 1980 more than 90 percent of the 

population was born on the former Netherlands Antilles or Aruba, which is 30 percent higher 

than today. Approximately 14 percent was born in the European part of the Netherlands, 20 

percent was born in South or Central America, 4 percent was born in the US or Canada, and 5 

percent accounts for other countries of origin (Statistics Netherlands, 2015).  

 As previously mentioned, Bonaire’s economy is mostly based on tourism. To illustrate 

how big tourism is one can compare the number of inhabitants versus the number of tourists 

Bonaire counts each month. In 2014, each month 11 thousand tourists visited Bonaire by 

airplane and 13 thousand tourists visited Bonaire by cruise boat on average. This means that 

every month the population is more than doubled and more than half of the people on the 

island are not inhabitants. Per day tourism accounts for an additional 800 people on the island 

on average (Statistics Netherlands, 2015). 

 In the past the island was colonized by Portugal, Spain, the Netherlands, and Great 

Britain and was for example used for harboring slaves who came from West-Africa. This 

explains the different language and culture influences on the island. About 90 percent speak 

more than one language, but Papiamentu is the first language for two-thirds of the population 

(a Spanish-Portuguese based creole). While Dutch is the official language, Papiamentu is the 

vernacular language. English, Dutch and Spanish are each spoken by 70 to 80 percent of the 
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population (Statistics Netherlands, 2015). According to Tourism Corporation Bonaire, the 

island counts even 80 different nationalities and ethnic backgrounds. In short, a richness 

culture and language can be found on Bonaire which is special considering its relatively 

small population.  

  The people of Bonaire are known for their friendliness. For example, it is 

normal for strangers to greet each other and it is considered rude not to reciprocate their 

greetings. This is perhaps behavior that can be found in smaller villages all around the world, 

but is rare to find in bigger cities. Likewise, life has a lower pace on the island than for 

example in the Netherlands and can be described as laid-back and quiet. Furthermore, the 

island has Dutch holidays as well as its own holidays. For example, Sinterklaas (Dutch Santa 

Claus) is celebrated, whereas carnival is celebrated in their own way which more closely 

resembles South-American carnival. 

 Colonization did leave its marks on the people native to Bonaire. This is especially 

the case for the Netherlands as the Dutch are still prominent on the island. In 2004, Bonaire 

voted in a referendum about the future political status of Bonaire. The big question was if the 

people of Bonaire wanted a ‘closer bond’ (In Papiamentu: Laso Direkto) with the 

Netherlands. People feared that it would mean the island would have to integrate, but they 

were reassured that this was not the intention of the closer bond. Inhabitants were promised 

that the bond entailed, for example, instating a minimum wage, housing benefits, child 

benefits, and schooling and healthcare at European levels. This bond finally became official 

in 2010, but in the years that followed Bonaire did not see the promised changes and grew 

dissatisfied (Bennekom, 2012). According to the evaluation of the Caribbean Netherlands 

(Spies et al., 2015), the island’s disappointment was enhanced by high expectations, 

ambiguity about what a ‘special municipality’ should be and the vagueness of the agreements 

made in the run-up to 2010. Due to the growing disappointment, Bonaire held another 

referendum in December 2015. This time the question was if the people were satisfied with 

the direct bond thus far, and 65 percent of the voters said ‘no’; they feel uncomfortable with 

the growing influence of the Netherlands (since 2010 referred to as European Netherlands) 

(Samson, 2015; Posthumus, 2015). Some even feel that the European Netherlands is re-

colonizing the island (figure 8), albeit it is believed this is the sentiment of only a small group 

of people. What the outcome of the referendum will mean for Bonaire is still unclear. 
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Figure 8. A) Propaganda signs at the side of the street. Text: “Referendum 18 December, vote 

NO. Less Makambas ”. In the middle the sign says: “Slavery abolished in 1863. Free of the 3

Netherlands. Help now or re-colonize”. There were several similar signs, and some of them 

are still up today; B) A picture taken in December 2014. Here the Netherlands is compared to 

Russia, again referring to colonization. 

While the other stakeholders were active in court, the public became involved in the debate 

regarding the expansion of Karel’s Pier as well. STCB and online news sites regularly report 

on events concerning the case. Concerned citizens were, for example, present at the hearing 

facilitated by RWS and the appellate court cases on March 18, 2016. Initially 700 individuals 

appealed to the Island Council against the revision of the ROB. After the Island Council 

decided to go ahead with the changes, 86 individuals submitted their appeals to the BES 

Court of First Appeal against the ROB revisions, thus the re-zoning plans of the marine park 

(Save Bonaire Marine Park, 2013a). In addition, 162 individuals submitted appeals against 

the permit in accordance with Maritime Law BES granted by RWS (Save Bonaire Marine 

Park, 2013b). The majority of the appeals came from inhabitants of Dutch or American origin 

(Interview 4, 2015). 

 Due to its prominent location, the public walked by those pillars for years without 

seeing progress. Especially those who see the pillars on a regular basis wonder why the pier 

cannot be built. According to the surveys results, 77.4 percent (n=41) of all respondents 

	Makamba:	Although	usually	a	harmless	word	referring	to	all	foreigners,	in	this	context	it	is	used	with	a	3

negaGve	connotaGon	towards	European	Dutch	people.	
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(n=53) has heard about the discussion regarding the pier expansion. Of those respondents, 

65.9 percent is for the expansion of the pier whereas 19.5 percent is against (others were 

neutral). Of those who expressed that a particular party was to blame for the halt on 

construction (n=16), eleven (68.8%) says STINAPA is the obstructionist and just two refer to 

both NGOs; the three others have said that the local government was to blame. Furthermore, 

of all respondents ten have said that there should be more opportunity for economic 

development and that the pier would be good for the economy; eleven respondents, who were 

for the expansion of the pier, have said that they see no obstacle as there are no corals and 

some add that more coral will grow on that location as they usually grow well on pillars. Five 

respondents have specifically said that the debate regarding the pier centers on a battle 

between economic development and nature conservation. Overall, of those who voiced their 

opinion, all arguments (whether for or against) referred to either the economy, nature, or both.  
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5. Images	of	Bonaire	National	Marine	Park	

This chapter will provide the results from the interviews and surveys conducted in order to 

construct images for each stakeholder. This will be done according to the lay-out used in 

Jentoft et al. (2012). For each variable the stakeholders are placed on a continuum. These 

continuums show where each stakeholder’s image is placed relative to the others. The 

differences and similarities between the stakeholders’ images are then discussed. Whether 

image analysis can be reproduced and applied to an existing MPA and within a specific case 

study will be discussed in the next chapter.  

 The chapter is divided in three main sections. The first is an image analysis of the five 

stakeholders of whom information is gathered via interviews (section 5.1). The second 

section will sketch images of the sixth stakeholder, the public, which are based on the 

answers given in the survey (section 5.2). The reason for this distinction is that immediately 

integrating more qualitative findings (from interviews) and quantitative findings (from the 

survey) may lead to a loss of valuable insights in differences in images between the five 

stakeholders who were directly involved in the debates and law suit on the expansion of   

Karel’s Pier. Still, after discussing the images corresponding to the system-to-be-governed, 

governing system and governing interaction for both the directly involved stakeholders and 

the public, a comparison is made between the six stakeholders (section 5.3). 

5.1.	Comparing	images	

This section will compare the images of each stakeholder of the system-to-be-governed, 

governing system and governing interaction. The three elements related to the system-to-be-

governed include ecosystem health, well-being and power. Values, norms and principles are 

related to the governing system, and governing interaction is composed of the elements 

relevance, effectiveness and equity. Stakeholders have images of each of the nine elements, 

and these images were sketched based on interviews with representatives of STCB, 

STINAPA, OLB, the Dutch government and Mr. Visser. 

5.1.1.	Ecosystem	Health	

STCB, STINAPA, OLB and the Dutch government all state that Bonaire’s marine ecosystem 

is relatively healthy. When talking about the health of the marine ecosystem, the interviewees 
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principally refer to the health of the coral reefs. Mr. Visser says it is relative as well, but still 

has no doubt the corals are healthy. Figure 9 shows how each stakeholder’s ecosystem health 

image relates to one another. Due to his more positive wording, Mr. Visser is placed to the 

left of the others on the continuum. The stakeholders measure health by looking at local 

decline of coral reefs compared to the Caribbean region or elsewhere in the world. It is also 

compared with previous years; from their own experience or by hearing from divers who 

have been coming here for many years they know decline has also taken place on Bonaire.  

 STCB, STINAPA, OLB and the Dutch government all recognize that there are natural 

factors beyond their ability to control. Some natural causes mentioned are climate change or 

increasing temperatures, algae, coral bleaching and acidification.  

 However, local impacts are within their ability to control. With regard to dive tourism, 

stakeholders agree that divers always cause a level of strain on the coral reefs. A 

representative of STCB says divers, for example, break-off parts of the corals. A second 

representative says the potential for damage has grown as divers increasingly go diving 

independently, this means that they often skip the briefing and buoyancy tests done by dive 

schools. According to a representative of STINAPA, the dive industry is growing and 

increasingly more demanding while the number of divers and the pressure on the reefs needs 

to be limited, which is a challenge. Furthermore, representatives of the Dutch government, 

STINAPA, STCB believe cruise boats have a large negative impact on the reefs. The Dutch 

government says that impact is larger than divers, and STINAPA says it would be an idea to 

steer towards other sectors that have a smaller impact. Additionally, representatives of 

STINAPA and the Dutch government have said that despite the sector’s small size, fishing  

(for sustenance or restaurants in the marine park) has a sizable impact on the reefs, and the 

latter representative would therefore like to see all fishing outside of the park in the future. 

According to STCB, one of the impacts is fishing lines that get caught on the corals and are 

left behind. Lastly, STCB, STINAPA, OLB and the Dutch government have mentioned 

coastal development or erosion as a result of inland activities as a factor impacting the reefs. 

They have also all mentioned waste water, sewage or nutrients, and trash or waste 

management or lack thereof. 

 The stakeholders differ in their opinion on the extent of damage by human activity. 

The nature organizations stress that this is quite extensive and more action needs to be taken, 
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whereas the governments recognize human impacts but are less sure about its severity. For 

example, the OLB says there is trash, but it is not a big problem. Contrarily, STCB says 

waste, especially plastic waste, is a big problem which will only grow as the island’s 

population increases. Another example concerns waste water or nutrients. A representative of 

the Dutch government thinks there is nutrient pollution, but cannot say with certainty because 

it is hard to measure. A second representative says that Bonaire already does a great deal to 

minimize pollution. An example given is the sewage system for part of the island. However, a 

representative of STINAPA thinks this sewage system has come too late. For this reason the 

governments are positioned slightly to the left of the nature organizations on the continuum. 

Although Mr. Visser has not specifically given details about each impact mentioned here, he 

does think Bonaire’s waters are quite clean. Lastly, all stakeholders agree that Bonaire’s 

marine ecosystem or coral reefs are resilient, but can only bounce back if human impacts are 

minimized or mitigated.   

Figure 9. Stakeholders’ ecosystem health images and how they compare to one another. 

5.1.2.	Well-being	

Well-being is measured by stakeholders’ thoughts on economic activities that take place 

within the marine park, and whether and how these are beneficial of the livelihoods of the 

local community. The stakeholders were asked about which activity they deemed most 

important and their thoughts on those activities in relation to the park. As these activities 

mostly related to tourism, it was then assessed how beneficial they think current tourism is 

for the marine park. Thus each stakeholder’s well-being image illustrates how beneficial they 

think tourism is for the park and Bonaire’s economy in general. Figure 10 shows how each 

stakeholder’s well-being image relates to one another. 
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 All stakeholders confirm that the marine park, and especially the coral reefs, is what 

attracts tourists to Bonaire. The most important economic activity is therefore diving (and 

snorkeling). About 70 percent of the economy is driven by dive tourism, according to a 

representative of the OLB. However, several other activities have been growing over the past 

few years. All water sport activities have increased, but especially kite- and windsurfing have 

taken flight. Transport, such as water taxis and sailing or motor boats, has been growing as 

well. This finding concurs with a conclusion of the study by TEEB NL (2012) that the 

island’s economy is highly dependent on diving tourism and tourism in general (section 

1.6.3). 

 Another sector that has been growing considerably is cruise tourism. STCB, 

STINAPA and the Dutch government say it has become a big activity, and as it is damaging 

for the marine park they would like to see a stop in the growth of cruise tourism, less cruise 

boats, or even no cruise tourism on Bonaire. A representative of OLB agrees that cruise 

tourism should not become too big as divers do not like it. While Mr. Visser agrees diving is 

the most important economic activity, he states cruise (or day) tourists are more profitable for 

him as divers spend more money on houses instead of hotels and supermarkets instead of 

restaurants. These are usually owned by foreign investors. 

 Lastly, STINAPA, OLB and the Dutch government have mentioned fishery but do not 

think it is a big economic activity. This is a small and aging sector mostly focussed on 

sustenance and selling to restaurants. According to STCB, fishing for sustenance is important 

for the island’s culture and should therefore be considered when taking conservation 

measures. Likewise, Mr. Visser says fishing is the most important activity after diving. He 

states that local diet consists for 40 percent of fish, and that is part of ‘our’ food. 

 As Mr. Visser seems the most positive about the benefits of all livelihoods and 

STINAPA and the Dutch government seem to be the least positive, those stakeholders are 

positioned at opposite ends of each other on the continuum. Furthermore, the OLB and STCB 

are placed in the middle as the OLB is more positive about cruise tourism than the others (but 

not as positive as Mr. Visser) and STCB has explicitly mentioned the importance of fishery 

for Bonaire’s culture (but not as enthusiastically as Mr. Visser). 
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Figure 10. Stakeholders’ well-being images and how they compare to one another. 

5.1.3.	Power		

To gather thoughts on power dynamics, questions related to the island’s political structure 

and, when relevant, whether stakeholders thought they could influence marine park issues. In 

this case, the degree of influence was often related to the degree of involvement in law and 

regulations in general, and their involvement in the permit application process in particular. 

Stakeholders are placed on the continuum according to their perception of their influence on 

or involvement in marine park governance. Figure 11 shows how each stakeholder’s power 

image relates to one another. 

 STCB strives to be perceived as a stakeholder to be reckoned with. In the past they 

were ignored. Currently, the NGO is considered more frequently. When a project is related to 

beaches, both developers and the OLB approach them for advice. The OLB does not involve 

the NGO structured way; there is no system in place. They hope this will change in the 

future. Currently, the organization is involved through informal relationships with 

government officials. In addition, the organization would like to be involved in the 

assessment of projects before decisions are made, which is currently not always the case. Due 

to these perceptions, STCB is categorized as partially involved. As involvement is mostly 

informal and unstructured, the NGO is placed between “no involvement” and “partial 

involvement” on the continuum.  

 Although the local government is technically responsible for the law, policies and 

management of the park, they mandated STINAPA to take over management. The problem, 

according to a representative of STINAPA, is that this mandate does not contain clear 

agreements or conditions. For example, the responsibilities the OLB in terms of resources of 
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are not defined, which makes it difficult for them to ask for specific results. The mandate 

only allows STINAPA to present itself as the manager of the park to the public. Besides the 

authority given to them through the mandate, STINAPA is involved in law formulation and is 

part of the Nature Conservation Committee; both on an advisory basis. However, according 

to one representative, STINAPA’s advice is often not heard and seen as a formality. 

Furthermore, the NGO feel there is too little interaction with the administrative body, and in 

their opinion their involvement should be higher as they are performing a governmental task. 

In the past relations were good, but these worsened as they lost popularity due to recent 

events such as Karel’s Pier case. Nonetheless, the NGO does have informal relationships with 

government officials. STINAPA states that they are treated as a more serious stakeholder by 

the Dutch government than on the island’s administrative level, which allows them to exert 

some influence via this road. In conclusion, although STINAPA is involved in quite some 

ways, they feel this involvement should be higher, especially with the local government. This 

places them on the right side of the continuum. 

 The degree of influence and involvement is more straightforward for the local 

government. According to a representative of the OLB, the administrative body and the island 

council together determine what can and cannot take place within the marine park. They do 

this with the advice given by government officials working for the various governmental 

departments. Thus, STINAPA is not responsible for regulations, policies and laws. They can 

formulate regulations on the management level within their management plan. However, the 

current management plan has never been formally approved by the administrative body, 

which gives it less status. Furthermore, a representative of the OLB believes the local 

government should be more involved with STINAPA as they sometimes overstep their mark, 

and that the OLB should be working towards improving cooperation, but in order to do so 

STINAPA first has to regain internal organizational stability. Lastly, the OLB shares 

responsibility with IenM with regard to permits. However, both the OLB and the Dutch 

government feel this responsibility should not be shared when it comes to permits for smaller 

projects. They are working on an agreement to give sole responsibility of those permits to the 

island as they are small issues for RWS, but important for the island. The Dutch government 

will keep its monitoring role.  
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 According to the Dutch government, determining what can and cannot take place 

within the marine park is a combined responsibility of the OLB, IenM and EZ. For some 

issues, such as compliance of boats, the harbor master is involved as well. The management 

of nature is left to the island, but EZ is responsible for monitoring if the local government 

complies to international agreements. IenM is concerned with the environment and the 

Maritime Law BES. Although the Dutch government tries to involve itself as little as possible 

on nature and environmental issues within the marine park as they feel it is the island’s 

responsibility, they still have a monitoring role. This role gives them a high influential power 

as they can reprimand the island if it does not abide laws and international agreements. The 

Dutch government is therefore placed at the left end of the continuum. 

 According to Mr. Visser, STINAPA determines which activities can and cannot take 

place within the marine park. STINAPA makes the rules, but they have to be approved by the 

OLB. He believes that, theoretically the role division between STINAPA and OLB is good, 

but that it is not adhered to. Furthermore, the extra permit obligation is not realistic, as he 

feels The Hague is too far away and that feedback with their local liaison is lacking. Lastly, 

he feels that he has no influence on marine park policies. He states that currently there is little 

room for input when it concerns the park. There should be more room for ideas and better 

conditions for projects. 

 

Figure 11. Stakeholders’ power images and how they compare to one another. 
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5.1.4.	Values	

The value image is determined by how the stakeholders would like to see the balance 

between nature conservation and economic development. The degree to which the 

stakeholder thinks there is currently a balance between economic development and nature 

conservation within the marine park is discussed as well. Figure 12 shows how each 

stakeholder’s value image relates to one another. 

 All stakeholders believe that there should be a balance between economic 

development and nature conservation. Where they differ is to which side they think the scale 

tips at present.  

 Both STCB and STINAPA feel that currently the focus lies more on economic 

development. Both NGOs say profits seem to have priority for entrepreneurs as they now 

think too much in the short term because they need to earn money or see a positive return on 

investments. The development of cruise tourism, for example, was not managed well, and 

when it emerged the island lacked proper infrastructure which caused unnecessary damage to 

nature. According to STINAPA, the importance and values of the park, thus nature 

conservation, should have a bigger weight in the development of (new) economic activities. It 

should be one of the things investors or entrepreneurs automatically consider.  The OLB often 

has this short-term mentality as well, with generating income being their first priority. While 

the OLB and entrepreneurs are too focused on economic development, STINAPA says that 

economic development comes on second place for them as their primary concern is nature 

conservation. Despite this perceived imbalance, both NGOs would like to see a balance 

between nature conservation and economic development. STCB says they are not against 

economic development within the park as long as it is done in a sustainable way. STINAPA 

says they are cooperative as long as people stick to agreements when they are made. 

 The OLB likes to see a balance as well, as it is also the role of the government to 

balance different interests. Opinions differ on whether or not this balance has already been 

reached. One the one hand it is said that both are taken into account. The laws may be strict, 

but economic development in BNMP is possible. A ‘no’ is hardly ever a hard no. On the other 

hand it is said that the balance still needs to be found as, while there are strict laws, in 

practice sometimes policies have proven to be ambiguous, which makes it difficult to balance 

economy and nature. 
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 The Dutch government feel economic development should be done sustainably, and  

clearly state that in order to protect the economy, Bonaire needs to protect its nature. A 

representative believes a balance has already been found, but says that most people think 

nature conservation is the main focus and see a contradiction that does not exist, thus 

perceiving an imbalance. Another representative did not directly answer if there is a balance, 

but would like to see that the park is treated as an economic asset by the people in charge. 

Nature organizations can strengthen their position as nature conservators by doing so. 

 Mr. Visser says there is a balance between nature conservation and economic 

development in theory. however, he says it works differently in practice, because he feels 

STINAPA is not consistent as people who have a good relationship with them receive 

preferential treatment and are allowed to do more within the marine park than others. 

 

Figure 12. Stakeholders’ values images and how they compare to one another. 

5.1.5.	Norms	

The norms image is based on stakeholder comments about fairness, relevance and 

absoluteness of the marine park regulations and policies. The greater the room for 

improvement indicated, the further right on the continuum the stakeholder is placed. Figure 

13 shows how each stakeholder’s norms image relates to one another. 

 STCB and STINAPA are the least satisfied with regulations and policies as they are 

now. Both NGOs have stated that they are outdated, which is a reason why policies are 

argued over today. They fit the vision for Bonaire when they were first drafted, but they do 

not always reflect Bonaire’s current situation. Bonaire started out small and exclusive before 
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the island developed and pressure increased. STCB adds that laws are not always clear, which 

leaves them free for interpretation. An example is related to fishing nets. In some places 

fishers are only allowed to fish with a certified fishing net, but it is unclear what qualifies as a 

certified fishing net. STCB feels this defeats the point of having the law in the first place. 

According to STINAPA regulations or policies are fair, but not yet complete and could be 

extended. A study will be conducted to determine the Limits of Acceptable Change to 

improve insight into the vulnerability of various areas, and thus enhance policies. 

Additionally, legislation is now only available in Dutch, which creates a language barrier. 

 The OLB is more satisfied compared to the NGOs, but are slightly more critical than 

the Dutch government when asked about their opinion on the marine park’s regulations. 

According to them the OLB laws and policies have been progressive and fair. According to a 

representative Bonaire’s nature policies are partially based on the Pourier report from the 

early nineties. That report is based on conservation of the island’s culture and nature (section 

1.6.2). Policies have not changed much in this regard, but it sometimes works out differently 

in practice. A point of critique concerns the absoluteness of policies. To find a balance 

between economy and nature a new long-term vision or plan, and clearer policies are needed. 

For example, inclusion of threshold values (e.g. an impact of max. 10% is acceptable), or 

instating an economic-touristic zone. 

 According to the Dutch government, laws and regulations are good. They are 

complete, fair and not too strict. There could be more regulations regarding the use of motor 

vehicles such as jet-skis. Both the local and Dutch government want to rescind the double 

permit obligation. 

 Mr. Visser is content with the marine park’s regulations, but he feels Bonaire has more 

to offer than diving and there should be more room for alternative activities. He also finds the 

double permit obligation unnecessary. Overall, all stakeholders are not completely 

dissatisfied with regulations, policies or laws. 
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Figure 13. Stakeholders’ norms images and how they compare to one another. 

 

5.1.6.	Principles		

Principles refer to what stakeholders think the underlying considerations of the design and 

management of the marine park were at step zero (its inception). Figure 14 shows how each 

stakeholder’s principles image relates to one another. 

 STCB says the underlying principles were not purely for the benefit of nature. From 

the start it was meant to protect the park from bad practices, e.g. to minimize damage to the 

reef caused by divers, but protection was also desired in order for the island to benefit from it 

in the long-term, thus keep attracting tourists and generating income. An example of this 

trade-off is the start of the dive industry on Bonaire: dynamite was used to create entrances so 

that divers could enter from shore, but at the same time 40 permanent moorings were 

installed at dive sites for the use of boats to prevent further damage to the reefs. 

 STINAPA mostly concurs with STCB. Two representatives say sustainability was the 

underlying consideration. It was normal for divers to take home a piece of the coral reefs. 

There was a need to protect Bonaire’s economic asset, as divers were coming (back) to see 

pristine coral reefs. However, one representative says the sole consideration was the 

protection of nature.  

 The OLB, Dutch government and Mr. Visser say underlying considerations were 

purely related to nature conservation; protection against human impacts, with no ulterior 

motives. Only in later years the island started to see the marine environment as an economic 

asset. 
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Figure 14. Stakeholders’ principles images and how they compare to one another. 

 

5.1.7.	Relevance	

Relevance is concerned with the necessity of having BNMP. Is it a desirable tool despite 

disagreements and effectiveness issues? In other words, how appropriate is BNMP? Figure 

15 shows how each stakeholder’s relevance image relates to one another. 

 In this case all stakeholders agree. They all recognize the importance of having the 

marine park. Although representatives of the DG and OLB made the suggestion to create an 

economic-touristic zone in which regulations are softened to stimulate economic activity, 

nobody wants dissolve the park in its entirety. According to STCB, without a marine park 

there is no control. Not only is it needed, it should be managed with assertiveness as well, 

more so than is happening at the moment. STINAPA agrees that the park is needed to 

maintain control over use of resources and adds that, despite some effectiveness issues (as 

discussed in the next section), the relevance of having the marine park and managing its 

recourses is reflected in the state of the islands’s marine environment compared to other 

regions. The OLB agrees that marine park management contributed to the relative health of 

the reefs. Dissolving the park is not an option. The Dutch government says its relevance is 

reflected in the fact that BNMP regulations have led to marine conservation. Its environment 

is, for example, more beautiful than Curaçao’s. 

 In addition, all stakeholders have stated that the protection of (marine) nature and the 

economy are linked and interdependent. One cannot thrive without the other. However, as 

mentioned when discussing the value images, not everybody agrees that a balance between 

the two has already been found. 
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Figure 15. Stakeholders’ relevance images and how they compare to one another. 

 

5.1.8.	Effectiveness	

The effectiveness image relates to what the stakeholders think about the degree to which 

marine park governance is effective. Is Bonaire’s marine environment conserved 

successfully? Which aspects are currently ineffective and could be improved are discussed as 

well. Here, marine park governance refers not only to STINAPA, the local and Dutch 

government, but the role of the public as well. Figure 16 shows how each stakeholder’s 

effectiveness image relates to one another. Stakeholder images are placed on a scale from 

effective to ineffective, relative to the others. 

 Effectiveness, or points of attention to improve effectiveness, relate to the following 

categories: STINAPA, cooperation, policies/regulations, and communication. 

 The role of STINAPA in BNMP management is highlighted by various stakeholders, 

including STINAPA itself. They have expressed concern about the internal instability, mostly 

referring to temporary staff appointments and people with various interests of members of the 

board. STINAPA itself, STCB and the Dutch government feel the NGO lacks the capacity to 

carry out its management tasks. The NGO is for example low on staff and equipment. As 

mentioned previously, the management plan does not have a formal status and specifications 

of the mandate are perceived as unclear. Lastly, the NGO has gained an unfavorable 

reputation over the past years, especially with the public. According to Mr. Visser and STCB, 

public level of trust in the organization has declined. Representatives of both governments 

have said that entrepreneurs and politicians now do not think favorably of STINAPA and 

nature organizations in general. STINAPA says they are being perceived as the obstructionist, 

being ‘against everything’. 
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 Cooperation, or lack thereof, refers to several things. The first point of attention is the 

relationship between STINAPA and the OLB, which worsened due to recent events such as 

Karel’s Pier. Secondly, concern is expressed with respect to the structure of the relationship 

between STINAPA and the OLB. According to STCB, for example, STINAPA can be seen as 

a limb of the government, making it bureaucratic and dependent. Financial ties, for example, 

hinder STINAPA’s independence and put a strain on their relations when there is a dispute. 

Thirdly, there is little cooperation between departments or organizations on the island as there 

is little integration between them (although the level of cooperation can fluctuate). An 

example given by the OLB is that the nature department of the government has little contact 

with Tourism Corporation Bonaire. Lastly, relations between OLB and the Dutch government 

can sometimes be difficult. In the beginning, since 10-10-’10, people had to get to know each 

other and cultural differences played a role. Cultural conflicts still occur from time to time as 

the island and the Dutch government are still learning from each other.  

 Further points of attention relate to policies and regulations. Some policies are 

perceived to be unclear, as they are for interpretation or lack evaluation criteria. It is also 

often unclear whose jurisdiction it is with regard to enforcement or monitoring of regulations. 

In some situations it is debated if the responsibility falls on the harbor master, the department 

of Supervision and Enforcement, or STINAPA. Furthermore, almost all stakeholders agree 

that enforcement of regulations is lacking. Representatives of the Dutch government reserved 

judgement not to comment. The lack of enforcement is partly due to jurisdiction issues and a 

lack of capacity of STINAPA to enforce. Marine park rangers can survey the park, but cannot 

reprimand offenders on the spot. They are only allowed to give people a warning and write a 

police report. Finally, there is not yet a new master plan or policy vision for Bonaire. Does 

the island want to become a mass tourist destination like Aruba, or does it want to stay an 

island for quality tourism and nature lovers? 

 The last point of attention mentioned is the lack of awareness. Stakeholders refer to 

several aspects of awareness. First, awareness of the environment one lives in. Second, 

people’s awareness that they can influence or control their impacts inland or when using the 

marine park. Third, awareness of Bonaire’s inhabitants that they are the biggest stakeholder 

of the marine park. The stakeholders have mentioned that awareness lacks concerning least 

one or more of these aspects. This is often linked to a lack of communication about the 
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marine park and the marine environment. Stakeholders state that most inhabitants are not 

informed (well) on this topic.  

 Despite these points of attention, almost all stakeholders conclude that they are 

relatively happy with the success of the marine park. STINAPA, the OLB, the Dutch 

government and Mr. Visser state that Bonaire’s marine environment is relatively well 

conserved, especially when comparisons are made with other islands and regions. STINAPA 

and the OLB recognize, however, that even more could be done. STCB is slightly more 

critical. They state that compared to other places Bonaire is doing well, but compared to the 

state of the park now with its state years ago Bonaire is not doing well at all. 

Figure 16. Stakeholders’ effectiveness images and how they compare to one another. 

5.1.9.	Equity	

All five stakeholders were asked what their thoughts are on equity; whether they think 

benefits of having the marine park are evenly distributed. Figure 17 shows how each 

stakeholder’s idea of equity relates to one another. 

 As figure 17 clearly illustrates, all stakeholders agree that benefits of conservation are 

unevenly distributed. Inequalities mentioned can be summarized in four main statements: 1) 

Some people enjoy more privileges than others, 2) Payment for usage of the marine park is 

not equal for everybody, 3) Nature conservation and culture collide, 4) Form of distribution 

of benefits.  

 The first reason for stating inequality has been put forward by representatives of 

STCB and the OLB. STCB noted that the best locations at the coast are usually occupied by 

foreigners. The OLB goes further by saying that these foreigners also own hotels and dive 

schools. Bonaireans are usually the employees of those hotels and schools. 
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 Second, representatives of STCB, STINAPA and the OLB have mentioned payment 

for usage of the park is unequal at the moment. For example, companies using the park’s 

resources, and thus impact the reefs in some way, do not have to provide financial support for 

conservation efforts while tourists do and local divers do. Both NGOs hope that if this is to 

be introduced, additional income could enhance NGOs and could be used for efforts to 

increase awareness. 

 Third, as stated by representatives of STCB, STINAPA and the OLB, culture and 

nature conservation are clashing. STCB says sustenance fishing has been part of Bonaire’s 

culture  long before the park existed. This has not been taken into account enough. People 

who suffer losses should be compensated in some way. STINAPA adds that Bonaireans do 

not always understand why certain things are not allowed anymore. In addition, according to 

the OLB, locals often feel they are left behind. It is important to communicate what their 

(non-)monetary benefits are in order to obtain public support. 

 Lastly, despite the above mentioned points, STCB, STINAPA, the OLB and the Dutch 

government believe everybody benefits, but there are differences in whether it is direct or 

indirect. Tourists, hotels and restaurants are often identified as direct beneficiaries. The 

further removed from the coast and the further down the supply chain, people tend to benefit 

less from marine conservation. Representatives of STINAPA and the Dutch government add 

that economic benefits will affect everybody in the long term. People need to eat today, but 

are dependent on the marine park to be able to eat tomorrow. STCB, STINAPA and the Dutch 

government believe that even though everybody benefits in some way, it is often not 

perceived as such. Fundamentally, when something happens to the marine park, such as 

severe damage by a storm or severe damage through increasing human pressures, it will 

affect the economy and because the two are linked the consequences will be felt by 

everybody. They say this misconception that not everybody benefits has to be amended 

through communication, e.g. through a public campaign. This view corresponds to the 

Pourier report (1992) which states that support of the public is needed and will only be 

gained when everybody reaps the benefits (section 1.6.2).  
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Figure 17. Stakeholders’ equity images and how they compare to one another. 

5.2.	Public	images	

The previous section sketched for each directly involved stakeholder their ideas or opinions 

of the system-to-be-governed, the governing system and governing interaction through their 

corresponding images. These stakeholders have all said that Bonaire’s inhabitants, or the 

government as their representative, are the biggest stakeholder of the marine park. As 

explained in chapter 4, the public is part of the system-to-be-governed, which makes the 

public the sixth distinctive stakeholder in this case study.  

 Image analysis for the public is based on the surveys. Questions related to each of the 

nine elements. Appendix D shows the answers to these questions categorized per image. In 

total 53 surveys were filled out. 

5.2.1.	The	public	image	

A little less than half of the respondents (47%) believe the coral reefs are healthy, and 30 

percent is neutral. Sixty-four percent believes coral reefs have a positive influence on their 

economic welfare. Interestingly, a slightly smaller percentage (58.5%) of respondents believe 

the coral reefs contribute to their happiness and well-being. Approximately 53 percent of the 

respondents agreed with both statements.  

 Surprisingly, although the government is responsible for laws, rules and regulations of 

the marine park, only 66 percent of the respondents believe so. Respondents who answered 

neutral or disagreed do not come from one specific country. Notably, people from Curaçao, 

Bonaire and the Netherlands are the most unsure. Only two respondents are from neither the 

ABC islands nor the Netherlands. They come from Colombia and Ethiopia and both 
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answered neutral. Furthermore, respondents were asked to fill in who they thought have the 

most influence and least influence on marine park policies. Twenty respondents (37.8%) said 

NGOs have the most influence (of which 17 specifically referred to STINAPA). Contrarily, 

24 respondents (45.3%) feel Bonaire’s inhabitants have the least influence on marine park 

policies. Interestingly, the three respondents who said that the government has the least 

influence, are of the opinion that STINAPA has the most influence. Lastly, a little over half of 

the respondents (55%) agrees that the government can change rules and regulations in favor 

of the economy. 

 This result seems to contradict the values of the public as 47 percent say they do not 

think economic development is more important than nature conservation. Looking closer, 

only nine of these respondents (17%) seem to contradict themselves. They do not think the 

economy is more important, but do agree that the government can change rules and 

regulations in favor of the economy. In addition, 53 percent think that construction in the 

marine park should be allowed for economic development. Ten respondents (18.9%) do not 

think that economic development is more important, but agreed that construction in the 

marine park should be allowed for the benefit of the economy. It seems that they do think 

economic development in the marine park should be considered, but that economic 

development is not more important than nature conservation. Furthermore, a majority of the 

respondents (55%) believe that economic development and nature conservation are currently 

sufficiently balanced in the marine park. The question if economic development is considered 

more important than nature conservation within the marine park seemed to be difficult to 

answer. The statement may have been unclear, thus no explicit conclusion can be made based 

on this statement.  

 Notably, statements related to norms appear too difficult to answer as the percentage 

of neutral answers on all four statements ranges from 24.5 to 43.5 percent. It could also mean 

that those respondents do not have an opinion on rules and regulations as they did not give it 

much thought prior to the survey. The highest percentage of respondents (39.5%) believe the 

regulations impede economic development, which is in line with 41.5 percent of the 

respondents who believe regulations on piers are too strict. Of all respondents, 15 agreed to 

both statements (28.3%). The majority of respondents do not feel restricted by current 

regulations in carrying out activities in the marine park. To the question if respondents 
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believe regulations reflect the current needs of inhabitants, approximately the same amount of 

respondents agreed and disagreed, suggesting that they have mixed opinions.  

 The last element of the governing system, principles, was answered through an open 

question. Respondents were asked if they knew what the marine park’s goal is. Eighty-four 

out of 53 respondents answered this question, of which 40 said the marine park’s goal is 

nature conservation. Merely three and two respondents respectively said the park’s goal is to 

balance economic development and nature conservation, or to advance the economy. 

 Regarding the elements of the governing interactions, respondents were more vocal 

concerning relevance and effectiveness as the percentage of neutral answers is relatively low. 

An overwhelming 79 percent agree that regulations are necessary to protect the coral reefs 

from human influences. However, 30.2 percent of the respondents agreed that Bonaire’s 

nature is sufficiently protected and it is therefore acceptable to lift a section of the park. 

Twenty-one out of 53 respondents (39.5%) agree that regulations are needed to protect coral 

reefs and do not think a section of the marine park should be lifted, whereas ten (18.9%) 

agree that it is no problem to lift a section (eleven are neutral on both statements). It is 

interesting to note that 16 respondents answered that Bonaire’s marine environment has been 

conserved successfully and do not want to lift a section of the park, while this number is not 

much different from the amount of respondents who agrees with the first, but says it should 

be no problem to lift a section of the park (n=13). Nine respondents agreed with the first 

statement (environment conserved successfully), but preferred to stay neutral on the second 

statement (lifting a section of the park). Only one person disagreed with the first statement 

and agreed with the second. An additional statement related to lifting a section of the park, 

albeit less radical, asked if respondents think a touristic-economic zone should be created in 

which regulations are eased (thus still designated as part of the marine park). Notably, 

respondents favored this option more as a majority of 58.5 percent agreed that such a zone 

should be created. This result corresponds with the respondents value image in which the 

majority feels construction in the marine park should be allowed for economic development.  

 According to results related to the effectiveness element, 71.7 percent of the 

respondents agrees that Bonaire’s nature is being conserved successfully. Furthermore, 56.6 

percent believes STINAPA manages the marine park in a correct manner, which combined 

with the previous statement suggests that the majority believes STINAPA’s management is 
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effective. Surprisingly, despite the perceived negative opinion about STINAPA on the island 

only five of the Bonairean respondents think STINAPA is not doing a good job, compared to 

the same number of Dutch respondents. Twelve respondents of Bonaire origin think 

STINAPA manages the park in a correct manner which is a higher amount than the eight 

Dutch respondents. 

 Lastly, it is clear that most respondents feel that everybody should benefit equally 

from marine protection (73.6%), but that currently benefits are not equally spread. Half of the 

respondents think some people benefit more than others. Respondents found it hard to assess 

whether they benefit less from the protection of marine environment than others. These 

results indicate that there is a perception of inequality, which is in line with the fact that not 

all stakeholders feel the marine environment contributes to their economic welfare, well-

being and happiness. 

5.3.	Comparing	images	of	all	six	stakeholders	

This section gives an overview of the elements as perceived by the five directly involved 

stakeholders and the public (thus between the interviews and survey results). While the first 

five stakeholders were compared in section 5.1, this comparison is made separately as a 

different research method was applied for image analysis of the public. As noted in chapter 3, 

because the survey was limited in length and in-depth questions, the amount and quality of 

information per element differs from the information extracted from the interviews. For this 

reason an one-to-one comparison cannot be made. This is considered to be related to some 

methodological limitations of this research, which will be shortly mentioned here, and will be 

further discussed in the next chapter. An example of the difficulty of comparing all six 

stakeholders’ images is found in the comparison of the first element of ecosystem health: 

Although almost all directly involved stakeholders believe the coral reefs are (relatively) 

healthy, the public seems more divided at first glance. However, the answers for the survey 

are narrow and do not allow for further reasoning. Neutral could for example mean that 

respondents also think the coral reefs are relatively healthy as it falls between healthy and not 

healthy. Not healthy, however, could refer to the fact that the coral reefs on Bonaire are 

declining without taking into account that the decline is less than in other regions. Therefore, 

no clear-cut comparison can be made between the survey and the interviews in this respect. 
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While this problem with comparing the interview and survey results applies to all elements, 

general remarks on the similarities and differences  can be made. 

 Based on the comparison on the first element of ecosystem health above, it can be 

said that all six stakeholders are reasonably positive about the health of the coral reefs. With 

regard to the second element, well-being, coral reefs attract economic activity and for a 

majority of the public this contributes to their economic welfare. In this respect all 

stakeholders agree that livelihoods related to the marine environment are largely beneficial 

for the local community. As the research question related to this element was “what do 

stakeholders think about livelihoods?”, happiness was not discussed with the directly 

involved stakeholders, thus no comparison can be made in this regard. 

 What is interesting on views about power relations is that all interviewees, except Mr. 

Visser, say the OLB is responsible for rules, regulations and policies, as does the majority of 

the respondents. When asked who has the most influence on marine park policies, most 

respondents answered that the NGOs do. This is in line with Mr. Visser who says STINAPA 

determines which activities can and cannot take place in the marine park. This contradicts the 

results of the power images resulting from the interviews (figure 11) which indicate that the 

OLB has more influence than STINAPA. Thus it seems that there is a distinction between the 

images of stakeholders in the governing system (STCB, STINAPA, OLB and DG) and the 

system-to-be-governed (Mr. Visser and the public).  

 It is further interesting to note that all five directly involved stakeholders have 

indicated that they believe the inhabitants are the biggest stakeholders of the marine park, 

while the majority of the public has said that they feel the inhabitants have the least influence 

on marine park policies.  

 Comparing the value images for the five directly involved stakeholders and the public 

shows differences as well. In the interviews, most stakeholders have said that a balance 

between economic development and nature conservation still needs to be found, while the 

majority of the public, although not overwhelming, believes the two are already sufficiently 

balanced. This contradicts the view of the DG, who says while the two are already balanced, 

an imbalance is perceived by the public. Nonetheless, almost 80% of the public has said that 

having regulations are needed to protect the coral reefs from human impacts, while 
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approximately 40% feels regulations are in the way of economic development, which reflects 

the need for finding a balance as indicated by the other stakeholders.  

 Regarding the views related to the norms element, both the directly involved 

stakeholders and the public are not satisfied with the rules, regulations and policies. 

 Furthermore, there is a difference between the perception of the directly involved 

stakeholders and the public about the marine park goals, which relates to the principles 

element. The interviewees have expressed that, while the marine park may have started with 

the underlying motivation of marine protection, nowadays it concerns the protection of both 

nature and the economy. Contrarily, the majority of the public believes that the goal of the 

marine park is purely for the protection of the marine environment. As the respondents were 

asked what the goal of the marine park is, rather than was, a comparison can only be made 

between their ideas of the current principles. Why it was chosen to do so will be discussed in 

the next chapter. 

 In addition, all directly involved stakeholders and the majority of the public see the 

relevance of having regulations in place for the protection against human influences. 

Although the OLB and DG and a majority of the public believe that an economic-touristic 

zone is a possible option, none of the directly involved stakeholders want to dissolve the park 

or part of the park and most of the public disagreed with lifting a section of the marine park. 

 Another similarity can be found between the images of the directly involved 

stakeholders and the public related to the effectiveness element. The majority agrees that 

Bonaire’s marine environment is being conserved successfully. A slight difference can be 

noted about the perceptions of effectiveness of STINAPA. The interviewees have mentioned 

a fair few points of improvement for STINAPA, while the majority of the public (approx. 

60%) believes STINAPA manages the park in a correct manner. 

 Lastly, all stakeholders believe not everybody benefits equally from having the 

marine park. Half of the public says some people benefit more than others. Interviewees have 

indicated that the public does not believe everybody benefits, whether directly or indirectly, 

or in the short- or long term. Thus according to the directly involved stakeholders, public 

awareness on this point is low. In addition, they believe that some people enjoy more 

privileges than others, culture and nature conservation sometimes collide, and payment for 
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nature fees is unequal. All four views on equality may explain why not all of the public thinks 

the marine environment contributes to their economic welfare or well-being. 

5.4.	Observations	

Participatory observation was the third data collection method used for this study. 

Observations were made from the point of view of the public, and include field observations 

and news paper observations.  

 Four observations were made which support the enforcement and lack of awareness 

issues raised by the directly involved stakeholders. The first observation took place after a 

diving trip, while getting back to shore per boat via Lac Bay (a bay in the south-east). The 

owners of the boat spotted two snorkelers in the distance, and they were sure the snorkelers 

were poaching Queen Conches. After a suggestion from one of the guests to call STINAPA, 

they responded that it would not make a difference as they believe that nine out of ten times 

STINAPA does not show up.  

 The second observation took place on a motor boat, near Kralendijk. Here, a dog was 

let in the water to swim. When STINAPA rangers reprimand the owner, the owner was 

irritated, said this rule was ridiculous and let the dog back into the water after the rangers left. 

 The third observation took place during a sailing tour. One of the customers was line 

fishing at the back of the boat and caught a fish that was too young. The fisher ignored the 

tour operator’s suggestion to throw it back into the water.  

 Lastly, for the duration of the observations, STINAPA appeared three times in the 

daily news paper ‘Antiliaans Dagblad’, but only once with an article about their 

informational movies (related to their educational goal), and no article was published about 

the legal case regarding Karel’s Pier. Contrarily, the referendum held in December 2015 was 

a hot topic with at least ten articles. Lastly, one article stood out with the title ‘Inhabitants 

skeptical about own politicians’ (“Inwoners skeptisch over eigen politici”) (Antilliaans 

Dagblad, 2016). According to this article, a research was conducted on politics in the BES 

islands. On Bonaire, 55 percent of the inhabitants say local politicians are not trustworthy and 

64 percent say local politicians are only in it for their own gain. 
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6. Discussion	

This chapter will build on the main findings of the previous two chapters, linked to the first 

two research questions, and discuss the challenges they represent for BNMP governance 

(section 6.1), which answers the third research question of this study: what governance 

challenges does image analysis reveal for BNMP? Furthermore, the image analysis model 

will be discussed (section 6.2), which will thereby answer the fourth research question: To 

what extent can image analysis be applied to an existing MPA related to tourism rather than a 

new MPA related to fisheries? Lastly, the limitations of this study are discussed (section 6.3). 

6.1.	Images	and	the	challenges	they	bring	

Jentoft et al. (2012) state image analysis is a tool to understand conflicts as they allow for 

exploring where challenges lie. According to the authors, those governance challenges can be 

found in diverging or negative images. The discussion of images is divided into two parts. 

First, the images of the SG and GS and the related governance challenges are discussed 

(section 6.1.1). Possible governance challenges were found by sketching stakeholder images. 

A summary of the identified governance challenges can be found in table 2 at the end of this 

section. This first section compares images within the SG and GS, and between elements of 

the two systems. Comparing these images could explain how they are connected or influence 

each other. Second, the images related to the elements relevance, effectiveness and equity are 

discussed (section 6.1.2). These elements are discussed separately as governing interactions 

between the SG and GS, according to Jentoft et al., result in images of relevance, 

effectiveness and equity; they are thus the product of the interactions between the two 

systems. Negative images of these elements can undermine BNMP’s legitimacy and are 

therefore discussed further. 
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Figure 18. An overview of the framework elements for all six stakeholders. ‘+’ indicates 

positive and/or similar images; ‘-’ indicates negative and/or diverging images; ‘+/-’ indicates 

relatively positive images across all stakeholders. 

6.1.1.	Images	of	the	SG	and	GS	and	related	challenges	

In this section the images within and between the two systems are discussed. Figure 18 

provides an overview of the images across all stakeholders for each element. Of the three 

elements corresponding to the SG, ecosystem health is the only element of which 

stakeholders have similar images that are relatively positive. All stakeholders in the GS and 

SG believe the coral reefs are relatively healthy. Between the images of the directly involved 

stakeholders the only detected difference is their view on the severity of human impacts. This 

view is directly reflected in the diverging images of the element well-being. For example, the 

NGOs and the DG are the least positive about cruise tourism as they feel this has a high 

negative impact on the coral reefs which will not benefit the economy in the long-run, 

whereas the OLB is less negative toward cruise tourism and Mr. Visser even claims his 

business earns more from cruise tourists than dive tourists. The difference of opinion and the 

resulting diverging well-being images are challenges that correspond to the stakeholder’s 

value images where the NGOs feel the focus is too little on nature conservation while the 

OLB, Mr. Visser and the public are not against more room for economic development.  
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 The principles element is about what the goals and the underlying consideration of 

BNMP were when it was first established. Both NGOs believe that the protection of 

resources for use was one of the goals at the very start while the governments and Mr. Visser 

believe the MPA was set up purely for the benefit of nature. However, as that was over 35 

years ago, those images are not relevant for current BNMP governance. What is interesting, is 

their perceptions on BNMP principles today, which is in this case more closely reflected by 

the values element. The stakeholders’ opinions differ on towards which end of the continuum 

BNMP is governed currently, as mentioned in the previous paragraph. Despite these differing 

views, all five stakeholders would like to see a balance between economic development and 

nature conservation. 

 The images related to power dynamics are not necessarily negative, nor can one say 

they diverge. Stakeholders have diverging images when there are differences between how 

they view a single factor. In this particular case, stakeholders were placed on the continuum 

according to their views on their own influence or involvement in BNMP governance, as this 

is what Jentoft et al. did for each stakeholder, and not according to their perceptions of power 

dynamics in general. However, governance challenges can be found in relation to if they are 

content with their position of power and possible relations with other stakeholders, which are 

likely related to the diverging images of values. Although everybody wants to see a balance, 

the general perception is that balance has not yet been found. The ‘values’ continuum in this 

case (figure 12) is a little deceiving as it is important that the stakeholders all agree in which 

direction they want to go to, but it is equally important to know where they think the scale 

leans towards now as this influences their actions. As previously mentioned, the NGOs 

believe the government does not consider nature enough, whereas the OLB, Mr. Visser and 

the public feel there should be more room for economic development, while all claim to 

strive for sustainable development. STINAPA has said that economic development comes 

second for the organization, just like they feel nature comes second for the OLB. It seems that 

both parties aim for the same outcome, albeit go about it a different way. This is what can be 

called a complementary relationship, where “they have divergent strategies but convergent 

goals” (Najam, 2000:387). Dissimilar strategies, however, do seem to be the cause of 

conflicts between the NGO and the local government. Recent events, such as the legal case 

concerning the expansion of Karel’s Pier, have strained cooperation between the OLB and 
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STINAPA as the level of trust between both parties has declined. This will be a challenge as 

STINAPA performs a government task and the OLB is highly involved in marine park 

governance and they thus need to work together.  

 Cooperation is likely further strained as the relationship between the two stakeholders 

is unclear on paper. The mandate is perceived to be ambiguous and the NGO’s management 

plan has not been officially accepted. Furthermore, over the past few years the Dutch 

government and the OLB experienced some challenges with cooperation. According to the 

DG, both parties still needed to become acquainted and learn about their cultural differences 

and learn how to work together. The latter is reflected in the case study where conflict arose 

when the DG granted Mr. Visser his permit before the OLB did. According to the DG, this 

was not a smart move in hindsight. Both governments now agree that the DG should have 

more of a monitoring role in relation to permits for smaller projects. Although the rescinding 

the double permit obligation is not likely to be a challenge as this is the wish of both the local 

and Dutch government, the relationship between Bonaire and the Netherlands could prove to 

be one. Bonaire has recently voiced its dissatisfaction with the ‘direct bond’ it has with the 

Netherlands. It is still unclear what the consequences of the referendum are, but time will tell 

if this will put a strain on cooperation between Bonaire and the Dutch government; it is a 

challenge to look out for. Additionally, it is said that cooperation between the various OLB 

departments is inefficient, this can present a challenge as the local government says that the 

environment is incorporated into different policy areas. Last, during this study, concern was 

expressed that favoritism was involved in this case. Mr. Visser's permit in accordance with 

local law was allegedly granted by the administrative body through an informal letter, after 

which laws were amended to fit his plans for the new pier. It is likely that, just as elsewhere 

in the world, favoritism is at play on Bonaire, and this could be a problem as it is viewed as 

unfair and takes into question the government’s competence or credibility. Although the 

Bonairean politicians have been suspected of favoritism and corruption in the past 

(Bennekom, 2012), current concerns were not supported by evidence and are therefore 

speculation. However, it is a possible governance challenge that needs to be mentioned as it 

could complicate BNMP governance when favoritism undermines the laws and policies 

constructed and supported through stakeholder participation. Such speculation could also hurt 
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the reputation of the local politicians further, as the majority of the inhabitants already does 

not trust them (Antilliaans Dagblad, 2016), and undermine their legitimacy. 

 When looking at the continuums for norms and power, one sees that both STINAPA 

and STCB practice less influence or are less involved than the governments, and both are less 

satisfied with the norms than the governments. The fact that the OLB has a higher influence 

than the NGOs, in combination with their diverging ideas about the current balance between 

economic development and nature conservation, may explain why the NGOs are less satisfied 

with norms. Regulations and policies are viewed as ambiguous and outdated by the directly 

involved stakeholders, but possibly the biggest challenge related to laws and policies for the 

island is the absence of a master plan. Currently, there is no policy vision that everybody or a 

majority is satisfied with. In the past, attempts have been made to generate such a master plan 

and various parties are currently working on one as well, but none has been agreed upon so 

far. This can be explained by the diverging images of well-being; if opinions differ on what 

activities are acceptable in the marine park it becomes difficult to decide on one path for the 

island, e.g. mass tourism (cruise boats) versus quality tourism (diving). It is a double sided 

coin as participation by stakeholders with differing interests is likely to impede decision-

making on such a plan on the one hand, while on the other hand a generally accepted master 

plan could ease tension between stakeholders, thus improve cooperation and participation 

that are currently not optimal. 

 Another interesting finding related to the power element is the inhabitants’ low 

involvement in BNMP governance. Although the interviewees perceive the inhabitants to be 

the biggest stakeholders of the marine park, they have minimal say in how it is governed. 

Additionally, the public does not perceive themselves to be the biggest stakeholder, but 

instead believe the NGOs are (STINAPA in particular). This in itself does not have to result 

in a governance challenge if everybody is satisfied with the way things are. However, as the 

community is perceived as the biggest stakeholder and MPAs rely on community support to 

function, this lack of involvement could lead to challenges if the public has negative images 

of the elements relevance, effectiveness and/or equity as these three elements can undermine 

the legitimacy of BNMP. 

 Overall, it seems that the images of well-being, power and values are more influential 

than the other system elements, thus the most significant governance challenges within the 
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SG and GS are expected to be related those three elements. Other challenges are then less 

significant as they are influenced by the previous three elements. For example, directly 

involved stakeholders will likely continue to disagree on severity of human impacts 

(ecosystem health) and the future of the island (norms) if their images related to values and 

well-being stay the same. It is further surmised that, in this particular case, images related to 

power and values are more dominant due to the fact that most of the stakeholders are part of 

the governing system. 

6.1.2.	Challenges	as	a	product	of	interactions	

The three elements of governing interactions are discussed separately as all three elements 

can undermine the legitimacy of the MPA when their images are negative. This, as with 

governance challenges related to the other elements, restricts its governability.  

 The analysis of images in the previous chapter showed that all six stakeholders have a 

positive image of related to the relevance element. According to Jentoft et al. (2012), when 

the stakeholders do not question the relevance of BNMP, it means that the stakeholders’ 

images of the GS correspond with the SG. Images related to this element will not produce 

foreseeable challenges. 

 The degree of effectiveness is perceived as the extent to which the GS can deliver on 

its goals or promises that aim to solve issue within the SG. In other words, effectiveness (like 

relevance and equity) is a product of the interactions between the two systems. This fact 

explains why the majority of the effectiveness issues were also mentioned by the stakeholders 

in relation to the other images. Two additional issues captured by effectiveness images of the 

directly involved stakeholders are a lack of enforcement (due to lack of capacity and 

authority issues), and a lack of public awareness. The latter is an issue, according to the 

stakeholders, as they believe the public is not well informed about the marine park and the 

marine environment, which makes it difficult to gain support and compliance from the public. 

Observations support the view that there is a lack enforcement and awareness. Some 

observations even show that it is undermining legitimacy, resulting in a lack of support and 

compliance. As enforcement was raised as an issue by all involved stakeholders, which is 

supported by observations, it is likely to be a significant governance challenge. Furthermore, 

while conducting surveys, a lack of awareness was observed regarding the case. The majority 
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of the respondents did not accurately describe what the issue was about, which supports the 

concerns for lack of awareness of the public, or communication with the public. A lack of 

awareness is a governance challenge, as it is observed with the public as well as the directly 

involved stakeholders. Lastly, despite these effectiveness issues mentioned, all six 

stakeholders are relatively positive about overall effectiveness of the park, referring to 

whether or not the marine environment is conserved successfully. In conclusion, the images 

related to the effectiveness element are not thus negative that it completely undermines 

BNMP’s legitimacy, but one should be cautious and take action to turn those images into a 

more positive direction. 

 Equity is the only element that has images that are negative across all six 

stakeholders. In other words, they are all positioned on the negative side of the continuum as 

they believe benefits of the MPA are unevenly distributed. It is important to have a closer 

look at the perceived equity issues, because these negative images have the potential to 

undermine BNMP’s legitimacy, and therefore result in a decline of community support for 

the MPA. However, further research is needed to determine the significance of this challenge, 

as the analysis does not provide an indication of the extent to which equity issues occur. For 

example, the directly involved stakeholders have expressed concern about inequities as they 

may be perceived by the public, and although the public perceives inequity it is unclear how 

they feel it manifests itself.  

Table 2. A summary of BNMP governance challenges categorized per element of the image 

analysis framework. 

BNMP governance challenges
Image Challenges

Ecosystem health Stakeholders differ on their opinion on the severity of human impacts, 
especially from the island itself as external factors are largely outside of 
their control

Well-being Opinions vary about which sector within tourism is beneficial, or least 
damaging, for the marine park. The challenge is to agree on the future of 
Bonaire.

Power Inefficient cooperation; ineffective participation; reputation of local 
government;

Values Stakeholders have the same goal, but different strategies to achieve that 
goal; Misconceptions about the motives of other stakeholders. 
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6.2.	Image	analysis	-	a	proper	tool?	

As explained in chapter 2, the image analysis framework was designed to be an assessment 

tool for examining issues related to the governability of MPAs. To discover why there is a 

gap between anticipated goals and actual outcomes (Jentoft et al., 2012). This concept was 

built on an earlier framework of systems. According to Jentoft et al. (2012), governability and 

effectiveness of MPAs can be improved by exploring images related to each of these three 

systems. The fourth and final subquestion of this study asks whether, and how, the image 

analysis framework can be applied to a case study that is different from the ones selected by 

Jentoft and colleagues. This section will discuss the merits found and challenges encountered 

while applying the framework. This study tried to stay as close to the model as possible as 

this would reveal potential differences most clearly. Although it turned out that the 

framework is theoretically well-founded and applicable in general terms, this study has 

encountered some difficulties in applying it to the current case. Difficulties related, for 

example, to the differences between Jentoft and colleagues’ case studies and the current case 

study, the interpretation of the image analysis model, and missing elements of the framework 

as experienced in this study. A summary of the merits, challenges and shortcomings of the 

image analysis framework can be found in table 3, which will be discussed below.  

Norms Clarity and absoluteness of policies; outdated policies/regulations; no 
master plan/policy vision

Principles None. 
Underlying considerations of the park’s design at the initial stage are not 
relevant for the view on how the park should be governed nowadays.

Relevance None. 
All stakeholders see the relevance of having BNMP

Effectiveness Enforcement, specifically disagreement and unclarity on who is 
responsible and when, and having insufficient capacity to do so; lack of 
public awareness; other challenges have been mentioned in relation to 
the other elements

Equity Differences in privileges and financial contributions; restriction of cultural 
habits; unequal distribution of benefits (direct-indirect and short term-long 
term)

Image Challenges
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Table 3. A summary of the assessment of the image analysis framework. 

6.2.1.	Bene\its	of	using	the	image	analysis	framework	

While this study encountered some challenges and a shortcoming concerning the image 

analysis framework, it definitely has its merits. Looking at BNMP from the perceptive of the 

three systems and their elements was helpful to gain insight into each stakeholder’s position 

towards the MPA. The elements provided a clear guidance for research and works well to 

describe each stakeholder’s image, provided that the elements are adapted to the case study 

under examination. 

 Second, image analysis indeed works well to identify governance challenges. There is 

only a challenge (or problem) when it is perceived as such. For that reason, it makes sense to 

not only look at what is written, but also at what people think. Our actions that define who we 

are or what we stand for, and those actions are based on how we view the world around us. 

Applying the framework to the case study has helped to map each stakeholder’s belief system 

in relation to the marine park, which helps understand where conflicts come from. For 

example, all stakeholders want to strive for sustainable development, and advertise their 

intentions in this way. However, analysis revealed that stakeholders currently focus more on 

either economic development or nature conservation, or believe another stakeholder does. 
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Assessment of the image analysis framework

Merits Discovering governance challenges by uncovering images related to the 
three systems

More directed guidelines for research than the systems framework 
approach 

Challenges Determine differences between case studies on which the model was 
based and the case study at hand

Interpretation of the image model

Images are interrelated and overlap

Shortcoming No measurement of governability

Overall assessment: Image analysis can be applied to other case studies, but be mindful of 
the challenges. Adjust the model to your case where and when needed. Be mindful of the 
shortcomings as well. When you are looking for solutions, complement this framework with 
another. 



Conflicts can arise here as their goals do not match their current actions or beliefs, or as 

stakeholders mistrust the other’s intentions. 

6.2.2.	The	challenges	of	applying	the	framework	to	the	case	study	

To assess the differences between images those images need to be compared. However, this 

study has encountered some issues attempting to compare images. First, there are some 

differences between Jentoft’s case study and the current case study. The three biggest 

differences are the time of research, the main focus of the MPA and the types of stakeholders. 

First, Jentoft studied MPAs at their implementation, while this case study took place 

approximately 37 years after the establishment of BNMP in 1979. This can make some 

images less relevant. For example, principles refers to the underlying considerations in the 

design and management of the MPA. For this case study it was more important to know what 

stakeholders thought the values were at the moment, and if governance reflected these (new) 

values. Thus, principles was a bit redundant and the images related to the value element 

provide enough information in this respect. Second, in Jentoft’s case studies fishery was the 

main focus, while in the current case study tourism was the main focus. Tourism is much 

broader than fishery. In fishery there’s the fishermen (maybe a difference in type of fishing 

gear), while in this case tourism referred to different types with different impacts: diving, 

cruise boats, and recreational activities (not to mention coastal development to accommodate 

tourists). A recommendation for a researcher who wants to apply the framework is to 

determine the focus: ask about all important or big (tourism) activities, or choose to focus on 

just one. On the one hand, focussing on all tourism sectors will sketch the bigger picture and 

reveal additional challenges. On the other hand, focussing on one activity will result in more 

in-depth information. Third, it appears that in Jentoft’s case studies most, if not all, 

stakeholders are positioned in the system-to-be-governed. This case study included mostly 

stakeholders in the governing system. This required a different interpretation of the research 

questions for the images. A researcher wanting to apply this framework should be mindful of 

the differences between their case study and the ones used to construct the framework for it 

may (or may not) cause some difficulties. 

 Furthermore, for this case study a different interpretation of the model was used. This 

is related to where the stakeholders are positioned within the systems. This study discovered 
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that for the elements power, norms, values, well-being and equity the questions will lead to 

different answers from stakeholders in the governing system and the system-to-be-governed. 

The differences are illustrated in table 4. The elements ecosystem health, principles, 

relevance and effectiveness were the same for all stakeholders. Yet their arguments may vary 

as well as the depth of the answers. Another example of an interpretation challenge came to 

light when exploring the power element. The related question here is ‘what do stakeholders 

think about power dynamics?’. Jentoft and colleagues seem to only describe power from each 

stakeholders point of view; how they perceive their own influence and involvement. During 

data collection it became clear that stakeholders did not only have ideas about their own 

influence or involvement, but also about the power dynamics between two other 

stakeholders. This study aimed to stay as close to the framework as possible, but another 

researcher might have decided to include those other views as well. 

 Lastly, images are interrelated and overlap. For example, as relevance, effectiveness 

and equity are products of the interactions of the SG and GS, and thus closely related to those 

images, there can be some overlap between the GI elements and the images of the SG and 

GS. The challenge here lies in the categorization of perceptions. It is the researcher’s decision 

on how to categorize opinions, or in other words code the interviews and surveys. For a 

researcher who wants to apply the framework it is therefore important to clearly define how  

each element is approached while designing the research methods. It is recommended not to 

leave out the elements of the GI as those specifically provide information on the level of the 

MPA’s legitimacy. 

 These points do not have to be a challenge when they are considered before data 

collection. It would have been merely necessary to take them into account while designing 

this research and data collection methods. For example, if the differences in interpretation of 

the elements for the different stakeholders were known beforehand, it would have resulted in 

a clearer direction for the topic list for the interviews as the questions would be focused only 

on the point of view of that stakeholder. Based on the challenges, this study is in favor of 

adjusting the framework to allow for own interpretation and for incorporating aspects into the 

framework that were encountered in practice. 
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Table 4. Differences between the elements when stakeholders are part of the SG or part of the 

GS.  

6.2.3.	A	shortcoming	of	the	image	analysis	framework	

According to Jentoft, van Son and Bjørkan (2007) governability can be assessed by looking 

at the interactions within and between the GS and SG. Element images are assessed 

according to their degree of negativity and the degree to which they diverge (Jentoft et al., 

2012). For this reason, this study set out to compare images. To be able to compare images, 

some kind of reference point or tool for comparison is needed. However, as this was not 

provided by the framework, this study added continuums; one for each element to answer the 

main research question per element. It was discovered that, although the framework is a 

helpful tool to discover possible governance challenges, which should help determine how 

governable BNMP is, it is difficult to determine how negative an image is and how much the 

various images actually differ. It is therefore not possible to say with certainty how 

significant each governance challenge is, and can only be speculated by comparing images. 

For example, the challenges related to norms, power and values are expected to be more 

significant as those images are reflected in other images. Another example, of the various 

equity issues raised by the directly involved stakeholders it is unclear if they are perceived as 

such by the public and, if so, to what degree and by whom exactly. Furthermore, images can 

be compared, but the extent of the differences between them is open for interpretation by the 

Interpretation differences per element
Power Norms Values Well-being Equity

System-to-be-
governed

Perceived 
power or 
influence

How rules and 
regulations 
affect people 
personally

Significance of 
MPA for 
conservation 
and use from 
p.o.v. 
stakeholder 
SG

From point of 
view of own 
livelihood

Stakeholders 
are at the 
receiving end

Governing 
system

Actual 
power or 
influence

Overall point of 
view on 
policies and 
laws

Significance of 
MPA for 
conservation 
and use for the 
region as a 
whole

Top-down 
vision for the 
region, thus 
including all 
activities

Stakeholders 
are distributors 
and 
communicators
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researcher. If it is difficult to determine how divergent or negative images are, how do you 

then conclude the extent to which an MPA is governable? 

6.2.4.	Recommendation		

According to Jentoft et al. (2012), the stakeholders themselves are the ones that need to 

determine what to do with the images: “Stakeholders need not necessarily agree with images, 

but they must at least be aware of which images are present, how they vary or concur, and 

they must understand where such images come from and what prospects they hold. 

Enhancing governability would therefore require an interactive process where stakeholders 

are allowed to exchange ideas and learn from each other” (p.195). This is a good idea when 

the MPA is young and stakeholders are still getting to know each other in this new setting, but 

looking at what the analysis revealed (e.g. inefficient cooperation) it is expected that this 

approach does not have the same effect for this case. In addition, as the stakeholders have 

known each other for a long time, it is likely that they are already aware of each other’s 

images (consciously or not). To enhance governability this study recommends future research 

to focus on finding solutions. For such research this study recommends the MPA Governance 

framework (MPAG) developed by Jones (2014). Although it is not be the only framework 

geared towards improving MPAs, it is based on case studies similar to the current case study, 

and the solutions it presents relate to the challenges BNMP faces.  

 The governance challenges on Bonaire are similar to what Jones’s observed in his 

research. Jones (2014:37) says the following when talking about tourism around the world: 

“The growth of coastal tourism also places major pressures on inshore marine ecosystems, 

through the impacts of hotels and related infrastructure developments, increased demand for 

seafood, sewage pollution, damage by divers, etc. [Ecotourism and sustainable development 

are promoted as solutions in an attempt to] balance environmental, social and economic 

objectives, trade-offs amongst these objectives and their related impacts being inevitable”. 

 The book by Jones (2014), in which he outlines the framework, draws on 20 case 

studies undertaken around the world. It addresses challenges related to combining bottom-up, 

top-down and market approaches in MPA governance. The approach looks at how the three 

governance approaches can be combined as its premise is that a combination is needed to 

achieve conservation objectives. Jones’s research included MPAs with a focus on tourism 
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management. Jones thus takes a more holistic approach to MPA governance and states that 

there is not one best approach for governance. It is an empirical analysis framework that can 

be adapted to the context of a case study, and is not restricted by a specific model or approach 

that should be followed. 

 The author addresses challenges related to effective and equitable governance of 

MPAs. He states that all MPAs struggle with the governance challenge of balancing 

effectiveness and equity issues. The framework makes used of incentives that can be 

employed to achieve specific outcomes. Incentives are meant to encourage people to exhibit 

behavior in support of a desired outcome. There are five categories of incentives 

(participative, legal, knowledge, interpretative, and economic) that relate to the three forms of 

governance. The author claims that challenges of controlling impacts of tourism and 

recreation can be addressed through economic incentives, thereby improving an MPA’s 

effectiveness. There are also incentives that can address equity issues. The framework can be 

used to identify which incentives are already being used and how, and it is a tool to identify 

what incentives could be useful to address governance challenges. 

 As previously discussed in this chapter, BNMP struggles with governance challenges 

that affect its effectiveness. It also struggles with equity issues that are undermining the 

legitimacy of the marine park. The MPAG framework may provide an insight into how these 

challenges can be addressed through the use of incentives, and thereby help achieve finding a 

balance between effectiveness and equity. However, further investigation is needed to assess 

whether this is the best framework for finding solutions to BNMP governance challenges. 

6.3.	Limitations	

Despite efforts to maximize validity and reliability, this study has some limitations. First, it 

was difficult to make a one-on-one comparison of images as each interviewee has a different 

style of answering questions. Some may provide more information than others or provide 

more arguments or opinions than others. Or, stakeholders talk about two different things in 

answer to the same question. For example, when talking about what may be damaging the 

coral reefs one stakeholder might be emphasizing the negative impacts of cruise tourism, 

while the other emphasizes that of sewage pollution. The diverse types of answers make 
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direct comparison difficult. How and to what extend stakeholders differ is therefore the 

decision of the researcher. Another researcher may have done a different analysis.  

 Furthermore, the images are a simplification of the stories as told by the stakeholders 

for two reasons. First, due to an overflow of data resulting from the interviews much of it had 

to be omitted. Much of the information has not been used. A selection had to be made about 

what to analyze and write about. Second, the answers in the interviews did not follow the 

order of the elements. It occurred often that answers touched upon several elements as they 

were linked the story told by a stakeholder. The framework is a simplification of 

stakeholder’s stories as it categorizes parts of the stories into different elements. 

 Third, interviews turned out to be more useful than surveys for gathering information 

on the elements of the model. Surveys were restricted in several ways. First, the survey could 

not be long for risk of boring the respondent who then rushes through it to finish it. This 

limits the researcher in the amount of information that can be obtained. Second, the surveys 

could not be tailored, as it defeats the purpose of conducting surveys. This left the researcher 

with mostly yes and no answers, without the possibility to ask why. Third, due to the previous 

two reasons it was hard to make one-on-one comparisons with interviews. The surveys could 

only give an indication if images are positive or negative. For future research this study 

recommends to use interviews for image analysis and surveys only as a complementary tool. 

 Lastly, in this study many respondents circled neutral several times and for different 

reasons. This is a limitation as it is unclear what their opinion was exactly. It would have 

been better to leave the neutral option out or clearly explain what neutral means. This high 

amount of neutral answers could also be related to the culture of the island. In the 

Netherlands for example people are not afraid to speak their mind and are quite direct. On 

Bonaire, however, it is often the opposite for locals. People have stated that they are neutral 

because the issue does not affect them, or that they are neutral because often their voice is not 

heard. 
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7. Conclusion	

The goal of this research was to identify the images present on Bonaire to identify challenges 

of BNMP governance, in order to gain a better understanding of balancing marine 

conservation and economic development. The study used the case of the expansion of Karel’s 

Pier to set the scope for research and apply the image analysis framework by Jentoft and 

colleagues. Six main stakeholders were involved in the legal case against the new pier. 

Images of STCB, STINAPA, the local and Dutch government, mr. Visser, and the public were 

sketched and compared. Doing this not only made it possible to gain a better understanding 

of their view on BNMP governance, but also allowed for uncovering governance challenges 

the marine park might face. It allowed for the construction of possible explanations as to 

where conflicts originate. 

 Nonetheless, applying the framework to the current case study presented some 

challenges of its own as the framework was originally developed to understand conflicts 

related to the implementation of MPAs, thus at the time of their inception. In addition, by 

staying as close to the model as possible in order to assess the applicability of the framework, 

the study found that the framework could be interpreted differently for the current case study. 

It is therefore believed that the interpretation of the model can vary per case study, and thus it 

is up to the researcher to tailor the model to the case study at hand. Furthermore, although the 

framework compartmentalizes MPA governance, everything is linked, explaining the fact that 

the images overlap, making it difficult to categorize the results per element. Nonetheless, 

these challenges can be overcome when they are taken into account when designing data 

collection methods and analyzing the results.  A flaw of the framework lies with the claim by 

Jentoft and colleagues that the more diverse the images, the greater the governance challenge 

will be. This implies that in order to assess how challenging MPA governance is or will be, 

one should compare stakeholders’ images. However, the framework does not include a tool 

for comparison. For this reason the current study included continuums on which the 

stakeholders can be placed relative to one another, thus allowing for some degree of 

comparison. 

By identifying stakeholder images and their related challenges the study set out to discover to 

what extent marine conservation and economic development are mutually exclusive or 
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reconcilable in BNMP. The results showed that, not only is there a need to balance marine 

conservation and economic development as the two are interdependent, there is willingness 

as well. It is perceived that the two are dependent on each other and for this reason all 

directly involved stakeholders have expressed that their goal is sustainable development, 

leading to conclude that marine conservation and economic development are reconcilable.  

 However, despite that it is needed and perceived as such, the marine park has 

difficulties balancing the two. These difficulties stem from the diverging and negative images 

that are present on Bonaire. Comparing the images related to the elements of the system-to-

be-governed and the governing system revealed that the values, norms and power images 

play a dominant role in BNMP governance as they seem to have an influence on the 

remaining images. The most significant challenges related to those elements are likely 

cooperation issues, diverging strategies to achieve sustainable development, and a lack of a 

policy vision. Overall, analysis of the images related to the two systems has showed that 

BNMP governance is not functioning efficiently. Furthermore, the way the two systems have 

interacted has produced images related to the elements relevance, effectiveness and equity, 

which, if negative, have the potential to undermine legitimacy of the marine park. The results 

showed that the equity and effectiveness images are quite negative, indicating that BNMP is 

struggling in its effort to balance obtaining its conservation objectives on the one hand and 

minimizing inequities on the other hand. These results have lead to the conclusion that the 

extent to which marine conservation and economic development are reconcilable depends on 

the marine park’s ability to balance legitimacy and efficiency issues, with legitimacy being 

complicated by the challenge of balancing effectiveness and equity. 

 These challenges are reflected in the legal case concerning the expansion of Karel’s 

Pier. While various stakeholders were consulted on whether or not a permit for the pier could 

be granted and the answer was ‘not based on the current plans’, the island’s administrative 

body granted mr. Visser his permit and adjusted the nature ordinance and spatial development 

plan accordingly. Although research results showed that restrictions in general have resulted 

in equity issues, the NGOs feared that this particular decision would undermine effectiveness, 

especially in the future as they feel it was a display of bad governance which could trigger a 

snowball effect of pier-related development in the marine park. After a long battle between 

the local government and the NGOs, the final verdict was given on June 3, 2016. The higher 
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court ruled against the amendments, restricting construction in the marine park under current 

legislation. 

 Until this day MPAs in general have had mixed successes in obtaining their goals due 

to the governance challenges they face. As MPAs are considered the most important tool for 

marine and coastal protection, it is not only important to identify challenges, but also to 

improve MPA governance by addressing those challenges. Though the image analysis 

framework has proved useful in uncovering governance challenges for BNMP, and thus 

helped to understand balancing marine conservation and economic development, it is not a 

tool for finding solutions. The study therefore recommends future research to focus on 

finding solutions for the challenges that BNMP faces, for which the study proposes the use of 

the MPA Governance framework by Jones (2014). 

References	

Agardy, T., di Sciara, G.N., & Christie, P. (2011). Mind the gap: Addressing the shortcomings 

of marine protected areas through large scale marine spatial planning. Marine Policy, 

35(2), 226-232 

Antilliaans Dagblad (2016, February 4). Inwoners sceptisch over eigen politici [newspaper 

 article]. Curaçao: Antilliaans Dagblad 

Bavinck, M & Kooiman, J. (2013). Theorizing Governability – The Interactive  
 Governance Perspective. In: Governability of fisheries and aquaculture: Theory and 

 applications. Maarten Bavinck, Ratana Chuenpagdee, Svein Jentoft, and Jan Kooiman 

 (Eds.), Dordrecht/New York: Springer, 9-30 

Bowcott, O. (2015, August 5). Exiled Chagossians could be allowed to return home under 

limited resettlement [news article]. From: theguardian.com	

Bennekom, van T. (2012). De tragiek van Bonaire: Nederlands onvermogen op een eiland 

 waar niets is wat het lijkt. Leersum, NL: Village 

Burke, L., Reytar, K., Spalding, M. and A. Perry. 2011. Reefs at Risk Revisited. Washington 

DC, USA: World Resources Institute  

�94



Cárcamo & Gayner (2013). Interactions Between Spatially Explicit Conservation and  

 Management Measures: Implications for the Governance of Marine Protected Areas. 

 Environmental Management, 52, 1355-1368 

Secretariat, C.B.D. (2004). Decision adopted by the Conference of the Parties to the  

 Convention on Biological Diversity at its seventh meeting (decision VII/5). Kuala  

 Lumpur: UNEP 

Christie, P., & White, A. T. (2007). Best practices for improved governance of coral reef  

 marine protected areas. Coral Reefs, 26(4), 1047-1056 

Christie, P., White, A., & Deguit, E. (2002). Starting point or solution? Community-based 

marine protected areas in the Philippines. Journal of Environmental Management, 

66(4), 441-454. 

Cicin-Sain, Biliana, & Belfiore, Stefano. (2005). Linking marine protected areas to integrated 

coastal and ocean management: A review of theory and practice. Ocean & Coastal 

Management, 48(11-12), 847-868 

Colwell S. (1997). Entrepreneurial Marine Protected Areas: Small-scale, commercially  

 supported coral Reef Protected Areas. In: Coral reefs: challenges and opportunities 

 for sustainable management. Haziolos ME, Hooten AJ, Fodor M. (Eds.), Washington 

 DC: World Bank; 1997, 110–4. 

de Groot, J., & Bush, S.R. (2010). The potential for dive tourism led entrepreneurial marine 

protected areas in Curacao. Marine Policy, 34(5), 1051-1059 

De Santo, E. M., Jones, P. J. S., & Miller, A. M. M. (2011). Fortress conservation at sea: A 

commentary on the Chagos marine protected area. Marine Policy, 35(2), 258-260 

Dijksma, S.A.M. (2013, May 16). Beantwoording kamervragen inzake Bonaire Mariene Park 

[reply to questions tabled in the Netherlands Parliament about BNMP]. From: 

rijksoverheid.nl  

Edgar, G.J., Stuart-Smith, R.D., Willis, T.J., Kininmonth, S., Baker, S.C., Banks, S., . . . & 

Buxton, C.D. (2014). Global conservation outcomes depend on marine protected 

areas with five key features. Nature, 506(7487), 216-220 

Fischer, F. & Hajer, M.A. (1999). Living with nature: Environmental politics as cultural  

 discourse. New York, NY: Oxford University Press Inc. 

�95

http://rijksoverheid.nl


Gardner, T.A., Côté, I.M., Gill, J.A., Grant, A., & Watkinson, A.R. (2003). Long-Term 

Region-Wide Declines in Caribbean Corals. Science, 301(5635), 958-960 

Global Biodiversity Outlook (2014). Global Biodiversity Outlook 4. Montréal, Canada: 

Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity 

Hajer, M.A. (n.d.). FAQ [webpage]. Retrieved from http://www.maartenhajer.nl/?page_id=14  

Hajer, M.A. (1993). Discourse coalitions and the Institutionalization of Practice: The Case of 

 Acid Rain in Britain. In The argumentative turn in policy analysis and planning (pp. 

 43-76). Durham and London: Duke University Press.	

Hajer, M.A. (2006). Doing discourse analysis: coalitions, practices, meaning. In M. van den 

 Brink, T. Metze (Eds.), Words matter in policy and planning: Discourse theory and 

 method in the social sciences (p. 65-74). Utrecht: Netherlands Geographical Studies 

Hajer, M.A. & Versteeg, W. (2005). A Decade of Discourse Analysis of Environmental  

 Politics: Achievements, Challenges, Perspectives. Journal of Environmental Policy & 

 Planning, 7(3), 175-184 

Halpern, B.S., Lester, S.E., & McLeod, K.L. (2010). Placing marine protected areas onto  t h e 

 ecosystem-based management seascape. Proceedings of the National Academy of  

 Sciences, 107(43), 18312-18317 

Hoegh-Guldberg, O., Mumby, P.J., Hooten, A.J., Steneck, R.S., Greenfield, P., Gomez, E., . . . 

& Knowlton, N. (2007). Coral Reefs Under Rapid Climate Change and Ocean 

Acidification. Science, 318(5857), 1737-1742 

Hoelting, K.R., Hard, C.H., Christie, P., & Pollnac, R.B. (2013). Factors affecting support 

 for Puget sound marine protected areas. Fisheries Research, 144, 48-59 

Hughes, T.P., Baird, A.H., Bellwood, D.R., Card, M., Connolly, S.R., Folke, C., . . . & Lough, 

J.M. (2003). Climate Change, Human Impacts, and the Resilience of Coral Reefs. 

Science, 301(5635), 929-933 

Hughes, T.P., Graham, N.A.J., Jackson, J.B.C., Mumby, P.J., & Steneck, R.S. (2010). Rising 

to the challenge of sustaining coral reef resilience. Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 

25(11), 633-642 

Jameson, S.C., Tupper, M.H., & Ridley, J.M. (2002). The three screen doors: can marine 

“protected” areas be effective? Marine Pollution Bulletin, 44(11), 1177-1183 

�96

http://www.maartenhajer.nl/?page_id=14


Jentoft, S. (2000). Legitimacy and disappointment in fisheries management. Marine Policy, 

 24(2), 141-148 

Jentoft, S. (2007). Limits of governability: Institutional implications for fisheries and coastal 

 governance, Marine Policy, 31(4), p. 360-370 

Jentoft, S., Chuenpagdee, R., Bundy, A., & Mahon, R. (2010). Pyramids and roses: 

Alternative images for the governance of fisheries systems. Marine Policy, 34(6), 

1315-1321 

Jentoft, S., Chuenpagdee, R., & Pascual-Fernandez, J.J. (2011). What are MPAs for: On goal 

formation and displacement. Ocean & Coastal Management, 54(1), 75-83 

Jentoft, S., Pascual-Fernandez, J.J., De la Cruz Modino, R., Gonzalez-Ramallal, M., & 

Chuenpagdee, R. (2012). What Stakeholders Think About Marine Protected Areas: 

Case Studies from Spain. Human Ecology, 40(2), 185-197 

Jentoft, S., van Son, T.C., & Bjørkan, M. (2007). Marine protected areas: a governance  

 system analysis. Human Ecology, 35(5), 611-622 

Jones, P.J.S. (2014). Governing marine protected areas: resilience through diversity.  

 Routledge: London and New York. 

Jones, P.J.S., Qiu, W., & De Santo, E.M. (2013). Governing marine protected areas: social–

 ecological resilience through institutional diversity. Marine Policy, 41, 5-13 

Kareiva, P. (2006). Conservation Biology: Beyond Marine Protected Areas. Current Biology, 

16(14), R533-R535. 

Kelleher, G. (1999). Guidelines for Marine Protected Areas. Gland, Switzerland and  

 Cambridge: IUCN, vii-107 

Klein, C.J., Chan, A., Kircher, L., Cundiff, A.J., Gardner, N., Hrovat, Y., ... & Airame, S  

 (2008). Striking a balance between biodiversity conservation and socioeconomic  

 viability in the design of marine protected areas. Conservation Biology, 22(3),  

 691-700 

Kooiman, J. (2008). Exploring the Concept of Governability. Journal of Comparative Policy 

Analysis: Research and Practice, 10(2), 171-190 

Lubchenco, J., Palumbi, S.R., Gaines, S.D., & Andelman, S. (2003). Plugging a hole in the 

ocean: The emerging science of marine reserves. Ecological Applications, 13(1), S3-

S7 

�97



Meesters, E.H.W.G. (2012, October 22). Kort advies ten aanzien van het optreden van 

effecten bij de aanleg en exploitatie van de uitbreiding van Karel’s Pier, Bonaire 

[report, no. C103/12]. Wageningen, NL: IMARES Wageningen UR. 

Moberg, F., & Folke, C. (1999). Ecological goods and services of coral reef ecosystems. 

Ecological Economics, 29(2), 215-233 

Najam, A. (2000). The Four-C’s of Third Sector–Government Relations: Cooperation,  

 Confrontation, Complementarity, and Co-optation. Non-profit management and  

 leadership, 10(4), 375-396 

NOAA (2013, October 22). MPA Classification [webpage]. National Oceanic and  

 Atmospheric Administration. From: http://marineprotectedareas.noaa.gov/aboutmpas/

 classification/        

Osepa, B. (2014, June 12). Nederland en Bonaire buigen zich opnieuw over bezwaren Karel's 

pier [news article]. From: caribischnetwerk.ntr.nl  

Pollnac, R. B., & Pomeroy, R. S. (2005). Factors influencing the sustainability of integrated 

 coastal management projects in the Philippines and Indonesia. Ocean & coastal  

 management, 48(3), 233-251 

Posthumus, N. (2015, December 19). Bonaire Stemt Tegen Huidige Band met Nederland 

 [news article]. From: www.nrc.nl 

Pourier, M. (1992). Rapport van de commissie Integrale Sociaal-Economische Aanpak  

 Bonaire [report]. Bonaire, Netherlands Antilles  

Rijksdienst Caribisch Nederland (n.d.). Infrastructuur en Milieu - Wet maritiem beheer BES 

 [webpage]. From: www.rijksdienstcn.com  

Samson, J. (2015, December 23). Kwart van Bonairianen verlangt terug naar Antillen   

 [newspaper article]. Curaçao: Antilliaans Dagblad 

Save Bonaire Marine Park (2013a, April 2). Bonaire’s Marine Park has been re-zoned to  

 allow commercial development [news article]. From:     

 savebonairemarinepark.org  

Save Bonaire Marine Park (2013b, April 9). We have submitted another appeal to the courts 

 [news article]. From: savebonairemarinepark.org 

Save Bonaire Marine Park (2013c, September 20). Urging the ministry to re-think an  

 inappropriate decision [news article]. From: savebonairemarinepark.org 

�98

http://marineprotectedareas.noaa.gov/aboutmpas/
http://www.nrc.nl
http://savebonairemarinepark.org/2013/04/02/government-opens-marine-park-to-commercial-development/
http://savebonairemarinepark.org/2013/04/09/we-have-submitted-another-appeal-to-the-courts/
http://savebonairemarinepark.org/latest-posts/page/3/


Save Bonaire Marine Park (2014a, March 26). Government Fumbles Permit Process; Court 

 Steps In [news article]. From: savebonairemarinepark.org  

Save Bonaire Marine Park (2014b, June 14). We did it! [news article]. From:   

 savebonairemarinepark.org 

STCB (2016). Advocacy [webpage]. Sea Turtle Conservation Bonaire. From:  

 www.bonaireturtles.org/wp/what-we-do/advocacy/ 

Song, A.M., Chuenpagdee, R., & Jentoft, S. (2013). Values, images, and principles: What  

 they represent and how they may improve fisheries governance. Marine Policy, 40, 

 167-175 

Spies, J.W.E., Soons, A.H.A., Thodé, G.A.E., Verhey, L.F.M. & Weekers, F.H.H. (2015). Vijf 

 jaar verbonden: Bonaire, Sint Eustatius, Saba en Europees Nederland [report]. From: 

 http://kennisopenbaarbestuur.nl/ 

Statistics Netherlands (2015). Trends in the Caribbean Netherlands, 2015. The Hague/ 

 Heerlen/Bonaire: Statistics Netherlands 

Toonen, H.M., & van Tatenhove, J.P.M. (2013). Marine scaping: The structuring of marine 

practices. Ocean & Coastal Management, 75, 43-52 

van Werven, G., Jepma, C.J., & Bakker, W. (2009). Masterplan strategische ontwikkeling  

 Bonaire 2010-2025; Bonairu, dushi pa semper [report]. From: http://docplayer.nl/ 

 15862627-Masterplan-strategische-ontwikkeling-bonaire-2010-2025.html 

Vermeij, M.J.A. (2011a, October 19). Possible environmental effects of the construction of a 

pier and its future usages near Karel’s Bar, Bonaire [report]. Curaçao: Carmabi 

Foundation 

Vermeij, M.J.A. (2011b, October). Environmental impacts associated with the planned 

expansion of Karel’s Beach Bar, Bonaire [report]. Curaçao: Carmabi Foundation 

Vermeij, M.J.A. (2012, August 20). Environmental impact assessment of the construction of a 

pier and its future usages near Karel’s Bar, Bonaire [report]. Curaçao: Carmabi 

Foundation 

Visser, K. (2015, July 25). From the Bonairean Developers "Seaview Hotel” [Linkedin post]. 

From: https://www.linkedin.com/pulse/from-bonairean-developers-seaview-hotel-

karel-visser?trk=prof-post 

Visser, K. (2012). Pure | Lounge Bar Bonaire [Facebook page]. From: facebook.com  

�99

http://savebonairemarinepark.org/latest-posts/page/2/
http://savebonairemarinepark.org/2014/06/14/we-did-it/#more-623
http://kennisopenbaarbestuur.nl/
http://docplayer.nl/
http://facebook.com


Webb, E.L., Maliao, R.J., & Siar, S.V. (2004). Using local user perceptions to evaluate 

outcomes of protected area management in the Sagay Marine Reserve, Philippines. 

Environmental Conservation, 31(2), 138-148 

Wolfs, E., & van Beukering, P. (2012). The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity on 

 Bonaire. What’s Bonaire’s Nature worth? [Brochure]. Institute for Environmental  

 Studies, VU Amsterdam. From: ivm.vu.nl 

�100



Appendices	

Appendix	A:	Overview	of	topic	list	

Table 5. A summary of the semi-structured interview guide for the interviews with the 

directly involved stakeholders. Topics were categorized by the elements of the image analysis 

framework by Jentoft et al. (2012) and based on the related research questions. 

Topic list interviews

Ecosystem 
health

Health of the reef; human impacts; status of fish stock; resilience of the marine 
park; 

Well-being Opinion of (economic) activities and their contribution to BNMP

Power Stakeholders of the marine park; responsibility of rules and regulations; their 
degree of influence or involvement in decision-making; opinions on the role of 
other stakeholders; 

Values Economic and recreational activities within the park; View of the future in terms 
of marine conservation and economic development; Opinion of balance 
between economic development and marine conservation

Principles Underlying motivation of the rules and regulations when the park was first 
established

Norms Opinion of rules, regulations and policies (fairness, absoluteness, relevance, 
enforcement) 

Relevance Expectations of BNMP; Necessity of having BNMP

Effectiveness Degree of success of BNMP and marine conservation 

Equity The distribution of impacts/benefits of BNMP
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Appendix	B:	Interview	list  

Table 6. A list of interviews conducted for this research. 

Interview 
no.

Organisation Date Type

1 STCB December 16, 2015 Face-to-face

2 STCB December 22, 2015 Face-to-face

3 STINAPA December 7, 2015 Face-to-face

4 STINAPA December 11, 2015 Face-to-face

5 STINAPA January 8, 2016 Face-to-face

6 Openbaar lichaam Bonaire (OLB) -
Department of Spatial Development

December 17, 2015 Face-to-face

7 Openbaar lichaam Bonaire (OLB) -
Department of Spatial Development

February 15, 2016 Face-to-face

8 Dutch Government (DG) -
Rijkswaterstaat

March 23, 2016 Face-to-face

9 Dutch Government (DG) -
Rijksdienst Caribisch Nederland

January 27, 2016 Face-to-face

10 Dutch Government (DG) -
Rijksdienst Caribisch Nederland

December 9, 2015 Face-to-face

11 K. Visser - Jokaya N.V. February 3, 2016 Face-to-face

12 K. Visser - Jokaya N.V. May 11, 2016 E-mail
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Appendix	C:	Survey	

Table 7. Survey questions as used in English, Papiamentu and Dutch. Questions 1-21 are 

statements that were answered on a 5-point Likert scale. Questions 22-24 were open 

questions. Questions were based on the elements of the image analysis framework by Jentoft 

et al. (2012) and the related research questions. 

Survey questions

No. English Papiamentu Dutch 

1 The coral reefs surrounding 
Bonaire are not healthy

E refnan di koral rondó di 
Boneiru no ta saludabel

De koraalriffen rondom 
Bonaire zijn niet gezond

2 Coral reefs contribute to my 
well-being and happiness

Ref di koral ta kontribuí na mi 
bienestar i felisidat 

Koraalriffen dragen bij aan 
mijn welzijn en geluk

3 Coral reefs contribute to my 
(economic) welfare

Ref di koral ta kontribuí na mi 
prosperidat (ekonómiko)

Koraalriffen dragen bij aan 
mijn (economische) welvaart

4 Economic development and 
nature conservation 
activities are sufficiently 
balanced within the marine 
park

Ta tene sufisiente kuenta ku e 
balansa entre desaroyo 
ekonómiko i konservashon di 
naturalesa denter di e parke 
marino 

Er wordt genoeg rekening 
gehouden met de balans 
tussen economische 
vooruitgang en natuurbehoud 
binnen het mariene park

5 In my opinion, within the 
marine park, economic 
development is considered 
to be more important than 
nature conservation

Mi ta haña ku ta tene mas 
kuenta ku desaroyo ekonómiko 
ku ta tene ku konservashon di 
naturalesa

Ik vind dat er meer rekening 
wordt gehouden met 
economische vooruitgang dan 
met natuurbehoud

6 Regulations are necessary 
to protect coral reefs from 
human influences 

Regulashon ta nesesario pa 
protehá ref di koral kontra 
influensha humano 

Regelgeving is nodig om de 
koraalriffen te beschermen 
tegen menselijke invloeden

7 Current regulations restrict 
my freedom to perform 
activities within the marine 
park

E regulashon ta stroba mi den 
ehekushon di aktividat den 
parke marino

De regelgeving belemmert mij 
bij het uitvoeren van 
activiteiten in het mariene park

8 The marine park’s 
regulations reflect the 
current needs of the 
island’s inhabitants

E regulashon di parke marino 
ta kuadra ku e nesesidatnan 
aktual di e habitantenan di e 
isla

De regelgeving van het 
mariene park sluit aan bij de 
huidige behoeftes van de 
inwoners van het eiland

9 Bonaire’s marine nature is 
being conserved 
successfully 

Boneiru su naturalesa marino 
ta protehá éksitosamente

Bonaire’s mariene natuur 
wordt succesvol beschermd 

10 I benefit less from the 
protection of the marine 
environment than others

Kompará ku otro hende, ami tin 
ménos probecho di protekshon 
di ambiente marino

Ik ben, ten opzichte van 
anderen, minder gebaat bij de 
bescherming van de mariene 
omgeving

No.
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11 I think everybody should 
benefit equally from the 
protection of the marine 
environment

Ami ta haña ku tur hende 
mester tin mesun probecho di 
protekshon di naturalesa 
marino 

Ik vind dat iedereen evenveel 
gebaat moet zijn bij de 
bescherming van de mariene 
omgeving 

12 In my opinion, some people 
benefit more from marine 
conservation efforts than 
others 

Mi ta haña ku algun hende tin 
mas probecho ku e protekshon 
ku otro hende

Ik vind dat sommige mensen 
meer gebaat zijn bij de 
bescherming dan anderen

13 If I had to choose I would 
say economic development 
is more important than 
nature conservation

Si mi mester skohe e ora ei ami 
ta haña ku desaroyo 
ekonómiko ta mas importante 
ku protekshon di naturalesa 

Als ik moet kiezen dan vind ik 
economische vooruitgang 
belangrijker dan 
natuurbescherming

14 Construction in the marine 
park should be allowed in 
the interest of economic 
development

Konstrukshon den awa mester 
por tuma lugá na interes di 
desaroyo ekonómiko 

Bouwen in het water zou 
moeten kunnen in het belang 
van economische vooruitgang

15 The marine park’s 
regulations impede the 
island's economic 
development

E reglanan di parke marino ta 
stroba desaroyo ekonómiko di 
e isla

De regels van het mariene 
park hinderen de 
economische vooruitgang van 
het eiland

16 A touristic-economic zone 
should be created in which 
regulations are eased (for 
example hato - divi divi)

Den e parke marino lo mester 
krea un zona ekonómiko 
kaminda ta suavisá e 
regulashon (por ehèmpel hato - 
divi divi)

Er zou in het mariene park 
een toeristisch economische 
zone gecreëerd moeten 
worden waarin de regelgeving 
wordt versoepeld 
(bijvoorbeeld hato - divi divi)

17 In my opinion, regulations 
for the construction of piers 
are too strict

Mi ta haña ku e reglanan pa 
konstrukshon di waf ta muchu 
severo

Ik vind de regels voor de 
aanleg van pieren te streng

18 In my opinion, the local 
government can adjust 
rules and regulations to 
stimulate the island’s 
economy

Mi ta haña ku e gobièrnu lokal 
mag ahustá e reglanan na 
benefisio di ekonomia di e isla 

Ik vind dat de lokale regering 
de regels mag aanpassen ten 
behoeve van de economie 
van het eiland

19 The local government is 
responsible for creating 
rules and regulations 
concerning the marine park

E gobièrnu lokal ta responsabel 
pa trahamentu di e regla 
tokante e parke marino

De lokale regering is 
verantwoordelijk voor het 
maken van de regels omtrent 
het mariene park

20 Bonaire’s nature is 
sufficiently protected, thus it 
should be no problem to lift 
a section of the marine park

E naturalesa di Boneiru ta haña 
sufisiente protekshon, pues lo 
mester por eksonerá un pida di 
e parke marino di e reglanan

De natuur op Bonaire wordt 
voldoende beschermd, dus er 
kan best een stuk van het 
mariene park vrijgegeven 
worden

21 In my opinion, STINAPA 
manages the marine park in 
a correct manner

Mi ta haña ku STINAPA ta 
manehá e parke marino na e 
manera korekto

Ik vind dat STINAPA het 
mariene park op de juiste 
manier bestuurt

Survey questions

English Papiamentu Dutch No.
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Table 8. Verbally asked questions when respondents were finished filling out the 

questionnaire. 

22 According to you, which 
person or group has the 
most or least to gain from 
the marine park’s 
existence?

Kua personanan òf grupo di 
persona segun abo tin mas 
tantu benefisio òf mas 
ménos benefisio di e 
eksistensia di e parke 
marino? 

Welke persoon of groep 
heeft volgens u het meeste 
of het minste belang bij het 
bestaan van het mariene 
park? 

23 According to you, which 
person or group has the 
most or the least 
influence on the marine 
park’s policies?

Kua personanan òf grupo di 
persona segun abo tin mas 
tantu influensia òf mas 
ménos influensia riba e 
maneho di e parke marino?

Welke persoon of groep 
heeft volgens u het meeste 
of het minste invloed op het 
beleid van het mariene 
park?

24 According to you, what is 
the marine park’s goal?

Kiko ta segu abo e meta di e 
parke marino?

Wat is volgens u het doel 
van het mariene park?

Survey questions

English Papiamentu Dutch No.

Survey no. [write no. here] Survey no. [write no. here]

M     /     F Sekso (Hende hòmber  /  Hende muhé)

Country of birth Kua ta bo pais di nasementu?

No. of years living on the island Kuantu aña bo ta biba kaba na Boneiru?

Year of birth Kua ta bo aña di nasementu?

Are you familiar with the Karel’s Pier issue? Boo ta na altura di e diskushon tokante e ekspanshon 
di e waf di Karel's?

What, according to you, is the issue with 
the expansion of Karel’s Pier?

Kiko ta bo opinion tokante ekspanshon di e waf di 
Karel’s?
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Appendix	D:	Survey	results	

Table 9. Survey results categorized per element of the image analysis framework by Jentoft 

et al. (2012). 

Image analysis - The public

Ecosystem 
health

Coral reefs surrounding Bonaire are not healthy
47% disagree
30% is neutral
22% agree

Well-being Coral reefs contribute to my economic welfare
13,5% disagree
22,5% is neutral
64% agree

Coral reefs contribute to my well-
being and happiness
7,5% disagree
34% neutral
58,5% agree

Power The government can 
adjust rules and 
regulations to stimulate 
the economy
28% disagree
17 % is neutral
55% agrees

Local government is 
responsible for rules 
and regulations
30,5% disagree
20,5% is neutral
66% agrees

Most influence:
NGOs: 20 
OLB: 12
No answer: 9
Other: tourists, 
inhabitants, hotels 
and diving industry 

Least 
influence:
Inhabitants: 
25
No answer: 16
Other: tourists, 
government, 
NGOs

Values Within the marine park, 
economic development 
is considered to be 
more important than 
nature conservation
36% disagree
34% is neutral
30% agree

Economic 
development and 
nature conservation 
are sufficiently 
balanced within the 
marine park
22,5 % disagrees
22.5% is neutral
55% agrees

Economic 
development is 
more important 
than nature 
conservation
47% disagrees
32% is neutral
21% agrees

Construction 
in the park 
should be 
allowed for ED
28% disagrees
19% is neutral
53% agrees

Norms Current regulations 
restrict my freedom to 
perform activities 
within the park
49% disagrees
28,5% is neutral
22,5% agrees

The marine park’s 
regulations reflect 
the current needs of 
the inhabitants
24,5% disagrees
43,5% is neutral
32% agrees

Regulations for 
the construction of 
piers are too strict
22,5% disagrees
36% neutral
41,5% agrees

The 
regulations 
impede the 
island's 
economic 
development
36% disagree
24,5% is 
neutral 
39,5% agree

Principles Most respondents 
believe that the park 
exists for protection 
and conservation of 
nature

Image analysis - The public
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Relevance Regulations are necessary to protect coral 
reefs from human influences
7,6% disagree
13.2% is neutral
79% agree

Bonaire’s nature is sufficiently 
protected, it is therefore no problem 
to lift a section of the park
45.3% disagree
24.5% is neutral
30.2% agree

Effectiveness Bonaire’s nature is 
being conserved 
successfully
7,55% disagree
20,75% is neutral
71,70% agree

STINAPA manages 
the marine park in a 
correct manner
22,65% disagree
20,75% neutral
56,60% agree

Equity I benefit less from 
protection of the 
marine environment 
than others
39,5% disagree
41,5% neutral
19% agree

I think everybody 
should benefit 
equally from the 
protection of the 
marine environment
9,4% disagree
17% neutral
73,6% agree

Some people 
benefit more from 
marine 
conservation than 
others
24,5% disagree
24,5% neutral
50,1% agree

Image analysis - The publicImage analysis - The public
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