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ABSTRACT
Komodo National Park (NP) has gained worldwide recognition since becoming a UNESCO
Biosphere Reserve in 1986. Recently, the Indonesian government through Ministry of Tourism
designated the park as one of the new ten priority tourism destinations of Indonesia, leading to
investment in accessibility resulting in a high influx of tourist arrivals. Considering this growth,
conflicts of interest have arisen involving multi-layered government and non-government
institutions. In this context, a key point of interest is how the national park authority formulates
their policy regarding a proposal to close the national park to adhere to its objectives of conserving
the natural environment for ensuring the excellent quality of Komodo dragon habitat. The research
mainly focused on the policy of Komodo National Park proposed closure in 2019, surrounding
discourses between involved actors and its policy development process.
Through the analysis of the stakeholder network, this research comprehensively mapped a
stakeholder relationship which regulates and produces the policy concerning nature, tourism, and
tourists flow as well as discovers the motives from different stakeholders, the impact, and
interventions that occur in the process of this policy development. Firstly, policy and content
document analyses were conducted to have the preliminary list of involved actors, and it used as
the first reference for developing the potential actors’ network. The initial analysis was followed
by in-person interviews with identified actors to reveal the processes unfolding and relations
forged at each institutional level and how policy is being formulated and discussed amongst the
actors before it is put into practice. Then, a complete stakeholder map in the Komodo NP case was
created by looking at the degree of stakeholders’ power and interest. The study becomes relevant
to reveal how such dynamics occur and explains the policy formulation process using stakeholder
analysis approach with underlining the actors’ power and interest towards the Komodo NP closure
initiative, more particularly, how the national park authority negotiates this decision within the
complex network amid its role as a conservation authority of a popular tourism destination.

Keyword: Stakeholder, Stakeholder Analysis, Power, Interest, Policy-making Process, National
Park, Komodo NP, Indonesia
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GLOSSARY
ASITA

: Association of Tour and Travel Agency

DOCK

: Dive Operator Community Komodo

DIPA

: Budget Implementation Plan

HPI

: Association of Tour Guides

KNPA

: Komodo NP Authority

KSP

: Komodo Survival Program

LBTAA

: Labuan Bajo – Flores Tourism Authority Agency

MBG

: Manggarai Barat Local Government

MoEF

: Ministry of Environment and Forestry, Republic of Indonesia

MoT

: Ministry of Tourism, Republic of Indonesia

NTT

: Provincial Government of East Nusa Tenggara

PHRI

: Indonesia Hotel and Restaurant Association – Chapter West Manggarai

SUNS

: Sunspirit Justice and Peace

SWSS

: Swisscontact Indonesia

WWF

: WWF-Indonesia
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

FIGURE 1. KOMODO NATIONAL PARK GEOGRAPHICAL LOCATION

Komodo National Park (NP) has become an international destination for research and recreation
purpose since it had been awarded UNESCO biosphere reserve status concerning its wildlife
uniqueness in 1986 as the only original habitat of Komodo dragon in the world. Before the
international recognition, the national park authority had been formed since 1980 and focused on
protecting the Komodo as well as the marine area which contains one of highest marine
biodiversity concentration in the world as it is part of the World Coral Triangle1. There are more
than 4.000 inhabitant who live inside the national park area in three different local villages;
Komodo, Rinca, and Papagarang. Before the ascend of its popularity in the early 2010s, Komodo
NP has been a popular marine destination among scuba divers from all over the world. The
increasing popularity of the park could be seen in figure 2. Figure 2 shows that Komodo’s arrival
started growing in 2013 after its first edition of Sail Komodo and a constant growth can be seen in
the years after. From 2017, it was announced that Labuan Bajo (including the Komodo NP) is to
be one of the super-priority destinations by the government of Indonesia, helping the country to
distribute the high concentrated tourist flow from Bali to another part of Indonesia including
Labuan Bajo as the entry point to the national park.

1

WWF. (n.d.). Coral Triangle. Retrieved from https://www.worldwildlife.org/places/coral-triangle
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FIGURE 2. TOURIST ARRIVALS - KOMODO NP

Source: Komodo NP Agency – visualised by Author

Infrastructure-wise, the area has developed and expanded the airport facilities to welcome more
visitors in Labuan Bajo supporting the Indonesian Ministry of Tourism’s program to increase
tourist arrivals in 10 new priority destination. Following the designation of Komodo as one of the
‘10 new Bali’ or the super-priority destination, the airport capacity in Labuan Bajo has increased
significantly from approximately 200.000 to 1.5 million passengers per year since the completion
of airport renovation in 2015. With this renovation, an almost tenfold increase in passenger is
expected in comparison to the airport capacity before the major renovation. Moreover, the airport
development plan is still ongoing, with aims to cater four million passengers by 2044. The
development project also touched upon marine infrastructure with constructing a new port terminal
in 2020 aiming separate freight and public transport from and to Labuan Bajo from the tourist
marine port which currently occupy the same area.
Behind the significant change of Komodo’s appearance after some infrastructure developments,
there were also some discussions concerning the concomitant ecological alterations specifically to
the quality of Komodo Dragon’s life due to high human exposure to the national park as the
consequence of apparent tourism activities. A reaction to environmental degradation is an initiative
to close the national park to ensure the natural food chain supply for Komodo Dragon. However,
due to the nature of governance in this area, involving different government institutions from
different levels, different reactions were raised by affected stakeholders and even the general
2

public. The complexity of stakeholders’ relation in Komodo could be seen from two different
ministries (Tourism and Environment and Forestry), both ministries are having high-stakes in the
area as well as a high interest demonstrated by the provincial government of East Nusa Tenggara
to directly manage the national park and thereby eliminate some higher level bureaucracy
processes in the current system.
Meanwhile, on the grass-root level, there had been a management issue which happened at the
National Park. During the last decade, it was found out that the decision-making process at
Komodo NP did not involve the whole network of stakeholders, especially local fishing
communities and entrepreneurs. The power largely remained at The Nature Conservancy – TNC,
an NGO which partnered up with authority but now dismissed (Gustave and Borchers, 2008).
Ideally, a multi-stakeholder conference such as roundtable dialogue was proposed as an essential
platform to share information, Van Huijstee and Glasbergen (2008) claim that this kind of setting
helps to highlight some sustainable consideration and make the issue appears to all involved actors.
According to this, it becomes more conducive if all the on-going development plans in Komodo
are discussed strategically in a setting between all involved government and non-governmental
actors. To illustrate this, one side of the table demand the park closure to promote a restoration act
for the habitable environment of the native ecosystem while the local business and community are
sitting on the other side of the table, a fact that local economy has been relying upon tourism sector
is worth to be heard. The local dependency on tourism is the result of new Komodo’s role as the
new 10 Bali of Indonesia alongside the flow of massive investment into the region thus far.
Moreover, there is another point from the rapid tourism growth at Komodo, and it could be seen
the revenue in figure 3 moving towards a positive trend. The park’s revenue reached more than
IDR 33 Billion (EUR 2.2 Million) in 2018 or a tenfold increase between 2012 to 2018. The
significant leap in 2015 was a result of the newly implemented tariff scheme for non-tax income
in all MoEF lines of services. This promising and apparent economic gain is also one of the factors
on why studying the topic of stakeholder analysis is thought-provoking because the motivation of
each actor’s involvement would be varied, with financial gain or economy reason could be one of
the main drivers. The dynamics of stakeholder discussion in Komodo NP has been an issue in past
years, while the closure initiative was firstly heard in early 2019, an idea to increase the entrance
fee to the park had been taken place since December 2018 proposed by the same actor who initiated
the discussion to close the park – NTT. All were using the same reasonings, to preserve the
3

environmental quality in the park by limiting the number of tourists and aiming for high-spender
visitors to maintain the existing economic benefit to the park and region.
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FIGURE 3. KOMODO NP REVENUE FROM TOURISTS ENTRANCE

Source: Komodo NP Agency – visualised by Author

Furthermore, the documented polarised-interest situation has forced the MoEF to delay the official
statement concerning the park closure to August 2019, and eventually announced the final decision
to keep it open at the end of September 2019. The final decision on keeping the park open was
recommended to the central government (Coordinating Minister of Maritime, Ministry of
Environment and Forestry, also the Ministry of Tourism) through a long deliberation and
observation process which produced a recommendation by the task-force team initiated by
Indonesian Ministry of Environment and Forestry which consists of several stakeholders.
Ultimately, it produced questions such as who is responsible in creating policy at the park?, how
the policy is being formulated?, who is involved during the process?, and to what extent the local
community is consulted within the policy discourse and their welfare being addressed at Komodo
NP?. The proposed national park closure in Komodo laid bare the contestation of tourism and
natural protection in Indonesia because it created market uncertainty for prospective international
and domestic tourists. It also affected the local community which made them feel insecure due to
their high dependency on tourism and park closure might influence their income, as well as a
public assumption on the continuity of conservation projects in Komodo NP. The process of
discussion about this issue also took almost a year lending itself to study and scrutiny. Related to
the questions of who, how and what, there is a great significance on why exploring the stakeholders
4

is relevant for Komodo’s case. The fundamental of this research lies in the policy-making process
such as expertise/resource sharing, fostering innovation, anticipating reactions and trust as well as
ensuring policy legitimacy to the large part of society (Orr, 2013). The research deliberated around
these concepts and expectantly produce an outcome which would describe this process from the
stakeholder and policy-making perspective.
Using the concept of policymaking, particularly in unravelling the policy process and network of
actors is the aim of this research. The contested issue of national park closure is the starting point
at the centre of discussion and a primary driver of why the research was necessary to be conducted
in the first place. To unravel this, an approach which emphasised actors’ relation, including their
interests and influence in a formal discussion setting was needed. Through the lens of
policymaking, the collected data even gave findings which stretch beyond the initial research
objective, which had been set during the research proposal development phase. It is due to the
dynamics of politics which is fluid and unstable.

1.2 RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND OBJECTIVES
Based on the current situation and trend, this research aimed to understand the stakeholder network
by determining actors’ relevance towards the national park closure policy. Brugha and
Varvasovszky (2000) argue that stakeholders analysis helps policy maker to identify the key role
of stakeholder who tends to affect the project or policy direction. Therefore, this study performed
a concept of stakeholder analysis to expose and tell the story of stakeholder dynamics during the
policy development process in Komodo NP. To guide the research process and constrict the
discussion within a relevant context, main research and some sub-research questions were
designed as follow:
Main Research Question:
What is the current stakeholder network in the provision of national park closure policy in
Komodo NP, Indonesia?

5

Sub-research Questions:
a. Who are the key stakeholders involved in the Komodo NP’s policy-making process?
b. To what extent do stakeholders hold power in the policy-making process?
c. What are the main interests which are represented by the stakeholders at Komodo NP?
d. Which coalitions exist, and how do these affiliations relate to each other?
e. What are the policy drivers in the policy formulation process at Komodo NP?

1.3 RELEVANCE OF THE STUDY
The result of this study delineates the stakeholder dynamics which occurs in the policy-making
process in a case of national park closure in Komodo, Indonesia. The effect of tourism in several
nature-based destinations has been an on-going discussion among scholars all around the world.
Consequently, more destinations in South East Asia such as Maya Bay, Thailand and Boracay,
Philippines have announced the complete or partial closure of national park since 2018. The
utilisation of stakeholder analysis in the last 20 years has become possible outside of its usage on
business sciences. The approach now is evolved as an approach to study economics, game and
decision theory, including political and environmental science (World Bank, n.d.).
By looking in details how the closure policy is being formulated and the dynamics between the
involved elements of society in the national park closure, park administrator can be guided on what
should be emphasised by the policymakers to improve and reduce the undesirable impact of the
implementation of a new policy for all affected stakeholders in the area. The production of a
stakeholder map assisted the authority in managing all expectations, which were revolving in the
discussion of staekholders at Komodo NP. Eventually, for the researcher, the project aimed to give
a contribution to the field of nature conservation management as the topic of national park closure
due to a national park closure phenomenon has not been discussed or explored critically from the
academic perspective and understanding this process is an important tool to improve the
management of sustainable tourism destination.

6

CHAPTER 2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
The theory of the policy-making process, particularly on conservation policy and the theory of
stakeholders are the conceptual baseline for this research informing the research instrument
formulation, data collection, analysis, and discussion. The concept of ‘stakeholder’ including
specific characteristics of stakeholders was deliberated, and it would be shown how these elements
were linked and dynamically shift from one to another, ultimately forming the stakeholder network
arena impacting the final product of policy.
This chapter explores the process of policymaking as the overarching concept and background of
the research setting. Furthermore, the concept of stakeholder, including the relation between actors
and elements of stakeholders such as power and interest, are discussed and depicted as the
conceptual framing of this research. This framing is utilised to generate a relational map of
stakeholders. Eventually, the map of power interest would be shown and used as a tool for
explicating the network dynamics of policy formulation in the context of Komodo NP.

2.1 POLICY-MAKING PROCESS
The term ‘policy’ is commonly used by a government institution or agency to narrate a specific
range of activities such as objective definition, priority setting, plan description, and specifying
the decision rules in a particular context (Hill, 1997). The product of policy itself is formulated
through the debate between governmental institutions and other societal actors. The policy-making
process constitutes claims and justifications from these actors, along with critical input and
reviews. Within this context, the language which is used does not merely represent the literal
meaning of an argument. It also reflects a particular political agenda which can shape the social
reality according to ideology or the viewpoint of dominant involved actors (Sutton, 1999). In other
words, policymaking could be seen as a stage where the perceptions and interests of each actor
are pooled in all stages of the policy process (Hill, 1997). The nature of policy and policy-making
process shows how essential social actors’ participation is in the policy-making process.
There is an assumption when policy changes, that the whole process takes place in a closed system
and all inputs and outputs of the shift are controlled by the decision-maker and the implementor
of the policy (Crosby, 1996). Moreover, Crosby argues that there is a tendency for any change to
7

be highly political. The policy changes might be produced due to the shift of stakeholder
relationships and roles in different levels of government and sectors. Therefore, research that
focuses on the creation and maintenance of the social network by understanding how the actors
relate to each other and form a network of discussion amongst them is a crucial element to
understanding policy formation and how the policy is accepted in broader societal groups.
Particularly, when it comes to the management of natural environments, complex issues emerge
involving multiple actors. As claimed by Gregory and Wellman (2001), environment policy
implementation fails to succeed primarily due to lack of stakeholder acceptance, controversy about
the scientific analysis, and a failure to justify the proposed choice economically. These
particularities of environmental policy formulation require an approach that evaluates and breaks
down the interaction between actors, their authority power, and their agenda in supporting a certain
policy direction. Environmental policy in most of the cases touches upon various layers of society
and agencies, on a higher note it becomes a fundamental issue for all actors as the policy change
might impact their existence if not interrupting their daily activities. Environmental issues impact
a broad range of topics in a society hence understanding the layers and the relation of involved
actors is needed to improve the success rate of policy implementation and achieve the goal to solve
the society’s common problem.
One of the approaches to studying a process of formulating a policy which considers all groups
that influence the activities in a particular boundary is the stakeholder approach (Hutahaean, 2016).
It allows the research to point out which actors are included, which factors foster their
participation, and which actors are being left out of the discussion and why it happens. Another
reason why stakeholder analysis is essential in policy studies is the fact that involved stakeholders
always try to change the policy outcome and align it with their agenda. In policy research, the
focus remains at the broader context of stakeholders such as conflicting and allied group,
institutions, and governmental actors (Orr, 2013).

2.2 STAKEHOLDERS
A stakeholder in the context of this research is defined as an entity that can influence or be
influenced by a particular policy or rule produced by a governmental actor(s) (Helbig et al., 2015).
8

Particularly in the public sector, a stakeholder is perceived as an internal governmental
organisation which possesses the ability and responsibility to produce public policies or services.
It also means that stakeholder is not limited to government institutions (public sector) as the
definition of stakeholder includes external organisation such as business, local community, or any
other individual (private sector or non-state organisation) who can be affected by respective
government action or policy (Freeman, 2010). The list of stakeholders may vary from nationallevel to the site (or destination)-level actor.
During a process of policy development, both internal and external stakeholders might be
consulted and involved where actors can take part in framing the problem, analysing the policy
and decision-making process using a participatory approach. Bijlsma et al. (2011), as cited in
Helbig et al. (2015) define participatory policy development as the influence of stakeholder
participation in developing a substantive meaning during the policy development process. A
concept of stakeholder analysis was firstly developed in health policy literature to analyse potential
allies and potential threat in an organisation dealing with other organisations (Lindenberg, 1981 as
cited in Burgha and Varvasovszky, 2000). Analysing stakeholders and their relations have later
been used in many fields of study and science, and this analysis helps researchers to distinguish
stakeholders and non-stakeholders. The categorisation is required since a mix of stakeholders is
very dynamic in terms of composition and interest. The new stakeholder may be added or dropped
during the process of policy development (Helbig et al., 2015). In the light of policy research
perspective, stakeholder analysis emphasises the interest and influence on policy actors, which
highlights the impact of policy in a broader context such as political, economic, cultural, and
environmental context (Burgha and Varvasovszky, 2000).
Moreover, different techniques are available to be employed for different stakeholder analysis
situations. These techniques help researchers to discover several aspects such as power and
interest, along with the position, impacts, and conflict of interest between stakeholders that might
occur in a specific setting. Orr (2013) mentions that stakeholders from either the public or private
sector also represent the full continuum of interests and power while being researched.
Before going into the different aspects of stakeholder analysis which indicate their position on the
stakeholder map, many publications such as Romaneli et al. (2011) and Unruh (2005) have stressed
the importance of differentiating the stakeholder as the differentiation of stakeholder could lead to
9

a more accurate validity for the findings and its evaluation of the stakeholder network by the
organisation. The central claim comes from Clarkson (1998 as cited in Sheehan and Ritchie, 2005),
who defines that stakeholders can be identified as primary and secondary stakeholders. The
primary is commonly associated with organisations which have a formal, official and contractual
relationship with the subject organisation. However, secondary stakeholders are still influenced
and affected by subject organisation, although their involvement in the discussion is not essential
for organisation’s survival and merely engaged in a transaction with subject. Ultimately, this
categorisation can be used as a basis for the analysis of assessing the relationship between
stakeholders to a particular organisation (Sheehan and Ritchie, 2005).
Clarkson (1995) as cited from Franch et al. (2010) perceived the first group of stakeholders as
primary because the group’s participation is necessary for the existence of a network while the
secondary group is not always involved in the process as their participation is barely impacting the
survival of a certain stakeholder network. Therefore, some of them are not included in the essential
transaction process of the policy formulation process. Clarkson (1995) as cited from Franch et al.
(2010), mentioned that primary stakeholder could be identified by how they exercise power within
the network. An example of the power exercise is domination compared to other actors; possess a
right to act; and recognition of their function by other actors in the network. These elements then
further described and shown below.

2.3 POWER AND INTEREST AS DRIVING FACTORS
2.3.1 POWER
As mentioned earlier, specific characteristics of stakeholders in stakeholder analysis, power is one
of the measuring elements in identifying a stakeholder, whether it is considered as a high-priority
actor or not in a governance system. This dimension relates to the ability of an actor to influence
its surrounding environment. Mitchell et al. (1997), as cited in Fontaine et al. (2006) defines three
criteria of power based on different resources, which are exercised by a stakeholder to manifest
their power level toward others.

10

These types of powers are:
-

Coercive power
The first type of power is performed by utilisation of physical resources such as force, restraint,
and violence in order to achieve their own objective. Further on this power type, one can give
a physical sanction or threat to others showing that this respective actor is in control by
applying physical means to control the situation

-

Utilitarian power
Utilitarian power emphases the ability to affect others by exploiting financial or material
resources to shift their objective. For instance, allowing money to be granted or rewarded for
an exchange of goods and services is categorised as utilitarian power exercise.

-

Normative power
Lastly, the possession of this power does not require physical or material resources when
altering other stakeholders’ goals or interests in the system. Normative power uses the symbol
of prestige and esteem in society to control and command public attention through media.

Aside from three types of powers, it is also important to touch upon a term of legitimacy. Although
being legitimate does not necessarily tell one is a more powerful stakeholder over the others (e.g.
in a case of minor legitimate authority which is lacking the material, physical, and social symbol),
it can tell that legitimate stakeholder is socially accepted and expected in structure or behaviour
by public society. In other words, a powerful stakeholder by necessity legitimate. Suchman (1995),
as cited in Mitchell et al. (1997, p. 866) defines legitimacy as “a perception or assumption that the
actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed system
of norms, values, beliefs, and definition”. Legitimacy pertains mainly to primary stakeholders, as
described in the previous section. One way to determine an organisation legitimacy is by looking
at the institution’s position in front of the law or regulation. Its position in the formal government
structure strengthen the organisation’s functions and responsibilities within the society and
produce trustworthiness that the organisation reflects the society’s value system. Therefore, an
organisation is perceived legitimate.
On the other hand, Savage et al. (1991) as cited in Sheehan and Ritchie (2005) add that it is also
important to pay attention to the ability of a stakeholder’s potential in threatening the organisation.
It can be a way to study the relative power of an actor within a particular issue. Further, the author
11

also describes that more dependent the organisation on other stakeholders, the greater the power.
It can be used to determine the best- and the worst-case scenario of how a stakeholder may affect
an organisation. In exploring the relative power, the capacity, opportunity, and willingness to do
are the topics that should be included in the analysis. Then it also justifies by Wray (2009) that the
existence of policy networks reflects the status power of particular interest in a policy arena; hence
the spectrum of power is essential in mapping out the stakeholder.

2.3.2 INTEREST
In the general theory of stakeholder, Freeman (1984), as cited in Wagner et al. (2011) argued that
the interests of other stakeholders should be concerned when producing a strategic decision.
During stakeholder analysis, different methodologies are used to analyse the interest, for instance,
the purpose, time-dimension of interest, as well as the context of interest analysis itself. The aim
also plays a vital role in identifying the interests, utilisation of past, present and future interest can
be a way to understand a stakeholder’s role in the dynamics of policy development. The term
stakeholder itself also showing that each involved stakeholder has a particular interest (or stake)
in the issue. From a stakeholder perspective, interest can be identified by looking at the intensity,
which varies from low to high. It really depends on whether they have a concern about the success
of the project.
Stakeholders’ interests are often reflected through network and community structure in the policy
development process (Burgha and Varvasovszky, 2000). Later on, they also argued that looking
into the network of interest is relevant to be observed when understanding the inter-organisational
relationship in a particular setting. A network of interests can be seen in three different ways:
-

An administrative network where research focuses on how dependence is an actor to other
resources

-

Interest group network, to see formed coalitions based on support by shared interests amongst
the stakeholders within the policy sector

-

And looking at the rules which limit actions at the administrative and network level

As discussed in chapter 2.1, there are also motivations and reasons of their involvement in the
policy-making process such as financial gain, networking, academic interest or desire to make a
12

name for themselves (Orr, 2013). The study also covers these reasonings as the complexity of
interests plays a significant role in shaping the final outcome of a policy-making process.
Identifying these motivations also benefits the policymaker to address all voices and create a policy
which satisfies most stakeholders.

2.4 CONFLICTS AND DYNAMICS
In the policy-making process, conflict is something that can be expected during the development
process. It is a firm belief that there will be no government which survives without attempting to
shape the system. Sometimes it leads to conflict, and its consequences are so crucial in the process
of developing a policy (Schattschneider, 1960). By looking at the cause of conflict, the solution
can be determined from issues, positions, and interests which are revolving around the stakeholders
(Orr, 2013).
A current trend of inclusive governance sometimes becomes a painful hurdle to some decisionmakers as it encourages extensive involvement from actors with opposing idea and views.
However, it cannot be seen entirely as an adverse effect if it is handled with a proper method.
Conflict is also one of the triggers for creative and innovative solution in a discussion due to its
nature to force people to think a new alternative perspective when the deadlock is expected within
stakeholders’ discussion. Getting to know the cause of conflict and understand people’s value
rather than avoiding it, also becomes an essential key in resolving the conflict (Elias and Jackson
et al., 2004). On the other hand, conflict might arise outside of the policy arena. It could be
influenced by several factors, such as a historical partnership or high frequency of contact on a
specific issue.
One fundamental concern in the dynamics of conflicts is a “polarity” of stakeholders, two sides of
interests could emerge and be exercised by respective stakeholders’ groups in the process (Koplyay
et al., 2016). Besides, managing the relationship between stakeholders is associated with a plan to
provide the best solution to solve unavoidable conflicts among the actors. Further, the conflict and
dynamics are something common in the policy-making arena, and it does not necessarily mean
that the policymakers fail to create the balance of stakeholders’ participation which leads to a
failure to produce the best policy or regulation because these phenomena are essential for the
organisation’s development.
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2.5 AGENDA SETTINGS
In a dynamic stakeholder environment or conflict which occurs in an environmental setting, there
is also a time when the authority does not give the attention to the problem, and the problem or
topic itself is being left out on the grass-root level without touching the discussion arena of higherup authorities. The problem needs to achieve a certain degree before it becomes an agenda and
being discussed in a formal setting and formulates a policy as an answer to the problem (Kraft,
2007). Further, a particular actor or stakeholder require to express their interests and concern to
influence the agenda to get the attention needed from the decision-makers. However, in some
circumstances, a stakeholder may try to manipulate an agenda for their self-interest (Orr, 2013).
Recently after the penetration of social media to the general public peaked in the 2010s, agendasetting involves the existence of media (particularly social media) to mobilise community or
general public’s attention in achieving their goals (Hunter et al., 2013). It is claimed that shifting
public attention is not meant to gain affirmation from the general public but levelling up their
influence in front of the decision-makers by exposing their idea to more audiences (p. 25). The
next phase of agenda-setting will be influencing the goals, and the content of a policy as the public
has been aware of the issue regardless of their standpoint, whether supporting or opposing the issue
theme. However, it might be challenging to prove agenda manipulation for an ongoing policymaking process unless the action is way too obvious that a certain actor gains personal benefits
out of the conflict which they created in the first place.
The idea of putting agenda-setting theory within the thesis theoretical framework is an important
indicator to predict and justify the direction of policy development. Further, as the assumption of
an agenda is hardly proven using collected data due to its sensitivity and limited findings where
only the time can verify the discovered assumption.

2.6 STAKEHOLDER MAPPING
After identifying previous elements of stakeholder, such as power and interest, and also the
conflicts and dynamics which might occur that ultimately shape the outcome of the on-going
policy-making process, it is useful to visualise the pattern of these attributes into a social network
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map (Bourne and Walker, 2005). By constructing a visual representation of the network, the actors
might learn and be more sensitised to the policy-formulation discussion, which results in a more
effective lobby and higher chance on project or policy success. In the case of policy-making, the
authority needs a complete stakeholder map to facilitate the acceptance of the content of policy by
the public, making sure all interests are addressed accurately, and potential problems in the future
are identified, considered, and avoided in the present time. And by looking at the identified conflict
and dynamics which sometimes could be predicted to prevent the actor’s hidden agenda that might
influence the future of the organisation (or destination, in Komodo NP case) negatively. Then, the
allocation of authority or access could also be distributed evenly in order to achieve efficient and
effective stakeholder engagement within the network. In Figure 6, the author has visualised the
operationalisation of these parameters which helped the research in unravelling the stakeholder
network in Komodo NP that eventually described the policymaking process and its dynamics
during the process.
As the stakeholder map is the output of research, it can be presented through matrix, chart, position
map or other figures. The stakeholder map can be sorted by the characteristic of stakeholders
towards the issue of interest in a specific case. More than visualising the characteristics, it also can
explain the relationship between affecting and affected actors, including potential alliances among
them. For the latter, a stakeholder map helps the researcher to illustrate influence, potential
influence, and the conflictual relationship between stakeholders (Burgha and Varvasovszky,
2000). Further into the relationship in a stakeholder network, Kimbu and Ngoasong (2013)
describe how the relationships can be divided by categorisation of different stakeholder types such
as Government, Business, Public or Local Community and the International Environment which
represented by International NGOs in the destination. International Non-Governmental
Organisation (INGOs) which have on-going projects in the destination. The relationships then
defined and elaborated from these stakeholder categories later in the discussion part of the thesis.
The stakeholder map also comprises formed coalitions in the network. The coalition is shaped by
the shared vision and interest, which leads them to work hand in hand in order to achieve their
common goal. Berry (1989, as cited on Orr, 2013) mentions that coalitions will be formed within
the policy-making arena and it might also be ended due to a fact that their goal has been resolved
or the coalition is no longer worthwhile.
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The stakeholder power-interest map can be used to visualise the stakeholder power and interest
dynamics and it was created by Mendelow (1981). Figure 4 is still mainly used to map the
stakeholder network on a defined set of issues and can help the organisation to govern their area
by keeping the dynamics of social relation under control with the help of the stakeholder map.

FIGURE 4.POWER INTEREST STAKEHOLDER MAP

Source: Mendelow (1981)
Mendelow (1981) explains there are a few steps to be taken in using his power-interest map;
Firstly, it defines the stakeholders and who they are. Then it determines the power or influencing
the power of each stakeholder. Followed by rating the dynamism (frequency each stakeholder is
being considered in decision making and factors which can influence the stakeholder power base).
Finally, identify each responsibility of the identified coalition group. Then the model is utilised as
a base to draw each position of an actor within the network of policy formulation in Komodo NP.
Each grid represents different treatment that should be given to the actor in the policy formulation
as involvement in the policy-making process should also consider the authority and interest level
of the organisation towards a particular topic to provide the proper network of discussion and
collaboration between the involved stakeholders.
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2.7 VISUALISATION OF RESEARCH’S CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

FIGURE 5. RESEARCH CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Source: Author
Figure 5 shows how the two concepts, namely policymaking and stakeholders, are combined in
the research setting. The following factors such as power, interest, and occurred dynamics are seen
as pushing forces which shape the product of policy during the formulation phase until the final
decision on the policy is announced. Figure 5 acted as the medium in understanding the figure 6,
depicting the author’s understanding in utilising the concepts and how it influences the policy amid
other contributing factors outside the field of stakeholder approach. In addition to previous figures,
figure 6 below visualises the concept operationalisation on how each element in the concept and
collected data is grouped, categorised, and discussed in this thesis.
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FIGURE 6. CONCEPT OPERATIONALISATION

Source: Author
The advantage of categorising the stakeholders based on their authority-level and interests are
crucial. The stakeholders mapping with this setting would help the decision-makers to be aware of
multiple interests which might be evolved and changed over time. The dynamics of stakeholders’
discussion within the arena should also be seen as an advantage and asset to the decision-makers
rather than a constraint to the policy development process (Orr, 2013). Therefore, the author
formulated the concepts as shown in figure 6 because this research tried to comprehensively study
the stakeholder network situation by categorising the interest which found during the interview
and observation within the boundary of national park closure policy formulation from different
group of stakeholders and varying level of authority and interest towards the national park
management as a national-level tourism destination. Conceptually, this research argues that the
policy product in the Komodo NP is shaped by power, interest, and dynamics as visualised in
figure 5. Ultimately, by using these keywords from the concepts, the position of stakeholders is
then mapped out using the format of the power-interest map from figure 4 and becomes one of the
visual outcomes of this research. In determining the degree of power, the author was quantitatively
analysing each power and interest attribute such as physical force, material or financial incentives
and normative power from each actor thus reflecting the difference and gap between stakeholders
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on the power-interest map. Within the process, dynamics and perceived power and interest of a
stakeholder from a specific stakeholder could also be discovered. It contributes to the findings and
assists the author also to map the identified interest, policy drivers, and impact on society. As for
the degree of interest, the position is determined by the urgency of two main interests (Komodo
NP closure and Destination Management) towards their organisational existence and how an actor
reacts to these two topics of interest whether they have a concern to these topics or not.
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY
The methodology is formulated using the conceptual framework, discussed and presented in
chapter 2.7. The author of this research also identified himself as a post-structuralist researcher,
using it as the paradigm in seeing and studying reality. Post-structuralists highlight that to
understand the world. One needs to create a subjective map of oneself and the world, as well as
the complex relations among apparent discourses which also lead to courses of action in the field
(Upadhyay, 2014).
Further, post-structuralist approaches study not only the object but also the system of knowledge
which produced the research object. In this research, the goal is not limited to analysing the process
of policymaking at Komodo NP but also understanding the system and discourses in the
policymaking process. The methodology chapter would be outlined as follows; methods, data
collection phase, the data analysis technique, and a self-reflection of post-structuralist approach
which was utilised as the paradigm of this research.

3.1 METHODS
3.1.1 SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW
The interview could be seen as a process to construct the social world of people or organisations,
including their perspective of the world (Nielsen, 2007). A semi-structured interview is sufficiently
structured in a way that specific topics of an issue can be addressed while letting a chance for the
participants to introduce new meanings within the study focus (Galletta, 2013). The utilisation of
the semi-structured interview uses the previous study because the list of questions is derived from
previous knowledge (Kallio et al., 2016). Moreover, more probes in the interview for clarification,
critical reflection and meaning-making of a topic can be achieved through proper preparation of
questions in the interview guide (Please see appendix B). During the fieldwork, some semistructured interviews held with initial key stakeholders who pose dominant power and high interest
within the case of Komodo NP closure based on the initial content analysis such as Ministry of
Environment and Forestry and Ministry of Tourism in Indonesia for the first batch of interviews.
However, interviews were not limited to the key actors, additional discussion and interviews with
a broader range of affected stakeholders (non-state actors such as business representatives and
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NGOs) also conducted using the snowball approach to answer the third research sub-question
relating the response and reaction of public agencies regarding the national park closure policy.
For the latter, the interview can be perceived as an action context which reflects the central means
to change the participants’ social practice in their daily life (Galetta, 2013).

3.1.2 INTERVIEWS GUIDE AND QUESTIONS LIST
In conducting the semi-structured interview, an interview guide was created to help the researcher
get the information from the participants. However, the guide does not necessarily have to be
followed strictly as it acts as a guide and ensuring that the interview has a structure on what to talk
about based on the main topics of the study (Gill et al., 2008). There are 15 open-ended questions
designed for all type of stakeholders in the interview guide for this research. Questions were asked
as ordered in the guide, however during the real interview on the field participants brought up other
topics. Under these circumstances, the researcher went a bit in-depth on that personalised topic by
asking a follow-up question and later directed the conversation back to the original flow of topics
as shown on the guide. To avoid repetitions, some questions were not asked because the
interviewee gave a lengthy and unstructured response as they told the story from their point of
views.
The interview guide was constructed in four different sections based on the focused topic in each
group of questions. The first section was a question about the organisation they represented,
national park closure issue and their current relation with authority around the park management.
The second section directed them to express their organisational interest in their participation at
park closure and conservation works at the park. Further in the third section, the theme was their
influence and their perception of others’ influence in creating policy at Komodo NP. Lastly, the
fourth section revolved around a theme of coalition and interaction with others’ stakeholders.
The sections were created following the order of concepts that were presented in the conceptual
framework. Figure 6 illustrated how the author came up with the question and became the mental
guide/notes for the author ensuring those items were covered and answered in the interview, by
following the key concepts which appeared on the conceptual framework. As displayed in table 6
on the appendix section, the structure of the interview guide was formulated by categorising the
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question by topics (power, interest, and coalition). Further, each topic has three to six open-ended
questions which were formulated to investigate the stakeholders’ stance on the policy discussion
not only their organisational stance but also their perspective on the other actors’ position.
For instance, to identify the form of influence a stakeholder contributed to the issue, an open
question such as “How do you perceive your (organisational) influence regarding the new policy
(Komodo NP closure) development process?” with finance, knowledge, decision-making power
as the probing keywords for this particular question was given to the interviewees. By adopting
two main components of interest and power within the discussion of their involvement in national
park closure initiative and management in general, the author was able to identify their
organisational standpoints in the stakeholder network. Questions were designed as open-ended
questions with a few probing keywords to ensure that some elements were covered during the
interview. For instance, the author used “support, against, and attitude” as probing keywords to
see the organisational standpoint, which was taken by them during the policy discussion and
process. The usage of probing keywords was found to be helpful as it kept the theoretical elements
were covered during the interview despite the nature of semi-structured interview which let the
conversation to develop in order to catch other relevant information interviewees might contribute
for the research.
The follow-up questions during interviews were occurred to expand the subject’s interpretation of
specific topics before the dialogue progressed to another topic of discussion. It implied that
interview was set up as a conversation with the researcher and was perceived as a process of
knowledge transfer on how each actor interpret meaning and process which constructed the social
reality thus adapting the belief of post-structural research (Qu & Dumay, 2011).

3.2 DATA COLLECTION
In qualitative research, purposive sampling is commonly used as the sampling methods as the
stakeholders’ list is formed intentionally based on the needs of this research (Boeije, 2009). From
the initial stakeholder list, the author selected two ministries – Ministry of Environment and
Forestry & Ministry of Tourism as these two institutions which have the most significant stakes in
Komodo NP compared to the other national-level organisations. In addition to the ministries, the
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governor of East Nusa Tenggara was included on the list because he was the key person who first
initiated the idea of closing the national park in 2020. At that the time, there was limited
information concerning the composition of actors who involved in the dialogue of national park
closure. About two weeks before the fieldwork started, the Ministry of Environment and Forestry
(MoEF) released a press report which indicated the list of institutions who became a part of the
‘integrated team’ for the park closure issue at Komodo NP. This integrated team played a key role
in giving the recommendation to the Minister of Environment and Forestry on the final decision
on the national park closure in 2020 as they went to Komodo and Labuan Bajo hearing and
observing the thoughts of local stakeholders through group discussion and direct field observation.
The author then used this list for expanding the list of potential interviewees for this research due
to their involvement around the national park closure issue and their function to give a
recommendation to the final decision-maker. At this stage, six organisations were on the list and
were contacted through email for an interview appointment when the author was still in the
Netherlands. These organisations were MoEF, MoT, Provincial Government of East Nusa
Tenggara, Local Government of West Manggarai, Labuan Bajo – Flores Tourism Authority
Agency and Komodo Survival Program.
The first round of interviews started with stakeholders who were based in Jakarta. Most of the
interviewed stakeholders in the capital are national-level institutions such as the Ministry of
Tourism (MoT) and MoEF. The process in Jakarta took nearly three weeks due to the bureaucracy
process in submitting the required documents for the interview and matching up the schedule of
designated high-rank officers with the researcher for the session. As for the formal documents
which later were analysed such as the regulation and laws concerning the management of National
Park were accessible online.
After interviewing stakeholders in Jakarta, the researcher went to Labuan Bajo to interview the
remaining stakeholders. Prior to the departure, some government actors including the tourism
business association in Komodo – Labuan Bajo were contacted via email and direct call to prevent
the lengthy process of setting up a meeting as occurred in Jakarta. Based on interviews with the
governments in Jakarta and Labuan Bajo, a wider network of actors which engaged in the national
park closure discussion was discovered, it included some NGOs and official organisation partner
of National Park Authority. During the three-week fieldwork in Labuan Bajo, nine other
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stakeholders representing different government institutions, business association, and NGOs (one
of the NGO is concerned and working closely with the local community inside the national park).
All the interviews were conducted in Bahasa Indonesia and set up in a face-to-face meeting
between the researcher and the interviewee except for one interview with Head of Tourism Office
of East Nusa Tenggara Province. The interview with NTT was conducted via phone call because
the researcher had a location and distance constraints with the interviewee. The duration of
interviews ranged from thirty to seventy minutes, depending on the elaboration of questions being
asked to them. Each organisation was represented by either the head of respective institution or
the key person who was assigned by the institution to give a response for this research by looking
at their role and responsibility towards the issue of national park closure.
In conjunction with the theoretical framework on the stakeholder categorisation theory, the group
of primary stakeholders which were the governmental agencies governing the national park area
in different level of authority was the priority to be interviewed during the research fieldwork given
their influence on this topic. Eventually, three primary stakeholders from the researcher’s list were
included in the final decision meeting held by the Coordinating Minister of Maritime in Jakarta –
the key organisations were MoEF, MoT, and the Governor of East Nusa Tenggara Province.
However, to see the network in a bigger picture, reducing subjectivity and biased assumption on
the findings, the second group of stakeholders were interviewed too. The selection for the second
group was based on the focus group discussion’s attendees created by the ‘integrated team’. The
second group of stakeholders (secondary stakeholder group) consisted of organisation which were
being consulted by the authorities and impacted by the national park closure initiative. Therefore,
this research sourced the data from all type of stakeholders ranging from state and non-state
organisation, scaling from national to site-level agencies. For the complete list of organisations
and interviewees for this research, please refer to table 3 in the appendix section.

3.3 ANALYSIS
A classical ethnographic approach was used in this research; selected as the research is intended
to describe either a system of culture including the operationalisation of the phenomena (Grbich,
2007 as cited in Owen, 2014). The semi-structured interview format was aligned with the
ethnographic content analysis technique as a tool to identify the meaning-making process of
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constructed social reality (Popoviciu et al., 2006). The combination was meant to capture the
complex social process and illustrate how the policy-making process and outcome were shaped by
different factors such as interest/power and mapped the network. The content analysis is chosen
and executed in the first phase of research to map the network of stakeholders by classifying the
text into several codes in order to identify observable themes or patterns. Following this, Hsieh
and Shannon (2005) describe these codes or patterns often represent explicitly and even inferred
meaning from a real-life situation. The content analysis in the first phase of research made use of
publication, news release, and political leader speeches from the internet concerning the Komodo
NP Closure in 2020. All the publications were published in the first half of 2019. From this point,
several key actors’ name appeared in the contents repeatedly, and therefore the author concluded
on the initial network of actors who were actively involved in a policy-making process at Komodo
NP.
Moreover, by looking at official documents such as existing policy, national park strategic plan,
regional tourism plan, and travel brochure, it gave an idea how the relationships among
stakeholders were constructed and written in the written documents. The author wanted to have a
strong baseline of assumption as the written formal documents showed a strong legitimacy of an
absolute authority possessed by an agency in a network of stakeholders. On the other hands,
knowledge written in the regulation or law is perceived to be a knowledge accepted by most
stakeholders. Therefore, a more comprehensive stakeholder network could be mapped after
receiving input from the formal regulations. The content analysis did not stop in this phase; further
analysis then applied again to delineate and analyse the process of policy formulation altogether
with data findings from the interview process to match preliminary finding with practices on the
field. The interview transcript was done manually word by word and used for the coding process.
The author used a particular keyword such as ‘authority’ and ‘interest’ as the code to reveal the
pattern and behaviour of the organisation towards the research issue – Komodo NP closure. During
the content analysis, the author also categorised the code based on the research theme and question
groups in the interview because a specific word could appear in different question theme hence
categorisation was essential when tracking the frequencies of individual words to prevent
miscalculation of the pattern. The coding used different colour shade for each sub-topic presented
on the transcript. The colour-code technique helped researchers to find the pattern which emerges
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between various interviews on different stakeholders hence the same orders also used as the
structure of the main findings (Boeije, 2009).
TABLE 1. COLOUR CODING FOR INTERVIEW TRANSCRIPTS

Table 1 shows the list of topics with different colour scheme assigned for each topic. The author
then highlighted parts of the interview that relevant to the topic. During the process, the transcript
was read three times. The first two reading cycles used as the process to assign the key statements
from the interview related to the research topics. The third (last) reading cycle was meant to check
and ensure that highlighted statement accurately described the research topics. Later, these
highlighted parts of transcripts were categorised in an excel file that could be sorted by the actors
and topics. This categorisation helped the author because the findings were presented by order of
concepts, and it was convenient to re-visit the statement again when the transcript was grouped by
listed topics and interviewed actors. Then the author wrote down the findings using the established
structured and started to incorporate the key statements per interviewee into the text.

3.4 QUALITY OF RESEARCH
The main objective of this research is aligned with the paradigm of qualitative research which is
studying the real-world setting and unveil the ultimate truth of stakeholder network in Komodo
NP without attempting to manipulate the phenomenon (Bashir et al., 2008) thus the author opted
for the qualitative approach. In providing credible research, reliability and validity of research are
the factors that are used to ensure the quality of this study.
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Bashir et al. (2008) suggested that reliability is highly related to the consistency of the data being
used. In this definition, the author used the same interview guides for different stakeholders during
their interviews, and no changes were made in the middle of fieldwork despite the institutionaltype differences between stakeholders, some being national-level state actors and the others were
local NGOs at Labuan Bajo and Komodo. Campbell et al. (1996) stated to achieve the data
consistency in research, steps of the research should be verified by examining the items within the
process like raw data treatment, data reduction, and process notes. These processes were also
utilised as the data gained during fieldwork were directly transcribed and categorised in an orderly
manner according to the employed concepts on theoretical frameworks.
As stated earlier, validity also played an important role in reflecting the quality of research. Boeije
(2009) mentioned that reliability was related to being specific and precise on what you sought and
assessed in the research while ensuring that you employed a correct measurement technique. In
this research context, the author used the established concept of analysing stakeholders. Although
the concept of stakeholder was firstly invented in the realm of medical science, the concept of
stakeholder networks and utilising the dynamics, power, and interest factors are proven to be a
concept which could be used in a broader context of organisational setting such as national park
management in tourism research.

3.5 ETHICS
The idea of exploring the dynamics of stakeholders in Komodo NP management generally was not
a sensitive topic in the first place. However, as the process began to commence, and interviews
were done. There was some sensitive information which should not be incorporated into the thesis
report. Most of the topics were about their perspective on other stakeholders and assumption on
the actors’ motive in doing certain activities which impacted a broad range of stakeholders.
Referencing from Arifin (2018), there are three ethical issues considered in doing qualitative
research and relevant for this research context.
Informed Consent and Voluntary Participation: All the participants were given the information
about the objective and aim of the research before the interview, agreed to participate and willing
to be recorded before the in-person or telephone interview started.
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Anonymity and Confidentiality: The detailed list of interviewees is not presented in the data
collection, analysis, and findings part of the report. Instead, the code name of the institution was
used when referring to their findings and statement because of the interviewees were fully aware
that they did not answer based on their personal assumption of the topic. The author also removed
some parts of the interview and did not incorporate sensitive statements into the report as requested
by interviewees.
Interview Session: The interview was conducted individually at their office/cafe/house without any
interferences from other people. There is only one phone-interview due to schedule availability
and location. All the interviews were voice-recorded with their consents.

3.6 METHODOLOGY: THE REFLECTION
Positionality
To give an overview of the standpoint of the researcher, it is imperative to describe which stance
is being taken into consideration while conducting this research. The term positionality itself refers
to “positioning of the researcher concerning the social and political context of the study – the study,
the community, or the participant group” (Rowe, 2014).
The researcher has an interest and several experiences in researching stakeholder and interaction
among actors in tourism destination settings. These experiences shape the way the researcher
perceives things in reality. The researcher tends to believe that every action produced by the human
can be interpreted in multiple ways as the action is highly influenced by the cultural conditioning
and situated agency surrounding their environment (Denzin and Lincoln, 1994). Adding to this,
getting to know the structure or a system of the relation is the essential part of doing stakeholder
research; it complements the nature of human beings in poststructuralist research which structure
can be formed through multiple relations between different actors in different layers of governance
thus enactment the existence of different realities from different individuals/institutions. The
knowledge which is being produced and generated on this research is closely tied on how
stakeholders utilise their power to achieve individual goals despite the structure of governance at
the national park does not allow them to do so. The author uses the theory of stakeholder, power
and interest map as a tool to analyse the situation at Komodo NP through the deconstruction of
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language (from in-person interviews as well as the public statement made by each stakeholder).
Mason and Clarke (2010) perceived that language in a post-structuralist study indeed created the
reality rather than a representation of reality. Therefore, author inclined to emphasise the
statements from stakeholders as a determining factor in understanding the social network position
at Komodo National Park.
The standpoint of the researcher is also evident as the author does not have any affiliation or formal
attachment to any institutions or organisations. However, the researcher also puts his own
perspective later on the finding and discussion chapter. This standpoint ensured that there would
be a baseline of finding arguments or when producing claims as each stakeholder perceive their
opinion as objective truth. The study was not conducted with an intention to de-legitimise a certain
actor(s) but more into to acknowledging multiple interpretations in reality as well as recognise the
reasoning of an act from certain actors by unravelling and understanding the policymaking process.
In addition to reasoning on selected theory and conceptual framework, Komodo NP was chosen
due to its high exposure of international/national aid, a high flux of tourist flow, and high priority
of this national park on the national tourism plan.
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CHAPTER 4. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
4.1 FINDINGS
In this chapter, the findings both from the initial analysis phase before and after the fieldwork are
presented. This chapter follows the outline of the conceptual framework presented in chapter 2.7.
Findings are categorised into two different stakeholder groups; primary and secondary stakeholder
group. The categorisation of primary and secondary stakeholder is the result of an initial analysis
phase in determining the involved actors within the discussion of national park closure in Komodo.
This stage was important as early identification on primary stakeholders played a big role to set a
clear understanding of the on-going issue of closing the park from the perspective of key state
actors. The author also sought for insights from the interviews with primary stakeholders about
the bigger network of actors which had been engaged with the closure topic thus the list of
secondary stakeholders could be finished in time within the time period of fieldwork in Indonesia.
Ultimately, the findings are presented based on the themes of power and interest.

4.1.1 PRIMARY STAKEHOLDERS
The primary stakeholder in the context of this research are actors who have the formal/lawregulated relationship with Komodo NP as an entity. Composition-wise, this group mainly consists
of state actors and authorities which are responsible for the environmental management and
tourism activities in the area. The organisations are Ministry of Environment (MoEF), Ministry of
Tourism (MoT), Labuan Bajo – Flores Tourism Authority Agency (LBFTA), Provincial
Government of East Nusa Tenggara (NTT), Local Government of West Manggarai (MB), and
Komodo NP Authority (KNPA). Therefore, all descriptions for the primary stakeholder group are
based on the interview and documents created by these institutions.
4.1.1.1 P OWER – P RIMARY G ROUP
T HE UTILISATION OF PHYSICAL FORCE
In the case of Komodo NP or generally in Indonesia, it is apparent that this type of power belongs
to state actors who possess a legitimacy to create a regulation into a context. Adding to the
definition presented in chapter 2.3, governmental institutions force the public to obey their policy
product and punish them with a specific set of consequences (criminal and civil penalties) when
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the controlled group of people defy the policies. In line with the previous claim, Jachtenfuchs
(2005) agreed that only state (actor) has a generally accepted authority to use force against its
citizen. It is only in an exceptional case that non-state actor can use a physical force. The
requirement to use physical force is strictly regulated by the state to avoid the misconception of
using the force in a broader context. Some of the stakeholders in the primary group have their
organisational influence in creating policies which later can be implemented as regulations and
imposed it to the general public, business, and tourists. Some of the examples of organisational
influence around Komodo NP are:
“We (Ministry of Tourism) involved in the context of putting the Komodo NP as a tourist
attraction (and national-level priority tourist destination) that worth to be promoted
globally, but we are not necessarily involved in building physical facility in the national
park” (MoT, 2019).
“I was dreaming of developing Labuan Bajo/Manggarai Barat through its natural
resources and marine diversity. And that is why we (local government of West Manggarai)
created a local regulation about the diving and snorkelling activities so the area could
earn (economy) benefit from the tourist visit….” (MBG, 2019)
But their involvement stopped at this point where the KNPA was the only authority that able to
execute all technicalities in the field as explicitly stated in the Minister of Environment and
Forestry’s decree no 7, 2016 article one:
“A National Park agency is a technical management unit in the effort of conservation of
natural resources and the ecosystem under the supervision and responsible to the DirectorGeneral of Natural Resources and Ecosystem (at Ministry of Environment and Forestry)”.
Moreover, on the implementation stage of this research context, the authority only used the
physical force when a policy was being violated and was not necessarily used to reach a certain
goal from an institution. Based on formal document and field observation, it was found that there
was only one institution – the KNPA which earned such authority to use physical sanctions to rule
violations. Even though all the other stakeholders in the primary group are state actors, but none
of them has authority or power in using physical force to steer the other actors or publics
independently. Interestingly, the KNPA needed to work side-by-side with a division inside the
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MoEF called Directorate General of Law Enforcement or Indonesia Forest Rangers in the event of
violation within the territory of Komodo NP. For instance, a violation act such as animal poaching
from the neighbouring islands and illegal fishing (J. Siregar, Personal Interview, August 31, 2019).
An example of how a stakeholder has a joint collaboration in enforcing the safety aspect in the
area of Komodo NP is shown on an official press release below:
“The directorate of law enforcement of the Ministry of Environment and Forestry
announced the operation of one technical office of the directorate, one speed-boat and one
patrol boat for safety operation. This initiative is needed to support the idea of making
Labuan Bajo and Komodo as the world-class tourism destination” (MoEF, 2019)
Referring to the statements above, there is no single authority that violently exercises their power
within Komodo NP. Even with the fact that MoEF and KNPA act as the highest agencies which
hold the responsibility in creating strategic and technical aid in the area respectively, they are
required to collaboratively work with the army or law enforcement in the event of putting their
policy or regulation in place. It relates to the point where generally in the world, monopoly of force
is closely related to two organisational forms; the police or military (Jacthenfuchs, 2005) and to
legitimate the usage of force in front of the general public either police or military organisations
must be involved. Therefore, the exercise of power in utilising the physical force is not the only
right possessed by a certain actor but a collaborative act between military or police force and the
KNPA as an integral agency with technical responsibility in the area. The privilege of sanctioning
violations that belonged to MoEF (in collaboration with local police department) justified their
high degree of power in managing the national park, and it added the importance and superiority
of this organisation in one indicator of power when creating policy or regulation compared to other
stakeholders.
M ATERIAL OR F INANCIAL P OWER
The second form of power is Utilitarian power. This attribute shows an extent of intervention from
a stakeholder by using material or incentive to reach their organisational objective (Driscoll and
Starik, 2004). Driscoll and Starik (p. 58) cited Banerjee (2000) suggesting that the power of a
stakeholder is generally based on the economic exchange between the social actors and left out the
ecological exchanges. In the case of Komodo NP, the financial resource is generally perceived by
the stakeholders in a narrow understanding and limited to economic exchange and not the
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ecological exchange. For instance, the amount of allocated budget from the state for the national
park operation, tourist expenditure to the region, and grants from external institutions such as
NGOs or other government agencies – in the form of financial incentives or grants or physical
materials. Friedman and Mason (2004) took note that in exercising power, a stakeholder with
relatively high power could resolve an on-going issue through political efforts. Further, the
political efforts could be observed from the legal status or ownership which attached to a certain
institution. By having a sense of ownership at the area, the institution also holds the capacity to
organise and implement changes at a physical level.
KNPA, as the technical unit responsible for managing the area of the national park received the
annual budget from the MoEF that has been acknowledged and signed by the Ministry of Finance.
Apart from the annual budget from the central government, KNPA also received aid from other
institutions.
“The Budget Implementation Plan (DIPA) for national park operation cost indeed came
from the MoEF. But on top of that, we have joint-programme or grants. For instance,
WWF-Indonesia funded a coral reef survey. Two organisations held the survey, but WWF
paid the operational cost of the event. On other occasions, other NGOs also contributed
by creating events or building a physical facility for a visitor centre from Japanese
International Organisation. Any organisation is welcomed to contribute financially or
through physical contribution to the national park. As long as both parties agree and
produce a formal mutual agreement.” – (KNPA, 2019)
From the fieldwork, it was also found that to maximise the effort on conserving and running the
whole function of the organisation, KNPA required help from different organisation through a
formal agreement. The agreement limited the external interventions inside the park management
due to the general understanding that financial contribution may generate the sense of dominating
the power system as financial power is the noticeable element showing that a certain actor
possesses a strong authority to create physical change or pushing their organisational idea to be
accepted by other stakeholders. As for other stakeholders in the primary group, MoT and LBTAA
have no direct financial or physical contribution in the area of Komodo NP. In the meantime, MoT
does not have a direct role in managing the national park and focused on promoting the park to the
international tourist as the attraction.
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On the other hands, LBTAA holds different obligation in the area, which are coordination and
authoritative function in Labuan Bajo and Flores Area.
“In coordination corridor, LBTAA ensures that every administrative area in Flores Island
is ready to welcome tourists. Not only in Labuan Bajo or Komodo, but our coordination
task covers the whole regencies in Flores Island. We aim to make the island ready for
tourists with its excellence, authentic, high-quality attraction and tourism’s facility” –
(LBTAA, 2019)
Given the fact that the main source of finance for the park’s operational cost comes from the MoEF
and some external grants from NGOs. No financial contribution was received regularly from the
other state actors. The provincial government of NTT saw a necessity to step into the KNPA’s
authority in which managed the national park and allocated a certain amount of region’s budget to
the park. The governor perceived that one factor that was lacking from the authority was the
financial deficiency to run the conservation programs because as the result of this, he found some
management issues within the park as stated on following press release.
“This year (2019), we planned to fund the park and would allocate Rp. 100 Billion
(equivalent to 6.5 million euros) from the provincial budget plan of NTT in 2019 to build
Komodo Island, to rebuild the population of Komodo on the island.” – Governor of NTT
(Rezkisari, 2019)
Last year’s headline on Komodo’ Smuggling case was also considered as a huge reason to shut
down the island and transfer the authority function from the MoEF (strategically) and KNPA
(technically) to the government of NTT Province.
“Komodo NP is a biosphere reserve acknowledged by UNESCO, so it needs serious
security measure. The (trafficking) incident proves that Indonesia fails to secure the park,
and this is emergency supervision that must be resolved instantly.” – Governor of NTT
(Seo, 2019)
Interestingly, the MBG as the local government was not involved directly in exercising its power
to manage the area and focused on earning economic benefit from the existing tourist activities
instead. The local government tended to acknowledge the authority of MoEF and KNPA in
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managing the park. However, this stakeholder felt that the impact of tourist arrival in Komodo and
Labuan Bajo should be touching the whole element of the society and gave a significant economic
impact on the regional income. The MBG mentioned that annually the KNPA received around
IDR 33 Billion (EUR 2.2 Million) from the entrance ticket fee while the local government only
earned IDR 6 Billion (EUR 400.000) from the imposed tax to tourism businesses and services in
Labuan Bajo (MBG, 2019).
It is looping back to the assumption that social power is commonly associated with economic
exchange. It becomes understandable that one strong proposition from one actor is offering the
material or financial assistance to the current authorities when this particular actor desires more
authority power in the network. Eventually, being financially capable of running an organisation
is critical. In the first quarter of 2019, the financial power or capabilities was the narrative built by
a certain actor to gain more power in Komodo NP. However, entering the second half of 2019, the
issue was shifted and later in the upcoming findings section – Findings on Stakeholders’ Interests,
these thought-provoking phenomena of interest shift would be emphasised.
A BILITY TO MOBILISE PUBLIC
The last type of power that can be possessed by a stakeholder in a network is the normative power.
Mitchell et al. (1997) defined that a stakeholder is perceived to have power when it is capable of
using the symbol of prestige and esteem in society. More than this, a stakeholder with normative
power could also control public attention. These can be done through different forms of media;
conventional news media, social media or utilising their fame so broader publics are aware of the
messages or ideas. The author tracked back on how the idea of closing the park for tourist visit
was firstly brought up to the public. The first tracked article on the online news media portal using
the keyword Komodo NP Closure was published in the third week of January 2019. It was found
that almost all articles on the internet mentioned the government of NTT province as the initiator
of national park closure idea. There were points made by the governor emphasising the urgency of
executing his idea. Some of them, as published in the article were:
Komodo’s habitat is being endangered due to the animal poaching in the national park.
The size of Komodo declined, and it was not as big as it used to be. And with the park
closure, it was projected that the number of deer could grow higher so the ecosystem’s
quality would be restored (Iqbal, 2019).
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“If the food chains of Komodo were disrupted, it would only a matter of time that Komodo
would attack as its animal instinct took over. The willingness to restore the food chain for
Komodo was pushing us (the government of NTT Province) to re-arrange the habitat of
Komodo by closing the national park from tourists’ visit for a year” – Governor of NTT
(Kinapti, 2019)
“I really mean it (on closing the national park). The island of Komodo should be redesigned. Tourists liked the wilderness of Komodo. They did not want to see the lazy
Komodo. Once re-open, the ticket would be around USD 500 per person. This amount of
money is a donation to the development of a world-class ecosystem” – Governor NTT
(Supriyatna, 2019)
Although the news was spread through online news media, it could not be denied that the figure
of the governor himself had created such a significant impact in the public discussion concerning
this initiative. The public, which includes the people of Indonesia and international tourists
planning to visit Komodo, were confused. The reaction was varied, some of the people supported
the idea to limit the number of tourists on the island while others were questioning the more
significant impact of closing the park for the people who relied upon their income to the tourism
industry in Komodo and Labuan Bajo. At a smaller scale, KNPA did not have intentions to shift
the public attention and mobilise it to their intended directions. During the interview, KNPA stated
that the institution was not affected by the issue and kept operating normally. In general, they only
stated neutral arguments without an indication to support certain actors.
“We keep giving the public services like selling the tickets, monitoring the tourism sites. It
was just during 2019. We received more questions from tourists, researchers, and
journalists about the plan to close the national park. It is fine, but we can only give the
answer that is under our authority. If the question goes beyond our capacity, we will advise
the person to wait for the official announcement from the central government and respect
the observation process conducted by the integrated team” – (KNPA, 2019)
Responding to the uncertainty of national park’s status, the MoEF as the highest agency
responsible of the park reacted immediately. MoEF formed an integrated team consisting of
different elements of institutions (e.g. MoEF, MoT, NTT, MBG, eco-tourism practitioners, KSP,
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Faculty of Forestry IPB) to reduce the tensions after the discourse of national park closure became
news headlines and impacted the tourism business in the area. At this point, media (both in national
and international level) was split into two sides; one supported the national park closure by
indicating the environmental benefits of park closure, and the other one questioned the socioeconomy impact of park closure to the local community within and around the national park. MoEF
and NTT were the two actors capable of mobilising public attention as these two actors could reach
many people and were chased by mainstream media such as television, internet, and social media.
Therefore, the public and tourism industry in Komodo was left confused because no official
announcement was made until 30 September 2019 where a high-level coordination meeting was
held, and the government declared that the park remains open in 2020.
Another actor from the primary group also had the power to drive public attention was MoT. With
Komodo and Labuan Bajo being highly dependent to tourism industry and the inclining trend of
tourist arrival, people were quickly attracted to any news about the future of the tourism in Labuan
Bajo. However, the power of mobilising people’s attention from MoT was perceived lower than
the previous two actors, due to the limited responsibility and authority to make a public statement
about the national park. The ruling government of MBG also tended to wait and decided not to say
anything related to this discourse; they respected the process of discussion and waited for the
central government to make the official announcement. MBG was on the side of encouraging the
official announcement to be published earlier because they know, the decision was expected not
only by them but also the larger audience of public (MBG, 2019).
An additional important point of looking at normative power in a stakeholder theory is the
importance of addressing who should wield power and proving its legitimacy (Driscoll and Starik,
2004). However, the categorisation of primary and secondary stakeholder already sorted out the
list of stakeholders by isolating non-state actors to the secondary stakeholder group and making
all the primary stakeholder actors are legitimate authorities. Moreover, each institution has its
written law about its legal force in front of the Indonesian government system in which the general
public must obey the system itself. Therefore, all stakeholders are socially accepted and legitimate
in front of the law.
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4.1.1.2 I NTEREST – P RIMARY G ROUP
The major discourse which happened during the fieldwork and became the main reason why this
research was conducted was the idea of closing the Komodo NP. As found and described in subchapter 4.1.1.1, there were various reasoning used as background when this topic was brought to
the public. Some factors are; management issue within the national park, animal poaching,
growing tourist arrivals impacting the behaviour of the animals, the disruption of Komodo’s
habitat and conflict between local inhabitants and Komodo which resulted to an idea of relocation.
Given this situation, the author presented this idea of national park closure as one of the main
interests which have been discussed between the actors. Therefore, the findings for stakeholders’
interest is divided into two different main interests; the Komodo NP closure which was the
highlight in 2019 and the destination management in the park as the broader interest which goes
beyond the first topic of interest.
N ATIONAL P ARK C LOSURE
As slightly discussed on the normative power sub-chapter 4.1.1.1 earlier, there were two sides of
arguments in the discussion of national park closure; the first one was stakeholders who supported
the idea of closing the national park for any tourism activities, and the second group of stakeholders
who were not in favour of closing the park for the tourists. The pattern of arguments went to the
same direction in the primary stakeholder group; the supporter and the non-supporter.
It was evident that NTT Province became the main supporting actor towards the idea of closing
down the park. In the interview with NTT, it was mentioned that “...without a concrete
improvement on how we conserve the animal, Komodo dragon’s extinction can be assured...”
(NTT, 2019). The provincial government claimed that the quality of environmental ecology in the
national park declined by observing changes on some of natural landscapes and geology of the
island, he claimed the insights were based on research by a team formed by the governor of NTT.
Aside from the natural factors, the NTT Province also created a notion to re-locate the local
community that lives on the Komodo island altogether with the previous proposition. The
population in Komodo island (one of the main islands in the national park) reaches 2.000
inhabitants as per 2019. However, with the progression of the discussion, NTT changed the course
of its interest from closing down and re-locate the people on the Komodo island to opening up the
possibility to partnering up with MoEF and KNPA in managing the national park. The NTT
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interviewee admitted, “...yes, the highest authority in the Komodo NP belongs to the Ministry of
Environment and Forestry, as stated in the Indonesia Law no 5 of 1990 concerning Conservation
of Living Resources and Ecosystem.” – (NTT, 2019). Within the primary group, it seemed that the
NTT had no coalition in supporting its idea of closing the park. More likely, it was because of the
formal network had been established and the MoEF also re-acted by stating none of the statement
was right (about the population decline and behavioural changes on Komodo) and formed an
integrated team to assess whether it was necessary to close the park or not.
On the other side of the discussion, MoEF had rejected any offensive assumptions directed to them
about the conservation management in the park and worked together with its subsidiary agency in
the field – KNPA to collect the field and scientific data on the current ecological state in the
national park. It was interesting to note, that it was rare to see an integrated team consisting of
different agencies was formed immediately after a public statement was made by a public official
like the governor of NTT (in Komodo’s case). The author assumed that this reaction happened due
to a conflicting power/authority between the idea’s initiator and the ruling actor of the park. The
topic of overlapped authority is discussed later in the destination management sub-chapter below.
As for KNPA, they perceived that the on-going discourse of closing the park generally affected
the arrival number to the national park.
“We have several programs which include the local community and ecology conservation.
There is a direct impact of this issue on the organisation. Our primary activity is
conservation. However, we also encourage the local community inside the national park
to be economically affected by the existence of tourism through our programs. With this
discussion – park closure, the number of arrivals declined and distressed some of our
social program with the local community.” – (KNPA, 2019)
The response from KNPA indicated that they were neutral on any decision made for the park as
long as it favours its conservation goal. Adding from the interview with them, it was also stated
that population of Komodo remained stable and the utilisation of tourism area in a park was
maintained in 5% of total area as shown in figure 7 below (mainland and water tourism zones are
depicted in light and dark green colour shades and circled in A, B, and C). Therefore, KNPA stated
there was no urgency to close the national park, especially due to the extensive tourism activities
which were accused by the government of NTT as the area for tourist is strictly regulated and
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relatively small compared to the total area of Komodo NP. More scientific findings on Komodo’s
population trend and behavioural change conducted by KSP are also presented on the findings on
secondary stakeholder group on upcoming chapters.

FIGURE 7. KOMODO ZONING PLAN

Source: Komodo NP Agency
Moving forward to MoT, the ministry was not in favour of this initiative. Especially after the
number of arrivals grew slowly compared to last year. MoT assumed that it was the result of market
uncertainty after the news about national park closure became headlines in international news
portals. Also, tourist arrivals figure remained one of the key indicators of successful tourism
development in Indonesia; hence the feedback was expected as MoT was against the national park
closure. Also viewing the success of tourism development by number or arrivals, the MBG agreed
that the high exposure on media about the park closure impacted arrival numbers as per August
2019 and raised questions from industry partners such as travel agents and boat operator whether
they should sell the Labuan Bajo to their international and domestic customers. Both MoT and
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MBG were also aware that the other reason of tourist decline might be the newly implemented air
transportation policy in Indonesia which led to abnormally high fares on domestic flight ticket that
reduced the purchasing power of domestic traveller to Labuan Bajo and Komodo, on other word
going to Komodo became more expensive.
Despite their focus on economic benefit of tourism, the MoT and MBG had a same conservation
goal for Komodo like the other stakeholders. The future success of tourism industry in Komodo
would not be achieved unless every element of stakeholders worked together and ensured the
destination and national park were managed sustainably. Different perception was also the deeprooted issue in Labuan Bajo as stakeholders have their own meaning of a term ‘sustainable’ hence
there was no consensus on this term. LBTAA also stated disagreement with the plan to close the
national park unless it was scientifically proven that tourist activities in Komodo brought harms to
the environment and reduced the ecological quality in the conservation area. LBTAA also added
an additional point, that conservation consists of animal, environment, and local community in the
area.
“the important thing for now is ensuring the conservation value remains the priority in the
ecosystem at Komodo NP. Remember that the area consists of three big elements; The
animals – including Komodo, the underwater/marine ecosystem, and the local community
who live inside the territory of the national park.” – (LBTAA, 2019)
To conclude, all listed stakeholders in the primary group perceived the news of national park
closure as high on the agenda as it affected their institutions and manifested as their top interests.
Although all stakeholders perceived it as high interest, there were two sides of responses about
this idea. Most stakeholders stated that a further impact study or research was needed if it is urgent
to close the park for tourism visit, while the NTT stood alone on the other side of the discussion
table and kept arguing that immediate action should be taken to secure their most valuable natural
asset in the province. However, NTT’s proposed idea has never been accepted by the public due
to the unclarity mechanism of closing the park, the final decision-making power which belonged
to MoEF – not NTT, and unclear countermeasure procedures which would be given to the local
community if their main source of income was cut off by the closure. The position of central
agency on this problem was also clear and supported by official regulation and law of the country.
Environment’s quality, Komodo’s sustainability, social welfare of people inside the park, and the
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economic impact were amongst the motivation on their involvement in the discussion, pushing
their institutional ideas into the final policy outcome.
D ESTINATION M ANAGEMENT – L ABUAN B AJO (K OMODO )
On the second topic of interests that was found on the field, the author emphasised that the park
closure was a minor issue which used as a point of discussion to start a bigger conversation, the
destination management in Komodo and Labuan Bajo area. Therefore, the author differentiated
any related findings during an interview on a separate sub-chapter of discussion.
Referring to the Act of the Republic of Indonesia no 5 of 1990 concerning conservation of Living
Resources and Their Ecosystem, it was explicitly stated in article number 29 (1) and (2) that a
subsequent Government Regulations shall regulate the area with a status of national park –
including nature conservation areas and their buffer zones – the Ministry of Environment and
Forestry. Besides, it is only this subsequent government institution which has the right to halt
utilisation activities or shut off National Park in an urgent situation or to maintain/stabilise the
natural resources and ecosystem.
By a strong and clear statement which took a form of republic act, as shown above, it was almost
impossible for another agency, even another state-agency to take over the management of a
particular national park area unless this actor submitted an amendment inquiry to the house of
representative in Jakarta. Especially if it is a non-national-level agency, the republic act has a
binding law force to any national park in the country. In the structure of MoEF, the responsibility
of national park management belongs to Directorate General of the Conservation of Living
Resources and Ecosystem, which acted on policy formulation and implementation for the field of
nature conservation and ecosystem management – including the area of National Park. For the
technical assistance in the field, the authority of National Park was then formed. This agency which
is known as KNPA in this report has its legitimate power for technical management process in the
national park based on a Ministerial Decree of the Ministry of Environment and Forestry no 7 of
2016. These two regulations strengthened the dominant power of MoEF and KNPA within the
network of Stakeholder in Komodo NP, and their interests on this topic were well-reflected on
how these two actors reacted to the national park closure discourse based on their respective
authority power.
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Moving to the next actor, there was also a tendency that NTT Province wanted to have the authority
in managing the national park, it was shown on this interview’s quote below.
“So, the first idea of our governor was asking the central government to give authority in
managing the national park to the provincial government. However, we are aware that we
have a regulation constraint to do so. Then after that, we suggested to establish a
partnership model between MoEF and NTT, then we can co-manage the Komodo NP
together, including the operational funding from our budget. At the end of the day, it is all
about saving the Komodo.” – (NTT, 2019)
Since the phone-interview was held on 13 September 2019, the author could compare the statement
at two different points in time from the same actor. On the first half of 2019 all news was revolving
around the theme of national park closure, while the second half of 2019 the NTT proposed to
partnering up with the incumbent authority to jointly manage and fund the national park agency to
reduce the negative impact of opening up the park for leisure activities. It was then stated in the
interview that NTT Province has not been included or being consulted by national park authorities
on any strategic decision-making processes. NTT envisioned that tourism would be adequately
developed and aligned with their provincial tourism plan as Komodo NP was treated as a shared
asset for both national and province of NTT. Therefore, they would love to be included in the
policy formulation and implementation processes.
In contrast, MoT opted to work simultaneously with MoEF. Given the same status of a ministry
cabinet in Indonesia’s national government, it might be the case that each ministry office has its
role and responsibility that are not conflicting with each other. Tourism is widely known as a multisectoral industry, and MoT said in the interview that they respected each function of a ministry
office and they believed that MoEF has more than enough capabilities and resources to ensure the
livelihood quality of environment and ecosystem in their national park areas. Lastly, MBG, as part
of the primary stakeholder, also respected the process and authority of MoEF in managing the
national park. However, as the national park is located within their territory – they expressed an
interest to be involved or consulted in any policy formulation discussion by the park authorities
which has not been done yet. Still from the interview, MBG realised that this region relied on
tourism for its economic growth.
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“We realised that tourism is our leading sector. In general, some policies have been made
to improve the accessibility and amenity of the destination. However, we have a budget
constraint. Therefore, we encouraged more tax absorption from the tourism industry so we
can develop the region more for tourism.” – (MBG, 2019)
Ultimately, there was a high tendency from several actors to be involved in the management of
Komodo NP. It derived from the assumption that the current institutional setting did not allow
them to participate actively in managing the park. The KNPA stated that partnership is possible,
and two agreement even have been made with two NGOs (WWF and KSP – the form of relation
is discussed on the chapter 4.1.2 of secondary stakeholder). Nevertheless, the current partnership
model would not grant the partners an official authority because to add more agencies in the inner
circle of park management, and it would take a high-level political intervention which was against
the national rule of law no 5 of 1990.

4.1.2 SECONDARY STAKEHOLDERS
The second group of stakeholders consists of actors who have either a direct or indirect impact of
the national park closure. The significant difference from the previous group of stakeholders is
that the secondary stakeholder group has no state actor. All of the stakeholders within this group
were either the tourism business/entrepreneur association or NGOs, the latter category has
different position in the network such as official partner of the National Park authority, official
tourism project coordinator in the region, and a NGO that focused on the social welfare in the
villages inside the national park area. The organisations listed in the secondary stakeholder group
are WWF Indonesia (WWF), Komodo Survival Program (KSP), Swisscontact Indonesia (SWSS),
Sunspirit Justice and Peace (SUNS), Dive Operator Community Komodo (DOCK), Indonesian
Hotel and Restaurant Association (PHRI).
4.1.2.1 P OWER – S ECONDARY G ROUP
T HE UTILISATION OF PHYSICAL FORCE
The first attributes of power, as previously mentioned in primary stakeholders’ sub-chapter 4.1.1,
is closely associated with the state actors with the ability to force the public to do a particular act.
The secondary stakeholder group, on the other hands, does not possess such power as they do not
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own the right to do so. During the interview, it became clear that these actors have no ability in
forcing their saying to the governmental actors generally. However, on some degrees, some actors
in the secondary group could contribute to the policy development process, which later would be
implemented as a tool to force the general public into a specific direction. These findings are
reflected through these statements:
“We made the agreement or MoU with KNPA firstly through the issue of tourism because
the industry developed really fast and we were afraid that the sustainable development
could go beyond the control if there was no assistance and monitoring from the external
party inside the park…. Our contribution was translating the list of ETP (Endangered,
Threaten, and Protected) species into programs at the national park, specifically in the
marine area.” – (WWF Indonesia, 2019)
“If it is to protect (the biodiversity or environmental quality), we are not doing that. We
only give the scientific data that we gathered on the field to the authority. So, the authority
could decide the next steps of the environmental preservation, we could help on that, but
these activities were the main duties and functions of KNPA, not ours” – (KSP, 2019)
These two actors have no right to use their physical force under any circumstances. However, these
interventions could potentially change the policy or local regulation outcome in the national park
as the KNPA or MoEF actively consulted these organisations. Generally, the power of WWF and
KSP remains low in the network, but it has a more indirect effect on influencing the physical force
product created by the government from the primary stakeholder group compared to the other
actors in the secondary group.
The remaining stakeholders in the secondary group even have insignificant power in terms of using
physical force. The situation made this remaining group of actors as the object of the physical force
directed to the public rather than the actors who created or jointly influenced the production of
sanction or threat imposed by the government. The author perceived this situation as some
stakeholders in the secondary group were the representation of local businesses or NGO that has
no formal affiliation with the national park authority unlike WWF or KSP (both NGOs have a
formal agreement with government authority). Although on some occasions, actors such as SWSS,
SUNS, PHRI, and DOCK were involved in meetings that required broader insights from a different
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perspective of the whole tourism industry. Their involvements are explained in the next spectrum
of power because this section only focuses on the utilisation of using physical power.

M ATERIAL OR F INANCIAL P OWER
The second type of power or authority, this sub-section emphasises that each actor represents a
different type of contribution to the discussion of a national park closure, or the national park
management in general. Despite their intentions on getting involved at the network of Komodo NP
management, all the identified stakeholders brought their contribution to the discussion and shaped
the policy outcome as it is today.
The first category of material power that had been identified in this group was a material incentive
from WWF. WWF has been actively engaged with the MoEF since 2013 and made a Memorandum
of Understanding with the technical unit of KNPA on the same year. Currently, the agreement
between these institutions has entered the second cycle as an agreement expires every five years.
WWF as an official partner of KNPA has helped and assisted the national park authority to convene
several workshops and pieces of training for KNPA’s staffs, the organisation perceived that the
KNPA lacked the experts in the field of marine management while most of the national park area
was the marine zone.
“So, when we first entered (being the official partner of the national park authority), the
marine side was ‘zero’. Although we knew that TNC (The former official NGO partner of
KNPA) had produced many documents for the marine protection, they were too focused on
the land conservation because they already engaged with KSP as well at that time” –
(WWF, 2019)
Apart from the training and workshop, the WWF also contributed in providing mooring buoy in
several marine spots in the national park. By the time the interview held, WWF has handed out 18
mooring buoys to the national park authority. The existence of buoys in the marine area was
necessary as a navigation or marking tool on the surface of the water. The importance of providing
the mooring buoys at Komodo came from the issue of tourism growth, with the increase of tourist
arrivals more tourist boats were sailing in and out to the national park.
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Moreover, due to the limited space for the boats on certain snorkelling and diving spots, more
operators practised the activity called unregulated anchoring and threatened the ecosystem beneath
the water (e.g. living corals). Then, WWF re-acted by giving out the buoys so the threats for the
coral could be minimised and ships could use the buoys instead of throwing down the anchor to
the seafloors. WWF perceived that their existence helped the authority to fill in the financial gap,
which was apparent in performing the conservation works.
In the multi-stakeholder discussion, an input from the scientific field seemed to be essential to find
common ground from the perception of the objective environmental data on the field as an addition
to the social impact to the business and local community when policy direction changed. Other
aids were also performed differently by the other NGOs. KSP, as one of the two official partners,
had a key and essential role in providing scientific data on the quality of Komodo’s life, including
the food supply and its behaviour to the authority. KSP had formed the agreement back in 2008
and already done three times agreement renewal with authority. The organisation mainly focused
on the animal census in the area of the national park or animal monitoring. This NGO also became
one of the trustworthy sources when the authority answered an accusation that the population of
Komodo declined in recent years due to the high human exposure and tourism activities in the
area. This statement was also delivered to the authorities and integrated team during the meeting
and stakeholder discussion on deciding the park closure.
“We presented the Komodo’s population trend. And we confirm that the numbers of
Komodo at Komodo and Rinca Island are stable. There is no downfall. And for the food
supply availability for Komodo such as the wild deer, there was a recorded decline last
year, but compared to the last few years the last slope was still above the threshold that we
set thus it is still under control” – (KSP, 2019)
Such information eventually became one of the strongest points made by the authority to keep the
park opened for tourist visit. During the interview, KSP was aware and mentioned that their
findings and data could be politicised for a particular interest. However, despite the formal
agreement between the authorities and KSP, this institution ensured that the deliverables from
them were objective and could not be altered for any political pressures. For KSP, keeping their
independency with the findings was the only way to preserve the Komodo Dragon and guarantee
its sustainability amid the different agendas which involved the giant lizard. The organisation did
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not see any significant threats towards the population of Komodo due to the tourist arrival. It was
perceived that the poaching and unregulated human exposure outside of the national park
utilisation area was far more threatening to the animals hence improving the carrying capacity
scheme either on the islands or the marine area were highly encouraged by KSP and WWF. For
instance, limiting the number of operating boats in certain tourism spots or attraction as trekking
paths and diving spots inside Komodo NP could be an implementation of carrying capacity policy.
The other stakeholder who was engaged with the national park was the DOCK. Acting as one of
the business association which held their business (dive and snorkel) activities within the boundary
of the park made them exposed to some of the opportunities to collaborate with the authorities.
Despite the lack of formal agreements as conducted by other institutions such as WWF and KSP,
DOCK has been an active organisation in Labuan Bajo since its establishment in 2008 and played
a role in creating a diving guideline in the national. DOCK believed that ensuring the sustainability
of the area would inflict their business to grow positively. During the process of developing the
common ground between authority and tourism operators, DOCK has been helping the national
park rangers to use its members’ boat on the territorial guard duty. The collaboration was aimed
to enlarge the supervised area and minimise the illegal human movements within the national park.
Lastly, the remaining actors from the secondary stakeholder groups showed no indication of using
material or financial incentive in pushing their organisational objective both in the issue of national
park closure or national park management in general. Nevertheless, these group of actors exercised
their power in mobilising public attention as each actor in the secondary group holds an essential
position in the society by representing vital elements of stakeholders in the network of tourism
industry at Komodo NP and Labuan Bajo.
A BILITY TO MOBILISE PUBLIC
The last type of power related to the usage of the symbol on the society. The author observed that
secondary stakeholder group’s participation in the discussion of the national park was greatly
influenced by the necessity to include a wide range of society as the outcome of closure discourse
was to produce a policy or decision that was accepted by the majority of people and minimise the
public objection of the newly implemented policy.
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The first group were the NGOs which happened to be the official partner of national park authority.
Both KSP and WWF seemed to be neutral and avoided to deliver a bold statement concerning the
latest issue of national park closure. Both interviews suggested that the public should wait for the
official announcement of MoEF as it was not their capacity to answer or give a statement. Firstly,
KSP perceived the situation had no substantial effect on their operational activities.
“We just had discussion or meetings outside of our regular schedule, which sometimes
consumed extra time and efforts. To attend the integrated team meetings, for instance. But
it is obvious that the decision-making power does not belong to us; it is all decided by the
authority (MoEF). We just gave inputs and insights independently, and without external
intervention, we deliver the statements by data and not based merely on assumptions.” –
(KSP, 2019)
The organisation was aware that it was not their duty to deliver any statement concerning the future
of national park operation. Moreover, the organisation was open to answering questions about the
quality of the animal and ecosystem inside the park. However, the exposure of their statement that
reached the public was not as wide and broad as the primary stakeholder group was capable of. It
was the fact that their discoveries were scientific based thus the general public treated their findings
as a more reliable and valid source of information rather than the politicians’ claims on the quality
of natural resources on the islands.
On the other hand, WWF had a mutual agreement with MoEF in supporting the conservation works
in Indonesia, and by having a formal agreement with the authority, it was difficult for such
organisation to produce opposing claims towards the government’s stance. Despite the cooperation
agreements, WWF as a long-established organisation in the country has power and capacity to
drive the public attention, especially to environmental issues and the exploitation of the country’s
natural resources. Historically, the organisation was very active in publishing articles which
encouraged the public to give more attention to environmental issues such as illegal wildlife trade,
sustainable energy source, forestry, and marine protection. In Komodo, WWF focused on the field
of marine protection. WWF has been supporting the idea of carrying capacity policy to be
implemented in the national park marine area. Since the issue revolved on Komodo’s life and
habitat disruption due to the tourism activities on the islands and not on the water area, WWF did
not make any statement concerning the national park closure. WWF was aware of its function and
49

position in the network, but it has capabilities and access to mobilise the public as a nation-wide
known organisation in Indonesia.
Further, there was also SWSS. Currently, it has no on-going project with the national park
authority. However, based on an interview with DOCK, SWSS was the organisation which
pioneered the study on national park management since 2008. The organisation now is engaged
with the Switzerland and Ministry of Tourism to formulate an Integrated Tourism Master Plan for
the Flores island starting from West Manggarai and Komodo. Indirectly, its existence requires the
organisation to communicate with the park authority and the same listed stakeholders on this
research for developing the integrated master plan. However, the NGO rarely published any
official statement and had no intention in controlling public attention nor access to the mainstream
media as shown by other NGO (WWF). Particularly with SWSS’ current project, it mainly focuses
on fostering the governmental actors’ collaboration and identify their potential contributions and
capacities in producing a comprehensive and integrated tourism master plan in the province of
East Nusa Tenggara.
The second group was representing the entrepreneurs and private industries in Labuan Bajo,
ranging from hotel, restaurant, tour, dive, and boat operators. The author managed to interview
two business association, namely DOCK and PHRI. In terms of mobilising public, these
organisations were perceived to be important actors as each organisation had its mass and cover
certain social group in society. DOCK as the representative of dive operators and PHRI
representing the hotel and restaurant industry had their stake in the issue of park closure due to the
impact it might produce to the social and economic situation in Labuan Bajo and Komodo. During
the discussion, it was the importance that each social group represented. It was able to deliver their
arguments as the national park closure was not merely an environmental issue but a complex
discussion which influenced both environment and social situation in the Labuan Bajo. Their
statements were impactful to their community and considering their proximity with the problem,
their reactions towards the updates on the discussion of national park closure (or other issues
concerning the national park policy changes) were impactful to the business situations in the city.
It did not necessarily change the flow of services to the tourists, but the on-going discussion among
them became strong, and it was easily caught by the media or journalists (local and national).
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Therefore, if it was not controlled properly, then it would cause public attention shift and influence
the outcome of the policy-making process.
The last stakeholder of the secondary group was also an NGO called SUNS. The main difference
that set this NGO apart was SUNS emphasised their works for the local people’s development and
welfare within the national park area compare to other organisation which focused either on the
environmental aspect of Komodo or local community on the mainland of Flores island. From the
fieldwork and desk observation, SUNS published numerous articles through their online social
media platform (Facebook group and website). Furthermore, these publications contained critiques
to the dominant actors such as government and private sector which were seen as not putting efforts
on the social welfare of the local people on the island as well as the sustainability aspect of the
animal. On the other hands, the NGO tried to empower the local community to take an active role
in the tourism activity inside the national park by coaching the local youth to establish their own
tourism activity package that can be included on traveller’s itinerary. SUNS thought that the active
participation from the local community should be initiated organically by building the relationship
and chemistry between the tourists and community on the island. With this idea, SUNS had a
vision that people of Komodo would receive the benefit of tourism directly instead of playing a
role of an audience and excluded from the economic benefits which they might gain from tourism.
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FIGURE 8. SUNS PUBLICATION ON THE ISLAND CLOSURE ON ORGANISATION’S WEBPAGE

Source: SUNS’ official website
Regardless of their productive manner of advocating the rights of Komodo people, SUNS had
limited exposure and audiences. Figure 8 shows the front page of the online platform they used to
advocate the local empowerment and participation. However, these efforts were not very
significant as the posts only attracted a small number of viewers outside of the people in Flores
Island. The voice of SUNS only reached wider audiences when an irregular event such as national
park closure went up to the public and general public decided to do their own desk-research on the
conservation works at the national park. It makes their power of mobilising public relatively low
in a normal circumstance and possesses the same audience exposure as PHRI or DOCK in which
is only able to influence the local community or public only in Komodo or Labuan Bajo.
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4.1.2.2 I NTEREST – S ECONDARY G ROUP
N ATIONAL P ARK C LOSURE
Bringing the idea of closing the national park, the situation of secondary stakeholder groups
towards the topic was divided into two parts; the ones who were not affected economically or
financially and the ones who felt the closure idea impacted their organisation severely and
disrupted their business performances. The slightly affected stakeholders were NGOs like WWF,
KSP, SWSS. Three NGOs expressed that the emerging topic of national park closure did not
influence their day-to-day operation as much as it affected the other affected actors in this
stakeholder group. Below are the statements about their organisations’ reaction on the evolving
topic of closure back in 2019:
“Actually, we are here in WWF does not feel any difference from the news published on
the park closure because we know who made the statement and unlikely to happen.” –
(WWF, 2019)
“Operational-wise, we do not feel any impact. It is just we need to attend various
discussion meeting about the closure. That is the only difference we have been experiencing
so far.” – (KSP, 2019)
“In Sustainable Tourism Division meeting with government, we did not put this topic on
the table. We focus on a macro-scale which is the tourism development across the island
of Flores – starting from Labuan Bajo. Eventually, the integrated tourism masterplan will
cover the national park.” – (SWSS, 2019)
Despite the low effect on their daily organisational activity, some of these actors indirectly
contributed to the discussion of the integrated team due to their specialised expertise in the topic;
marine ecology and research on animal population and behaviour for WWF and KSP respectively.
Interest-wise, all of these three actors were neutral – especially with WWF and KSP as their
concern was the sustainability of the animal and ecosystem at the national park and assumed that
the issue was more related to the social situation like local community involvement or business
growth rather than the environmental aspect of the area. Meanwhile SWSS did not express any
concern to the issue nor performing particular organisational response – support or against the
closure.
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The business association actors like PHRI and DOCK experienced the dynamics of the issue
differently. Since the profit was essential for such organisations, the issue of closure had impacted
the tourist arrival in 2019 due to the uncertainty it produced hence the issue was the main
discussion among the organisations in the last 12 months. For instance, the interview of PHRI
stated that the business and private sector in Labuan Bajo already impacted by irresponsible wild
statements recently. The closure statement was not the first one. It had been started in December
2018 with the idea of increasing the entrance fee to the park from 14 EUR to 455 EUR per person.
Eventually, these ideas led to numerous trip cancellation to the islands mainly from international
tourists.
“The effect of closure discourse is very significant. There are three major tourism
associations in Labuan Bajo; Association of Tour Guides (HPI), an association of tour and
travel (ASITA), and us (PHRI). We found that there were some cancellations in some tour
operators. Also, we received some phone calls from overseas asking about the current
status of the national park. This kind of public statement does indeed impact the business
severely.” – (PHRI, 2019)
Although the author did not manage to interview the other business associations. The statement
from PHRI mentioning that in the case of a national park closure, all of the three associations at
Komodo communicated quite regularly and keeping updated to each other as they believed the
authorities would more consider their statement if they were united and presented as one entity
representing the business sector. Same response from the DOCK, it affected them, and fewer
tourists were arrived compared to the same month in the previous year. But interestingly, the
business associations, despite the interviews were taken separately, assumed that national park
closure would impact negatively to the park. They had a firm belief that tourism had helped the
authority to reduce the animal poaching practices (both to Komodo and Deer) due to more human
presence at the area of a national park. The poaching has been a big issue of the national park
management since the establishment of national park authority back in the 1980s. At the same
time, they highlighted the urgency of applying the carrying capacity policy. These organisation
admitted that besides the ecological improvement it might create, the carrying capacity would help
their business as it limited the number of people in the park and forced more people to stay
overnight on the Labuan Bajo instead of spending the night on the boat.
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SUNS also noted that the most affected group of people by the topic of closure was the local
community who resided inside the territory of a national park. Apart from declining income from
tourists, local community on Komodo island was also confronted by the idea of relocation. The
latter initiative was created by the same actor – governor of NTT as he perceived that non-existent
of human would accelerate the process of environmental preservation on the island. During the
interview, SUNS mentioned that the people on the island had no right to speak if it was not because
of NGOs’ interventions such as their organisation who tried to advocate their rights in a higher
level of discussion between stakeholders. Historically, there were barely consulted on the
formulation of a new policy and people just realised of a new policy when it had been implemented
or signed as a regulation.
Finally, while most stakeholders in this group encountered the issue badly, there was one positive
impact that could be learned from this example. It has been a public secret in Labuan Bajo that
they were lacking the collaboration in developing the region as a tourism destination. However,
because of this unfortunate event (for them), they could reach a collective agreement to pay more
attention to each sustainable pillar; the environment, economy, and more importantly, the social
benefit to the local people which the latest was often be neglected by the key stakeholders. The
common interest of not supporting the closure had made their voices louder, which led to the
postponement of national park closure that was announced at the end of September 2019.

D ESTINATION M ANAGEMENT – L ABUAN B AJO (K OMODO )
At the end of the fieldwork, there was one common goal that they would want to achieve for the
Komodo. All actors agreed that Komodo NP should be managed sustainably, and the animal’s
welfare is as important as the other aspect in the area, for instance, the benefit of tourism activity
occurred should be touching upon all elements of society and not only for certain groups of actors.
The common idea for the sustainable future of national park also came in with different motivation
for each actor due to the different understanding of what sustainable means as a word for them.
WWF and KSP as NGOs with serious environmental concern would see the sustainably managed
national park as their success stories/projects and the national park sustainability would be an
integral part which supported the integrated tourism masterplan project of Flores Island for SWSS.
Further, PHRI, DOCK, and other business association would ensure a profitable long-term
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business operation, while SUNS aimed to raise the community involvement in the ideal image of
the national park. It seemed that there was no holistic understanding of the term ‘sustainable’ as
everyone had a fragmented grasp of the concept, focusing on separate aspects like economic
viability, social equity, and environmental protection as their subjective aim abandoning the fact
that improving the sustainability meant pushing these pillar without disregarding the other pillars.
Most actors in the secondary group were showing no intention to shift or change the flow of
power/authority in the existing network. Unlike the dynamics on the primary stakeholder group,
the notions which expressed by these secondary actors were increasing the chances for these
respective actors to get involved, rights to give an opinion, and be considered on the forthcoming
policy discussion by the authorities as expressed by some interview quotes below:
“I push the local government to maintain the number of operating boats within the national
park during some occasions/meetings. It really threatened the hotel business. I have seen
so many times that many people landed at Labuan Bajo, but instead of staying at the hotel
or guesthouse in Labuan Bajo, they directly got on the boat. Ironically, the boat’s owners
were not even local. We do not have enough money to provide a fully-equipped luxury boat
for the tourists, and it is all owned by foreigners. And because of this, the national park
received more visitor than it should. That is why it has been an urgent matter to implement
the carrying capacity policy as soon as possible.” – (PHRI, 2019)
“giving technical assistance to the locals is important. Like said by the people of Bajo on
Rinca Island ‘we actually want to be involved (in the tourism industry), but we do not know
how to do it.” – (SUNS, 2019)
On the other hand, the authority did not entirely exclude some actors in the discussion. SUNS also
stated that the situation was getting better recently in terms of the community empowerment in
Komodo. SUNS has been invited to join FGD session in the KNPA’s office to develop a
masterplan on the ecotourism area within their territory and design a scheme of village-owned
enterprises which would integrate the local community on the island. It shows that there are more
spaces for more collaboration between the local villages and the national park management
organisation.
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Meanwhile, two of the actors in this group; WWF and SUNS also mentioned that the dynamics of
what happened between the actors during the national park closure discourse had made some actors
closer to each other shown by more frequent interactions while it did not seem that way before the
park closure idea announced.
“People here in Komodo and Labuan Bajo tended to see an issue in a fragmented way.
For example, when suddenly there was a rest area project construction on the Rinca and
Padar Islands, tourism entrepreneurs were so resistant to the development plan because
the impact they might experience on the business and no one else backed up the resistance
group. But when lately, there was an idea of relocating the local community, the business
owners tended to give no reaction to the idea. I see this as a phenomenon that people
incline to be ignorant towards the other group of people when they receive no consequence
from emerging issue. We tried to change this and advocate the people to see the closure
initiative as a bigger picture that might lead to the relocation idea. Therefore, different
elements of society need to work side by side as they were the first group of actors who
would experience the changes once the policy was set and signed.” – (SUNS, 2019)
“Long time ago before the national park closure was everywhere on the news. These vocal
and active people were not that close with the national park authority. But because of the
current issue and dynamics, now they are saying ‘yes, we have to preserve the national
park, and if there was an investor, we should reject them’. Now there are more people at
the side of the national park. – (WWF, 2019)
Moreover, apart from the improvement of the relationship between the local/site-level actors in
Komodo and Labuan Bajo, the vertical network of actors seemed to be frail. The coordination
between central, provincial and local government was not well-designed as a different
governmental actor might interpret the rule differently (DOCK, 2019), resulting different approach
to achieve the same goal of national park sustainability as a tourism destination. It led to a
miscoordination at the site-level actors as these actors likely to be the technical unit of an
organisation and not involved in the strategic decision-making process were usually filled by the
provincial and national government stakeholders. A more coordinated and efficient bureaucracy
at the strategic decision-making level would be the game-changer in the story of a sustainable
tourism development plan in Komodo and Labuan Bajo.
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4.2 DISCUSSION
4.2.1 POWER-INTEREST STAKEHOLDER MAP
After synthesising the findings on different power levels and interests on two different themes –
park closure and the destination management, the author was able to draw out the position of each
identified actor into the network of policy formulation at Komodo NP. The grid shows different
position and treatment, which increased the probability of efficient management setting in Komodo
NP as well as reducing the potential conflict that might occur between the actors in the event of a
new policy formulation. Table 2 is a visual summary of the author’s findings on the topics which
were covered in this study as they appeared in the case of each stakeholder. The labels were given
to each stakeholder and make for the power-interest map built in figure 9. Different colour schemes
produce a clear visualisation of power and interest degree with red depicting low interest and
power possession, yellow means moderate effect and green shades depicting high power and
interest possession from the respective stakeholders.
TABLE 2. CLASSIFICATION TABLE PER ATTRIBUTE

Source: Author
Each label was given to the stakeholder by looking at the degree of influence including the type of
power a stakeholder contributed to the policymaking process and to what extent a stakeholder was
affected with the presence of occurring two main interests. Author used the scale from low to high
for the attributes and very low to very high for the final label column. In terms of the labelling,
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‘High Influence’ on power level, particularly on the coercive power is depicted by stakeholder’s
capability to impose physical sanction to other stakeholders directly, ability to influence the
authoritative stakeholder to impose the sanction, or have no possession of the power to do such
action at all. The same scoring system also applied to the other power attributes like
financial/material contribution or ability to mobilise public attention. Likewise, the interest was
measured by the interest level of the stakeholder towards each interest theme found on the field.
High being the stakeholder very affected with the issue of national park closure and low as an
indication that the stakeholder experienced relatively low impact and had no organisational interest
to

get

involved

as

a

result

of

an

insignificant

change

to

the

organisational

activity/structure/mission. All the descriptive findings in chapter 4.1 were extracted and used as
the source for creating Table 2.
The author then labels the general state of each stakeholder on the power and interest level by
Using the information from Table 2, the overview of full power and interest map of Komodo’s
stakeholder could be seen on Figure 9 below.

FIGURE 9. POWER-INTEREST MAP

Source: Author (using Mandelow, 1981)
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The map above is utilised as the starting point to respond to the main research question of this
study which visualises the network of stakeholders in Komodo NP. The map indicated the key
stakeholders in the policy-making process at the park shown by the top-right grid box on the map,
there are five actors and interestingly, fully consists of state actors. It could be an indication that
the management of Komodo NP still uses the top-down approach as the key stakeholders were
expressing high interest in the discussion also possessed a high authority in the governance system.
The peculiarity of LBTAA’s position might be the result of inconsistency of its function and
responsibility in Labuan Bajo and Komodo as LBTAA is a new-established governmental body as
it must settle and adjust its position in the network towards the existing stakeholders. Further, the
other types of actors such as NGOs, Private, or local community are hardly seen entering the grid
of ‘key stakeholders’ due to the limited access to power for non-governmental stakeholders in
Komodo setting. The categorisation of primary and secondary stakeholders is reflected on figure
9 where these primary actors have mostly entitled the status of a key stakeholder in the policymaking process at Komodo NP.
Another point to support the top-down assumption was a situation where a limited local
community had insignificant participation in monitoring and enforcing the natural resource
conservation regulations (Hartter and Ryan, 2010). Moreover, Hatter and Ryan (2010) also argued
that a top-down approach as a proper method in achieving sustainability on a natural resource
management setting. The claim is supported by a fieldwork interview with SUNS, saying that a
grass-root approach is indeed a more effective way to manage the natural area because it creates a
sense of belonging to the place, so the people perceived the issue as their own problem and threat
the long-term availability of their resources. It was reasonable to promote the grass-root approach
as the authority admitted that there was a limitation on their power to perform a wide-ranging
security and protection practices in the area of the national park. However, some notes concerning
the representation of the local community in a policy discussion need to be considered too. With
the current level of political awareness and political process from the communities in Komodo, it
could be a hard and daunting task for the authority to incorporate them into the discussion. Based
on the observation and findings from the interview, the best option for the natural management
setting in the region would be staying with the current arrangement of actors, using the closedsystem (Crosby, 1996) for the strategic decision-making. Also, suggestively to include the local
community in a more active participation on the conservation and tourism activities inside national
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park area as well as building their awareness to have an active role by the time they are progressing
with more participations.
Aside from the perspective of key stakeholders and the local community involvement, the other
grids of power interest map are worth to discuss as well. For instance, the position of the private
sector or business associations in the network. Although these actors are positioned low on the
map due to their low power level relative to other stakeholders, there might be a potential in the
future that the authority of business entities would receive more access to the power in the network.
It could be seen from the trend of investment in the Labuan Bajo recently. As the Changi Airport
Authority just signed the agreement to expand the Komodo airport by investing IDR 1.2 Trillion
(EUR 79 Million) in its 25-year development plan, more upscale business presences were expected
in the region aligning with the government’s appointment for Labuan Bajo and Komodo as
Indonesia’s premium destination. With more investments and capitals on the private market,
growth of business sector could raise the power level of local business association within the
network by giving financial contribution to the national park management or the local government,
therefore increasing their statement on the policy discussion arena which might influence the final
policy to be advantageous for their side.
Concerning the analysis of relative power in this research, it was found that the capacity of actors
to influence other actors in Komodo was strictly limited to the state actors. However, increasing
the influence could also be performed through the emerging private sector scenario as described
previously and through a partnership agreement with the authority. The partnership approach was
demonstrated by WWF and KSP, despite their status as NGOs, these actors were able to gain more
power/influence relatively high in comparison to other NGOs or business associations in the
network. With their expertise in their respective fields, these NGOs managed to give insights that
were considered by the authority and indirectly shaped the final policy outcome – KSP data was
utilised as one of the strong reasonings on keeping the park open for tourism visit. On the light of
sustainable development, the partnership which involves non-state actor’s participation is likely to
be a response on a claim said that non-state actors are underrepresented in the governance of
sustainable development (Pattberg et al., 2012). This indication was a sign that the governance of
natural resource area in Komodo has shown progress with opening opportunities by allowing nonstate actors to participate actively since mid-2000. Current collaboration with Changi’s airport
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authority in improving the infrastructure of the destination in a certain context can be another
example for a progress in the governance of natural resource area. Furthermore, it is a matter of
time before the government has the willingness to not only cooperating with big and high-end
players/investors but also providing a partnership scheme which meets the capacity and capital of
local community therefore proving that tourism in Labuan Bajo and Komodo brings a positive
effect to different layers of business sizes and communities as well as promoting stakeholders’
inclusivity.

4.2.2 THE STORY OF STAKEHOLDER INTEREST AND ITS IMPACTS
The represented interests during the discourse of national park closure were also identified during
the interviews. In general, all the actors seemed to have a concern to achieve the sustainable
management of Komodo NP and the surrounding areas as one tourism destination. It has been
determined earlier that there were two main topics of discussion which were used to draw out the
people’s interest in Komodo’s case; the national park closure and the destination management.
From these two interlink interests, the author was able to pull out three major drivers which
stimulate people on performing what they have been performing in terms of policymaking process.
Firstly, all actors agreed that Komodo and its habitat was a natural heritage which urgently needed
to be preserved. Further, it is also perceived by the actors in Komodo that there was a regulatory
gap which resulted in overlapping authority power in Komodo. One of the obvious examples is
the MoEF as an organisation which has the full authority over the national park area (as described
on the Act of the Republic of Indonesia number 5 of 1990) is not the only actor owning the right
to manage the park and its natural resources. Referencing to another Act of the Republic of
Indonesia number 23 of 2014 concerning the local government administration, chapter five article
number 27 (3) stating that the provincial government has authority over the water area – maximum
12 miles from the coastline. Based on these regulations, a part of KNPA’s territory is also under
the jurisdiction of the provincial government. It was recognised as one of the reasoning on why
NTT technically could announce such a statement to close the park because the system of laws
allowed them to do so.
The other identified major driver was the fact that the majority of development plan in Komodo
was economic-growth oriented; the people’s main driver to participate on the discussion,
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motivation of business presence in the region, as well as the government’s motive in
acknowledging the destination as super-priority and premium destination for fostering the
economic growth in the region and Indonesia’s tourism industry in general. In stressing the effect
of emerging interests and policy-drivers, the author drew out the link of each topic and saw the
connections among them. These interests, policy drivers and the locality of this research – Komodo
then produced certain impacts which were observed during the fieldwork. Figure 10 visualises of
these discovered phenomena at the context of Komodo NP and during the research timeframe. The
lines are showing a cause-effect relationship between a factor with the other factors. Generally,
discovered impacts of emerging interests between stakeholders are the products of combined
policy drivers that rooted from the two main discussed interests.

FIGURE 10. INTEREST, POLICY DRIVERS, AND IMPACTS

Source: Author
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As mentioned earlier, that identification process of the interests started with two main interest
themes that were being discussed between stakeholders. Furthermore, during the fieldwork, the
author found there were three major policy drivers which mainly influence the process of policymaking process at Komodo National Park. These policy drivers are linked to identified impacts
which were observed during a fieldwork in Komodo and Labuan Bajo. As depicted in figure 10,
both the closure and destination management topic are linked to all three policy drivers. It means
that the current policy discussion setting is the result of these current interests. Moreover, the
further impact on the field could also be determined and be linked to the policy drivers.
Firstly, the desire to utilise the natural resource at the national park. This policy driver could be
interpreted in two ways; utilise the resources for preservation as shown by the works of KNPA
and environmentalist NGOs (e.g. WWF & KSP) or utilisation of the natural resources for profit
means as demonstrated by government entities such as MoT, MBG, and NTT including several
business associations like DOCK, PHRI, HPI. Despite their common goal to protect the Komodo
and environment, the author assumed that there was a slight difference in utilising the natural
resource. And by looking at most government bodies (i.e. including the central government of
Indonesia assigning the area as super-priority destination), they inclined to see the Komodo as a
tourist attraction. It led to the first identified impact, which was insufficient pro-environment
policy, e.g. appointment of Komodo as the super-priority destination by the central government,
massive airport development plan, other infrastructure projects like resorts and marina in Labuan
Bajo. The next impact was the effect of differing perceptions, whether to focus on preservation or
utilising resources in Komodo. With two different measures taken from the same policy driver, it
created tensions and produced a power dynamic between stakeholders, particularly in managing
the natural resources at Komodo NP. The last identified impact linked to preservation as a policy
driver was the unclear direction of the development plan mainly due to the differing perceptions
between the authorities.
The second policy driver is overlapping authorities between state actors. As previously mentioned
in chapter 4.1 and the beginning of sub-chapter 4.1.2, that authority gap was apparent in Komodo
National Park. The situation of overlapping authorities also became the first reasoning that
encouraged the author to conduct this research, particularly finding who has the highest authority
(formulated as one of the sub-research question) in Komodo National Park as several actors
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claimed and announced a controversial statement like park closure and rising the park entrance
fee. Thereby, it is necessary to claim and find out who the most powerful actor in the network and
be able to produce legitimate statement to the public. It was stated earlier that the conflict of
interests between governmental actors has been occurring since 2018 when NTT planned to raise
the tourist entrance fee while the right to adjust a tariff on national park belonged to MoEF and
Ministry of Finance. Since then, many discussions happened on which actor have a right to do
what - in terms of the natural resources’ management in Komodo NP. Power dynamics inevitably
became one of the impacts that formed by the overlapping authorities as it was manifested through
the eagerness of NTT to be more involved in managing the national park. The second impact of
overlapping authorities is an unclear direction of a development plan in Komodo primarily due to
the inconsistency of regulator’s goal on the future of destination as these state actors were
exercising their power for their institutional interests and benefit.
A focus on high economic growth was also identified as one of the main policy drivers in Komodo.
The author sees the rapid development as an effect of economic growth seemed becoming a
priority for most stakeholders, more than focusing on the conservation efforts in the destination.
This last driver had impacted the area as physical development growth was speedy and easily
noticeable aiming at the destination readiness in attracting more tourists in general (previously) or
more high-spender tourists (the new target market since Komodo was assigned as super-priority
and premium destination). There were three different impacts related to this policy driver. Firstly,
it was interlinked with rapid physical development as the destination prepared for more tourist
volume and different demands. And then, with the aim of high economic impact, it left the
stakeholders neglected the local community to actively involved in the whole tourism development
plan. Therefore, community involvement was perceived low, and it was mainly due to limited
access for the locals to be represented in the formal discussion setting and stigma that local
community had insufficient competency to enter the labour market for the new target demand –
high spender and premium tourists. The government then should consider using an additional
grass-roots approach to formulate the best possible way of integrating the local community as an
active stakeholder who benefits the tourism activity around them. In a way that the grass-roots
approach complements the current top-down approach on developing the destination. The last
impact of an economic-oriented driver was the unclear direction of the development plan as
showcased on three different drivers that influence the action of stakeholders in the network.
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The author highlights that the unclear direction of Komodo development plan is linked to all three
identified policy drivers. Then, the author argues that this particular impact should be the starting
point of recommendation which would be given at the end of this thesis report as it was interlinked
to all observable policy drivers. Furthermore, with several directions being taken by different
stakeholders (e.g. conservation, community empowerment, and economic gain) it was difficult to
generalise the common goal of developing Komodo as a tourism destination for these actors as the
collaborative platform and integrated workplan barely took place. Therefore, the development
seemed off the track (e.g. despite the label as a natural world heritage site, yet massive construction
projects were taken place to welcome a high number of tourists). Finally, by mapping out the
stakeholder network and the cause of issues on the grounds, this study intends to contribute more
to the destination, giving a tool that might be used by the policymakers to assist them in
implementing new policies by viewing back on the process that happened on the case of national
park closure proposal in 2019 and drawing out the interests, triggers, and observed impacts on the
field.
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CHAPTER 5. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The baseline of this thesis work is to identify and map stakeholders who are involved in the policymaking process that unfolded with proposals to close the Komodo NP to tourists in 2019 by
utilising the concept of power, interest and stakeholder approach. The author’s assumption on three
factors of power, interest, and dynamics between stakeholders shaping the Komodo NP’s
policymaking process was indeed recognised in this research. The emergence of closure discourse
was triggered by power dynamics and differing interest between the main stakeholders. Moreover,
the thesis revealed that the main actors in Komodo’s policy discourse were limited to state actors,
however an approach to engage to non-state actors was also initiated by setting up a hearing session
between stakeholders to formulate the best possible outcome for all stakeholders in Komodo.
Beyond the power-interest map generated in figure 9, this study also stressed on three main policy
drivers and impacts which all linked and revolved around the two main interests in Komodo. The
latter topic on observable interests, policy drivers, and impacts (Figure 10) was used as the starting
point of formulating recommendations presented below. The selection of Komodo as the research
case study was necessary due to the attention given to the destination from the government,
domestic and international tourists, foreign/local investors, as well as the environmentalists as its
status as a priority destination and unique ecosystem. Despite the trend of closing a national park
from tourists’ visit in southeast Asia, the government of Indonesia seemed to have a different
approach to limit human presence in the protected natural-based tourism destinations as the
Komodo NP remains open in 2020 for tourism visit.
This research employed the analysis of stakeholder by emphasising the spectrum of power,
interest, and dynamics which arose during the policy-formulation and -discussion process in 2019.
The power-interest map (Figure 9), this thesis outlines and analyses the stakeholder network in
Komodo and allows research question to be answered to constituently describe the overall network
of stakeholder at Komodo NP.
a. Who are the key stakeholders involved in the Komodo NP’s policy-making process?
Based on the findings, the key stakeholders in the context of formulating the policy which
applied at Komodo NP are MoEF, KNPA, NTT, MoT, and MBG. These actors are entitled as
key institutions by looking at the degree of power and interest towards the issue and context set
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for this research. As seen in Table 1, these actors placed high in the overall degree of power,
mostly labelled as moderate to high influence on the policy-making process in the three different
power spectrums. And for the interest level, the respective actors mainly labelled high as the
actors were highly affected by the issue of national park closure and the destination management
in Komodo. With an exception for MoT due to its current ministerial function to promote the
destination and not necessarily manage the destination directly. Therefore, this group of key
stakeholders should be monitored and maintained carefully by the MoEF as these actors have
relatively high influence, access to power, as well as the authority to determine the success of
policy implementation in the area in comparison to less significant stakeholders in the network
(in terms of power and interest).

b. To what extent do stakeholders hold power in the policy-making process?
The power of this research’s context is divided into three different types; coercive, utilitarian,
and normative power. The possession of power is differently varied between the actors. The
contributing factor that influences to what extent an actor holds power is determined by the
status of stakeholder (state or non-state), the access to create, implement and evaluate
regulations, financial or material ownership which contributed to the process of national park
management, and a symbol of esteem from an actor which could be utilised to shift/control
public attention. In the case of Komodo, the domination of state actors is apparent as previously
shown on the power interest map – Figure 9. The last decision-making meeting that produced
the final announcement of letting the park open was also strictly limited to only three actors;
MoEF, MoT, and NTT. However, in the process, the MoEF as the legitimate government body
responsible for the national park area was able to incorporate the aspiration and insight of broad
range stakeholders concerning the impact of park closure to the broader group of society. Other
than being consulted by the government, a partnership scheme was provided to let the non-state
actors get more involved in doing conservation work/services. Such an arrangement made the
author argued that currently, power is pooled to certain actors with a few options and
opportunities available for public-private partnership. This alternative option to partnering up
with a government is a good bureaucracy improvement as it increases the access for non-state
actors to collaborate with authority and fill the capabilities gap that appears when the
management of this area solely run by state actors.
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c. What are the main interests which are represented by the stakeholders at Komodo NP?
The main interest that is represented by stakeholders is the urgency of keeping the Komodo NP
sustainably managed and -maintained as well as finding a proper management approach that is
profiting all stakeholders. Despite being able to agree on one common interest for the Komodo,
different motivations to be included on the policy-making process were identified, the three
main motivations are preserving the natural resources in the national park, economic gain from
the tourism activity, and social encouragement to have a voice – in a case of local community
on Komodo and Rinca Islands. The difference in motivation also reflects the priority of each
actor’s effort to achieve sustainability in Komodo. For instance, MBG believes that to achieve
the tourism sustainability in the region, ensuring the local government received the economic
benefit (e.g. diving or snorkelling, tourist and hotel tax) from the tourism industry is essential
while for environmentalist NGOs protecting the ecosystem should be on top of stakeholder’s
priority list. The author argues that different perspective on interest is essential to be
acknowledged by the authority even though all stakeholders have a common objective for the
destination; to manage the destination sustainably.

d. Which coalitions exist, and how do these affiliations relate to each other?
In looking at the coalition, the author expected that coalition would be formed with the basis of
common institutional/organisational form (e.g. coalition among government actors, a coalition
of business representatives). However, in this research context, the coalitions were formed in a
basis of common understanding in visualising Komodo as a sustainable tourism destination. It
was demonstrated by how reactive the non-state actors during the fieldwork in rejecting the idea
of national park closure from NTT despite the similar organisational form or shared vision of
the national park to conserve the Komodo and the surrounding ecosystems successfully.
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e. What are the policy drivers in the policy formulation process at Komodo NP?
As previously shown on figure 10, three main drivers are perceived to be the triggers of a new
policy in Komodo by the time this research was conducted; preservation of the natural
resources, overlapping authorities, and focus on high economic growth.

Ultimately, a robust hierarchy structure should be defined clearly to prevent an overlapping
authority between the actors. For instance, it could be done through Republic Act Amendment or
strengthening the authority of one actor stating that national park area belongs to the supervision
of the national-level institution. The precise definition of function and responsibility can guarantee
the success of a particular policy implementation and indicate a distinct direction of development
plan without excluding another element of society. Because eventually, the importance of
stakeholder analysis was increasing the policy acceptance in the society, increase the effectiveness
of collaboration among the actors, promote the transparent decision-making process, and assist the
feasibility of future policy options (Brugha and Varvasovszky, 2000) through the outcome of this
study; power-interest map and driver-impact graph (figure 9 and 10) which emphasised certain
collaboration scheme and decided a common direction for the future of Komodo as a tourism
destination.
Moreover, Sutton (1999) argued on the importance of critical input and reviews in the process of
policy-making, this thesis fills this gap and contribute in giving external perspective of the
stakeholder network by utilising in-person interviews, implicit expression of an organisation
through institutional stance, and then analysed the language of their statement both in general
media platform and field interviews in this study. At last, the result of this study was not intended
to de-legitimise a certain actor(s) but unravelling the process and understand that it is essential to
acknowledge multiple interpretations in the social network of reality as well as recognise the
reasoning of an act from certain actors, which expectantly contribute further policy development
process in Komodo NP. In essence, it could be traced by looking at cultural backgrounds, or
situated agency (Denzin and Lincoln, 1994) which highly influence and therefore, define the
human behaviour and multiple reality as well as specifically deepen the understanding the social
phenomenon in the process of policy-making at Komodo National Park.
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ANNEXES
A. INTERVIEWEE LIST
TABLE 3. INTERVIEWEE LIST WITH INSTITUTION CODES

No

Institutions

Institution

Interviewee

Codes
1

Ministry of Environment and

MoEF

Forestry

Julianti Siregar – Head of Sub-Directorate,
Utilisation of Environmental Service and
Natural Tourism

2

Ministry of Tourism

MoT

Vinsensius

–

Jemadu

Director

of

International Marketing, Greater China
3

Provincial Government of East

NTT

Nusa Tenggara

Wayan Darmawa – Head of Tourism and
Creative Economy Agency of East Nusa
Tenggara Province

4

Komodo NP Authority

KNPA

Dwi Putro – Head of Administration at
Komodo NP Agency

5

Labuan Bajo – Flores Tourism

LBTAA

Frans Teguh – Act. President Director of
Labuan Bajo – Flores Tourism Authority

Authority Agency

Agency and Ministerial Staff for Maritime
at MoT
6

Manggarai

Barat

Local

MBG

Government
7

Dive

Agency of West Manggarai

Operator

Community

DOCK

Komodo
8

Agustinus Rinus – Head of Tourism

Susan

Stephanie

–

Project

Conservation Manager

WWF-Indonesia

WWF

Khaifin and Susi Kamil – WWF Staffs for
Lesser Sunda, Komodo

9

Indonesia Hotel and Restaurant
Association
Manggarai

and

–

Chapter West

PHRI

Silvester Wenggel – Chairman

10

Komodo Survival Program

KSP

Deni Purwandana – CEO and Program
Coordinator of KSP

11

Sunspirit Justice and Peace

SUNS

Venan Haryanto – Researcher at Sunspirit
Justice and Peace

12

Swisscontact Indonesia

SWSS

Adiska Octa Paramita – Project Officer

B. TOPICS OF DISCUSSION AND INTERVIEW GUIDE
TOPICS
TABLE 4. LIST OF TOPICS FROM THEORIES

1
2
3

Policy (Including the policy process)
Agenda behind the policy provision
An interest which represents through policy existence
Frequency of stakeholder participation in the policy-making process

4
5
6

Stakeholder Analysis
Stakeholder is being consulted during the process
Influence level of stakeholder in the policy process
Identified allies/threat

Power
7 Physical sanction enforcement
8 Financial or material resource
9 Public support
10 Stakeholder dependency toward other actors

11
12
13
14

Interest
Dynamics of interest shift – past, present and the future
Coalition
Vision and stake when the policy is implemented
Bureaucratic constraints/barriers

INTERVIEW GUIDE
Instructions for the interview:
1. Explain why the interviewee is selected and what will be done with the answers of the
interview.
2. Ask for their permission to record.
3. Explain our common goal and specific objective of the research.
4. Explain the structure/layout of the interview and maybe indicate how much time it will take.
(approximately one hour)
5. Confidential disclosure agreement (anonymity & storage)
TABLE 5. OPENING INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

1
2
3

Opening Questions
Please introduce yourself and the organisation which you represent now
Could you tell more about the organisation and its relationship with the Komodo NP?
What do you know about the update of Komodo NP closure in 2020?

TABLE 6. INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

No Topics
1
Interest

2

Power

Questions
Probing Keywords
What is your stake in the idea of National Park Interest,
closure?
involvement, timebound
What is your position towards this initiative? Attitude,
support/against,
time-bound
What
would
be
the
stake
in What would you
supporting/fighting against this initiative?
win/lose,
agenda,
time-bound
What are the background stories of this Environment,
closure initiative? What do you perceive as economy, social
the trigger?
How do you perceive your influence Finance, knowledge,
regarding this new policy development decision-making
process?
power
How would you perceive as an ideal influence Finance, knowledge,
of your organisation towards the closure of decision-making
national park initiative?
power

3

Coalition

Who is the actor you perceive has the highest Dominant,
decision-making power in creating a new legitimate
policy in Komodo NP?
organisation,
willingness
to
contribute
Have you ever worked or being engaged to
Komodo NP issues before the national park
closure initiative raised up? If yes, in what
way did you engage with the stakeholder
network?
Currently, which stakeholder are you in touch Lobby, meetings
with? To discuss the national park closure
initiative?
What form of relationship you maintain with Formal, informal,
another stakeholder concerning the national intensive,
current
park closure?
participation
How often do you cooperate with them?
Frequency
per
month/quarter of a
year
Which stakeholder would you prefer to Interaction, coalition
cooperate with?
National Park Closure due to Tourism, how
does the current process work?

