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Short Summary 

The emphasis on ecological and integrative objectives of recent initiatives on EU marine 
policy calls for innovative forms of stakeholder involvement in the Baltic Sea Region (BSR). 
It creates a need to develop structures and processes for exchange between the riparian 
countries and also the various stakeholders on the nature of the interconnectedness between 
risks and sectors and possible ways to deal with this interconnectedness in risk assessment and 
risk management. This Deliverable provides an analysis of current conditions for stakeholder 
involvement in support of more integrated environmental risk governance in the BSR as 
required by the ecosystem approach to management (EAM). The analysis is based on a case 
study approach and has a twofold focus. Firstly, we have investigated risk frames in terms of 
existing perspectives of five environmental risks in the debates over marine environmental 
risk governance in the BSR. Secondly, we have explored in regard to the five cases 
institutional provisions for risk communication in the BSR targeted at stakeholders and/or the 
general public. 

A general finding of our analysis is that amongst some of the stakeholders there is currently a 
rather low level of interest in and awareness/understanding of eco-system related challenges 
and the conditions for realizing the solution potential of EAM. Implementation of a more 
integrated approach of environmental risk governance in the spirit of EAM in the Baltic Sea 
region would require increased efforts to encourage stakeholders to develop ownership of 
environmental and ecological risks and commitment to the basic principles supporting EAM.  

Another general finding is that EAM-related risk communication targeted at the general 
public is only emerging and that EAM has not (yet) become part of public imagination and 
debate at national and transnational (BSR) levels. A high level of public awareness and media 
attention towards the subject of EAM could facilitate the development of ownership and 
commitment by the various groups affected by and interested in the management of Baltic Sea 
resources and uses. Stimulation of public attention to EAM is made more difficult by the fact 
that there is a lack of news media and a media-supported agenda at the regional level. 

On the other hand, there have been recent changes in stakeholder risk communication policy 
in regard to the studied environmental risks which could have a supportive effect on EAM 
implementation.  In the past decade, novel, dialogue-based forms of stakeholder involvement 
have been established. These have potential to support moving towards a more integrated 
approach of environmental risk governance in the BSR. They include HELCOM’s stakeholder 
‘dialogue policy’ (‘Stakeholder Conferences’) which complements its traditional ‘observer 
policy’ since the Baltic Sea Action Plan (BSAP) was initiated. With the focus of the BSAP on 
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EAM, HELCOM’s dialogue policy may contribute to stimulating stakeholder interest in the 
development and pursuit of ecological and integrative objectives in Baltic Sea environmental 
risk governance. There is further the establishment of the Baltic Sea Regional Advisory 
Council (BS RAC). The BS RAC forms part of a system of stakeholder-led bodies tasked with 
providing regionally-sensitive advice on fisheries management under the revised EU’s 
Common Fisheries Policy. The multi-stakeholder design of the RACs (which provides for the 
inclusion of environmental NGOs) can help that the resource users develop ownership of 
environmental and ecological risks in terms of taking responsibility for the risks reflected in 
the management advice they advocate.  

Successful implementation of EAM would require, however, a more integrated system of 
stakeholder input/advice which better takes into account interdependencies among 
environmental risk issues and also their social and economic implications. We argue that 
setting up such a system, e.g. in form of a “regional marine advisory council”, would require 
mastering of several challenges. This includes addressing issues of inclusion, motivation and 
capacity, divergent interpretations of EAM, and vertical coordination of stakeholder advice in 
a multi-level governance system. 

As possible next steps forward we discuss: 

• To expand and intensify HELCOM’s stakeholder involvement policy, for instance by 
supplementing the recently established structures for facilitating dialogue between the 
national ministries (HELCOM Baltic Agriculture and Environment Forum and 
HELCOM Baltic Fisheries and Environment Forum) by similar structures for 
facilitating dialogue between the various stakeholder groups that are attached to the 
different socio-economic sectors in the BSR. 

• To propagate EAM more strongly in regard to its procedural aspects and define it as a 
participatory management approach. If representations of the concept within policy, 
management and scientific circles placed special emphasis on the participation 
component, popularization of the concept in the BSR could gain impetus. The concept 
could gain in attractiveness from promises to stimulate and foster the setting up of 
innovative participatory learning and coordination processes and the development of 
‘learning’ institutions in regard to how a healthy Baltic Sea ecosystem can be 
achieved. 

• To enhance efforts to communicate EAM to the general public. For example, 
strengthened efforts could be made to use illustrative examples of ecological risks and 
appropriate EAM-based solutions in communicating the concept to journalists and 
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other disseminators; this could help to make the ecological/environmental challenge a 
‘hot topic’ and the management concept a charismatic idea in the entire BSR. 
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1. Introduction and Research Design 

Marion Dreyer & Piet Sellke 

1.1 The need for reviewing stakeholder communication and involvement in Baltic Sea 
environmental risk governance 

In the Baltic Sea region existing strategies for environmental risk governance have not been 
designed to deliver the holistic appraisals and integrated management required by the 
ecosystem approach to management (EAM). However, the implementation of this approach is 
identified as a key means for achieving a healthy marine environment and sustainable use of 
marine resources. It has now been adopted by many international agreements1, various EU 
acts related to marine environmental management2, and by HELCOM’s Baltic Sea Action 
Plan (BSAP) which was adopted in 2007 and is aimed at restoring the good ecological status 
of the Baltic marine environment by 2021. 

The EAM policy imperative and the still critical environmental and ecological status of the 
Baltic Sea (HELCOM, 2010; McGlade, 2010) require that environmental risk governance in 
the Baltic Sea Region (BSR) is reviewed and that fruitful links between EAM and 
environmental risk governance are established; this is a basic assumption of the RISKGOV 
project. Stakeholder communication and involvement in risk governance is one aspect for 
which such review and linkage is necessary3. Several recent empirical meta-studies on the 
effectiveness of public and stakeholder participation in the risk or environmental field have 
highlighted the potential contribution of stakeholder involvement to improving risk 
governance performance (US EPA/SAB, 2001; Beierle & Cayford, 2002; Rowe et al., 2004; 
Dietz & Stern, 2008; Renn, 2008). Stakeholder involvement in risk assessment and 
management process can help to improve the quality of decision making and to avoid 
damaging and time-consuming confrontation later on in the decision-making process. 

                                                            
1 One important example is the Convention on Biodiversity (CBD, 2006; UN 1992). 
2 In the context of the EU Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) (EC 2000) both EC and HELCOM 
emphasise the potential in making the Baltic Sea a European “pilot area” for the implementation of the 
Ecosystem Approach. 
3 The structural arrangements of risk governance and interactions between risk assessment and risk management 
are two further key components of environmental risk governance which RISKGOV has subjected to such 
review. The research results generated in regard to these two aspects are presented in the Work Package 1 report 
on “Environmental risk governance in the Baltic Sea” (Hassler et al., 2011) and the Work Package 2 report on 
“Interactions between risk assessment and risk management for environmental risks in the Baltic Sea” (Gilek et 
al., 2011). 
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However, it has also been stressed that this type of inclusive policy is not a guarantee that 
such confrontations and challenges will not take place (Yosie & Herbst, 1998). 

Moreover, there is wide agreement among scholars concerned with marine ecosystem-based 
management that broadening of stakeholder involvement constitutes a basic prerequisite for 
EAM implementation (e.g., Murawski, 2007; Berghöfer et al., 2008; Curtin & Prellezo, 
2010). The main reason given for this is the concept’s recognition that humans are elements of 
marine ecosystems whose actions, along with various other processes, can lead to significant 
changes in ecosystem functioning.  

RISKGOV has analysed the current processes and structures that shape stakeholder 
communication and involvement in Baltic Sea environmental risk governance. The main 
research question that has guided our research is: What are the conditions, opportunities and 
challenges for revising stakeholder involvement at the level of the Baltic Sea region in such a 
manner that sustainable management of the Baltic Sea ecosystem is improved and basic EAM 
requirements better served? The analysis was aimed at providing insights into past 
experiences and recent reform efforts and developing suggestions for possible further reform 
of stakeholder involvement in the BSR. While the analysis takes into account provisions for 
stakeholder communication and involvement at the national, European and international level, 
the main focus is on arrangements at the regional level and the way these are embedded in and 
linked with the other policy levels. 

The analysis was carried out using a comparative case study approach. The comparative 
perspective was chosen because it makes it possible to generate insights into the ways in 
which current arrangements and future needs of stakeholder involvement are related to the 
specificities of particular risk cases. The five environmental risks that were analysed and 
compared for similarities and differences along the dimension of stakeholder communication 
are: eutrophication, oil discharges, overfishing, chemical pollution, and invasive alien species. 

1.2 Analytical focus  

The focus of our comparative analysis is twofold. Firstly, we have investigated risk frames in 
terms of existing perspectives of the five risks in the debates over marine environmental risk 
governance in the BSR (Chapter 2).  

Environmental risk governance in the Baltic Sea region has better chances of succeeding if 
those who are formally responsible for risk handling and those who are directly affected by or 
take an interest in the risks develop a common understanding of the risks: of the respective 
protection goals, the sources of the risks, evaluation of the risks and the need for and nature of 
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appropriate strategies for coping with the risks. Our analysis draws on the theoretical 
perspective of frame analysis and key concepts of this analytical approach in order to assess:  

− the degree of political and public awareness of the five risks in the Baltic Sea region 
using institutional anchorage of the risks as environmental policy issues, engagement 
of environmental and other non-governmental organizations (NGOs) with the risks, 
and media attention to the risks (as perceived by the interviewed stakeholders and 
indicated by recent print media research) as indicators; 

− similarities and differences among the cases regarding the extent to which there exist 
differing or conflicting frames of the risk issues with respect to the seriousness of the 
risk, urgency of risk mitigation and adequateness of current risk governance 
arrangements; divergent or conflicting risk framings can be taken as an indicator of the 
potential for societal dispute and mobilization in the respective issue area and the need 
to promote mutual exchange among stakeholders; 

− the potential of EAM to function as a metaframe and model (Leitbild) and as such 
facilitate communication and mutual understanding among the main actor groups 
involved or interested in environmental risk policy and governance; here we use the 
degree to which stakeholders acknowledge and promote EAM – as expressed in the 
interviews that were carried out with them – as the main indicator. 

Secondly, we have explored in regard to the five cases whether there are institutional 
provisions for risk communication in the BSR targeted at stakeholders (Chapter 3) and/or the 
general public (Chapter 4). 

One acknowledged instrument to respond (pro-actively or reactively) to risk debate and 
conflict is risk communication. Conceptual and empirical studies in the area of environmental 
risk governance highlight risk communication as one main task of institutions formally 
responsible for risk assessment and risk management (US NRC, 1989; Mulligan et al., 1998; 
Renn, 2008). We have explored in a comparative perspective whether there are risk 
communication activities specifically targeted at the stakeholders in the BSR and what form 
these activities take. This account of existing provisions for risk communication with and 
among stakeholders highlights recent changes in stakeholder-targeted risk communication, the 
respective rationale of these changes, and the extent to which these changes are related to the 
increasing political importance of EAM. 

We have further assessed the extent to which there are institutional provisions for risk 
communication targeted at the general public in the BSR. Communication of risk to the wider 
public can enhance public awareness of the risks and public interest in the risks’ appropriate 
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management. Efforts to strengthen stakeholder involvement in environmental risk governance 
and promote mutual exchange between relevant stakeholder groups, in turn, can benefit from 
such higher public awareness and interest.  

Moreover, we have examined current conditions for effective communication between 
institutions with responsibility for risk assessment and risk management activities at the 
different policy and jurisdictional levels; successful “internal risk communication” is a basic 
prerequisite for successful “external risk communication” (Chapter 5) (see below for a 
clarification of these concepts). 

Based on the theoretical and empirical knowledge gained from the framing and risk 
communication analyses we have drawn conclusions on how stakeholder involvement should 
be developed in order to improve environmental risk governance in the BSR. These 
conclusions highlight the challenges of developing processes of stakeholder involvement that 
better take into account the integrative approach that EAM requires. EAM takes a cross-
sectoral view and aims, amongst others, at the coordination of the different activities in and 
around the seas including fisheries, energy exploitation, shipping, tourism, agriculture etc. 
(Chapter 6). 

1.3 Key concepts 

In this section we will shortly introduce some of the main concepts that we have used to 
investigate the conditions that shape stakeholder communication and involvement in Baltic 
Sea environmental risk governance. Further conceptual clarifications are provided in the 
individual chapters.  

Risk frames 

Our investigation of the homogeneity respectively heterogeneity of the ways in which the five 
risk issues are defined in policy and public debate draws on the concept of ‘frame’ as used in 
political science and policy studies (e.g. Schön & Rein, 1994), public discourse studies (e.g., 
Gamson & Modigliani, 1989), social movement and collective action studies (e.g. Gerhards, 
1992), and communication and media studies (e.g., Scheufele, 1999). While the specific 
conceptualizations of frames differ in these bodies of literature, many definitions agree on the 
basic characterization that “frames construct particular meanings concerning issues by their 
patterns of emphasis, interpretation and exclusion” (Carragee & Roefs, p. 217). Entman 
clearly described this understanding of the concept contending that 

“[…] to frame is to select some aspects of a perceived reality and make them more salient 
in a communicating text, in such a way as to promote a particular problem definition, 
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causal interpretation, more evaluation and/or treatment recommendation for the item 
described” (Entman 1993, p. 52; emphasis in original). 

Accordingly, we refer by ‘risk frames’ to representations of risk that advance specific ways of 
seeing the risk issue including the way in which the risk should be managed, e.g. by reference 
to or omission of the EAM as a possible future course of mitigation action. 

Risk communication 

We understand the concept of risk communication as defined by the 1989 report on 
‘Improving Risk Communication’, produced by the Committee on Risk Perception and 
Communications of the US National Research Council (NRC). The report argues that risk 
communication is:  

“[…] an interactive process of exchange of information and opinion among individuals, 
groups and institutions. It involves multiple messages about the nature of risk and other 
messages, not strictly about risk, that express concerns, opinions or reactions to risk 
messages or to legal and institutional arrangements for risk management” (US NRC, 
1989, p. 21). 

In terms of objectives we distinguish between four general functions of risk communication4: 

− fostering understanding of risks among different constituencies, taking into account the 
dominant risk perception patterns of the target audiences (information provision is here 
essential) (enlightenment function); 

− assisting people in changing their daily behaviour or habits with the purpose to reduce 
their risks to life and personal health (information provision through two-way 
communication has an important role to play here) (behavioural change function); 

− promoting trust and credibility towards those institutions that handle or regulate risks 
(e.g. through documentation serving transparency) (trust-building function); 

− providing procedures for dialogue and alternative methods of conflict resolution as 
well as effective and democratic planning for the management and regulations of risks 
(participative function). 

We were especially interested in investigating whether processes of stakeholder involvement 
are developing at the level of the Baltic Sea Region designed to serve the fourth function. The 
participative function is particularly important under the condition that there is potential for 

                                                            
4 The four categories are adopted from Renn 2010, p. 86-94. 
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conflict defined along different social values, cultural lifestyles and worldviews. Dealing with 
values and worldviews requires a common understanding on the issues that underlie the risk 
debate. This requires innovative forms of stakeholder involvement. The main task of such 
exercises is to reflect on the relevant values that apply to the situation and to search for 
solutions that all participants find acceptable or at least tolerable, but also to build an 
atmosphere of mutual trust and respect. The intensity and scope of stakeholder involvement 
needs to be related to the nature of the issue and the extent of controversy (Renn, 2010, p. 83). 
This special interest reflects our assumption that the progressive implementation of EAM is 
likely to foster debates in which (re-)evaluation of environmental and ecological risks will get 
entangled with broader visions of what constitutes a marine management that promotes 
conservation and sustainable use in a reasonable manner.  

The four functions listed above all relate to ‘external risk communication’. By this term we 
refer to structures, procedures and contents of communication targeted at those outside the 
immediate (official) risk assessment or risk management process. We focus on stakeholders 
and the general public as targets. We define stakeholders as “socially organized groups who 
are or will be either affected by or have a strong interest in the outcome of the event or the 
activity from which the risk originates and/or by the risk management options taken to counter 
the risk” (Renn 2008, p. 273). By “general public” we refer to all individuals who are not 
directly affected by the risk or risk management and are part of the emerging public opinion 
on the issue (Ibid.). 

By ‘internal risk communication’ we refer to the structures and procedures of communication 
between those institutions and actors who are responsible for assessing and/or managing 
risks5. 

1.4 Method 

As mentioned above, the empirical data presented in this Deliverable is drawn from five case 
studies which were conducted in the RISKGOV project between 2009 and 2010. All case 
studies were guided by a common analytical framework. This analytical guideline ensured the 
comparability of the cases which were performed using similar research designs. 

The case studies analyse the governance of the marine environmental risks of eutrophication 
(Haahti et al., 2010), invasive alien species (Lemke et al., 2010), overfishing (Sellke et al., 
2010), oil discharges (Hassler et al., 2010), and chemical pollution (Udovyk et al., 2010) in 

                                                            
5 For the analytical distinction between internal and external risk communication see Renn, 2008, p. 202ff. 
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respect to three governance dimensions of which “Processes of Stakeholder Communication” 
is one6.  

All case studies employed an explorative-interpretative approach of qualitative social research 
and their results have been derived from three main sources:  

1. A literature and document research: The literature used was mainly from the body of 
research dealing with the risks selected for the comparative account. It included further 
studies concerned with theoretical and conceptual matters of governance of risk, the 
environment, and marine affairs. The document research included the investigation of relevant 
legal and policy documents issued at national, regional, EU or global level, and documents 
from public authorities, industry and business actors, environmental and other NGOs. 

2. Semi-structured qualitative interviews with key actors in the respective risk areas: The 
respondents selected for interviews included actors involved with risk policy making or risk 
management in the studied risk areas (primarily from national, HELCOM, and EU 
authorities), scientists involved with activities related to risk assessment (primarily from 
HELCOM and the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea, ICES), 
business/industry representatives, representatives of various NGOs (mainly but not 
exclusively environmental NGOs), and journalists. In total, about 100 interviews were 
conducted with informants from different countries around the Baltic Sea region (Finland, 
Sweden, Russia, Poland, Germany, and Denmark). Most of them were carried out during 
2010. 

3. A series of round table events with experts and stakeholders involved with the studied risk 
areas: Three such discussion events were held of which the third7 was on “Stakeholder 
Participation and Communication in Baltic Sea Environmental Risk Governance” (14-15 
February 2011, Stuttgart, Germany; Dreyer et al., 2011). From these discussion events we 
obtained important information for the mapping of interests, perspectives and capabilities of 
the different stakeholder groups. 

It should be noted, that it was not possible in the different case studies to investigate risk 
communication policies and practices comprehensively at national level and in all of the nine 

                                                            
6 The other two dimensions are „Governance Structures“ (in terms of policy context, regulatory frameworks, 
forms for decision-making, participation etc.) and “Governance Processes: Interaction between Risk Assessment 
and Risk Management”. 
7 The first round table dealt with “Scientific Uncertainty, Precaution and the Implementation of the Ecosystem 
Approach to Management for the Baltic Sea”, the second with “Implications of EU Integration for 
Environmental Risk Governance in the Baltic Sea Region”. 
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Baltic Sea countries. Therefore, the present Deliverable should by no means be understood as 
providing a comprehensive analysis of the risk communication activities concerning the Baltic 
Sea region. The focus of the analysis is instead on risk communication activities carried out 
by public authorities and intergovernmental organizations at the trans-national level (i.e. the 
level of the Baltic Sea region) and the EU-level. Examples of national-level risk 
communication activities present mostly information that was elicited through the stakeholder 
interviews. 
 
 
2. Framing of Baltic Sea Environmental Risks 

Magnus Boström & Marion Dreyer 

2.1 Introduction: Roles of framing in risk governance  

As was argued in the introductory chapter, framing is an essential part in comprehending and 
debating social, economic and environmental aspects in risk reducing policies. Frames can be 
widely shared among a great number of actors. In environmental risk governance activities 
and debates such collectively recognized and used frames include, for instance, sustainability, 
biodiversity, and precaution. Frames can also be more specific to a certain subset of actors. 
Framing occurs in a discursive context (cf. Steinberg, 1998), where actors may make different 
interpretations of these perspectives on an issue area. 

Every actor involved in environmental risk governance is also engaged in processes of 
framing, although these framing activities can be more or less reflective. On the one hand, 
framing can be an intentional and conscious activity used to mobilize commitments and 
convince various audiences about particular perspectives on the facts, values, concerns and 
action options associated with an environmental risk. On the other hand, framing can also 
occur without much reflection among actors of the (various) meanings that their risk 
interpretation schemes have in a particular discourse arena (Fischer, 2003). Still, frame 
analysis pays special attention to actors’ potentially active role in the construction of frames in 
terms of particular interpretative schemes. 

Frames that are widely used in relation to environmental risk governance in the Baltic Sea 
include for instance labels such as ‘nutrient overloading’, ‘overfishing’, ‘loss of biodiversity’ 
and 'the Ecosystem Approach to Management' – these are risk (management) perspectives to 
which different actors, including scientists, policy-makers, business actors, campaigners, and 
citizens attach various meanings. Such frames can play several roles within risk governance. 
In this chapter insights gained in the five case studies into the framing of the respective risks 
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are used to discuss three of such roles and assess their significance in Baltic Sea 
environmental risk governance.  

First, frames can be instrumental in raising awareness of the risk issue among the general 
public or specific actors groups. Second, frames may help people to communicate with each 
other and develop mutual understanding and collaboration (while people at the same time also 
may develop conflicting perspectives and argumentation through various framing efforts). 
Third, frames may function as an aid to reflect systematically on problematic situations (frame 
reflection). Each of these three functions is addressed successively in the following sections.  

2.2 Framing and awareness-raising: On the role of environmental NGOs and news 
reporting 

‘Overfishing’, ‘eutrophication’, ‘introduction of alien species’, ‘dispersion of hazardous 
chemicals’, and ‘oil spills’ are all issue labels which are established in policy and regulations 
(at global, EU, international and/or national levels) relating (also) to Baltic Sea environmental 
risk governance. At the level of the Baltic Sea region, all of these issues are acknowledged 
and acted upon as environmental problems and/or risks by the Baltic Marine Environment 
Protection Commission, also known as HELCOM or Helsinki Commission. The issues’ 
policy importance is partly the result of framing endeavours of environmental NGOs. They 
have been working to ensure that these issues are anchored firmly in environmental policy at 
the various political levels.  

In social movement research, framing theory is commonly used for analyzing how movement 
actors develop interpretative schemes to mobilize a larger group of supporters (Snow et al., 
1986; Snow & Benford, 1988). It is stated that one of the success factors for social 
movements and their organizations to achieve their aims – usually political and cultural 
change – is to develop their messages and arguments in a way that allow for cultural 
resonance, or  'frame resonance'. Concepts such as frame bridging8, frame amplification9, and 
frame extension10 are used to describe such processes. Environmental NGOs (but also policy 
makers and other actors in the environmental policy field) that struggle for risk reducing 
policies for the Baltic Sea engage in such type of framing activities.   

                                                            
8 Snow et al. (1986, p. 467) define frame bridging as 'the linkage of two or more ideologically congruent but 
structurally unconnected frames regarding a particular issue or problem.’ 
9 Frame amplification is the clarification and strengthening of a frame to audiences that have not understood a 
particular problem or issue (Snow et al. 1986). 
10 Frame extension is the strategy of actors to extend their frames beyond their initial interests, goals, and 
knowledge basis so as to increase frame resonance (Snow et al., 1986; Snow & Benford, 1988). 



     RISKGOV report   

 

    18

Environmental NGOs were, for instance, among the actors who campaigned for the 
designation of the Baltic Sea as a Particularly Sensitive Sea Area (PSSA). A PSSA is defined 
as “an area that needs special protection through action by IMO [the International Maritime 
Organization] because of its significance for recognized ecological or socio-economic or 
scientific reasons and which may be vulnerable to damage by international maritime 
activities” (IMO website11) (cp. Hassler et al., 2010, p. 28). This campaigning can be 
described as a form of frame extension activity in that the designation implies that the 
environmental pollution problem of the Baltic Sea region is embedded in a global context. 
Steven Yearley has argued (1996, 2005) that environmental problems are more likely to gain 
momentum if they are successfully constructed as global problems. The PSSA-label can now 
be used both for arguing for stricter risk reducing policies towards actors located within the 
Baltic Sea region and also actors operating at global levels (particularly shipping 
organizations) whose activities may affect the marine environment of the Baltic Sea. Such 
linking with international allies or principles to strengthen local campaigns is sometimes 
labelled as a boomerang strategy (Smith, 2008). 

If environmental risks are dealt with prominently in the mass media and receive broad public 
attention, this may promote the willingness of policy makers to place the issue firmly onto the 
political agenda; it may be also conducive to effective implementation of existing policies and 
regulations and their adaptation to new scientific insights or changing contextual conditions. 
In comparison to the other cases, the case of invasive alien species is still early in the policy 
attention cycle. The convention of key importance to the prevention and control of alien 
species and invasive alien species, the International Convention for the Control and 
Management of Ships Ballast Water & Sediments (BWM Convention), is a voluntary 
agreement which was adopted by the IMO in 2004 but still needs to be ratified in order to 
obtain a legal force (Lemke et al., 2010, p. 11). The issue is currently not high on the public 
agenda in the Baltic Sea region, therefore there is no significant public pressure on HELCOM 
contracting parties to speed up the ratification process or consider more detailed and binding 
regulations (Lemke et al. 2010, pp. 54-55). Apart from experts, it is mainly business actors 
such as the shipping industry and power plant operators who are aware of the issue. They are, 
however, concerned about socio-economic rather than environmental risks (Lemke et al., 
2010, p. 57).  

Of our selected five cases, the issue of invasive alien species appears to receive the lowest 
degree of media and public attention, in particular in the post-Soviet countries (Lemke et al., 
                                                            
11 http://www.imo.org/ourwork/environment/pollutionprevention/pssas/Pages/Default.aspx (accessed on 9 
September 2011). 
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2010, p. 55). This might be partly related to the fact that the issue does not belong to those 
environmental issues which are considered of high priority by environmental NGOs (Ibid., p. 
29). From the interviews with environmental NGOs which were carried out in the alien 
species case study it can be concluded that these actors currently are not engaged in framing 
efforts targeted towards pushing the issue onto the public agenda and mobilizing support for a 
more developed risk policy. They do not appear to consider it a prioritized problem. The 
minor importance of the issue in public discourse might be also partly due to the fact that 
there has been no record of a negative impact of alien species in the Baltic Sea yet (Zgrundo, 
2011, p. 2). It might be further related to the “dual nature” (Lemke et al., 2010, p. 54) of the 
issue in terms of biodiversity and ecosystem functioning. In scientific discourse, the 
introduction of invasive alien species is defined both in positive terms as a possible increase 
in structural and functional diversity, and in negative terms as a possible risk of distinction of 
rare species and deterioration of ecosystem goods and services (Ibid., p. 56). There is a high 
degree of uncertainty involved in assessing the impact of invasive alien species. Although 
examples of their negative impact on marine environments worldwide are known, the 
consequences associated with their establishment in new habitats are very difficult to predict 
beforehand, since a lot depends on a single species, the time, and the location of an 
introduction (Zgrundo, 2011, p. 2). 

Overfishing and eutrophication, by contrast, are much more clearly negatively connoted both 
in the political and the public arena. They catch more easily mass media attention because 
they can be reported on and visualised as problems with catastrophic potential (e.g., through 
images of algal blooming and visions of oceans having been fished to death); fish, moreover, 
has a high symbolic loading which promises a high degree of cultural resonance12. Jönsson 
(2011) has found out, that within Swedish newspapers, these two issues are the most reported 
and discussed risks among the five selected cases. These are also issues which rank high on 
the agenda of many environmental NGOs operating (also) in relation to the Baltic Sea region. 
The World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF), for instance, in a joint initiative with the company 
Unilever founded in 1997 the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) which certifies the 
sustainability of fisheries. The blue MSC logo is intended to offer consumers the possibility to 
make an environmentally sound choice when buying fish13. WWF publishes moreover in 
different countries shopping guidebooks for fish with the purpose to help consumers 

                                                            
12 In the course of history, the fish became a symbol of good luck in many cultures because it was seen as 
typifying the circle of life. Particularly, in the first centuries of Christianity fish had importance as a motive of 
salvation (Mayer-Tasch, 2007). 
13 See: http://www.msc.org/de (accessed on 22 September 2011). 
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contribute to saving fish stocks from over-fishing. WWF Germany, for instance, publishes 
since 2000 the ‚Einkaufsratgeber Fisch & Meeresfrüchte‘14. Decision criteria follow the traffic 
light system, green signals ‘acceptable’ (good choice), amber ‘questionable’ (second choice), 
and red ‘critical’ (you better don’t buy) (Sellke et al., 2010, p. 31ff.). 

It is obvious that oil spills also have high ‘news value’.  

"Few other risk areas give rise to such reactions, as when birds and other mammals are 
caught in picture when fighting for their lives, being smeared with black oil. The 
accompanying pictures of voluntary workers removing oil from beaches and seashores 
strengthen this impression ever more. This type of framing certainly affects the kinds of 
societal responses that are called for by the public ...” (Hassler et al., 2010, p. 47).  

However, while big accidents are always reported, the more common (routinized) intentional 
oil spills are not:  

"Whereas the dramaturgy of large accidental spills typically results in strong public 
demands for stricter regulation, intentional spills are seldom resulting in newspaper 
headlines" (Ibid., p. 63).  

This tendency follows the media attention logic, which incessantly prioritize the most acute 
and spectacular issues (cf. Anderson, 1997; Hannigan, 2006; Hansen, 2010; Shoemaker & 
Reese, 1996). Moreover, intentional oil spills, similar to invasive alien species, are not issues 
of high priority in framing and campaigning activities of environmental NGOs. 

There are environmental NGOs that have chemical issues as top priorities. Because of the 
complexity of the problem of chemical pollution, they tend to develop strategies for focusing 
on particular issues (such as endocrine disrupters, chemicals in consumer products such as 
textiles and toys) and do not cover marine chemical pollution in its entirety. The interviews 
that were carried out in the case study on dispersion of hazardous chemicals showed that for 
some of the environmental NGOs chemical pollution has recently declined in importance and 
is less salient in campaigning activities than eutrophication, for instance (Udovyk et al., 2010, 
p. 46).  

Chemical pollution in the Baltic Sea appears to be very much associated with the frame of 
“contaminated fish”. Several of the interviewees in this case study linked chemical pollution 
with potential effects of human health, including risks related to increased rates of cancer, 
physical birth defects and mental retardation. "Some also framed the issue to the chemical 

                                                            
14 See: http://www.wwf.de/themen/meere-kuesten/ueberfischung/einkaufsratgeber-fische-meeresfruechte/ 
(accessed on 20 January 2011). 
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content that can be found in fat fish. The respondents often stated that 'the fish is unhealthy to 
eat'" (Udovyk et al., 2010, p. 46). Potential health effects from consumption of contaminated 
fish seem also more reported in the newspapers than environmental risks associated with 
chemical pollution. This indicates that frame bridging in terms of linking the themes of 
environment and health could be conducive to efforts at attracting media and public attention 
to the environmental risks associated with the dispersion of hazardous chemicals. 

2.3 Framing and the development of mutual understanding among stakeholders 

Many factors affect the conditions for communication among stakeholders. Framing is one 
essential element in communication processes. Frame analysis is useful to investigate why 
and how actors involved in risk reducing policies and in risk communication may or may not 
develop a shared understanding of the risk at issue. Schön and Rein (1994), who use the 
concept of framing in the analysis of policy debates, distinguish between policy disagreement 
and controversy. A disagreement could be solved merely by looking more closely at facts, 
whereas knowledge as such is not sufficient to close a debate marked by controversy. In the 
latter case, the development of a shared understanding of the issue needs to entail also 
discussion of values.  

The concept of frame resolution has been used to refer to the possibility of resolving 
disagreements and controversies in policy debates (Boström & Klintman, 2008). Frame 
resolution is the process whereby different actors with diverging perspectives of how to deal 
with an issue develop a common understanding, a reciprocal idea, about the concerns, 
underlying causes and action options associated with the issue. Previous research has found 
that frames such as ‘sustainability’ and ‘biodiversity’ have helped groups reaching agreements 
(Ibid.). They are frames that enjoy great resonance within scientific, political, and 
environmental movement circles. They have gained a legitimate status globally, through the 
1992 Rio Declaration on Environment and Development and the UN Convention on 
Biological Diversity which was signed at the Rio Earth Summit (UN 1992). Both concepts are 
also important reference points in scientific and political debates over marine governance. 

There are different pathways towards frame resolution, including both conflict and consensus-
oriented dialogue. In a context marked by profound controversy, dialogue towards consensus 
by way of the prevailing frames may be an unlikely project to carry through. Yet, temporary 
frame resolution is still possible, by linking to an external frame (or external authority) that 
opposing parties may agree on. In contrast to temporary frame resolution, metaframing is a 
way to achieve permanent frame resolution. Metaframing has been defined as the 
development of frames across opposite poles, such as natural vs. artificial or 
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orthodoxy/stringency vs. pragmatism (Klintman & Boström 2004)15. If successful, 
metaframing can lead to the controlling of the main part of the discursive space surrounding 
an issue or field, and the gaining of frame resonance among large parts of the public. The 
concept of ‘sustainability’ possesses characteristics of a metaframe in that it has been developed 
by combining (and transforming) opposite discourses on ‘economic growth’ and ‘limits to 
growth’ (cf. Eder 1996). However, sustainability researchers have argued that its high level of 
abstraction impedes broad public resonance and that its huge interpretative flexibility means that 
broad reference to it does not equal shared understanding of, for instance, a particular 
environmental risk issue (cp. Brand & Fürst, 2002).  

2.3.1 The Sustainability Concept: Facilitating communication among stakeholders in the 
high conflict case of ‘overfishing’  

The scope of the risk-related frames that the main actors involved in Baltic Sea environmental 
risk policy develop and use are likely to affect the conditions for communication among the 
various actors in this policy field. If a frame is very narrow and specific, it is unlikely to 
facilitate communication among a broader group of stakeholders because many would see that 
their interests and concerns are not covered or interpretable through the frame. This is 
particularly the case if a risk is highly disputed and associated with high levels of uncertainty 
such as the risks of overfishing and the introduction of invasive alien species. If the frames are 
very broad (e.g., ‘(un)sustainable fisheries’ or ‘loss/protection of biodiversity’), the opposite 
problem may emerge, namely that the labelling allows for so much interpretative flexibility 
that every actor group may attach a different meaning to it. 

The analyses carried out within the five case studies show that in Baltic Sea environmental 
risk governance the sustainability concept and concepts closely related to it, such as 
biodiversity and ecosystem approach to management, figure prominently in policy and expert 
discourse and to a certain extent also in the policy and communication of environmental and 
conservation NGOs. The sustainability concept has played a role as a facilitator of 
communication among different stakeholders mainly in the case of overfishing, which is 
characterised by a persistent controversy (which is, following the terminology by Schön and 
Rein (1994), not merely disagreement about facts but about value-based statements as well) 
and a climate of distrust between industry on the one hand and scientific advice institutions as 
well as conservation and environmental groups on the other hand. 

                                                            
15 Metaframing differs from frame bridging, where various groups and positions across which a ‘bridge’ is framed 
(e.g., environmental and health concerns) do not appear to be polarized, but ideologically congruent. 
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Since the last reform of the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) in 2002 ‘sustainable fisheries’ is 
widely referred to as a policy objective by actors involved in Baltic Sea fisheries governance 
including HELCOM, environmental NGOs such as the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) 
and Coalition Clean Baltic (CCB), and business actors such as the EU Federation of National 
Organizations of Importers and Exporters of Fish (CEP), all organizations being members of 
the Baltic Sea Regional Advisory Council. 

The concept of ‘sustainable fisheries’ is a normative idea which all of these actors can 
support. It has created a new discursive space with improved possibilities to bring in different 
perspectives of what is at risk in Baltic Sea fisheries and what are appropriate solutions to the 
risk(s). The stakeholder interviews carried out in the overfishing case study indicate that the 
concept of “sustainable fisheries” has the potential to enhance motivations of both the fishing 
industry and green/conservation groups to take part in debates over how to improve 
governance at Baltic Sea and EU levels in the future.  

For industry actors ‘sustainable fisheries’ provides a prognostic framing expressing a 
desirable future state which allows them to move more easily out of the defensive position 
into which they have been and are being put by the diagnostic frame of ‘overfishing’. The 
interviews carried out in the overfishing case study reveal that the use of this latter 
risk/problem frame has clear polarising effects (Sellke et al., 2010, p. 24ff.). Industry actors 
easily feel unduly blamed by the use of this term for a situation which they partly consider as 
even non-existing. Some of the industry interviewees saw decreases in cod in the Baltic Sea, 
for instance, as a problem that has already been fully overcome and caused in the past by 
illegal fishing practices or external pressures such as changing environmental or climatic 
conditions rather than by Total Allowable Catches (TACs) and quotas set too high. Moreover, 
in the view of several of the industry respondents, conservation and environmental groups and 
also the mass media typically equate ‘overfished stocks’ with stocks being ‘near to collapse’. 
This is perceived as an unduly and strategic dramatisation exposing trade, consumers and the 
wider public to false information. If the resulting misconceptions influenced consumer 
behaviour, this could have negative effects for the fishing and processing industry.  

For environmental and conservation groups the sustainability terminology means that 
environmental issues can be legitimately dealt with in regard to Baltic Sea and EU fisheries. 
In contrast to the other four risk cases, overfishing has in the past not been dealt with as a 
genuine environmental risk. Instead, the risk has been defined almost exclusively in socio-
economic terms. Only in recent years, complementation of the traditional approach to 
fisheries management by environmental policy principles and objectives as a basis for 
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management action has been endorsed in many international agreements and by the EC’s 
Common Fisheries Policy. 

However, the concept of ‘sustainable fisheries’ as endorsed at EU level and naturally also by 
industry focuses clearly on the economic pillar of the tripartite sustainability concept. Under 
the CFP, ‘sustainable fisheries’ is defined as achievement of a long-term sustainable 
exploitation of fish stocks. Stocks shall be maintained or restored to levels that can produce 
the so-called ‘maximum sustainable yield’16. While the nature of the negative impact of an 
agent is in the centre of the risk assessment of a ‘typical’ environmental risk, in the fisheries 
(and other natural resources) case, the key question is that of the point of exploitation at which 
the use/harvesting of the resource becomes unsustainable (cp. Howarth, 2008). The difference 
in the European Commission’s and the industry’s views is typically that of a long-term vs. a 
more short-term perspective. This is a general feature of the sustainability concept: it allows 
for communication across diverging stakeholder perspectives and at the same time for sticking 
to these different views. 

In contrast to the overfishing case, in the cases of eutrophication, oil discharges, chemical 
pollution, and invasive alien species expert and policy risk discourses have focused more on 
environmental risks than on socio-economic risks, although the latter are typically considered 
as secondary effects of environmental damage. The sustainability concept offers in principle a 
discursive space to address risks related to each of its three pillars: environmental, economic 
and social. What appears to be lacking in all five cases are platforms in which it is possible to 
deliberate over the results of scientific assessment of environmental and biological (state of 
stocks in the overfishing case) risks in consideration of wider social and economic factors 
(such as e.g. economic benefits and social needs), i.e. forums which serve to develop in a 
structured and transparent manner a more integrated view on environmental, economic and 
social concerns and provide risk managers with advice resulting from this evaluative exercise. 

                                                            
16 The European Commission defines this concept as follows: “In raw terms, maximum sustainable yield is the 
maximum yield that may be taken year after year. It is characterized by a level of fishing mortality that will, on 
average, result in a stock size that produces the maximum sustainable yield” (CEC 2006, p. 3). In easier terms: 
“Fishing at MSY levels means catching the maximum proportion of a fish stock, that can safely be removed from 
the stock while, at the same time, maintaining its capacity to produce maximum sustainable returns, in the long 
term” (quote from ‘EUROPA’, the portal site of the European Union; 
http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=MEMO/06/268&format=HTML&aged=0&language=
EN&guiLanguage=en; accessed on 28 January 2011). The MSY concept was accepted by all EU member states 
at the 2002 World Summit on Sustainable Development as an objective to achieve by 2015, and it was also part 
of the 1995 UN Fish Stocks Agreement. 
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For example, in the alien species case business-related actors, who make up the stakeholder 
group which appears most knowledgeable about the general issue of alien species and most 
concerned about the issue (in economic terms; Lemke et al., 2010, p. 15), do not seem to be 
involved in current scientific debates and studies (addressing mainly ecological risks), 
although the shipping industry in particular has a key role to play in risk management (Lemke 
et al., 2010, p. 25ff.). 

Platforms targeted at developing and implementing a more integrative approach are, however, 
essential in order to facilitate and promote communication and understanding between diverse 
stakeholders in relation to particular risk issues and across the different sectors that are 
affected by these risks. The ecosystem based approach to the management of human activities 
(EAM) (cp. Rice et al., 2005; HELCOM & OSPAR, 2003) could be discussed as a conceptual 
tool that, if used at the regional or local level, may be instrumental in creating multi-
perspective and multi-stakeholder deliberative forums in environmental risk governance. 

2.3.2 On the potential of the EAM to facilitate communication and understanding among 
stakeholders 

Both EC and HELCOM emphasise the potential in making the Baltic Sea a European “pilot 
area” for the implementation of the EAM in the context of the EU Marine Strategy 
Framework Directive (MSFD) (EC 2000)17. Application of the EAM in the Baltic Sea region 
is the central pillar of HELCOM’s Baltic Sea Action Plan which the Contracting Parties 
adopted in 2007 (HELCOM, 2009)18. It is identified as a way to address all major pressures 
affecting the Baltic Sea marine environment in a more integrated and effective manner (cp. 
Karlsson et al., 2011, p. 148). The Ecosystem Approach has been endorsed by EU in the 
Marine Strategy Framework Directive (EC 2008), the Water Framework Directive (WFD) 
(EC 2000) and in the current Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) which includes an operational 
objective to gradually implement this increasingly prominent management approach (EC 
2002, Art. 2.1).  

Marine ecologists who were interviewed for the case study on eutrophication stated that the 
Ecosystem Approach has developed into an important 'buzzword' among environmental 
managers at regional and EU political levels (Haahti et al., 2010, p. 42). Both in EU policy 

                                                            
17 See http://www.helcom.fi/BSAP/en_GB/intro/ (accessed on 23 August 2011). The MSFD stipulates that EU 
Member States sharing a marine (sub-)region cooperatively develop action plans to achieve (or maintain) good 
environmental status in the marine environment by the year 2020 at the latest (Art. 5). 
18 In this plan the HELCOM Contracting Parties commit to specific actions aimed at achieving a Baltic Sea in 
good environmental status by 2021. 



     RISKGOV report   

 

    26

and regulation and within HELCOM the concept is increasingly used as the label for what 
constitutes an appropriate approach to the management of Baltic Sea environmental risks.  

The authors of the eutrophication case study have interpreted statements by marine ecologists 
as suggesting that the Ecosystem Approach in their view can serve to function as a 
communication facilitator between different scientific disciplines and also between science on 
the one hand and policy and management on the other. The Ecosystem Approach required that 
scientists “think more ‘outside the box’” (Haahti et al., 2010, p. 42) as suggested by the 
following quotation by a marine ecologist: 

"When people have a more ecosystem based approach then it is much easier to 
communicate. When people are just experts and have a little focus, then it is more 
difficult to communicate actually. But this is a problem also in science of course, in every 
aspect. We want to be a specialist in something. In proper EAM you have to link this 
expertise knowledge of different pieces and as you realize that there are limits to how far 
we as natural scientists can go. 

We are joking as marine scientists there was a meeting earlier in our group people sitting 
there and said: we are marine scientists, why should we learn how much shit a pig 
produce that is not our deal! And I mean we spent a considerable time talking about 
agriculture policy, but I mean I am a marine scientist, that is a part of the Ecosystem 
Approach too (Ibid., pp. 42-43)”. 

This quote points primarily to the multidisciplinary orientation of the Ecosystem Approach. 
Further characteristics of the concept which appear conducive to promoting or facilitating 
communication among different actors in Baltic Sea environmental risk policy include its 
‘focused breadth’ and its sensibility towards different geographical scales.  

The Ecosystem Approach is generally understood as being embedded in the concept of 
sustainable development and is defined as such by the Convention on Biological Diversity 
(CBD 2006). In contrast to the sustainability concept, there is, however, a clear focus on 
ecological sustainability – expressed already by the wording of the term. While there is not 
one generally agreed definition of Ecosystem Approach, definitions typically place humans as 
part of natural ecosystems and claim that human activities in these ecosystems need to be 
managed in a way “that they do not compromise ecosystem components that contribute to the 
structural and functional integrity of the ecosystem” (Rice et al., 2005, p. 4). The Ecosystem 
Approach stresses that economic and social sustainability are dependent on ecological 
sustainability.  
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So did HELCOM in its “Baltic input” (HELCOM 2009) to the consultation process for the 
forthcoming reform of the CFP. With reference to the Ecosystem Approach HELCOM 
proposes that: 

“…the objectives of the fisheries policy be prioritized making ecological sustainability a 
basic premise for the economic and social future of European fisheries” (Ibid.) 

This priority-setting keeps the interpretative flexibility of the concept to a degree which could 
be more useful for developing shared understandings among various actors and moving from 
the very abstract to the more concrete than that of the more unassertive tripartite sustainability 
concept. However, it may also make it more difficult to motivate business-related actors, in 
particular, to engage in mutual exchange. 

The aspiration of the Ecosystem Approach is to address all human uses of marine ecosystems 
and to address interactions and cumulative effects among these various human activities (e.g. 
Rice et al., 2005, p. 2). This holistic and integrative approach shall be implemented at various 
scales, from local to Pan-European, by taking into account that some ecological objectives 
could apply at all scales while others would be formulated in regard to the particularity of a 
sea region or locality (biogeographic, oceanographic features as well as socio-economic 
conditions). This scale-sensitivity (within sustainability policy this is expressed by the Agenda 
21 processes), highlighting the importance of marine regions in the implementation of the 
Ecosystem Approach, ties in with the regional structures and processes of environmental 
policy in the Baltic Sea region which are mostly rooted in the international regime of the 
Helsinki Convention and are being increasingly shaped by emerging transnational 
environmental policy networks such as Baltic 21 (Kern & Löffelsend, 2008). 

Theoretically, ‘focused breadth’ and regional focus of the Ecosystem Approach could 
facilitate coordination and development of shared understanding among the various actors 
involved or interested in Baltic Sea environmental risk policy and governance. Currently, 
however, it appears that the Ecosystem Approach is not widely accepted and advocated by the 
various stakeholders. Moreover, it lacks prominence in the mass media which play an 
important role in the framing of risk issues and in agenda-setting in modern societies. 
According to the agenda-setting approach (cp. McCombs & Shaw, 1972) there is a 
relationship between the amount of attention a certain issue receives in news media, and the 
extent to which the public considers this issue to be of special importance. 

The five case studies indicate that the career of the Ecosystem Approach as a risk 
management frame at the policy and management level and its increasing significance in 
scientific advisory processes and academic discourse is so far not accompanied by a similar 
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career among business and environmental actors and in the mass media discourse. The 
analysis by Jönsson (2011, p. 128) suggests that the Ecosystem Approach concept has not 
been taken up widely by the mass media. In Swedish news reporting, at least, there are so far 
only few references to the concept.  

Among key stakeholders who were interviewed within the case studies the concept was either 
not well known or interpreted quite differently. Several of the stakeholders interviewed in the 
alien species and oil discharges cases did not know the concept. Environmental NGOs tend to 
be familiar with the concept but it does not appear central in their campaigning activities. It is 
high up on the agenda and it sounds very nice, an interviewee from an environmental NGO in 
the oil discharges case said (Hassler et al., 2010, p. 42). The same interviewee, however, 
found the concept somewhat problematic since nobody would really know what it meant 
(Ibid.). Stakeholders interviewed in the eutrophication case study accused others for not 
knowing its correct meaning: "[…] for most people it sounds good but they don‘t really know 
what it means" (Haahti et al., 2010, p. 42).  

In the case study on chemical pollution, some stakeholders view it as a theoretical concept, 
others as a management tool (Udovyk et al., 2010, p. 39). In the overfishing case study, 
industry stakeholders are reported to interpret the Ecosystem Approach as basically a 
multispecies approach (Sellke et al., 2010, p. 22), while environmental and conservation 
groups typically spell the concept out more broadly. In their perspective, the continuing 
depletion of fish stocks and the related possible losses in biodiversity (which can also be 
caused through bycatches and discards of non-economically valuable species) are widely 
identified as putting ‘ecosystem integrity’ at risk. The degradation of habitats though the use 
of specific types of gears is another adverse ecological impact of fishing activities that they 
consider an issue for an ecosystem-based approach to fisheries management. Industry 
representatives interviewed in the case study expressed fears that this broader interpretation of 
an ecosystem-based approach to fisheries management could be used as a tool by 
fundamentalist conservation groups to incessantly argue against fishing activities pointing to 
an endless number of species and habitats to be protected. 

The Ecosystem Approach: Promoting frame reflection? 

As described above, the abstract and complex nature of the Ecosystem Approach appears as a 
barrier to its adoption across the various actor groups. There are also only weak indications 
reported in the case studies that the concept plays a role in promoting frame reflection.  

The concept of frame reflection has been used to denote the improvement of the degree of 
self-reflexivity of actors within policy debates (Schön & Rein, 1994). Frame reflection may 
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be the basis for shifts that enable resolutions of intractable policy controversies (Schön & 
Rein, 1994) or the mobilization of more supporters to a policy project. Boström and Klintman 
(2008) distinguish between intra- and inter-frame reflection. Intra-frame reflection concerns 
reflection on the aspects that are included and those that are omitted by established or 
emerging frames that permeate a policy debate. 

Inter-frame reflection refers to critical reflections on the value basis and the usefulness of 
frames. ‘Is the dominant frame too narrow or too broad?' 'Do our own frames possibly 
contribute to the problematic situation?' ‘How do our frames carry forward the policy process 
in comparison to other actors’ framings?’ Whereas intra-frame reflection may provide 
avenues for certain modification, amplification or extension of a frame, inter-frame reflection 
enables a more profound self-critical frame reflection and can therefore induce more powerful 
shifts in perspectives. To be sure, frame reflection may serve merely to reinforce antagonism 
or be used for manipulative image and impression management (Schön & Rein, 1994, p. 39). 
However, inter-frame reflection may also help actors to see and understand both the strengths 
and limits of their own frames, and how the existing frames in a policy debate may contribute 
to the problematic situation in which they may find themselves (Ibid., p. 187). Dialogue 
assisted by inter-frame reflection could therefore be fruitful for helping different actor groups 
to reach mutual understanding and end stalemate. Yet, such productive frame reflection 
requires both readiness and capacities among the participants: 

“The process of frame-reflection depends in particular on the orientations of the 
participants: their relative distance from their objects under consideration, their willingness 
to look at things from other perspectives, their propensity toward ‘cognitive risk taking’ 
coupled with their openness to the uncertainty associated with frame conflict” (Fischer, 
2003, p. 146). 

We found some indications of the potential of the Ecosystem Approach to induce frame-
reflection from statements from interviewees of the case studies on eutrophication and 
chemical pollution. They suggest that the concept has motivated them to consider and reflect 
on the inter-connection of risks. The concept seems to contribute to questioning the 
assumption that environmental risks could be managed separately from each other. The case 
study on eutrophication describes it as making "people aware of the need to think more 
integrative" (Haahti et al., 2010, p. 42).  

A cross-risk and cross-sector perspective promoted by the Ecosystem Approach frame is 
highlighted by the authors of the case study on chemical pollution when they report:  
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"All respondents agreed that different risks are related, and to look at how various societal 
sectors and risks interact is an important part of EAM. For hazardous substances, EAM thus 
implies that combined effects of different chemical substances should be considered (e.g. 
so-called ‘cocktail effects’) [...]" (Udovyk et al., 2010, p. 39). 

2.4 Summary and discussion 

We have argued that while the five risks are all established environmental policy issues at the 
different relevant political levels including the Baltic Sea region (mainly through HELCOM), 
they are represented to varying and partly only low degrees in public discourse in the region. 
The issues of overfishing and eutrophication are firmly anchored on the agenda of 
environmental NGOs operating (also) in the Baltic Sea region and seem to attract some 
attention by national news. There are indications from the interviews that were carried out for 
the case studies that environmental NGOs currently do not attach the same level of 
importance to the issues of alien species and accidental oil spills. This might be related to the 
“dual nature” in terms of biodiversity of the former issue and the difficulty to keep up the 
momentum in public attention to oil spills after an accident has been (more or less 
successfully) managed as regards the latter issue. The issue of chemical pollution remains an 
important issue for environmental NGOs. However, it appears to have lost some of its 
salience, at least in comparison to issues such as eutrophication and overfishing. The 
finalization of the revised regime for chemicals control in the EU through adoption of the 
EU’s REACH regulation may be one reason for this. As Heyvaert (2006, p. 212) notes, it 
induced environmental NGOs such as WWF to change focus from chemicals to other areas 
such as climate and resource use. 

It seems reasonable to assume that without a particular story line related to concrete events 
around which controversies evolve the issues of chemical pollution, alien species and 
intentional oil spills are not very attractive for mass media reporting. In the Swedish 
newspapers, at least, they find hardly any coverage. NGO activities and media reporting at a 
comparatively low level suggest that the level of awareness of the general public in the Baltic 
Sea region of these issues is also not very high. A certain degree of public awareness seems, 
however, required for moving towards more effective regionalised environmental risk 
governance as aimed at by HELCOM in particular. 

We have argued that the sustainability concept has to some extent facilitated communication 
among stakeholders in the high-conflict case of overfishing. “Sustainable fisheries” has 
created a new discursive space with improved possibilities to bring in different perspectives of 
what is at risk in Baltic Sea fisheries and what are appropriate solutions to the risk(s). It is 
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likely to enhance motivations of both the fishing industry and green/conservation groups to 
take part in debates over how to improve governance at Baltic Sea and EU levels in the future. 
For industry actors “sustainable fisheries” provides a prognostic framing expressing a 
desirable future state which allows them to move more easily out of the defensive position 
into which they have been and are being put by the diagnostic frame of ‘overfishing’. For 
environmental and conservation groups the sustainability terminology means that 
environmental issues can be legitimately dealt with in regard to Baltic Sea and EU fisheries. 
Still, the case study does not come to the conclusion that the resort to the sustainability 
terminology has made possible actual “frame resolution” in terms of initiating a process 
whereby different actors with diverging perspectives of how to deal with an issue develop a 
common understanding, a reciprocal idea, about the concerns, underlying causes and action 
options associated with the issue. While the concept of “sustainable fisheries” promotes 
communication across diverging stakeholder perspectives, it is sufficiently broad to allow at 
same time that the stakeholders stick to their different views. 

Indeed, in a comparative perspective, divergent stakeholder risk perspectives are particularly 
apparent in this case. The constant rise of “environmental stewardship” has been described as 
the most important recent development in regard to participation in fisheries governance in 
the developed world (Gray, 2005, p. 18). In principle, the fisheries sector appears to 
acknowledge the need to complement the traditional approach to fisheries management by 
environmental policy principles and objectives as a basis for management action. However, 
these stakeholder groups tend to consider environmental and ecological risks connected to 
overfishing as much less serious and risk mitigation as much less urgent than groups with 
environmental and conservation concerns. This is particularly evident in the divergent views 
of what are relevant issues for an ecosystem-based approach to fisheries management.   

We have further argued that there is only little evidence that the Ecosystem Approach has 
facilitated – through processes of frame resolution and reflection – communication and mutual 
understanding among the different actors relevant for Baltic Sea environmental risk policy 
and governance. We have also expressed scepticism as to the potential of the concept to serve 
this function in the future. On the one hand, its multidisciplinary orientation, its ‘focused 
breadth’ and its scale-sensibility could turn out useful for serving this function. Currently, 
however, we have identified a rather low degree of awareness, acceptance and promotion of 
the concept among key stakeholders in the five cases and the low degree of mass media 
attention to the concept. 

Only if the concept would develop into a societal paradigm represented widely not only in 
political and management discourse but in public discourse as well, it would be likely to push 
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the various stakeholders to deal with it and enter into communicative exchanges about it. In 
principle, the central idea of the Ecosystem Approach meets with resonance. The objective of 
achieving “healthy ecosystems” is something that few will not consent with.  

However, similar to the sustainability concept (Brand & Fürst, 2002), the Ecosystem 
Approach is too general and too abstract for being able to easily mobilise supporters and 
attention of the wider public. It neither offers clear problem diagnoses nor clear action 
perspectives. Its operationalisation in terms of development of indicators, limits and targets 
associated with operational ecological objectives (as advocated by HELCOM, see Backer et 
al., 2007, p. 324) appears as a rather technical enterprise and suggests that “ecosystem health” 
can be scientifically deduced and quantified. This makes it not very likely that the concept as 
such is able to evoke particular emotions or action motivations among people.  

Therefore, the concept might also be considered as not fully suited for agenda-building and 
social mobilisation by environmental and conservation groups – although the ecosystem 
perspective naturally matches with their risk perspectives, and they will resort to the 
Ecosystem Approach in policy, management, and expert discourses to morally legitimate their 
risk policy demands. Furthermore, it does little to promote communication and reflection 
around matters that link to “social sustainability” aspects (such as environmental justice, 
quality of life, social cohesion, work, collective identities). The mass media are also unlikely 
to push the concept of an Ecosystem Approach: it is not thrilling but may sound rather dry and 
boring; it is not original (but as a core concept decades old); it is not really innovative and 
even somewhat old-fashioned (eco-terminology); in short, the concept as such has hardly any 
news value.  

Although the concept can potentially facilitate reflection and communication among some of 
the key actors in the risk governance, it lacks essential characteristics for being able to 
function as a societal paradigm which could push all different actors relevant for Baltic Sea 
environmental policy and governance to jointly deliberate over and act upon it in dealing with 
the five risk issues.  
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3. Stakeholder Involvement in Baltic Sea Marine Environmental Risk 
Governance 

Magnus Boström, Marion Dreyer, Anna-Maria Jönsson 

3.1 Introduction: Broad endorsement of strengthened stakeholder involvement in policy 
and academia 

We see in several of our cases a broad endorsement at the different policy and jurisdictional 
levels of increased stakeholder involvement in risk governance processes. The case study on 
chemical pollution provides a thorough overview of international and EU-documents and acts 
that endorse broad public and stakeholder participation (Udovyk, 2010, pp. 49-51). Besides 
the support of the Aarhus Convention (UNECE, 1998), these include EU environmental 
action programs, the European Commission’s White Paper on European Governance (COM, 
2001a), and the Water Framework Directive (WFD) (EC 2000) which was one of the first 
European acts that explicitly demand a high degree of involvement of non-state actors in the 
implementation. Further, the MSFD (EC 2008) sets requirements for providing access to 
environmental information and public consultation. Also the emerging Maritime Policy (CEC 
2007) can be seen as an integrative and participatory policy arrangement the authors of the 
chemical pollution case argue, as it seeks integration and participation across sectors 
(shipping, oil and gas extraction, fisheries, conservation, and others). This case study looks 
particularly at the REACH regulation, which gives room for NGOs to participate in discussion 
of the chemicals to be authorised.  

The overfishing case highlights that it was one of the main objectives of the latest reform of 
the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) in 2002 (EC 2002; COM 2001b) to strengthen 
stakeholder involvement. Better knowledge input, increased incentives to behave responsibly 
and as a result improved rule compliance and implementation were among the expressed 
hopes (cp. Linke et al., 2011). In pursuit of this objective, a new system of stakeholder-led 
advisory bodies (seven so-called Regional Advisory Councils (RACs)) was set up in 2004 
(EC 2004). The RACs shall promote better governance within the CFP and ensure closer 
involvement of the various interests in the sector in its development (Astorkiza et al., 2006; 
Symes, 2005). Also the international organization IMO and the regional organization 
HELCOM provide increasing space for exchanges with various non-state actors (cp. Hassler 
et al., 2010). 

All these cases are thematically related to the global discourse on Sustainable Development, 
with its strong insistence on integrating social, economic, and environmental dimensions. This 
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concept gives strong normative and instrumental motives for the broad inclusion of actors, 
including civil society actors, in local and international policy-making (Baker, 2006). Many 
policy-makers and scholars assume that positive synergies will follow the inclusion of actors 
representing different sectors or societal sub-systems. 

Also in the bodies of literature on ecosystem-based management and environmental (risk) 
governance it is easy to find a number of arguments in favour of an inclusive approach to 
management and governance. These arguments relate to both instrumental and normative 
reasoning. For example, in the literature on ecosystem-based management, concepts such as 
cooperation, public-private partnerships, public involvement, collaborative learning, local 
decision-making partnerships, and co-management have been suggested (cf. Endter-Wada et 
al., 1998; Grumbine, 1994, 1997). Scholars argue for a collaborative approach to the 
balancing of social, economic, and ecological sustainability objectives and concerns (e.g. 
Endter-Wada et al., 1998; Keough & Blahna, 2005). Scientific advice can never be 
completely neutral, balanced or comprehensive, so there are valid arguments for recognizing 
and explicitly incorporating more socio-economic aspects and stakeholder involvement. 
Increasing inclusiveness could generate new knowledge, stimulate learning, and facilitate 
capacity-building in ecosystem management (e.g. Grumbine, 1997; Endter-Wada et al., 1998; 
Olsson, 2004; Keough & Blahna, 2005; Colding et al., 2006; Hahn et al., 2006).  

An increasingly popular concept in this school of thought is adaptive co-management, which 
emphasizes the need to foster a flexible, learning environment (Gadgil et al., 2000). Adaptive 
co-management refers to an incremental and interactive process with feedback, monitoring, 
and trial-and-error based knowledge generation. Such continuous testing and learning-by-
doing is argued to be the most useful way of coping with a high level of uncertainties and 
huge socio-ecological complexities. It is generally argued for a need of incorporating 
community-based local knowledge about natural resources. Such local knowledge is often 
gained from the intensive daily practical interaction with natural resources over long periods 
of time, and it is stored in the ‘social memories’ of communities. Hence, there is a need for 
the broad inclusion of knowledgeable actors in management as well as the fostering of 
information-sharing in horizontal social networks. For example, the overfishing case is 
characterised through ambitious targets to include the knowledge and experience of 
practitioners in fisheries management via the RACs. But also in the case on oil discharges we 
found strong attempts to include the practical knowledge of sector organizations. 

While the ecosystem management literature tends to focus on collaboration at local level – in 
close connection with concrete ecosystems – the environmental (risk) governance literature 
shares many of the positive undertones, but tends to discuss the multi-stakeholder topic more 
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broadly from the global to the local level. Also in this literature, scholars tend to assume that 
many positive effects will follow the inclusion of actors representing different sectors. Such 
effects include increasing social and environmental responsibility-taking and the generation of 
new knowledge and understandings. Broad inclusion may be seen as normatively/intrinsically 
good because the inclusiveness ideal easily connects with democratic ideals around 
representation, deliberation, and participation. Inclusiveness is justified, for instance, by 
reference to a 'right-to-know' principle. Citizens potentially affected by environmental 
pollution should be given access to data and processes and be provided room to 
communicative forums; which is a principle established by the Aarhus convention. This has 
been very much emphasized in chemicals policy, for example (Udovyk et al., 2010, p. 49).   

The environmental governance literature also discusses substantive and instrumental reasons 
for inclusiveness. Finding alternative channels for democratic participation and representation 
is particularly important when traditional forms of democratic representation are seen as 
incapable of dealing with urgent issues. Like the ecosystem management school, governance 
theorists maintain it is usually very difficult for the members of a single organization or a 
single discipline to know the ultimate combination of strategies to use when trying to deal 
with environmental problems. On this basis, several scholars argue for more inclusive 
policymaking (see Lafferty & Meadowcroft, 1996; Glasbergen et al., 2007; Stirling, 2009, for 
example). Groups with different concerns, knowledge, and experiences may be able to shed 
light on different aspects of the problem and stimulate reflection. Benefits may also result as 
an effect of co-operation as such, including the mutual respect, understandings, learning, and 
trust among the groups that may result from the cooperation. Cooperation as such may also 
lead to the empowerment of participants as well as a sense of ‘broad ownership’ of a process 
among them, and such empowerment and ownership may, in turn, facilitate implementation of 
rules and policies (e.g. Glasbergen, 2002; Keough & Blahna, 2005; Boström, 2006a; 
Bäckstrand, 2006). 

Also stakeholders are likely to endorse participation. They may appreciate taking part in 
‘multi-stakeholder’ arrangements for a number of reasons: to make an impact in the policy-
making, to protect their interests and concerns, to learn about policies and matters, to develop 
their social networks, or to make themselves visible and increase their own status (see, for 
example Tamm Hallström & Boström, 2010). Further, stakeholders may participate in such 
arrangements with the aim to check what other actors in the network or “regulatory space” 
(Hancher & Moran, 1989; Young, 1991) more broadly, are thinking and doing. Participation 
can thus be seen as a way to keep an eye on other stakeholders (cf. Streeck & Schmitter, 1985 
about “stable pacts”).  
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However, the benefits of multi-stakeholder involvement do not come about automatically. 
Moreover, such arrangements may be difficult to set up and organize in the first place. 
Despite the optimistic undertones, broad stakeholder inclusion as envisioned in both 
ecosystem-based management and environmental (risk) governance implies significant 
challenges and barriers. Some of the more central recurrent topics include power imbalances 
and representation biases (Grumbine, 1997; Endter-Wada, 1998; Biermann et al., 2007; von 
Malmborg, 2003); the risk of co-optation or capture of public interests by private actors 
(Cutler et al., 1999); the patience, effort, and management skills needed to develop mutual 
trust among participating actors with previously antagonist relations (Olsson et al., 2004; 
Boström, 2006b); cumbersome decision-making and the risk of stalemate in dialogue and 
negotiations (Tamm Hallström & Boström 2010); communication barriers due to different 
cultural traditions; and the accountability deficits of inclusive arrangements (Boström & 
Garsten, 2008). With regard to the last point, adopting a more pessimistic tone, some 
governance scholars address the problems with unaccountable networks and NGOs. 
Governance theorists discuss how fluid and opaque horizontal governance arrangements make 
it difficult to identify who can be held responsible and answerable for decisions and actions 
(Keohane, 2003; Pierre & Peters, 2000; cf. Boström & Garsten, 2008).  

In brief, several good reasons for broad stakeholder involvement are presented in the relevant 
literature and these are echoed in policy documents and regulations relating to our five cases. 
In the following sections we will take a closer look into how and to what extent the 
desideratum of stakeholder involvement is manifested in the cases. Based on findings from 
the cases, we will discuss a number of critical issues concerning the design and organization 
of broad stakeholder involvement, with a particular focus on the regional transnational level 
(i.e., the Baltic Sea region).  

3.2 Self-initiated stakeholder involvement 

Involvement of stakeholders in Baltic Sea environmental risk governance comprises self-
initiated and externally-initiated activities. In the latter case, public authorities and 
intergovernmental institutions seek to inform stakeholders and/or invite contributions of 
stakeholders to their activities related to risk policy development or risk assessment and risk 
management. While our main interest is in this type of involvement, we briefly address also 
the first type in order to provide the broader picture (cp. also Chapter 2).  

In all of our cases we find lobbying activities by economic actors and NGOs to exert influence 
on risk policy and regulation at the different policy levels. The case study on oil discharges 
stresses that "personal contacts and lobbying are described as extremely important" by several 
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of the stakeholders who were interviewed for this study (Hassler et al., 2010, p. 54). This is 
perhaps unsurprising, yet an important observation in so far as it reflects the lower importance 
of horizontal interaction (among and between stakeholder groups) compared to interaction in 
a vertical direction (between stakeholder groups on the one hand and public authorities and 
intergovernmental organizations on the other hand) in this case. It appears, for instance, that 
for some environmental NGOs interaction with HELCOM, IMO, and EU is more important 
than with other environmental NGOs or other stakeholder-groups such as industries or ship-
owners (Hassler et al., 2010, p. 55). The information gained through the interviews that were 
carried out in this case study does not indicate that stakeholders currently attach particular 
importance to the development of transnational stakeholder networks in the Baltic Sea region. 
There are indications that the situation in the overfishing case is somewhat different. For 
instance, WWF Poland has initiated a round table with fishers and scientists with the aim to 
communicate about scientific uncertainties and to promote long-term planning. 
Representatives of NGOs who were interviewed for this case study identified improvement in 
communication of ICES’ scientific results and associated uncertainties to the main 
stakeholder groups as a major requirement for a more successful fisheries management 
(Sellke et al., 2010, p. 26). 

We find further that in all cases except the invasive alien species case environmental NGOs 
have been engaged, albeit to varying degrees (cp. Chapter 2), in campaigning geared towards 
attracting public interest in the risk issues and gaining public support for what they advocate 
as appropriate ways to deal with the risks. 

In the overfishing case a particularly notable form of self-initiated stakeholder involvement is 
co-regulation19 through the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) which certifies the 
sustainability of fisheries. The MSC was founded in 1997 in a joint initiative of the World 
Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) and the company Unilever (cp. Boström & Klintman, 2008; 
Tamm Hallström & Boström, 2010). Self-regulation by and for industries plays a significant 
role in the management of risks of chemical pollution (cp. Boström et al., 2011). 

3.3 Externally-initiated stakeholder involvement 

Taking a multi-level governance perspective, there are in all cases public authorities and 
intergovernmental organizations which are engaged in efforts to inform stakeholders through 
their websites and face-to-face events such as hearings, to elicit their views through web-
based or face-to-face consultations, and to exchange views usually in one-off two-way-
                                                            
19 Self-regulation refers to regulation by and for industries; co-regulation refers to the regulation of industries by 
multi-stakeholder organizations, such as environmental NGOs and industries. 
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communication events such as conferences. To give just three examples: The European 
Community Regulation on chemicals and their safe use (so-called REACH regulation20) 
enables civil society organizations to provide comments regarding the chemicals to be 
authorised (Udovyk et al., 2010, p. 50). Here, stakeholder consultation is part of the 
authorisation process and occurs on a legal footing. Still, REACH was to some extent 
criticized by environmental NGOs because, among other things, it did not provide sufficient 
access to relevant data (Ibid.).  

In 1999, an informal consultation process in relation to the annual reviews of the 
implementation of the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) was founded. As the 
case study on oil discharges reports: “Non-governmental organizations may attend meetings 
[organised within these reviews] provided they have a consultative status with Economic and 
Social Council or are accredited to the roster of the Commission on Sustainable 
Development” (Hassler et al., 2010, p. 10). “They are allowed to present and distribute their 
reports to State Parties” (Ibid.).  

Non-governmental international organizations can also attend and provide their advice at the 
major conferences of the International Maritime Organization (IMO) where only the Member 
States have the right to vote; they are further invited to comment on proposals beforehand 
(Hassler et al., 2010, pp. 13-14). Currently, there are 79 organizations having consultative 
status. Seven of these are environmental NGOs including Friends of the Earth (FoE), WWF 
and Greenpeace (Ibid., p. 14). (The latter two were among those that promoted the work to 
establish a PSSA-label for the Baltic Sea.)  

This IMO case exemplifies the trend, mainly used by intergovernmental organizations, in 
granting stakeholders observer status in policy and rule-setting processes. One aim of granting 
stakeholders ‘consultative status’ is inclusion of their views and knowledge into these 
processes, and another to create transparency of these processes. This form of stakeholder 
involvement plays a prominent role also in the Baltic Sea Region. Upon invitation by 
HELCOM any intergovernmental organization and non-governmental international 
organization may be represented at the meetings of the Commission as an observer. 
Conditions for invitation are that the organization shows “that it can contribute to matters 
dealt with by HELCOM, that it has a membership in a wide number of the Baltic Coastal 
States and an organized internal structure”21. Under the second convention signed in 1992 
                                                            
20 REACH is short for Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation and Restriction of Chemicals; the REACH 
regulation entered into force on 1st June 2007 (Regulation (EC) No 1907/2006). 
21 See HELCOM’s website at http://www.helcom.fi/helcom/observers/en_GB/observers/ (accessed  on 23 
September 2011). 
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HELCOM provides a great number of organizations observer status (Hassler, 2004, p. 37). 
Currently, 26 international NGOs have observer status in HELCOM. These include, for 
instance, the civil society organizations WWF, Coalition Clean Baltic (CCB) and the Union of 
the Baltic Cities (UBC), and the industry organizations International Chamber of Shipping 
(ICS), European Fertilizer Manufacturers Association (EFMA) and the European Chemical 
Industry Council (CEFIC)22 (see also Kern & Löffelsend, 2008, pp. 122-123). 

While the observer status does not provide the international NGOs with the possibilities to 
express their views or to participate in decision-making, it does give them formal access to the 
discussions and important actor networks. As a consequence, they may enhance both their 
monitoring and social power (Boström & Tamm Hallström, 2010). 

We can moreover observe some recent efforts to enhance stakeholder involvement in 
processes of public marine environmental risk governance. We have found in the analyses of 
our five cases that during the past decade EU and intergovernmental institutions have engaged 
in such efforts. These efforts include in particular: HELCOM’s regional-level dialogue-policy 
in regard to risk policy development (1); the establishment of a system of stakeholder-led 
bodies tasked with providing regionally-sensitive advice on fisheries management under the 
revised EU’s CFP (of which the Baltic Sea Regional Advisory Council, in short the BS RAC, 
forms part) (2); ICES’ efforts at making parts of the scientific advice production process more 
transparent through granting stakeholders observer status and its initiatives of collaborating 
with stakeholders for improving data and assessment quality (3); and involvement of 
stakeholders in research projects (4). The following sections describe the four new 
developments of stakeholder involvement successively. 

3.3.1 Establishment of a regional-level multi-stakeholder, multi-issue dialogue process 
through HELCOM 

All case studies highlight the important role of the multi-issue organization HELCOM as a 
forum for information sharing and dialogue in regard to environmental risk policy and 
management in the Baltic Sea Region (BSR). The increased weight that HELCOM has been 
giving to dialogue with stakeholders in the context of the Baltic Sea Action Plan (BSAP) is 
one recent effort to enhance stakeholder involvement at the level of the BSR. 

As set out above, the ‘traditional’ stakeholder policy of HELCOM (under the second 
convention signed in 1992) consists in providing a numerous international non-governmental 

                                                            
22 The list of observers is published at http://www.helcom.fi/helcom/observers/en_GB/observers/ (accessed on 23 
September 2011). 
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organizations (including organizations from the civil society sector and the business/industry 
sector). The innovative element in HELCOM’s current stakeholder policy is the continuous 
provision of opportunities for dialogue with and among stakeholders through the ‘Stakeholder 
Conferences’ that have been organised annually since the production of a draft BSAP which 
was presented and subjected to discussion and review at a Kick-off Stakeholder Conference in 
2006. Main aims of the Stakeholder Conferences23 have been to discuss with all major 
stakeholder groups in the region the content of the draft BSAP and to elaborate the plan in 
response to the outcome of these discussions; to explore and respond to suggestions raised by 
these stakeholder groups on the implementation of the BSAP in order to ensure that the plan 
“will cover all necessary aspects raised by the Baltic Sea stakeholder community”24; to initiate 
a discussion with these stakeholders on how broad-scale marine spatial planning can be used 
as a planning tool within HELCOM; to involve the International Financial Institutions and the 
private sector in the plan’s implementation. Moreover, non-governmental organizations were 
involved in the development of the BSAP actions (Backer et al., 2010, p. 644); albeit not in 
the final decision-making on the actions in which NGOs were only participating as observers 
(Ibid.). 

Supplementing the ‘observer policy’ with a ‘dialogue policy’ in order to promote 
communicative exchanges between HELCOM on the one hand and governmental and non-
governmental actors on the other, as well as among the major stakeholder groups in the Baltic 
Sea region is a clear change in HELCOM’s general approach towards stakeholder 
involvement. It is, however, an open question to what extent the (assumingly often diverging) 
views and suggestions of the various stakeholders at the Conferences (and in the development 
of the BSAP actions) were actually taken up in the re-drafting and continuing specification of 
the BSAP. HELCOM does not seem to act on the basis of a policy which establishes the 
obligation for the Commission to provide feedback on this and state reasons for particular 
decisions (e.g. taking up a proposal by one stakeholder groups which was opposed by another 
stakeholder group). 

Compared to the past, HELCOM’s attention towards stakeholders in the fisheries field has 
clearly increased due to its move into the field of sustainable fisheries as part of the 
biodiversity segment of the BSAP. In particular, HELCOM has engaged in communicative 

                                                            
23 Five conferences have been held since 2006. Information on these conferences is provided by HELCOM’s 
website at: http://www.helcom.fi/BSAP/en_GB/intro/ (accessed on 23 September 2011). 
24 This is part of a quote by Anne Christine Brusendorff, HELCOM’s Executive Secretary, accessible at: 
http://www.helcom.fi/press_office/news_helcom/en_GB/5th_Stakeholder_Conf/ (accessed on 23 September 
2011). 
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exchanges with the BS RAC. One basic idea underlying this dialogue initiative is that “the 
fisheries sector should be more directly and actively engaged for implementing the EAM in 
fisheries policy” as stated by HELCOM in its response to the European Commission’s 2009 
Green Paper on the anew CFP reform (HELCOM 2009). The BS RAC in which the fisheries 
sector occupies a dominant position (EC 2004, Art. 5(3)) is invited by HELCOM to cooperate 
in carrying out the management actions set out in the BSAP (such as the development and 
implementation of long-term management plans for commercially exploited fish stocks and 
prevention of catches of non-target species and under-sized fish) (see Backer et al., 2010, p. 
646). The main aim of these actions is to improve the balance between the sustainable use of 
the natural resource fish and its protection (Ibid.).  

It can be interpreted as one effect of the endorsement of the multi-sector and multi-actor 
ecosystem approach and the inclusion of both those dependent upon fishing for a living 
(resource users) and so-called ‘other interest groups’ (with environmental, conservation or 
consumer concerns) into the RACs (EC 2004, Art. 5(3)) that HELCOM has become more 
engaged in communication with business and industry actors. As a consequence, it may 
appear less as the natural bedfellow of environmental NGOs.  

3.3.2 The BS-RAC: Establishment of a stakeholder-led regional advisory body 

We identify the establishment of the BS RAC as a second recent effort to strengthen 
stakeholder involvement at the level of the BSR. It is, however, related only indirectly to 
Baltic Sea environmental risk governance. It is an indirect relation because the work of the 
RACs is highly focussed on the socio-economic pillar of sustainable fisheries, i.e. on 
economic and social risks to actors in the fisheries sector that shall be managed by 
maintaining or restoring stocks to levels that can produce the so-called ‘maximum sustainable 
yield’. At the same time it is highly likely that there will be increasing pressure on the RACs 
to also consider environmental and ecological aspects in their advice to the European 
Commission; the “stakeholder-led organizations” (EC 2004, Preamble, 3) are formal 
institutions of the current CFP which endorses the Ecosystem Approach and stipulates its 
progressive implementation. Moreover, there is growing pressure exerted by environmental 
NGOs to actually switch to this approach and not damage the marine ecosystem beyond 
repair25. These groups also increasingly challenge the privileged role which user groups so far 
have enjoyed in the fisheries governance process (Raakjær et al., 2010, p. 41). 

                                                            
25 Gray (2005), in his conceptual framework of participatory fisheries governance, refers to pressure exerted by 
environmental NGOs as the least direct form of “environmental stewardship” which in his governance taxonomy 
is one of four sub-types of the “participatory mode of governance” (the other subtypes are “industry self-
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The fact that environmental and conservation NGOs and ‘green’ consumer organizations are 
formal members of the BS RAC (such as WWF, Finnish Association for Nature Conservation, 
Alliance of Social and Ecological Consumer Organizations) is at least partly a response to this 
criticism and it anchors environmental and ecological aspects in the deliberations within the 
advisory body.  

“RACs were in fact the first formal attempts to generate a network of multi-national, 
multi-interest organizations with a strong regional focus” (Sissenwine & Symes, 2007, p. 
66, emphasis added). 

While the RACs are a formal part of the Common Fisheries Policy, HELCOM’s stakeholder 
conferences form part of an informal stakeholder policy without legal backing. The RACs do 
not have formal decision-making power, however. They work in a purely advisory function. 
There is a widely shared view that the RACs have achieved added benefits of improved 
dialogue and higher levels of trust between stakeholders (mainly between industry and non-
industry interest groups) (Raakjær et al., 2010, p. 115ff.; Baltic Sea 2020, 2009, p. 40; see 
also point 3.5.2 below). 

3.3.3 Opening up of the scientific advice production process through ICES 

Efforts have also been made to involve stakeholders in processes of production of scientific 
advice. HELCOM’s stakeholder involvement policy is clearly focused on its (dominant) 
policy and management activities, to our knowledge there are no clear provisions to directly 
involve stakeholders in some way in the production of scientific assessments and their 
interpretation (Gilek et al. 2011a). By contrast, the International Council for the Exploration 
of the Sea (ICES) has recently started activities of this kind.  

The intergovernmental organization which is based with its secretariat in Copenhagen, 
Denmark, provides scientific advice on the management of coastal and ocean resources and 
ecosystems (including advice on the status of fish and shellfish stocks) to governments and 
international regulatory bodies that manage the North Atlantic Ocean and adjacent seas; 
advice giving on management of the Baltic Sea is part of ICES mandate. Some years ago, 
ICES has also adopted the ‘observer policy’ in order to increase transparency of processes of 
data quality control and advice production for stakeholders. “Currently, observers can 

                                                                                                                                                                                          
governance”, “co-management” and “community partnership”). He asserts that the most important recent 
development in regard to participation in fisheries governance in the developed world was the constant rise of 
“environmental stewardship” (Gray 2005, p. 18). 
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participate in ICES review groups, advice drafting groups and the ICES Advisory Committee 
where the scientific advice is adopted” (Baltic Sea 2020, p. 45)26.  

In the fisheries field, ICES observer policy has recently been complemented by informal 
mechanisms through which input from stakeholders in terms of knowledge and ideas and 
interests are elicited. The adoption of these mechanisms is part of the policy that ICES follows 
towards the RACs. ICES collaborates with the RACs in regard to improving data and 
assessment quality. More recently, so-called “data collection workshops” were created 
(Dreyer et al., 2011, p. 3). The purpose of these workshops is to collate all relevant 
information and knowledge including data from surveys from research vessel, the data of the 
national research institutes and also input from the RACs and any other stakeholder who has 
something relevant to contribute. It was stressed at the Stuttgart Round Table event, where 
this information was provided, that it was always a challenge to incorporate the experiential 
knowledge provided by fishers into the models used for stock assessments. Fishers would tend 
to tell their immediate experience and it was difficult to explain methodical procedures such 
as stratified sampling and average building (Ibid.). Further, ICES holds annual coordination 
meetings with the RACs (so-call MIRAC meetings) since 2006. The aim of these dialogue 
events is to explore how the cooperation between ICES and the RACs shall be further 
developed and to provide a forum for exchange of ideas about future collaborations (Ibid., p. 
4). ICES also provides the RACs with highly targeted risk information; ICES scientists 
present and explain the advice at RAC meetings (Ibid., p. 3).  

We can conclude here that since and partly through the very establishment of the RACs the 
communication and interaction between ICES and main stakeholders in fisheries – primarily 
the fisheries sector but also environmental NGOs (Ibid.) – has increased. As was noted at the 
Stuttgart Round Table event, the need to shift towards an ecosystem based approach has 
contributed to this development.  

3.3.4 Involvement of stakeholders in research projects 

There are a number of research projects concerning governance of risks in the Baltic Sea 
region and to the extent that these projects include researchers as well as relevant actor 
groups, they can also be identified as forms of stakeholder involvement.  

Examples from the eutrophication case are the research projects Baltic Compass 
(Comprehensive Policy Actions and Sustainable Solutions for Agriculture in the Baltic Sea 
Region) and Baltic DEAL (Putting Best Practices in Agriculture into Work). Baltic Compass 

                                                            
26 See also the ICES website at: http://www.ices.dk/advice/observers.asp (accessed on 23 September 2011). 
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is a flagship project within the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea region and involves farmers’ 
federations around the Baltic Sea. Its aim is to reduce nutrient loads from agriculture by the 
setting up of advisory services and increase of knowledge about water management among 
farmers (Haahti et al., 2010, p. 54).  Also the Baltic DEAL project includes farmers in the 
research process. The two projects are collaborating in organising a stakeholder conference 
which was positively commented by a NGO representative who was interviewed for the case 
study (Ibid.). 

Another example, taken from the case on oil discharges, is the BRISK-project. The objective 
of BRISK is “to increase the preparedness of all Baltic Sea countries to respond to major 
spills of oil and hazardous substances from shipping” (BRISK, 2010; quoted in Hassler et al., 
2010, p. 41). It involves the authorities with responsibilities in the fields of shipping and 
pollution, such as coast and border guards, navy, and maritime offices (Ibid.). An interesting 
aspect of this project is that it envisions cooperation of nation-states at the sub-regional level 
in the Baltic Sea region (Ibid., pp. 41-42).  

Such joint research projects focus on specific issues, within a limited time frame ('project 
mind-set'; cp. Casula et al., 2010). Accordingly, they can be useful for clearly defined and 
delimited goals and have potential to foster mutual learning among those (few) involved. 
However, they are not designed for developing a more permanent, encompassing, and broad 
stakeholder involvement. 

3.4 Critical issues in designing and realising multi-stakeholder involvement 

With reference to findings from the cases, we will in the following sub-sections highlight a 
number of critical issues concerning the design and organization of broad stakeholder 
involvement; the focus is on the level of the Baltic Sea region.  

3.4.1. Who can take part? 

Terms such as ‘inclusiveness’ and ‘broad participation’ in regard to stakeholder involvement 
in environmental (risk) governance suggest that any type of socially organised actor affected 
by or with a strong interest in the risk-producing activity and/or its management should be 
invited to share in (parts of) the governance process. Yet, it is rarely, if ever, the case that all 
relevant stakeholders actually are involved. Those initiating and overseeing the participatory 
arrangements usually set specific rules of participation which limit the number of participants 
and define criteria for selecting participants. These criteria relate to what is identified as the 
particular purpose(s) of the participatory mechanism and usually consider the loss of 
effectiveness of deliberation and negotiation caused by too many participants. Voss et al. 
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(2006) discuss this in terms of an “efficacy paradox” between “opening up” for the inclusion 
of more actors and “closing down” for decision-making. The number of participants is also 
affected by the limited resources in terms of staff, time and money that stakeholders are 
willing to invest into participation in a particular case (cp. Renn, 2008; Boström & Tamm 
Hallström, 2010). 

HELCOM’s policy of granting ‘observer status’ is one example of application of specific 
rules of involving stakeholders. As the following quote points out, international NGOs have to 
be identified as experts in order to require such status:  

"Upon invitation by the Commission any intergovernmental organization and non-
governmental international organization with specialised technical, scientific or equivalent 
expertise pertinent to objectives of the Convention may be represented at the meetings of 
the Commission as an observer." (HELCOM 2008; quoted in Hassler et al., 2010 pp. 21-
22).  

The main selection criterion is expertise. This corresponds with a functionalist view of 
stakeholder involvement (Renn, 200827; Renn & Schweizer, 2009; Dietz & Stern, 2008, p. 
48). As defined by Renn (2008), the functionalist approach stresses the importance of 
stakeholder involvement for strategic planning and adaptive social change. The main 
objective of participatory exercises is to avoid missing important information and 
perspectives. Participation is understood as a process of getting all the problem-relevant 
knowledge and values incorporated within the decision-making process. It is noteworthy, that 
in case of HELCOM’s observer policy the desired stakeholder input is limited to knowledge 
input which might reflect HELCOM’s tradition of being an organization mainly driven by 
science (cp. Udovyk et al., 2010, p. 49). The fact that both environmental and industry actors 
can feed into the risk policy process important environmental (and social) values remains 
excluded, at least on paper.  

The main condition for being granted consultative status by the International Maritime 
Organization (IMO) is defined in broader terms: NGOs can acquire such status if they “have 
the capability to make a substantial contribution to the work of IMO” (quoted in Hassler et al., 
2010, p. 14). As with HELCOM, these NGOs are supposed to be “truly international” with 
members from a broad geographical scope and not one region only (IMO, 2010).  

The rationale given for the setting up of Regional Advisory Councils by the 2002 Council 
Regulation also suggests a predominantly functionalist view of participation with a special 
                                                            
27 Renn (2008) distinguishes between six genuine concepts of participation: functionalist, neo-liberal, 
deliberative, anthropological, emancipatory and post-modern. 
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emphasis on knowledge and experience as the desired stakeholder input (Dreyer et al., 2009). 
The Regulation states that: 

“to contribute to the achievement of the objectives of the Common Fisheries Policy, Regional 
Advisory Councils should be established to enable the Common Fisheries Policy to benefit 
from the knowledge and experience of the fishermen concerned and of other stakeholders and 
to take into account the diverse conditions throughout community Waters” (EC 2002, 
Preamble, 27; emphasis added).  

The European Commission’s 2001 Green Paper on the Future of the CFP expressed a 
somewhat different view. The rationale for the new emphasis on participation set out here is – 
to use a conceptual distinction suggested by Andy Stirling (2007, 200828) – partly “normative 
democratic” (‘because it’s the right thing to do’; participation as a major good governance 
principle) but foremost “instrumental” (in Stirling’s terminology meaning ‘because 
participation facilitates particular favoured decisions’): Enhanced involvement, of fishermen 
in particular, can improve regulatory compliance and enforcement and thereby resource 
management: 

“Many fishermen, in particular, believe that their views and knowledge are not sufficiently 
taken into account by managers and scientists. This lack of involvement undermines support 
for the conservation measures adopted” (CEC 2001b, p. 4). 

A “substantive rationale” (‘participation will lead to better decisions’ required for better goal 
achievement) as suggested by the new Council Regulation is not explicitly mentioned in this 
discussion paper which initiated the CFP’s reform. In contrast to the Council Regulation it 
does not provide a clear cut functionalist interpretation (Renn 2008) of the purpose of 
enhanced stakeholder involvement. Enhanced involvement is identified as essential for rule 
compliance, not for assuring the inclusion of all relevant information and perspectives. 

The membership composition of the RACs is likely to reflect both the importance attached by 
the European institutions to the particular knowledge and experience of resource users but 
also the hope that the new participatory mechanism will improved rule compliance. While the 
RACs are more balanced compared with existing stakeholder mechanisms in European 
fisheries management29, they are still dominated by sector interests. In both the General 

                                                            
28 This distinction builds on earlier conceptual work by Fiorino (1989) on different rationales and imperatives for 
participatory engagement on the part of powerful institutions. 
29  The other main stakeholder mechanism is the Advisory Committee on Fisheries and Aquaculture (ACFA), set 
up in 1971 to provide industry advice to the Commission on fisheries issues. Today, the Committee’s members 
are drawn from organizations representing not only economic interests, but also the interests of consumers, the 
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Assembly and the Executive Committee a majority (two thirds) of the seats shall be allotted to 
representatives of the fisheries sector and only one third to representatives of the other interest 
groups (EC 2004, Art. 5(3). Environmental NGOs such as WWF have claimed that the 
fisheries sector were over-represented (Linke et al., 2011, p. 134). The RACs illustrate that 
novel trans-national participatory processes always face the challenge of critical issues of 
inclusion because there are few standards and templates to follow (cf. Tamm Hallström & 
Boström, 2010). 

3.4.2 What roles and mandate for participants? 

In trans-national (risk) policy and regulation, inclusiveness is usually referred to as a positive 
model to increase ‘representation of societal interests’. Yet, it is often unclear exactly what the 
various stakeholders are assumed to represent (Van Rooy, 2004; Jordan & van Tuijl, 2006; 
Tamm Hallström & Boström, 2010, pp. 119-24). Is it the interests, values and views or rather 
the knowledge and expertise of a particular group? Often these roles of participation are 
blended. There are, however, distinct forms of attention and method required in generating 
knowledge and eliciting values and perspectives (see e.g., Renn, 2008). Moreover, the 
expectations of participants concerning process and outcome are likely to be frustrated if there 
is lack of clarity about the input they are to provide. Such lack of clarity makes it more 
difficult for the different stakeholders to acknowledge each other as legitimate participants in 
the process and might jeopardize also the external legitimacy of the participatory instrument. 
In regard to the RACs it appears, for instance, debatable whether representatives of fisheries 
sector associations are actually able to represent ‘fishing practitioners’ and contribute the 
knowledge and experience of the “fishermen concerned” (cp. EC 2002, Preamble, 27).  

The case study on chemical pollution highlights lack of clarity of the general roles of the 
different actors in implementing European water policy in a participatory manner as stipulated 
by the Water Framework Directive (WFD) (EC 2000): 

"However, the role of the various actors in the risk governance still seems not to be well 
defined. Many respondents expressed an interest in guidelines better defining the 
relationship between the scientists, decision makers and stakeholders, for example in the 
framework of the WFD. ‘We need to clarify our roles’ as mentioned by an interviewed 
expert from an authority" (quoted in Udovyk et al., 2010, p. 43). 

                                                                                                                                                                                          
environment and development. However, economic interests are still predominant, even more dominant than in 
the RACs (Wilson, 2009, p. 96). As distinguished from the RACs, ACFA represents mainly organizations at 
European level (Sellke et al., 2010, p. 9). 
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The way in which a multi-stakeholder participatory instrument is linked to actual decision-
making requires also careful consideration when the instrument is designed and a shared 
understanding among all participants when it is instituted and put to use. One major point 
raised at the Stuttgart Round Table on participatory fisheries governance was that under the 
current system – in which the RACs work in a purely advisory function – at least a part of the 
RAC participants were increasingly frustrated about the lack or minimal extent of influence 
that they could take on actual decision-making (Dreyer et al., 2011; Raakjær et al., 2010, pp. 
14ff). If the RACs’ advice was almost always overruled and the participants did not feel being 
heard, stakeholders would have decreasing motivation to stay engaged in the advisory 
process. It was underlined, that all actors in fisheries governance, public and private, business 
and non-profit, would need to manage their resources efficiently. If the different stakeholders 
were to contribute continuously to fisheries governance through the RACs, it should not be 
the case that expectations for a pay-off were permanently frustrated. It was stressed that this 
applied also to environmental NGO involvement. They seriously need consider where to 
invest their time and energy.  

There is more pressure on the decision-makers to adopt advice if it is consensual, and the 
RACs shall strive for presenting their advice to the European Commission and the Member 
States in a consensus report rather than in disparate voice (Linke et al., 2011, p. 135).  
However, as Linke et al. stress (Ibid.), the BS RAC, for instance, appears to “have developed 
rather a ‘culture of not agreeing’ than of finding consensus over the years”. One important 
reason is that actors participating in the RACs are not experienced in expressing common 
interests, this applies particularly to the fisheries sector and the environmental community.  

The very idea to generate ‘consensus’ advice does not sit easily among a group with distinct 
interests. Some (potentially) participating groups, including the environmental NGOs, can be 
described as social movement organizations that engage in a cultural or political conflict with 
social critique and societal change as the main aim. Key strategies would be to push for 
significant reform in both policy and practice. Members of such organizations do not expect 
the movement leaders to formulate far-reaching compromises with opposing interests. Long-
term commitment to a multi-stakeholder arrangement may conflict with core activities, 
ideologies, or movement identity of NGOs (cp. Boström & Tamm Hallström, 2010). 
Particularly if the NGO has elements of a radical, uncompromising or confrontational identity, 
its own individual members may expect that it preserves critical distance and does not spend 
too many resources on cooperative activities within multi-stakeholder arrangements. In order 
to preserve symbolic, cognitive, social, and monitoring power over time, it is essential that 
NGOs can uphold some critical distance. In our cases: They need to prevent themselves from 
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being co-opted or captured by the institutions responsible for risk governance or by other 
participating stakeholders. Neither will members of business associations automatically 
endorse far-reaching compromises. The drive for consensus advice stems from those decision-
makers within (risk) policy-making and management that are authorized to balance and 
aggregate various interests and concerns. One could interpret the demand for consensus 
reports as a way to delegate this act of balancing and aggregation. 

3.4.3 When to participate? 

For a successful participatory process it is essential that the purpose of participation is 
matched with the timing of participation in the risk governance process. We see this process 
as being composed of the main stages of framing, assessing, evaluating and managing risks 
(IRGC, 2005; Renn, 2008). In regard to the RACs a mismatch has been noted between the 
officially stated purpose of participation (knowledge inclusion) and the governance stage at 
which the novel participatory bodies are formally positioned (evaluation of management 
options) (Linke et al., 2011). The RACs’ advisory activities are largely “restricted to 
providing views on pre-defined management proposals informed by the results of a scientific 
advisory process in which they feed catch data and at specific points may take part as silent 
observers" (Ibid., p. 140) (there are, however, first steps to change this situation as pointed out 
under point 3.3.3). The authors emphasise that if the RACs were to enrich the CFP with their 
specific knowledge they would need to be able to feed their knowledge and experience into 
the formal processes of knowledge generation and interpretation before the science advice 
was incorporated into management proposals (cp. Rice, 2005, p. 254).  

A similar pattern was observed in the chemical pollution case. Several interviewees called for 
more inclusion of economic and societal perspectives already during risk assessment, which 
could have positively contributed to the development of more feasible targets (Udovyk et al., 
2010, p. 33). In this case study, a Russian scientist expressed a view which is probably widely 
shared by many experts in chemical risk assessment: “People just want to be secured. They 
don’t want to get involved in the chemicals assessments” (quoted in Ibid., p. 49). While this 
argument may sound intuitively sensible, it neglects the possibility that "people" can be 
represented by a broad array of stakeholders, also outside of the representative parliamentary 
arena.  

Linke et al. (2011) draw a conclusion concerning current participation in fisheries governance 
which appears at least to some extent true for all five cases investigated: "There is a lack of 
opportunities for scientists and stakeholders to enter into mutual exchange in the process of 
producing knowledge and advice" (p. 141). 
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3.5 Indirect consequences of multi-stakeholder involvement 

Multi-stakeholder arrangements can also have non-intended consequences. These may 
influence their internal and/or external legitimacy as highlighted in the following sub-sections. 

3.5.1 Fuelling debates around power asymmetries 

Multi-stakeholder involvement does not necessarily imply that different stakeholder groups 
participate on an equal footing. Previous research has documented difficulties to establish and 
preserve a power balance in multi-stakeholder arrangements (Tamm Hallström & Boström, 
2010).  

It is an innovative feature of the RACs that they include the so-called ‘other interest groups’. 
Still, as we have pointed out above, the fisheries sector is assigned a privileged role within 
this newly established advisory system. The RACs thus stabilize power differences among 
stakeholder groups in European fisheries governance; these power asymmetries are not an 
accidental force in the RACs, instead they have a legal footing with the 2004 Council 
Decision (EC 2004). This is a fact which continues to be viewed with criticism among non-
industry actors and has turned into a salient issue in current debates around the upcoming 
anew CFP reform. The inclusion of only some of the ‘other interest groups’ into the BS RAC 
(and all other RACs) means further that power differences among these groups in the Baltic 
Sea region get established, at least as far as their role in the formal processes of management 
advice giving are concerned. 

The privileged role of the sector interests in the governance of marine transportation has not 
been challenged to the same extent as in fisheries by other groups of stakeholders or “new 
understandings of what sustainable management entails” (Raakjær et al., 2010, p. 41). As far 
as global governance of shipping is concerned, the case study reports a clear dominance of 
sector interests which is not jeopardized by NGO demands. The authors of this case study 
conclude that 

"the strong involvement of sector interests in global governance of shipping most likely 
makes it more effective and efficient, but also biased towards dominating stakeholders 
perspectives and priorities. The almost exclusive focus on technical aspects of marine safety 
is at least partly a result of stakeholder agenda-setting. Sector interests bring considerable 
knowledge into policy-making, and also make sure that business perspectives are well 
integrated into rule-making processes. Although some NGOs and other voices of civil 
society have enough resources to be able to influence global governance processes, the 
greening and improved safety of marine transportation is probably more a result of 
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consumer pressure and the importance of having a "clean record" than demands made by 
NGOs." (Hassler et al., 2010, p. 61). 

It seems reasonable to assume, that setting up of multi-stakeholder arrangements in regard to 
managing the risks associated with oil discharges would also be accompanied with fierce 
debates around re-balancing industry and other interests. 

In general, it might be useful to consider Bäckstrand’s (2006, p. 300) conclusion that 
“partnerships reflect rather than transform relations of power in global environmental 
governance”. We should not, perhaps, see cooperation as such as the panacea, at either 
transnational or local level, and instead be sensitive to power struggles that are hidden behind 
the voluntaristic and consensus-laden vocabulary within ‘the broad participatory approach’. 

3.5.2 Development of mutual trust 

It is commonly stated in the literature that repeated stakeholder interaction has potential to 
foster mutual trust among stakeholders. If actors representing different stakeholders can meet 
face-to-face in (risk) policy-making processes, there is a chance that they develop increased 
levels of trust into the intentions and the competence of other stakeholders (e.g., Boström, 
2006b; Hardin, 2006).  

The RACs are also seen as delivering the added benefit of promoting fruitful interaction 
between the different stakeholder groups. This is expressed, for instance, by the following 
quote from the European Commission’s User’s Guide on the CFP which describes the RACs 
as:  

“[…] a forum in which fishers can start to work more closely with scientists, and overcome 
the barriers of mistrust which exist between them. And perhaps most importantly, they 
provide a real opportunity for stakeholders from different sectors and different countries to 
meet regularly to argue out their differences and discuss their common interests and 
problems” (COM, 2009, p. 9; quoted in Sellke et al., 2010, p. 28). 

That the RACs have proven as fertile ground for the development of an improved 
understanding between industry and non-industry representatives has been confirmed by 
findings of the EU-funded research project MEFEPO30 (produced within work package 4 on 

                                                            
30 MEFEPO is short for Making the European Fisheries Ecosystem Plan Operational. 
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‘Exploring the Option of Regionalising the Common Fisheries Policy. Making the European 
Fisheries Ecosystem Plan Operational’). The authors conclude from their empirical work31: 

“Consequently, the RACs possess an – often not sufficiently recognized – additional role 
and value to the advice sent to the Commission in that they facilitate understanding across 
and within sectors and interest groups” (Raakjær et al., 2010, p. 116). 

Nevertheless, the RACs face considerable challenge in finding consensus due to different 
interests, perspectives, and value priorities represented in the membership and also little 
experience in Europe of executing and being part of such processes of wider inclusion in 
fisheries governance (Ibid.). In the BS RAC, stakeholder exchange has included in the past 
heated disputes between representatives of the fisheries sector and environmental NGOs over 
the validity of the basis of scientific advice; recommendations on fishing advice were usually 
formulated in a non-consensual way (Linke et al., 2011). Still, a representative of Germany’s 
fisheries sector stressed in an interview that was carried out for the overfishing case study that 
in his experience the BS RAC provided a forum for “entering into real dialogue with other 
stakeholders, scientists and Commission officials” (Sellke et al., 2010, p. 23). This would 
distinguish the advisory body from the European Commission’s Advisory Committee on 
Fisheries and Aquaculture (ACFA, see fn. 29) in which stakeholder representatives would just 
deliver opinions (Ibid., p. 29). 

3.6 Summary and discussion 

In this chapter we have shown that during the past decade EU and intergovernmental 
institutions have engaged in efforts to enhance stakeholder involvement in Baltic Sea 
environmental risk governance at the transnational regional level. Recent policy developments 
at EU-level have contributed to these dynamics. As pointed out by Kern and Löffelsend 
(2008) the EU enlargement in 2004 has made the EU the strongest international actor in the 
Baltic Sea region. Our analysis sets out the direct effects on stakeholder involvement at the 
regional level of the 2002 Basic Regulation on the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) which 
defines the broad involvement of stakeholders at all stages of the policy from conception to 
implementation as one of the good governance principles by which the CFP shall be guided 
(Art 1, 2c), and the more indirect, supportive effects of the Marine Strategy Framework 

                                                            
31 It should be noted, however, that members of the BS RAC were not included – for language reasons – in the 
survey through which MEFEPO generated insights into (amongst others) stakeholders’ views of the work of the 
RACs; the four RACs that came under investigation in the survey are the North Sea RAC, the Pelagic RAC, the 
North Western Waters RAC and the South Western Waters RAC (Raakjær et al., 2010, p. 25ff.).   
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Directive (MSFD) which stipulates that all “interested parties” should be involved in the 
implementation of the act. 

Mainly two policy events have led to stronger emphasis on stakeholder involvement at the 
level of the Baltic Sea region. The first is the initiative of HELCOM to develop the Baltic Sea 
Action Plan (BSAP) which from the beginning was aimed at developing and implementing 
the Plan in agreement with and support by the Baltic Sea stakeholder community. The explicit 
backing of this plan by the European Community, by identifying it as not merely instrumental 
to the successful implementation of the MSD in the region but also as a model to follow 
among regional seas conventions in Europe in the context of this Directive, gives the BSAP 
political momentum. 

The second policy event is the 2002 reform of the Common Fisheries Policy under which the 
Baltic Sea Regional Advisory Council (BS RAC) as one of seven RACs was set up in order to 
strengthen stakeholder involvement and improve regulatory compliance in EU’s fisheries 
management. The RACs are novel in that they constitute regional-level arrangements for 
stakeholder input. Indeed, creation of an arena for broad stakeholder involvement appears 
particularly challenging at the trans-national regional level. Establishing such arenas could be 
expected to be easier at the local (municipality), national, European or global (UN) level 
where we find institutionalized structures for political decision-making.   

Both HELCOM’s increased engagement in two-way-communication in the context of the 
BSAP and the setting-up of the BS RAC have promoted multi-stakeholder dialogue at the 
level of the Baltic Sea region. In contrast to HELCOM’s reaching out to stakeholders, the 
establishment of the RAC system is not part of an intergovernmental agreement on the 
desirability of a healthy Baltic Sea environment. Instead, it is the result of a ‘legitimacy crisis’ 
of the European Community’s CFP that is widely regarded to have been failing to achieve its 
objectives (for a recent analysis see Österblom et al., 2011). The RACs were intended to work 
as one element of remedial action by satisfying stakeholders’ demand for better involvement 
and thereby reducing deficits in regulatory compliance and enforcement (CEC, 2001).  

There have not been similar ‘acute’ governance problems in the other four cases. The 
information gained through the interviews that were carried out in the case study on oil 
discharges, for instance, indicates that neither public authorities and intergovernmental 
organizations nor industry and environmental stakeholders consider currently the 
strengthening of stakeholder communication and involvement at the regional level as an 
option to improve risk governance or policy implementation (Hassler et al., 2010). This might 
be related to the fact that oil discharges – as well as invasive alien species and chemical 
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pollution – present regional risks that more clearly relate to global flows of raw material, 
products and people and therefore require more coordination with global actors (Hassler et al., 
2011, p. 36). In the case of eutrophication the causes of the problem are much more diffuse 
than in the overfishing case. Setting up of a stakeholder advisory body could prove 
particularly useful in this case but appears also as a highly challenging task due to the large 
number of actors that would need to be involved. These might be some of the reasons why the 
establishment of a transnational regional multi-stakeholder forum for these risk issues seems 
to have not been debated so far (for instance, as a complement to HELCOM’s multi-issue 
multi-stakeholder dialogues). 
 
 
4. Communication of Risk to the General Public 
Anna Maria Jönsson & Marion Dreyer 

While the preceding chapter is concerned with risk communication with stakeholders, this 
chapter deals with communication of marine environmental risks to the general public.  

4.1 Public risk communication – a political desideratum at the regional level 

Nowadays, it is standard rhetoric to praise communication with the general public as an 
inherent element of environmental and sustainability governance. The Expert Group on 
Sustainable Development - Baltic 2132, for instance, has defined innovations and education for 
sustainable development as one of their four strategic areas33 and is committed to enhancing 
public awareness of sustainable development. 

“The goal of the education sector action programme is to ensure that people in the Baltic 
Sea Region have the knowledge, skills, attitudes and values needed to contribute actively 
towards sustainable development” (Baltic 21, 2002). 

Also several of the stakeholders who were interviewed in the five case studies stressed the 
importance of informed citizens or consumers. 

To our knowledge, there are no Baltic Sea regional organizations which develop and carry out 
targeted educational campaigns on the five risk issues. The Expert Group on Sustainable 
Development - Baltic 21 is engaged in education programmes regarding sustainability but 
                                                            
32 As of January 2010 the Expert Group is integrated into the Council of the Baltic Sea States (CBSS). 
33 The members of the Expert Group include government ministries and agencies from the 11 Baltic Sea states, 
the European Commission, and a diversity of intergovernmental and non-governmental organizations; see 
http://www.cbss.org/Environment/creating-a-sustainable-baltic-sea-region.  
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does not seem to be active in regard to marine environmental issues. They see responsibility 
for these issues lying generally with HELCOM (CBSS 2010). 

Through its website HELCOM certainly provides the largest amount of publicly accessible 
documentation and information on the five cases at the regional level. The information 
formats used here, including Indicator Fact Sheets, thematic reports and holistic assessments 
covering the DPSIR34 frame, are primarily produced for the “targeted users at national and 
Baltic-wide level”35. The website is likely to meet foremost the information needs of those 
who already have a special interest and/or stake in marine environmental risk governance and, 
therefore, the knowledge required for processing the offered information. However, 
HELCOM uses also other information channels and formats which are more suitable to reach 
the general public in terms of the interested citizen or consumer. These include information 
brochures, video and radio series. These are information packages which have potential to 
raise awareness of those who have not taken an interest in the issues so far. Awareness raising 
constitutes part of HELCOM’s communication policy: its website states that: “An essential 
objective is to raise general public awareness of the Baltic Sea and HELCOM actions”36.  

At national and EU-levels, a significant amount of documentation and information related to 
environmental issues is made publicly available through the websites of the responsible 
authorities; this is today, at least in the ‘old’ EU member states and at EU level a ‘standard’ 
way of documenting one’s own work and that of other institutions involved in similar matters. 
Similar to HELCOM’s website, the websites examined in the case study research offer 
information of a predominantly general nature (on the basic nature of the risks, risk policies 
and regulations). This applies also to the European Commission’s website concerning the EU 
Strategy for the Baltic Region (COM 2009). Some websites provide also more specific 
information, such as the website of the Swedish Chemicals Agency (Kemi) which includes 
large number of databases and up-to-date information. A wealth of information – from general 
to highly detailed, several related to risk assessment matters – is made available by the 
website of ICES.  

The case studies do not report about any websites of responsible authorities that attempt to 
elicit and respond to the particular concerns of the interested consumer or citizen. This is 
different, for instance, from risk communication on food safety issues. Here, the responsible 
authorities increasingly offer through their websites risk information responding to concrete 
                                                            
34 DPSIR stands for “Driving forces, Pressures, States, Impacts and Responses”, which is a simplified model for 
representing environmental/ecological damage and environmental/ecological protection/restoration measures. 
35 See: http://www.helcom.fi/groups/monas/en_GB/monitoring_strategy/ (accessed on 23 September 2011). 
36 See: http://www.helcom.fi/groups/monas/en_GB/monitoring_strategy/ (accessed on 23 September 2011). 
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concerns of consumers. The typical means of doing so consists in making available a clearly 
organised outline of answers to those questions on emerging and established food safety 
issues that are most frequently addressed by consumers to the respective authority or 
perceived as being on the consumers’ mind (this succession of questions and answers is 
typically referred to by the acronym of FAQ) (cp. Dreyer et al. 2006, p. 40). Compared to our 
selected environmental risks, food risks, especially those related to human health, affect 
citizens as consumers much more directly and in relation to their daily lives. Therefore, they 
are particularly worrying and produce a greater demand for information about suitable 
behaviours for protecting one’s own health and the health of those for which foods are 
prepared.  

It appeared from the interviews carried out for the case study on chemical pollution that the 
topic of ‘sustainable consumption’ may gain in importance in future risk communication by 
the responsible authorities. A representative of the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency 
expressed the assumption that the informed consumer can speed up the process of change 
towards sustainable consumption:  

“We have to think in another way, in a way we design our products. We need chemicals 
but in the same way we need to think about consequences. I am talking about consumer 
awareness about real costs. As agency and politicians we are constantly working with 
these issues but if you need a quick change the public has to act.” (Udovyk et al., 2010, p. 
85).  

More importance has the topic of ‘sustainable consumption’ in public risk communication in 
the overfishing case. The most prominent provision is the Marine Stewardship Council, a 
business-environmental NGO initiative. Similar initiatives are also existent at national levels. 
In Germany, for instance, a public-private initiative has recently been set-up that pursues 
similar aims as the WWF’s shopping guidebook and presents somehow a ‘competing offer’ to 
retailers and consumers. The Johann Heinrich von Thünen Institut (vTI), a research institution 
of the German Federal Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Consumer Protection (BMELV) 
officially mandated with risk assessment and risk management activities as regards fisheries 
in the Baltic Sea, launched in 2011 a web-based information portal on fish stocks37. The 
internet portal was initiated by the „Round Table Sustainable Fishing“ of the BMELV and is 
financed by the German fish processing industry and retailers. The vTI comprises the Institute 
of Baltic Sea Fisheries. This institute is involved in fish stock assessment (it provides ICES 
with national data for the international stock assessments), i.e. in assessing the risk of 

                                                            
37 http://fischbestaende.portal-fischerei.de (accessed on 23 September 2011). 
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overexploitation of fish stocks, as well as in research on the effects of fishery itself on the 
environment. According to self-presentation, the internet portal is the basis in the institute’s 
efforts to:  

“improve[ment] [of] the information for vendors and consumers on the fish and fishery 
products which are traded to enable them to make educated decisions during purchase of 
fish and fishery products. Indirectly this enables to have influence on the fishery 
management for an improvement of the sustainable exploitation of the fish stocks”.38 

While the internet portal aims to address also consumers, the interested public, and 
environmental NGOs39, it is targeted primarily at the retail sector. According to self-
presentation, the internet portal provides  

“up-to-date descriptions of the state of wild marine fish stocks which are relevant for the 
German market. The website aims at providing scientifically correct information, brief 
and understandable, primarily to the retail and processing sector”.40  

The internet portal is meant as an alternative to the WWF’s shopping guidebook for fish 
which is questioned in regard to the completeness and timeliness of the information on which 
it is based. It also endeavours to work against undue dramatisation through the mass media 
which is criticized for too often suggesting an apocalyptic scenario of oceans fished to death 
in the foreseeable future (Sellke et al., 2010, p. 31). 

The topic of ‘sustainable consumption’ has also some relevance in public risk communication 
about eutrophication by environmental NGOs which promote organic food and organic food 
labels as one way to deal with the issue. However, eutrophication may not always be the risk 
that is most frequently discussed in relation to organic production. 

The role of the media 

In Germany, attention of national mass media to the issue of overfishing and the nature of 
reporting has induced the public authorities to take corrective action through highly targeted 
information provision. There is less incentive to take such actions for a regional organization 
like HELCOM because of the lack of news media and a media-supported agenda at the 
regional level (cp. Jönsson 2011). 

                                                            
38  Quoted from http://www.vti.bund.de/en/startseite/institutes/baltic-sea-fisheries.html (accessed on 23 
September 2011). 
39 http://fischbestaende.portal-fischerei.de/; http://www.vti.bund.de/en/startseite/institutes/baltic-sea-
fisheries.html (accessed on 23 September 2011). 
40 Quoted from http://www.vti.bund.de/en/startseite/institutes/baltic-sea-fisheries/profile/advice-public-relations-
teaching/fish-stocks-online.html  (accessed on 23 September 2011). 
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This lack of a regional agenda supported by the mass media makes it more difficult to raise 
awareness of regional environmental risk issues and improving the level of information to the 
wider public in that region – there are no (influential) media actors who can be addressed for 
agenda-setting purposes. This was stressed by several participants at the Stuttgart Round 
Table event (Dreyer et al., 2011, p. 8). It is likely to reduce the incentives of HELCOM and 
other regional organizations committed to regional environmental and sustainability 
governance to invest in public risk communication. The media can play an important role in 
the development of a common agenda (cf. McCombs & Shaw, 1972; McCombs, 2005) which 
is crucial for generating interest from citizens and consumers. 

4.2 Summary and discussion 

Praising communication to the general public as an inherent element of environmental and 
sustainability governance forms part of standard rhetoric of authorities at the different 
political levels and transnational and intergovernmental organizations. So far, public risk 
communication seems to be widely restricted to information provision. More dialogical 
approaches, aimed, for instance, at eliciting and responding to the particular information 
needs of citizens and consumers, do not seem to play an important role. The particular nature 
of the five risk issues is likely to be one reason for only little investment in risk 
communication which is specifically designed to address particular citizen/consumer concerns 
or induce appropriate behaviour. The issues have only indirect relevance to people’s daily life 
and provide few opportunities to contribute to risk management. 

Primarily, in the cases of overfishing and eutrophication, the average citizen is specifically 
addressed in his/her role as consumer and encouraged to consume sustainably and 
environmentally friendly – these are, however, initiatives of the environmental NGO and 
business sectors. 

It is often said that the one-way communication model (transmission model or sender-receiver 
model) has been more or less abandoned on behalf of other more inclusive and dialogical 
models. However, the findings from our case studies suggest that both these models are in 
practice and guide different actors’ work with public and stakeholder risk communication. It 
is also interesting to note that when discussing communication as dialogue and interaction, 
actors in our cases mainly speak about participation in different (often top-down initiated) 
deliberation activities. One important issue in relation to this is the question of the nature of 
dialogue and participation, and if it always requires a co-presence (in time and/or space). In 
the digitalized network society there are a number of possibilities to ‘meet’ and communicate 
with the help of different virtual platforms. 
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In regard to the “traditional” mass media we have pointed to the lack of a regional agenda 
supported by these media as one hurdle for enhancing the wider public’s awareness of and 
interest in regional environmental risk governance. Currently, we do not have knowledge 
about any initiatives to change this situation. General public support of environmental policy 
in regard to the Baltic Sea should not be underestimated as a contextual factor of 
environmental risk governance. It is particularly relevant when rather drastic measures of risk 
management have to be implemented such as closing commercially important areas off to 
fishing in the context of expanding the use of marine protected areas. This could trigger 
intense protest, stakeholder conflict, and fierce public debate reported through the mass 
media. In order to successfully implement such measures wide public acceptance of the 
overall risk policy and its underlying principles – such as those at the core of the Ecosystem 
Approach – is a necessary condition. 

 

5. Internal Risk Communication 

Marion Dreyer & Anna-Maria Jönsson 

An integrated management of the various environmental risks in the Baltic Sea area including 
the risks of unsustainable fisheries requires improved coordination between the different (risk) 
policy areas – mainly environmental, agriculture, and fisheries – and collaboration between 
the main actors at the different political levels. There was wide agreement on this need among 
the stakeholders that participated at the Round Table on “Stakeholder Participation and 
Communication in Baltic Sea Environmental Risk Governance” which the RISKGOV project 
held on 14-15 February 2011 in Stuttgart, Germany (see Dreyer et al., 2011).  

In the view of several of the Round Table participants one of the main problems in this 
respect at national level was the usual lack of communication between the ministries 
responsible for risk policy and risk management in the different areas. In regard to fisheries, it 
was noted that Sweden qualified as an exception because it had merged fisheries and 
environment into one ministry (agriculture is, however, still a separate ministry). It was 
stressed, that this was not the case for the other countries bordering the Baltic Sea (Dreyer et 
al., 2011, p. 7). 

5.1 Structural re-arrangements within HELCOM 

Recently, some concrete steps have been taken towards addressing this problem at the 
regional level by HELCOM. The Helsinki Commission is an intergovernmental organization 
of all the nine Baltic Sea countries and the EU which works to protect the Baltic Sea marine 
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environment. In order to support the implementation of the Baltic Sea Action Plan and its 
basic principle, the Ecosystem Approach (HELCOM 2007), the Commission has set up new 
structural devices in the past three years aimed at facilitating the required dialogue between 
the national ministries. In 2010, the HELCOM Baltic Agriculture and Environment Forum 
was established, providing agricultural and environmental authorities with the possibility for 
discussion, interaction and action development41 (Haahti et al., 2010, p. 47). In 2008, the 
HELCOM Baltic Fisheries and Environment Forum was set up as a “platform for the needed 
direct regional exchanges between fisheries and environmental Ministries in the region and 
EU Directorate Generals” (Backer et al., 2010, p. 647).  

5.2 Need for improving coordination at EU-level 

In regard to the EU-level, the Round Table participants stressed that promoting and 
implementing an integrated marine environmental risk governance strategy required the 
improvement of the collaboration and coordination between European Commission’s DG 
MARE (Directorate General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries) and DG Environment and 
also between these Directorates General and DG Agriculture and Rural Development (Dreyer 
et al., 2011, p. 7). A representative from the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency, who 
was interviewed for the case study on chemical pollution, pointed out the difficulties in 
communicating across the different Directorate Generals with a responsibility for marine 
environmental risk governance in an organization as complex as the European Commission. 
In comparison, communication and interaction between authorities at national level would be 
much easier because personal contacts and networks and informal communication would play 
a bigger role: “It is all about personal contacts" (Udovyk et al., 2010, p. 88). 

5.3 Emerging cooperation between ICES and HELCOM 

The Round Table participants also highlighted the need for more structured and continuous 
exchanges between the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES) and 
HELCOM. Both organizations are involved in scientific activities relevant for risk 
assessment, albeit to varying degrees42 (Dreyer et al., 2011, p. 8). ICES is the prime source of 
scientific advice on Baltic Sea environmental risk governance: The intergovernmental 
scientific organization is responsible for both scientific advice on fish stocks (still the 

                                                            
41 On the launch of this Forum see: http://www.helcom.fi/press_office/news_helcom/en_GB/Agri_Env_Forum/ 
(accessed on 23 September 2011). 
42 A detailed analysis of the issue touched on in this paragraph is provided in the comparative case study analysis 
of interactions between risk assessment and risk management. 
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predominant task) and scientific advice on the marine environment and ecosystem, and 
HELCOM is one of its clients. 

The main role of HELCOM is that of an environmental policy maker for the Baltic Sea area 
by initiating and promoting the development of shared environmental objectives and joint 
actions. However, this work has a scientific basis which is partly developed in-house. 
HELCOM collects and analyses relevant data and produces on that basis “pressure, state and 
impact assessments”43 which inform the Commission’s decisions on restoration actions and 
the identification of emerging environmental problems. One source of scientific data used for 
these assessments is ICES. 

The grown significance of the holistic and integrative Ecosystem Approach both for 
HELCOM and ICES and HELCOM’s recent move into the field of sustainable fisheries 
(under the umbrella of “Biodiversity”) has made the need for improved interaction between 
the two institutions increasingly obvious. Under the biodiversity segment of the Baltic Sea 
Action Plan HELCOM seeks to “enhance the balance between the sustainable use of marine 
natural resources and their protection” (Backer et al., 2010, p. 646). 

The newly established HELCOM Baltic Fisheries and Environment Forum has taken concrete 
steps to strengthen interactions. It initiated cooperation with ICES on the collection and 
assessment of the background scientific information on the status of Baltic Sea fish stocks in 
order to support the development of long-term management plans (HELCOM 2011, p. 46). 

5.4 Summary and discussion 

We have pointed out that stakeholders in the field see a clear need for improving exchanges 
and coordination between the different (risk) policy areas and actors. This need has grown 
with the endorsement of the Ecosystem Approach, constituting a multi- and cross-sector 
approach, by both EU and HELCOM. As part of a recent organizational restructuring 
HELCOM has taken concrete steps to meet this requirement; it has established forums having 
the specific purpose to promote and facilitate communication between the national ministries 
responsible for the environment and those responsible for agriculture and /or fisheries.  

The relevance of the Ecosystem Approach for HELCOM and ICES as well as for HELCOM’s 
recent move into the field of sustainable fisheries has increased also the need for improved 
interaction between these two institutions. Both (albeit to varying degrees) are involved in 

                                                            
43 See HELCOM website at: http://www.helcom.fi/groups/monas/en_GB/monitoring_strategy/ (accessed on 23 
September 2011). 
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scientific advice production – and also here cooperation has started through collaboration in 
scientifically based assessment of fish stocks.  

Gilek and co-authors in reference to an interview with an ICES scientist and his/her 
assessment of the situation stress the likely challenges associated with such efforts which tend 
be become more important in the future with increasing efforts to implement the Ecosystem 
Approach: 

“Especially since HELCOM’s mandate is more related to a culture of conservation and 
protection of the marine environment and ICES traditional mission is to provide scientific 
advice for managing a natural resource (fish), this might prove to be a delicate and at 
times complicated process, with competition, antagonism and mutual hostility between 
the two organizations on the agenda” (Gilek et al., 2011a, p. 15, interview with ICES 
scientist). 

 
 
6. Conclusions and Recommendations 

Marion Dreyer, Piet Sellke, Magnus Boström & Anna-Maria Jönsson 

With regard to environmental (risk) governance and EAM implementation the marine ‘eco-
region’ is increasingly highlighted as an ecosystem that exists at trans-national scale and 
requires also a management regime that is set at this trans-national level (e.g., Murawski, 
2007; Hempel & Sherman, 2003; Balsiger & Debarbieux, 2011). Among our five cases, this 
discourse around eco-region management is currently most pronounced in the overfishing 
case. In debates around the upcoming anew CFP reform a system of micro-management 
organized around geographical areas and tailored to the particular regional specificities of the 
EU’s oceans and seas is highlighted as essential for the development and implementation of 
an ecosystem-based approach to fisheries management.  

A lot of attention is devoted to the Baltic Sea as an eco-region. For one thing, among the 
European seas, the Baltic Sea, and also the North Sea and Irish Sea, are viewed as “reasonably 
self-contained ecosystems” (Symes, 2005, p. 98). Second, the Baltic Sea Region (BSR) is 
considered a suitable test case for developing trans-national regional endeavours in support of 
EAM (EC 2000; HELCOM44). Since some time there exist collaborative relations between the 
bordering countries on environmental issues and in the recent past several trans-national 
networks concerned with such issues in the broader framework of sustainability policy have 

                                                            
44 http://www.helcom.fi/BSAP/en_GB/intro/ (accessed on 23 September 2011). 
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developed (Joas et al., 2008; Kern & Löffelsend, 2008; Bengtsson, 2009; Österblom et al., 
2011, p. 573). The results of our analysis of risk communication concerning the five cases that 
we have presented in the preceding sections shed light on the current conditions in the BSR 
for stakeholders to contribute to the development of a more integrated environmental and 
ecological risk management as suggested by EAM. 

In the perspective of EAM, a multi-issue and multi-sector approach to the handling of marine 
environmental risks is required. EAM acknowledges the interconnectedness of environmental 
and ecological risks: Chemical pollution, eutrophication, overfishing, invasive alien species 
and oil discharges can have cumulative adverse effects on ecosystem structures and functions 
and should therefore not be assessed and managed in isolation45. EAM accordingly calls for 
solutions which work across the sectors from which environmental/ecological risks emerge or 
which are affected by them and/or their management (such as agriculture, fisheries, maritime 
transport, energy exploitation, tourism). Ultimately, it aims at the coordination of these and 
other activities in and around the sea46. This integrated approach is also at the core of the 
recently developed Maritime Policy (MP) the environmental component of which is the 
Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD). The emphasis on “ecological and integrative 
objectives” (van Hoof & Tatenhove, 2009, p. 726) of recent initiatives on EU marine policy 
(including the 2002 CFP reform, the MSFD, and the MP) calls for innovative forms of 
stakeholder involvement in the BSR. It creates a need to develop structures and processes for 
exchange between the riparian countries and also the various stakeholders on the nature of the 
interconnectedness between risks and sectors and possible ways to deal with this 
interconnectedness in risk assessment and risk management. To make such arrangements 
work, however, it is a basic requirement that all main stakeholders (and not merely 
organizations and groups concerned with environmental and conservation issues) first develop 
ownership of environmental and ecological risks originating from the individual socio-
economic sectors in which they have a direct stake.  

6.1 Current conditions for stakeholder involvement in support of more integrated 
environmental risk governance in the BSR 

Need for stimulating stakeholder and public interest in the development and pursuit of 
ecological and integrative objectives in Baltic Sea environmental risk governance 

                                                            
45 For instance, adverse effects of eutrophication on water quality may affect negatively the quality and quantity 
of fish that can be supported in a waterbody and in that way impact biodiversity. 
46 Curtin & Prellezo (2010) highlight this holistic view of EAM in a recent literature review on marine ecosystem 
based management. 
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The analysis of the interviews that were carried out with the various stakeholder groups in the 
five case studies suggests that there is a general need to promote awareness and understanding 
of eco-system related challenges and the conditions for realizing the solution potential of 
EAM among stakeholders. Implementation of a more integrated approach of environmental 
risk governance in the spirit of EAM in the Baltic Sea region would require increased efforts 
to encourage stakeholders to develop ownership of environmental and ecological risks and 
commitment to the basic principles supporting EAM. There is a certain degree of commitment 
to “environmental stewardship” among both industry and non-industry actors within fisheries, 
agriculture and shipping which represent important socio-economic fields in the BSR. 
However, the pursuit of ecological and integrative objectives as emphasised by the recent 
initiatives on EU marine policy do not seem to have developed into genuine stakeholder 
concerns yet. 

A high level of public awareness and media attention towards the subject of EAM could 
facilitate the development of ownership and commitment by the various groups affected by 
and interested in the management of Baltic Sea resources and uses. However, our analysis 
suggests that EAM has not become part of public imagination and debate at national or 
transnational levels so far. In order to achieve this, more efforts to raise public interest, 
awareness and demand for information in the Baltic Sea region would be required. As we 
have argued above, stimulation of public attention to EAM is made more difficult by the fact 
that there is a lack of news media and a media-supported agenda at the regional level. 

Novel forms of stakeholder involvement which can support moving towards a more integrated 
approach of environmental risk governance in the BSR  

HELCOM’s stakeholder ‘dialogue policy’ which complements its traditional ‘observer 
policy’ since the BSAP initiative is likely to facilitate and promote an exchange of 
stakeholders across the different environmental issues and relevant sectors. The BSAP is a 
regional programme of measures for the marine environment based on the Ecosystem 
Approach. With the focus of the BSAP on this approach HELCOM’s dialogue policy may 
contribute to stimulating stakeholder interest in the development and pursuit of ecological and 
integrative objectives in Baltic Sea environmental risk governance.  

The ‘Stakeholder Conferences’, organised on an annual basis for further development and 
implementation of the BSAP, bring together all the different actor groups (governmental and 
non-governmental, industry- and non-industry actors) and address the full range of 
environmental risks. These Conferences will serve, at least to a certain extent, as platforms for 
exchange across issues and sectors. In this way, they can raise awareness and understanding 
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of the different stakeholders of the interconnectedness of issues and sectors and may promote 
acknowledgement of the need to account for this interconnectedness in the development of 
risk management strategies. In particular, the discussion with stakeholders on how broad-scale 
marine spatial planning can be used as a planning tool within HELCOM has potential to 
initiate or foster such social learning processes as well as frame-reflective debates (see 
Chapter 2). Through the emerging cooperation with ICES concerning the development of 
long-term management plans for Baltic Sea fish stocks HELCOM is likely to be regarded as a 
stronger player in European marine environmental governance and therefore become 
increasingly attractive also for business and industry actors as a dialogue platform on 
appropriate strategies for the BSR. 

The BS RAC is a sector-specific advisory body, i.e. it is not tasked to take a cross-sectoral 
perspective. It is focused on risks to the competitiveness and the viability of operators in the 
fisheries sector which shall be managed by maintaining or restoring stocks to levels that can 
produce the so-called ‘maximum sustainable yield’. However, the inclusion of so-called 
‘other interest groups’ with environmental, conservation or consumer concerns is likely to 
make environmental and ecological impacts of fishing and on fishing a recurrent topic of the 
stakeholder debates. In the long run, this may increase the fisheries sector representatives’ 
awareness of and attention to the environmental pillar of sustainable fisheries. The added 
benefits of improved dialogue and higher levels of trust between industry and non-industry 
interest groups that for some of the RACs has been reported make it more likely that this is or 
will be occurring. That means the multi-stakeholder design of the RACs can help that the 
resource users develop ownership of environmental and ecological risks in terms of taking 
responsibility for the risks reflected in the management advice they advocate. 

However, to really reap the potential benefits of this novel institutional arrangement 
(improved dialogue, improved advice) the issue of power balance in the multi-stakeholder 
design needs to be on the table for an unprejudiced discussion. In this report, we have noted 
that ‘other interest groups’ are not satisfied by just having one third of the seats in the RACs. 
Sector interests are still seen as generally privileged in the governance system. To be sure, it 
would be idealistic to assume that distinct and previously antagonistic stakeholder groups will 
agree on an ideal model of balanced formal stakeholder involvement. Still, more joint 
reflection and discussion about the very governance structure itself is likely to do more good 
than harm for the rapprochement among groups. Yet, another question is, if this or a similar 
model could be expanded to cover even more interests and sectors. 
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Multi-national, multi-interest and multi-sector stakeholder advisory bodies: Model of a more 
distant future 

Lack of a high level of acknowledgement of EAM among stakeholders is one reason why 
multi-national, multi-interest and multi-sector stakeholder bodies concerned with marine 
(environmental) governance at the regional level appear as the model of a more distant future 
rather than the near future. Visions of such a model have emerged in current discussions 
around the upcoming anew reform of the Common Fisheries Policy. In this reform process, 
the governance design of the CFP has come under scrutiny. Increasingly there are calls for 
strengthening the regional component of EU’s fisheries management. Several contributors to 
the reform debate, from the academic sector, identify some form of regionalization as a 
promising alternative to the current fisheries policy which they consider an over-centralized, 
top-down command and control system. In their view a more regionalised system would be 
more appropriate to deal with the diversity of European fisheries, to implement ecosystem-
based fisheries management, and build up ownership towards management rules among 
stakeholders. They bring up the issue of what the structure and role of the RACs could and 
should be in a regionalised European fisheries management system (see e.g., Sissenwine & 
Symes, 2007; Raakjær et al., 2010). And some of them point out that ideally, stakeholder 
involvement should allow for the representation of a much greater diversity of stakes and 
stakeholders given the requirements of EAM implementation and the subjection of the CFP to 
an integrated European marine and maritime policy (Raakjær et al., 2010; van Hoof & van 
Tatenhove 2009; see also Berghöfer et al., 2008; Varjopuro et al., 2008; Dreyer et al., 2011; 
Dreyer & Sellke, 2011). According to van Hoof and van Tatenhove (2009), there is a need to 
turn even more away from the “neo-corporatist exchange relations and rules” (p. 726). In such 
arrangements “political authority is shared by the state and some few accepted organizations 
of stakeholders. For other actors, gaining access is very difficult” (Ibid., p. 727). These 
arrangements were challenged already by the 2002 CFP reform but were still dominant in the 
CFP at EU and national level (Ibid.). 

The MEFEPO project has identified the “Regional Marine Management Organization” as one 
(of five) visions of a regionalised fisheries governance system as embodied in the current 
reform debates (Raakjær et al., 2010). Under this model a much broader diversity of 
stakeholders than in the current RACs would be involved as consultants or as co-managers in 
a new regional body set up by the EU member states and with the mandate to coordinate all 
matters relating to the regional sea areas. Also at the Round Table event in Stuttgart the idea 
of an advisory stakeholder forum reflecting the range of stakeholders that make up the 
different sectors in the sea region and forming part of a regional management body based 
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around an ecosystem approach was put up for discussion (Dreyer et al., 2011, p. 5). For 
Raakjær and colleagues the Regional Marine Management Organization is “possibly the 
model of the future – but not likely the immediate future” (Raakjær et al., 2010, p. 12). 
Particularly, conferring executive powers to the Organization would face huge legal hurdles 
(mainly, because there is no common environmental policy in the EU which could overrule 
national policy; Dreyer et al., 2010, p. 9). However, setting up of a purely advisory body 
would face major challenges as well. 

The insights achieved through the MEFEPO project and the discussions at the Stuttgart Round 
Table event include that setting up of a multi-national, multi-interest and multi-sector 
advisory stakeholder body implies difficult issues of inclusion, motivation and capacity. In 
terms of membership composition, for instance, it would be a serious challenge to achieve a 
membership which would truly reflect the range of stakeholders making up the different 
sectors in the region and design an organizational structure which allows for efficient working 
processes. Motivation of stakeholders to participate in this body should not be taken for 
granted. Results achieved within the MEFEPO project indicate that stakeholders47 are not 
very positive about the option of a cross-sector advisory (or management) body. Particularly 
interest groups from the fisheries sector showed a preference for purely fisheries-focussed 
regional (management or advisory) organizations. The Ecosystem Approach and maritime 
policy integration is not (yet) high on their agenda. Accordingly, industry’s “[…] members 
feel less compelled to incorporate parties unrelated to fisheries into the management process” 
(Raakjær et al., 2010, p. 117ff). With the increasing competition for marine space, fisheries 
sector organizations might find it even more important to have channels through which they 
can convey their particular views unfiltered to the responsible policy and management actors 
in order to represent their specific interests.  

Environmental NGOs are usually multi-issue organizations with restricted resources and 
therefore need to prioritize and be selective in their allocation of resources. They could find 
the large agenda of an integrated environmental management possibly overburdening their 
capacities. In the face of the heavy work load, it seems likely that they would be less willing 
to accept a power imbalance as it is existent in the RACs where a majority (two thirds) of the 
seats in the two main organs are allotted to representatives of the fisheries sector (EC 2004, 
Art. 5(3)).  

                                                            
47 The individuals whose views were elicited were a sample of those who attend RAC meetings; it is important to 
note that the BS RAC was not represented in this sample; see fn. 31. 
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Given the political and legal framework of Baltic Sea environmental risk management it is 
desirable to give already now a good deal of thought to the opportunities and challenges of 
moving towards a multi-sector stakeholder body which provides advice on the management 
(or co-management) of Baltic Sea environmental risks. For the immediate future, a 
stakeholder involvement model as represented by the “Regional Marine Management 
Organization” appears not as a feasible and realistic option, particularly given the fact that 
EAM has not (yet) developed into a guiding vision also outside policy and academic circles. 
Because of this fact alone, the motivation of stakeholders to invest human and time resources 
in participation in such a body would need to be considered as probably rather low. Now, 
initiatives are required which enable stakeholders to develop ownership of environmental and 
ecological risks in the individual issue-areas in which they have a direct stake and to raise 
their awareness of the interconnectedness between risks and sectors. 

6.2 Possible steps forward 

Expansion and intensification of HELCOM’s stakeholder involvement policy 

Recent policy developments at EU and regional levels – endorsement of the Ecosystem 
Approach by HELCOM and in various EU acts related to marine environmental management 
and the first steps towards a European integrated maritime policy, both highlighting the eco-
region as an essential governance scale – create in the medium to long term the need for 
important changes in the organization of stakeholder involvement in environmental risk 
governance in the BSR. A more integrated approach to environmental risk governance in the 
BSR requires forums in which the different stakeholder groups can exchange across risk 
issues, separate framings, and socio-economic sectors (including fisheries, agriculture, 
maritime transport, tourism, energy production etc.). 

The Baltic Sea Region is said to be widely regarded as a “pioneer in the introduction of new 
modes of governance” (Joas et al., 2008, p. 6) and to provide “favourable conditions for the 
successful development of regional endeavours” (Bengtsson, 2009, p. 2) because of the 
increasing number of transnational networks (Kern & Löffelsend, 2008) and the long-standing 
existence of a central common institution (HELCOM) in the region (cp. Bengtsson, 2009, p. 
2). Accordingly, it might be a suitable test case for initiating multi-interest and multi-national 
forms for interaction across environmental risk issues and socio-economic sectors. HELCOM 
might provide fertile ground for developing such an initiative. As stated by Hassler and 
colleagues: 
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“…. The fact that HELCOM deals with the full spectrum of the environmental threats to the integrity 
of the Baltic Sea ecosystems creates good opportunities for inter-sectoral collaboration” (Hassler et al., 
2011, p. 51). 

The BSAP Stakeholder Conferences could be the starting point for such collaboration. They 
are multi-issue, multi-interest and multi-sector communicative platforms. It would need, 
however, stakeholder exchanges across issues and sectors that are more structured, 
procedurally supported and outcome oriented than the stakeholder communications in the 
context of these Conferences. Only then they would be able to contribute – for instance, 
through advice giving – to the development and implementation of more integrated 
environmental policy and risk management actions. These exchanges would need to deal with 
questions such as: What are the main environmental and ecological risks that have relevance 
across sectors and require cross-sectoral collaboration? How could social learning and a broad 
frame-reflective debate (see Chapter 2) among groups be facilitated? What are the main 
principles (e.g. regarding inclusion, categorization of stakeholders, balancing of interests) 
upon which such collaboration should be built? How could results of such collaboration – or 
the collaboration itself – be fed into the official structures and processes of Baltic Sea 
environmental risk governance? 

As a first step, however, HELCOM should attempt to stimulate stakeholders to develop 
ownership of environmental and ecological risks originating from activities of the socio-
economic sectors in which they have a direct stake, and, in addition, to stimulate them to 
consider how their activities potentially affect other sectors. To this end, HELCOM could, for 
instance, supplement its recently established structures for facilitating dialogue between the 
national ministries (cp. point 5.1) by similar structures designed for facilitating dialogue 
between the various stakeholder groups that are attached to the different socio-economic 
sectors. That means, in order to further support the implementation of the BSAP HELCOM 
could consider the setting up of a HELCOM Baltic Agriculture and Environment Stakeholder 
Forum and a HELCOM Baltic Fisheries and Environment Stakeholder Forum. In order to link 
Baltic marine environmental concerns even more strongly to important socio-economic fields 
these platforms could be supplemented by, for instance, a Shipping and Environment 
Stakeholder Forum or an Energy Production and Environment Stakeholder Forum. These 
various forums could work as platforms for multi-national dialogue between the various 
stakeholder groups in the individual sectors  in the region – operating at national, regional, 
and/or EU-level – especially between business and industry actors and groups with 
environmental and conservation concerns. This dialogue could help to sensitize the different 
socio-economic sectors to the eco-system view. Stakeholder exchange and interaction is 
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particularly important in those cases in which framings of environmental and ecological risks 
vary considerably (such as in the case of overfishing); in which the sources of risk are diffuse, 
and in which a great effort is required to clarify shared responsibilities (such as in the case of 
eutrophication). 

Placing emphasis on the participative aspect of EAM 

EAM is identified as a key means for achieving a healthy marine environment and sustainable 
use of marine resources. Popularization of the concept in the BSR could help to raise the 
Baltic Sea stakeholder community‘s interest in a more integrated and ecological approach to 
marine environmental risk governance. One possibility to push forward popularization would 
be to propagate EAM more strongly in regard to its procedural aspects48. The participatory 
aspect is an inherent and established component of the management concept. However, 
representations of the concept within policy, management and scientific circles usually do not 
place particular emphasis on the participation component. If they would do so, the concept 
could gain in attractiveness from promises to stimulate and foster the setting up of innovative 
participatory learning and coordination processes and the development of ‘learning’ 
institutions in regard to how a healthy Baltic Sea ecosystem can be achieved. This focus on 
participation is, however, not easily combined with a ‘technocratic approach’ in which the 
Ecosystem Approach is operationalised in terms of development of indicators, limits and 
targets associated with operational ecological objectives, as carried out by HELCOM. If EAM 
was primarily defined as a participatory management approach, the question of what is a 
healthy ecosystem could not be scientifically determined and quantified but would be highly 
dependent on time, situation, culture and knowledge. It would require that HELCOM, as the 
main node of networks of actors dealing with environmental and sustainability issues at the 
level of the BSR, opens up the definition of ecological objectives for deliberation with 
stakeholders. And it would require that HELCOM develops sensibility to take into account 
framings that relate to social sustainability aspects of environmental risks (e.g. environmental 
justice, quality of life, community well-being). 

There is another challenge connected with placing the emphasis on the participative aspect of 
EAM: Not all parts of the stakeholder community will be equally attracted by the idea of 
defining and implementing EAM in a participatory and discursive process. However, also 
powerful business and industry actors are likely to develop interest in a policy enabling them 
to co-produce a tailor-made regional approach to EAM, if the alternative was a purely 

                                                            
48 Our argumentation in this paragraph draws on Brand & Fürst (2002) who discuss placing emphasis on the 
participatory aspect as one of three alternative options of popularising the sustainability concept. 
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technocratic approach in which science determines the ecological standards to be achieved. 
EAM might find more resonance also with these actors when they are offered the opportunity 
to contribute to defining these standards which are indeed based on a value-based judgement 
“about what society values from an ecosystem” (Murawski, 2007, p. 686). Another challenge 
connected to propagating EAM as a participatory undertaking is the fact that Eastern 
European countries do not have established traditions of democracy and civil society 
participation. However, in most of these countries civil society participation is increasingly 
called for, initiatives advocating such participation are emerging, and civil society 
organizations are growing. Efforts to organise participation in Baltic Sea environmental risk 
governance based around an ecosystem approach could try to connect with such initiatives. 

Enhanced efforts to communicate EAM to the general public 

Efforts to strengthen stakeholder and public involvement in Baltic Sea environmental risk 
governance which is oriented towards EAM can benefit from higher public awareness, 
understanding and acknowledgement of EAM. Currently, EAM presents a highly abstract and 
technical concept which is unlikely to move onto the wider public agenda. In the context of 
implementation of the BSAP, HELCOM (and also public authorities at national level) could 
make strengthened efforts to communicate the concept to journalists and other disseminators 
by use of illustrative examples of ecological risks and appropriate EAM-based solutions. This 
could be a way to attract more attention of the national media and thereby reach out also to the 
general public, i.e. all citizens who do not have a direct stake in Baltic Sea environmental risk 
governance but are part of the emerging public opinion on the marine ecological challenge. It 
could help to make the ecological/environmental challenge a ‘hot topic’ and the management 
concept a charismatic idea in the entire BSR. It would complement initiatives of the 
environmental NGO and business sector (see Chapter 4) which address the average citizen in 
his/her role as consumer (only) and seek to encourage ‘sustainable’ consumption (through, for 
instance, organic consumption or sustainable choice in seafood). Consuming responsibly is 
among the essential roles that citizens can play, of course. But a pro-active risk 
communication would invite and stimulate citizens to also engage in discussing, framing, and 
campaigning for a cleaner, healthier and finer Baltic Sea. 
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