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OUTLINE

1. Marine Management as a 
Spatial Planning Problem.

2. MSP as a Solution?

3. Stakeholder participation and 
MSP. 

4. Five tensions within MSP 
Practice. 



MARINE MANAGEMENT: A 
SPATIAL ISSUE

Three interrelated issues:

1. Increasing industrialisation 
of marine areas.

2. Increasing conflict among 
marine users

3. Fragmented and sectoral 
governance.



1.1 INCREASING INDUSTRIALISATION
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INCREASED CONFLICT



HUMAN V NATURE CONFLICT IN MARINE 
ENVIRONMENT

Source: Channel Islands National Marine Sancturary 



3. GOVERNANCE ISSUES

The Irish Sea North Sea

Source: AMPMER, 2004 Source: Flood of Sea Project 
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SPATIAL FRAGMENTATION



FRAGMENTED GOVERNANCE



MARINE SPATIAL PLANNING
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INTEGRATED MANAGEMENT BODY



STAKEHOLDER 
PARTICIPATION AND MSP 

In theory:

1. Democratise marine governance

2. Minimise user conflict.

3. Account for cumulative impacts.

4. Increase knowledge of the ecosystems.

5. Include local knowledge.

6. Enhanced trust in planning process. 

7. Promotes acceptance of plans. 

8. Leads to greater implementation.



FIVE TENSIONS TO BE ADDRESSED

1. Participation Vs Legitimisation

2. Rationality Vs Partiality

3. Socio-Political Issues Vs Technological Solutions

4. Future-Orientated Vs Path-Dependent

5. Conflict Management Vs Silencing



PARTICIPATION VS LEGITIMISATION



PARTICIPATION VS LEGITIMISATION

How governments have implemented MSP appears, in many 
cases to fall short of core participatory planning principles.

MSP initiatives have been evaluated as being top-down, 
centralised processes (Scarff et al. 2015; Jones et al. 2016), 
that reassert rather than address longstanding community 
power dynamics (Flannery et al. 2018).

Local and less powerful actors are reported as being engaged 
in tokenistic ways (Jones et al. 2016; Smith and Jentoft 2017).
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NORTH SEA PLAN



PARTICIPATION VS LEGITIMISATION



PARTICIPATION VS LEGITIMISATION
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RATIONALITY VS PARTIALITY

The adoption of space as a governance mechanism is a way 
of making rational decisions about how and where 
development should occur (Douvere 2008). 

Reinforces the perception that there is an unproblematic 
spatial configuration.

A highly asocial and apolitical conceptualization of spatial 
planning. 

Rational MSP is framed in a way that is distant from power 
and as having the capacity to produce broadly accepted 
outcomes. 



RATIONALITY VS PARTIALITY



SOCIO-POLITICAL ISSUES VS 
TECHNOLOGICAL SOLUTIONS

MSP is seen as a way of addressing the democratic deficit in 
marine governance and as a way of addressing issues such as 
coastal poverty. 

In practice, they have tended to be pushed aside in favour of less 
complex issues.

This may be because the spatial turn in marine governance has 
been accompanied by a rise in the use of geo-technologies. 



SOCIO-POLITICAL ISSUES VS 
TECHNOLOGICAL SOLUTIONS



SOCIO-POLITICAL ISSUES VS 
TECHNOLOGICAL SOLUTIONS

They create problematic conceptualisations of 
relationships as being fixed and two-dimensional 
(Steinberg and Peters 2015). 

These GIS databases are analysed by technical 
experts to make ‘rational’ decisions about marine 
issues that have been disembodied from their 
social contexts. 

MSP has been reduced to a mere technocratic 
exercise of allocating space efficiently, dulling its 
potential for envisaging alternative marine futures.



FUTURE-ORIENTATED 
VS PATH-DEPENDENT

MSP is considered to be a future-
oriented process. 

What the future is to be for a 
particular marine area is likely to 
be highly contested. 

Should include issues such as climate 
change (Santos et al. 2020, 2022).

Path-dependent rather than future-
orientated approaches to plan 
development (Jones et al. 2016; 
Kelly et al. 2019; Clarke and 
Flannery 2020). 



CONFLICT MANAGEMENT 
VS SILENCING

MSP is seen as a way to avoid or minimize 
conflicts and maximize synergies across 
interests (Douvere and Ehler 2009).

MSP initiatives can do this by:

examining potential future scenarios to 
identify who benefits and who loses from 
planning potential decisions (von Thenen et 
al. 2021);

developing actions to resolve potential 
conflicts (de Koning et al. 2021; Steins et 
al. 2021).



CONFLICT MANAGEMENT VS 
SILENCING

This approach to understanding conflict is very limited.

Conceives of ‘conflict’ in spatial terms. 

Focusing on spatial competition avoids acknowledging 
more challenging forms of conflicts such as those 
concerned with the distribution of costs, benefits, rights, 
and obligations. 



CONFLICT MANAGEMENT VS 
SILENCING

Focus on spatial conflict: 

 Prevents important discussions about other 
issues that should feature in plans (e.g. 
poverty alleviation, equity, justice, climate 
change adaptation, etc.);

perpetuates marine governance that has 
created specific winners and losers in terms of 
the benefits and costs of management 
decisions; and 

 Silences debates about how the benefits MSP 
should be realised and by whom.



SUMMARY

The concept of MSP holds considerable transformative 
potential. 

Academic evaluations indicate that the translation of the 
MSP concept into practice fails to realise this potential. 

MSP in practice leans towards preserving the status quo.

More than likely producing the same winners and losers as 
the previous fragmented and sectoral regime.

The challenge for planners is to address these 5 tensions 
and make MSP matter.



THANKS FOR LISTENING



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Carneiro G (2013) Evaluation of marine spatial planning. Mar Policy 37:214–229. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2012.05.003

Clarke J, Flannery W (2020) The post-political nature of marine spatial planning and modalities for its re-politicisation. J Environ 
Policy Plan 22(2):170–183. https://doi.org/10.1080/1523908X.2019.1680276. 

de Koning S, Steins N, van Hoof L (2021) Balancing sustainability transitions through state-led participatory processes: the case 
of the dutch north sea agreement. Sustainability 13(4):1–16. https://doi.org/10.3390/su13042297

Douvere F (2008) The importance of marine spatial planning in advancing ecosystem-based sea use management. Mar Policy 
32(5):762–771. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2008.03.021

Douvere F, Ehler CN (2009) New perspectives on sea use management: initial findings from European experience with marine 
spatial planning. J Environ Manag 90(1):77–88. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2008.07.004

FAO (2020) The state of world fisheries and aquaculture 2020. Sustainability in action., FAO. https://doi.org/10.4060/ca9229en

Flannery W, Healy N, Luna M (2018) Exclusion and non-participation in marine spatial planning. Mar Policy 88:32–40. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2017.11.001

Jentoft S (2017) Small-scale fisheries within maritime spatial planning: knowledge integration and power. J Environ Policy Plan 
19(3):266–278. https://doi.org/10.1080/1523908X.2017.1304210

Jones PJ, Lieberknecht LM, Qiu W (2016) Marine spatial planning in reality: introduction to case studies and discussion of 
findings. Mar Policy 71:256–264. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2012.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/1523908X.2019.1680276
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13042297
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2008.03.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2008.07.004
https://doi.org/10.4060/ca9229en
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2017.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/1523908X.2017.1304210


Lester SE, Stevens JM, Gentry RR, Kappel CV, Bell TW, Costello CJ, Gaines SD, Kiefer DA, Maue CC, 
Rensel JE, Simons RD (2018) Marine spatial planning makes room for offshore aquaculture in 
crowded coastal waters. Nat Commun 9(1):945. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-03249-1

Pomeroy R, Douvere F (2008) The engagement of stakeholders in the marine spatial planning 
process. Mar Policy 32(5):816–822. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2008.03.017

Quesada-Silva M, Iglesias-Campos A, Turra A, Suárez-de Vivero JL (2019) Stakeholder 
participation assessment framework (SPAF): a theory-based strategy to plan and evaluate marine 
spatial planning participatory processes. Mar Policy 108. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2019.103619

Ramírez-Monsalve P, van Tatenhove J (2020) Mechanisms of power in maritime spatial planning 
processes in Denmark. Ocean Coast Manag 198:105367. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2020.105367

Santos CF, Agardy T, Allison EH, Bennett NJ, Blythe JL, Calado H, Crowder LB, Day JC, Flannery W, 
Gissi E, Gjerde KM (2022) A sustainable ocean for all. npj Ocean Sustainability 1(1):1–2.

Santos CF, Agardy T, Andrade F, Calado H, Crowder LB, Ehler CN, García-Morales S, Gissi E, 
Halpern BS, Orbach MK, Pörtner HO (2020) Integrating climate change in ocean planning. Nat 
Sustain 3:505–516. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-020-0513-x

Scarff G, Fitzsimmons C, Gray T (2015) The new mode of marine planning in the UK: aspirations and 
challenges. Mar Policy 51:96–102. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2014.07.026

Shucksmith RJ, Kelly C (2014) Data collection and mapping – principles, processes and application in 
marine spatial planning. Mar Policy 50:27–33. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2014.05.006

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-03249-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2008.03.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2019.103619
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2020.105367
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-020-0513-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2014.07.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2014.05.006


Smith G, Jentoft S (2017) Marine spatial planning in Scotland. Levelling the playing field? Mar Policy 84:33–41. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2017.06.024

Steinberg P, Peters K (2015) Wet ontologies, fluid spaces: giving depth to volume through oceanic thinking. Environ 
Plang D Soc Space 33(2):247–264. https://doi.org/10.1068/d14148p

Steins NA, Veraart JA, Klostermann JE, Poelman M (2021) Combining offshore wind farms, nature conservation and 
seafood: lessons from a Dutch community of practice. Mar Policy 26(July 2020):104371. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2020.104371

Stelzenmüller V, Lee J, South A, Foden J, Rogers SI (2013) Practical tools to support marine spatial planning: a 
review and some prototype tools. Mar Policy 38:214–227. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2012.05.038

Tafon RV (2018) Taking power to sea: towards a post-structuralist discourse theoretical critique of marine spatial 
planning. Environ Plan C Polit Space 36(2):258–273. https://doi.org/10.1177/2399654417707527

Trouillet B (2019) Aligning with dominant interests: the role played by geo-technologies in the place given to 
fisheries in marine spatial planning. Geoforum 107:54–65. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2019.10.012

von Thenen M, Hansen HS, Schiele KS (2021) A generalised marine planning framework for site selection based on 
ecosystem services. Mar Policy 124:104326. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2020.104326

Xu W, Liu Y, Wu W, Dong Y, Lu W, Liu Y, Zhao B, Li H, Yang R (2020) Proliferation of offshore wind farms in the 
North Sea and surrounding waters revealed by satellite image time series. Renew Sust Energ Rev 133:110167. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2020.110167

Young N, Brattland C, Digiovanni C, Hersoug B, Johnsen JP, Karlsen KM, Kvalvik I, Olofsson E, Simonsen K, Solås 
AM, Thorarensen H (2019) Limitations to growth: social-ecological challenges to aquaculture development in five 
wealthy nations. Mar Policy 104(April 2018):216–224. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2019.02.022

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2017.06.024
https://doi.org/10.1068/d14148p
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2020.104371
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2012.05.038
https://doi.org/10.1177/2399654417707527
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2019.10.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2020.104326
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2020.110167
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2019.02.022

	Slide 1: Making Marine Spatial Planning Matter
	Slide 2: Outline
	Slide 3: Marine Management: A spatial Issue
	Slide 4: 1.1 Increasing Industrialisation  
	Slide 5: Increased Conflict
	Slide 6: Human V Nature Conflict in Marine Environment
	Slide 7: 3. Governance Issues
	Slide 8
	Slide 9: Spatial Fragmentation
	Slide 10: Fragmented Governance
	Slide 11: Marine Spatial Planning
	Slide 12: Stakeholder Participation and MSP 
	Slide 13: Five tensions to be addressed
	Slide 14: Participation vs Legitimisation
	Slide 15: Participation vs Legitimisation
	Slide 16
	Slide 17: North Sea Plan
	Slide 18: Participation vs Legitimisation
	Slide 19: Participation vs Legitimisation
	Slide 20: Rationality Vs Partiality
	Slide 21: Rationality Vs Partiality
	Slide 22: Socio-Political Issues VS Technological Solutions
	Slide 23: Socio-Political Issues VS Technological Solutions
	Slide 24: Socio-Political Issues VS Technological Solutions
	Slide 25: Future-Orientated Vs Path-Dependent
	Slide 26: Conflict Management Vs Silencing
	Slide 27: Conflict Management Vs Silencing
	Slide 28: Conflict Management Vs Silencing
	Slide 29: Summary
	Slide 30: Thanks for listening
	Slide 31: Bibliography 
	Slide 32
	Slide 33

