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Sources of governance steer:
Top-down – state control, regulations, rule of law, etc.
Plato, 360 BC

Markets – economic instruments, assignation of property rights, etc.
Bottom-up – participation and empowerment of local people, etc.
Growing recognition in governance debates that there is a need to
move beyond ideological arguments as to which of the above
approaches is ‘best or ‘right’

ie develop governance models, frameworks and approaches that
combine the role of states, markets and people

Governance = steering human behaviour through
combinations of state, market and civil society
approaches in order to achieve strategic objectives
Resilience = capacity for stability in the face of
potentially perturbing forces, eg climate change,
population growth, globalisation
How should we go about steering human uses of
MPAs in order to make them effective & equitable
and build resilience to climate change and other
potentially perturbing environmental & human
influences?

2014

http://bit.ly/GoverningMPAs

Top-down monocentric
governance:
command and control,
fortress conservation

1968

State lacks the capacity and reach to manage commons
so…. privatise the commons through enclosure to
unleash the invisible hand of economic rationality, as
“freedom in the commons brings ruin to all”…. but all
rather vague and suspect in terms of its morality

Bottom-up polycentric
Governance concept (Ostrom 1990):

i.e. place-based self-governance
of common-pool resources (CPRs)
Limitations of related Social-Ecological
Systems framework (Ostrom 2009)

Assumes:Ecosystems can be divided into discrete places that can be self-governed by local actors (people) through local
knowledge – but what about human & ecological interconnections, particularly given the scale & connectivity
of marine ecosystems?
Linkages act purely as channels for cooperation, deliberation, negotiation & conflict resolution amongst actors
within and between different places, with no state interference from top-down – but is this realistic given
competition within & between places for access to and utilisation of natural resources?

CPR researchers recognise that
where such challenges and related
collective active problems (CAPs)
within and between places cannot be
resolved through local deliberations
and roles of horizontal/vertical
linkages, centralised state
intervention may be required.
However, because the majority of place-based marine self-governance initiatives,
including MPAs, will raise such intractable conflicts, the exceptions will become
the norm. This severely undermines the potential of the concept of polycentrism
and the related SES empirical framework.

Polycentrism =
decentralisation but
with assumption that
governance has
swung from topdown to entirely
bottom-up, with no
state interference: is
this realistic?

Coevolutionary governance

i.e. rules,
conditions, etc
adapted in light
of experiences &
feedback from
local contexts

i.e. rules,
conditions, etc
contextualised &
flexibly adapted
but remain in
the shadow
of hierarchy

Need to move beyond the top-down
monocentric
or
bottom-up polycentric dichotomy
to recognise the role of the state in
coevolutionary governance through
a combination of approaches in the
shadow of hierarchy (Jones 2014, Jones
& Long OA + Supp Mat)

i.e. a realist institutional analysis
framework based on the grounded
theory of coevolutionary
governance

“Shadow of hierarchy” is a very important related theme in governance
Alfred Russel Wallace previously discussed (1869) how Malay islanders from
diverse cultures lived peacefully ‘without the shadow of a government’, as they
collectively recognised that order was needed to enable them to trade, though
disputes could be judged and sanctions applied by a Dutch commissioner who
visited yearly (p.470) so the shadow of the hierarchy was still cast.
Ostrom (1990) subsequently recognised that successful negotiations can be
encouraged by the ‘shadow of the court’ (p. 110, 112, 119 note 21), based on
Mnookin (1979) Bargaining in the Shadow of the Law: The Case of Divorce.
More recently highlighted by Bell & Hindmoor (2009)
explored by Heritier & Lehmkuhl (2008),
but term first used by Whitehead (2003),
based on concept by Scharpf (1994) ‘Games Real Actors Could Play: positive
and negative coordination in embedded negotiations.’
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Coevolutionary governance concept addresses dilemma of whether institutions should be built
• from the bottom-up through self-governance, as the polycentric concept considers they should be, i.e. nested in higher level
institutions but not subject to state interference by them;
• or from the top-down through state imposition, as the now rejected monocentric concept considers they should be
Instead institutions coevolve through interactions of top-down & bottom-up processes/influences
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This alternative concept of coevolutionary governance is more realistic and progressive, in that
whilst it rejects the ‘command-and-control’ approach inherent in top-down hierarchies, it also
accepts that some degree and form of state coordination “in the shadow of hierarchy” is
necessary in order to achieve wider-scale, longer-term strategic societal objectives, eg for MPAs

MPAs: synergising top-down &
bottom-up approaches
Both bottom-up and top-down
approaches each have there
strengths that can be
summarised in relation to nine
key dimensions of MPA
governance

(and related weaknesses as
expanded on in Table 3 of Supp
Mat):-

:- Hence the need to combine
these two governance
approaches, providing for
synergies, where the strengths
of one approach counter the
weaknesses of the other

Too bottom-up: risks of localism
Injustices through capture of local
governance by dominant social groups (elites)
potentially undermining equity for
marginalised social groups through the
tyranny of localism

Too top-down: risks of imposition
Injustices through tyranny of the state,
potentially undermining equity,
particularly if state is ‘captured’ by a
potentially conflicting sector, eg corporate
tourism, energy projects, mining,
agriculture

Local actors cannot resolve conflicts among
themselves or with incoming users, including
conflicts with state-backed sectors, potentially
leading to ‘business-as-usual’ focus on
economic development, potentially
undermining effectiveness

Local actors lose ownership of and
willingness to cooperate with MPA
governance, at best leading to apathy &
alienation but possibly to resisting and
defying state control, potentially
undermining effectiveness

Therefore the state has crucial roles to play in ensuring both that effectiveness
in achieving conservation objectives and equity in promoting fairness are not
undermined by the risks of localism, whilst minimising the risks of imposition

Too bottom-up: risks of localism
Injustices through capture of local
governance by dominant social groups (elites)
potentially undermining equity for
marginalised social groups through the
tyranny of localism

Too top-down: risks of imposition
Injustices through tyranny of the state,
potentially undermining equity,
particularly if state is ‘captured’ by a
potentially conflicting sector, eg corporate
tourism, energy projects, mining,
agriculture

Local actors cannot resolve conflicts among
Local actors lose ownership of and
themselves or with incoming users, including willingness to cooperate with MPA
conflicts with state-backed sectors, potentially governance, at best leading to apathy &
leading to ‘business-as-usual’ focus on
alienation but possibly leading to resisting
economic development, potentially
and defying state control, potentially
undermining effectiveness
undermining effectiveness
Highlights need to recognise that the state is more than a passive actor and must sometimes
provide indirect steer, in a manner that minimises the risks of imposition and the risks of
localism, in order to provide for effective & equitable governance ‘in the shadow of hierarchy’

Widely recognised that
“design and management of MPAs must be both topdown and bottom-up” (Kelleher 1999),
usually through some form of ‘co-management’, but
what does this actually mean in practice?
This the key question that the MPA governance project
aims to address, in this latest paper through 28 case
studies in 15 countries
(from total of 51 MPAG case studies in 24 countries)

Current total of 51 MPAG case studies in 24 countries

Most recent paper based on 28 case studies in 15 countries

Amish saying that ‘a great
deal of what we see
depends on what we are
looking for’ – we need a
way of looking at MPA
governance that can see all
the issues and approaches
When studying governance
systems, our eyes can be
easily deceived !

MPAG analytical framework [Supp Mat]
• Context including metrics: per capita GDP and growth rate, HDI, state capacity, population below
poverty line, unemployment rate

• Objectives: conservation & operational
• Driving Forces/Conflicts: sectoral activities leading to impacts
• Governance Framework/Approach

• Effectiveness (0 ineffective or worse => 5 all impacts fully addressed)
• Incentives used and needed to increase effectiveness

Economic
Communication
Knowledge
Legal
Participation

: how incentives interact and are combined
• Cross cutting themes: equity issues, roles of NGOs, role of leadership, issues related to political will
and role of state

To analyse the diversity of approaches that MPAs employ we developed a typology of 36 incentives

Incentives:
“particular types of institution
that are instrumentally designed
in relation to an MPA to
encourage actors (i.e. people
involved) to choose to behave in a
manner that provides for certain
strategic policy outcomes,
particularly conservation
objectives, to be achieved

A synecology
perspective on
coevolutionary
governance

Important to consider how incentives from different categories
interact with and support each other (~synecology), coevolving and working in combination.

… including the cementing role

of economic, communication,
knowledge & participation
incentives and the
reinforcement role of legal
incentives

A synecology and
coevolutionary
perspective

What key attribute confers stability in ecosystems?

Polis (1998) Nature 395(6704), 744-745

What key attribute confers stability in governance systems?

Driving
forces

BUT in same way as you
must have the ‘right’
species assemblages for a
particular ecosystem, it is
important to have the
‘right’ incentives for a
particular MPA governance
context

Cause-effect steps to resilient social-ecological systems:
Coevolutionary governance

Cause-effect steps to resilient social-ecological systems:
Coevolutionary governance

Cause-effect steps to resilient social-ecological systems:
Coevolutionary governance

Coevolutionary
perspective on
social-ecological
systems

Participants indicated
which incentives were
used in setting up and
managing their MPAs, and
which were particularly in
need of strengthening or
introducing to improve
effectiveness & equity

27 MPAs in recent analysis tend to
use ~18 incentives and particularly
need ~7 incentives to be
introduced, so ~25 incentives seem
to be commonly used or needed
~54% of used incentives particularly
needed strengthening
Explains relatively low effectiveness
score for these 27 MPAs: 1.7/5 Some
impacts beginning to be slightly
addressed
Four incentives used or needed in
all 27 case studies

Recent analysis also
calculated average
used rate and
average needed rate
for incentives in each
category:
Communication
incentives most
frequently cited as
used (0.86)
Legal incentives most
frequently cited as
needed (0.24)

Average used or needed rates
indicate that all categories of
incentives are both used or needed
to varying degrees, with a much
more even spread of used or needed
rates across the five categories of
incentives:Whilst communication incentives
have the highest used or needed
rate (0.95), followed by legal
incentives (0.79), these case studies
show that knowledge (0.67),
participation (O.62) and economic
(0.61) incentives are also frequently
identified as used or needed

Illustrates importance of focusing on how a diversity of
incentives from different categories can be functionally
integrated to combine different governance
approaches

It isn’t just about increasing the
number/diversity of incentives, more
about which incentives are
appropriate to that MPA.
Also…..
Important to consider how incentives from different categories interact with and
support each other (~synecology), co-evolving and working in combination
through functional integration.
Distinction between top-down, bottom-up and market approaches thus becomes
blurred, if not irrelevant, as you need to combine incentives based on all three
approaches

In the face of strong driving forces, the combined use of a diversity of functionally integrated
incentives makes MPA governance frameworks more resilient.
Resilience in MPA governance frameworks is therefore woven by complex webs connecting
incentives from all five categories
… but without strong legal incentives to reinforce the MPA governance framework, it will not
be resilient

Driving
forces

Adapted from Jackson et al (2001) Science, 293, 629-638

UN Environment Programme guidance
published for practitioners and related policy
actors, based on coevolutionary governance
concept and drawing on 34 case studies

See related UNE Frontiers 2017 article
highlighting the MPAG rationale and this
guidance (pp.35-46 of Frontiers 2017)
"Ultimately, governing the oceans in a
sustainable way could see MPAs as a driver –
not a limit – for the vital economic and social
benefits that we derive from the global
ocean." (UNE summary)

Diversity is the key to resilience, both of species in
ecosystems and incentives in governance systems

Driving
forces

Adapted from Jackson et al (2001) Science, 293, 629-638
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