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A B S T R A C T

Between 2010 and 2016, the Orkney Islands Council, Highland Council and Marine Scotland have collaborated to
develop a pilot Marine Spatial Plan for the Pentland Firth and Orkney Waters in Scotland. This paper explores the
challenges of marine spatial planning processes by looking at the possibilities for fisheries communities to mobilize their
social capital – in the form of bonding, bridging or linking – in order to re-position and to empower themselves in these
processes. This paper aims to uncover the resilience of local communities that deploy social capital in order to influence
MSP processes and safeguard their own interests. For this article ten weeks of qualitative fieldwork in the form of in-
depth interviews and participant observation with stakeholders of the pilot marine spatial plan were conducted on the
Orkney Islands in Scotland. The strong bonding social capital among fishermen in Orkney has resulted in a resilient
community identity which allows for collaboration and self-organization, but also creates a defensive mentality which
does not favor linking. Furthermore, a lack of trust in governmental authorities inhibits the mobilization of linking
social capital among fishermen, obstructing the ability to access power through cross-scale connections. In response the
fisheries community uses bridging social capital outside governance arenas to access networks and mobilize resources
to strengthen its socio-economic and political position in support of future linking social capital. Researching this
complex interrelation and functioning of social capital uncovers some of the social dimensions and socio-institutional
constraints for fisheries engagement with and power in marine spatial planning.

1. Introduction

In March 2010, there was a stir in the Pentland Firth and Orkney
Waters (PFOW) as the front page of the newspaper The Orcadian head-
lined: “The dawn of a new era. ‘Historic’ marine renewables announce-
ment could herald the ‘greatest economic benefit to Orkney since the
birth of the oil industry’” [1]. The Pentland Firth – a 13 km wide strait
between the Orkney Islands and the Scottish mainland – contributes to
an unique ecosystem, which is known for its diverse marine activities,
such as recreation, diving and fishing, and it forms an important national
and international passage for cargo vessels and transportation.
Since 2010 the PFOW has become the first UK site for commercial wave

and tidal energy production [2]. The leasing of sea beds for this purpose has
stirred both excitement and concern from a wide range of stakeholders
around the Orkney Islands. Marine energy production is an important ele-
ment in achieving long-term renewable energy targets of the UK [3].
However, besides contributing to sustainability and climate goals, the
planning of marine energy parks could conflict with other maritime

activities, such as fisheries. To minimizing user-environment conflicts and
competition over marine space, the Orkney Islands Council, Highland
Council and Marine Scotland have collaborated between 2010 and 2016 to
develop a pilot Marine Spatial Plan for the Pentland Firth and Orkney
Waters strategic area [4]. Main objective of the pilot was to trail the marine
spatial planning (MSP) process and to provide a basis from which to further
develop a statutory marine spatial plan [5]. Through MSP a vision is created
for the sustainable development of the marine environment and policies are
formulated to manage human activities within a marine area [6,7].
One of the challenges of developing a long term marine spatial plan, is

the direct effect such a plan can have on access to and use of the marine
waters by local communities as MSP can partly allocate space for specific
marine developments [8]. In the case of the PFOW, the pilot plan was
initiated in response to concerns for competition over and exclusion from
marine space due to the leasing of sea beds for marine energy sites. For
local fisheries communities, the waters in which they fish and the fish
stocks they target are central resources and access to these resources is
vital for their survival [9]. The allocation of and potential exclusion from
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marine spaces through MSP thus seems to pose a threat to fisheries’ resi-
lience [10]. Furthermore, fisheries are usually not or not fully integrated
into today's Marine Spatial Plans [11]. They have to negotiate their spatial
claims with other stakeholders, but according to Jentoft and Knol [12],
fishers and their communities (as the least powerful stakeholders) risk
being ignored in the planning process. At the same time, MSP could create
opportunities for fishermen to actively position themselves in marine
planning processes and to influence the decision-making process.
This paper explores the challenges of marine spatial planning processes

by looking at the possibilities for fishing communities to adopt new roles,
in order to re-position and to empower themselves in these marine plan-
ning processes and to develop a marine plan. We will especially focus on
the role of social capital in marine spatial planning processes. Following
Grafton [9], actors can employ their social capital to induce change in
favor of the community. Social capital refers to practices, norms and va-
lues present within a social network (or community) which can contribute
to the collaboration, functioning and collective action of that community.
Social capital exists in many different forms and can be more or less
present within a community [13,14]. Resilient communities are able to
strategically use their social networks to gain access to resources beyond
the community. For fisheries communities this means using different
forms of social capital to gain power in marine spatial planning negotia-
tions, and to exercise influence in favor of community objectives [9].
By exploring these issues in the context of the Orkney fishing com-

munities, this paper aims to uncover the resilience of local communities
that deploy social capital in order to influence MSP processes and safe-
guard their own interests. Although there is a large body of literature on
the role of social capital in fisheries management, there seems to be a gap
in knowledge on the role of social capital in MSP. What is lacking, is an
understanding of the functioning of social capital in the spatial ordering
of the marine environment [15,16]. Stakeholder participation can con-
tribute to the generation of new knowledge and the legitimacy of MSP
[6,17]. Successful marine governance, more specifically MSP, is thus
dependent on both institutional and social conditions [15]. Researching
the relation between social capital and fisheries’ engagement with
marine spatial planning can provide valuable insights in the ways in
which fishermen engage with market, state and civil society actors to
strengthen their position in negotiations and decisions over access to
resources and the ordering of marine spaces [18].

2. Theoretical framework

This article takes community resilience theory as its starting point.
Community resilience refers to a community’s capacity to cope with change
and continue its own existence through the mobilization of assets, such as
financial, political or human capital, by community members. This theory
acknowledges that communities are dynamic social systems that exist in a
context of constant change and focuses on community-driven development
from an opportunity perspective. Underlying assumption is that every
community possesses its own set of characteristics – or assets – and agency
which enable the community not only to respond to change, but also to take
ownership over development processes. Research into community assets can
therefor help gain insight in the ways in which community resources and
action drive social change [19,20]. Community resilience is thus about a
community’s ability to utilize community assets to adapt, defend, respond or
transform, but also to seize opportunities to ensure the continued existence
and development of the community [19].
Social capital is one of the many assets a community can possess,

and can be defined as practices, values and sets of norms found within
different forms of social networks which can contribute to the colla-
boration, functioning and collective action of the network [13,14].
Following the interactional perspective,1 social capital is co-constructed

through interactions within a network. Because these interactions take
place in a diversity of networks, the social capital that is created differs
depending on the actors involved and the boundaries of these networks.
As such, social capital is contextual and one can distinguish between
different kinds of social capital produced, depending on different scales
and types of interaction [14,16].
There are three types of social capital: bonding, bridging and

linking. Each of these types contributes to community resilience in a
different way [19]. Bonding refers to the social relations within a
community [9]. Bonding capital is important for social cohesion and co-
operation within a community [19]. Bridging capital enables interac-
tions between different communities [9,14], which allows different
communities to collaborate and broaden their assets-base [19], for in-
stance by sharing knowledge which can lead to innovation. Linking
social capital refers to connections made across scales. This form of
social capital is for instance important for governance structures, in
which communities interact with regulating bodies and market actors.
Linking is especially important for communities to be able to mobilize
political resources and power [9]. Nenadovic and Epstein [15], oper-
ationalize linking social capital by using trust in governance agencies as
an indicator for cognitive-linking social capital. Trust is an important
element of governance, as it enables the exchange of information and
improves collaboration for joint decision-making [9].
Social capital allows a community to strategically position itself in

networks (or ‘arenas’) of interest, to develop its assets-base and to
strengthen its power position. Through linkages and interaction with
representatives from state, market and civil society, agents can “re-
negotiate the rules governing access to resources in society” [18]. There
is thus a plurality of arenas in which interactions take place, with each
arena having its own set of rules, ideas and practices [21]. At different
scales of governance and in different arena’s, different kinds of social
capital can be used to reach community objectives [14,18].
Combining resilience theory and the interactional school of thought

on community social capital, community members can be seen as
agents of change, engaging in social relation within and beyond the
boundaries of the community to mobilize assets to engage change and
move the community forwards [22]. As such, taking the development of
the PFOW pilot marine spatial plan as a case study, this article in-
vestigates the role of community social capital in fisheries’ engagement
with and power in governance negotiations .

3. Methodology

For this article ten weeks of qualitative fieldwork were conducted
on the Orkney Islands in Scotland. The Orkney Islands are an archipe-
lago about 10 kilometers north of the north-east coast of Scotland. This

Fig. 1. Conceptual framework.

1 This perspective assumes social capital is socially constructed through in-
teractions, whereby individuals exchange and co-construct norms, values and

(footnote continued)
beliefs [16]. This approach allows for an explanation of the functioning of social
capital as it describes the different types of relations within and beyond net-
works [14]. Furthermore, this perspective describes actors as active agents,
engaging in different forms of interactions and thereby establishing different
kind of relations. This perspective on social capital is compatible with com-
munity resilience theory, which assumes communities have agency to (inter)
act.

Y.W. Bakker et al. Marine Policy 99 (2019) 132–139

133



island group consists of over 70 relatively small islands and skerries of
which about 19 are inhabited. For the Orkney Islands, fishing has been
a long standing tradition and despite decline of the commercial fishing
sector, it continues to be of socio-economic value to the island com-
munities [23]. Majority of landings into Orkney harbors consist of
shellfish, which are mostly caught with relatively small fishing boats
(< 15m), which fish the inshore waters of the Orkney Islands [24].
About 2/3 of Orkney’s fleet consists of these< 15m boats, supporting
individual fishermen or small crews [25]. The inshore sector is domi-
nated by small scale family businesses and especially relatively isolated
harbors and villages are highly dependent on these smaller boats for
labor and income. 90% of the catches from the<15m vessels, are
caught in the Pentland Firth and Orkney Waters and the Orkney ports
receive about 50% of their landings from these waters. The inshore
shellfish sector thus has a high stake in marine developments for the
Pentland Firth and Orkney Waters [26]. The target population of this
research is defined as follows: inshore shellfish fishermen who are
based on the Orkney Islands, fish the inshore waters of the Orkney Is-
lands and land in the island harbors.
For this research the following methods were used; document re-

view, participatory observation, literature review and thirteen semi-
structured qualitative interviews with representatives of Orcadian
fishery organizations, inshore shellfish fishermen, researchers and
members of the Pentland Firth and Orkney Waters Working Group for
the pilot PFOW marine spatial plan. The interviews were structured to
cover; the three forms of social capital within the Orkney inshore
shellfish fishery community, community resilience, perception of and
experience with the pilot marine spatial plan for the Pentland Firth and
Orkney Waters and interests of the fishery community with regard to
MSP. Coding was used to analyze the collected data.

4. Results

4.1. Marine spatial plan and local conceptualizations of spatiality

As described in the introduction a pilot marine spatial plan for the
PFOW was finalized in 2016 to test this relatively new marine govern-
ance framework in the face of current and future marine developments in
this strategic area. The pilot produced a non-statutory strategic vision for
the sustainable development of the marine environment in the PFOW,
with the objective of minimizing user-user and user-environment con-
flicts. To this objective, the plan mapped marine activities and oppor-
tunities for marine developments within the strategic area. By outlining
current activities within the marine space, the plan visualizes potentially
conflicting uses and creates a baseline for sustainable marine develop-
ment. As such, the pilot should serve a wide range of marine users with
the final pilot plan functioning as a guideline for marine planning [4].
However, as MSP is geared towards development of the marine en-
vironment, there is a bias towards opportunities for development for new
marine users and initiatives, whereby avoiding conflict with existing
marine users is framed as one of the main challenges. Existing marine
users, such as fisheries can thereby be seen as subject of governance,
instead of the drivers of marine development. Implication of this bias is
that fisheries are ascribed a passive role in marine development [27].
When looking at the produced policy documents, fisheries are mentioned
as a stakeholder to take into account, not as a stakeholder that is actively
looking to manifest itself in the marine space that is being developed.
Consequentially, the benefits of MSP for fisheries may not be so
straightforward, whereas the urgency for fisheries to be included in MSP
is high, as fishermen fear displacement and adverse impacts on their
business and way for life due to the expansion of other marine activities.
Toonen and van Tatenhove [28], describe marine governance nego-

tiations as interactions through which marine reality is reconstructed to
support the ordering of maritime activities in time and space. The spatial
dimension of MSP requires a (re-)conceptualization of the marine space
and users and activities within that space as subjects of governance.

Through the creation of a shared discourse and a shared understanding of
the marine space as a space of development, stakeholders are able to
enter into a dialogue on the governance of this space, allowing the dis-
cussion on marine spatial planning for the PFOW to be about appropriate
designation of this previously perceived ‘open space’ [27].
Fishing as a practice has a strong history in which it has endured as

a small but stable and resilient industry in Orkney. Its local importance
relates directly to the salvation of these peripheral islands, where over
decades and generations, fishing has provided jobs and income op-
portunities for the small island communities. Fishing is therefore very
much tied to the social cultural identity of the inhabitants and the
place. There is thus a local conceptualization of place and fishing
practices, but also a fisheries’ conceptualization of space.
Orcadian fishermen make user claims over wide areas of marine

space but use and valuate these areas to different degrees. Not all the
space used by fishermen is active fishing space but large parts are, for
example, transit space, to move from one fishing ground to another, or
function as buffer zones for gear when weather conditions get rough. In
addition to these various uses of space, fishing practices are dynamic
over time, relative to seasons, tides, stock behavior, weather conditions
and types of fishing. Furthermore, fishermen make claims on fish stocks
and relevant ecosystems for these fish stocks; breeding grounds for the
stocks they target are equally important for catches as actual fishing
grounds. Fisheries’ spatial claims to marine areas are thus inherently
different from spatial claims by more static marine users.

Fishermen fish, if you like, over very large areas, but not every part
of that area is productive. So within those very large areas there’ll be
a sweet of spots that they are fishing. So if you talk about spatial
reduction, it can be the spatial reduction that interrupts their
movement within that area, it could also be spatial reduction which
removes one spot that is very productive from their sweet of spots. It
might be one spot that they only fish at a certain part of the year, but
that mix up an important part of their whole income. So terrestrial
planning doesn’t capture that. It is the opposite, it is destructive to
the concept of how fishing works. [...] It also takes no account of
biological inputs in the sea. Because these don’t regard lines on a
map or any sorts of boundaries. But all these things which are a
threat to our fishery are not accounted for in the marine spatial plan,
they cannot be if you are only talking about space – one dimensional
space. So for us it is incomplete and it cannot function properly until
it takes on board all these elements of the three-dimensional dy-
namic marine world (Respondent B, September 2016).

One of Orcadian fishermen’s main concerns with MSP has been that it
would not be able to incorporate this dynamic character of the marine
space. As representatives of the Orkney fishery community explained,
“focus on static, terrestrial-based planning for marine space could po-
tentially lead to stringent allocation of space at the cost of fisheries’ space
to roam” (Respondent B, September 2016). This space is needed for
fishermen to remain flexible in their day-to-day decision-making; to cope
with occupational risks and uncertainties, respond to changes in stock
abundance, deal with competitors or adjust to environmental changes.
Although it is complex to capture the human-environment interaction in
standard planning practices, this is important for the empowerment of
stakeholders [12]. Inclusion of stakeholder knowledge and perspectives
contributes to the understanding of this social dimension [6]. If fish-
ermen want to be heard (and seen), they thus have to be proactive in
providing spatial information that matches their reality.

4.2. Social capital and resilience

When asked about their awareness or opinion of the pilot plan, most
fishermen and representatives from fishery organizations responded
with disregard. They feel the plan does not sufficiently cover their in-
terest (Respondent B, September 2016; Respondent J, October 2016),
fishermen have not been heard in the planning process (Respondent C,
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October 2016; Respondent H, October 2016), the pilot plan does not
offer a desirable solution to competition over marine space (Respondent
E, November 2016; Respondent J, October 2016) or they generally
don’t believe the plan will be of any influence on future marine de-
velopments (Respondent C, October 2016; Respondent E, November
2016; Respondent F, November 2016). As described, resilient commu-
nities are able to engage their assets to face changes and support
community interests [19]. This article investigates whether or not and
how fishermen were able to safeguard their interests in, access to and
use of the marine waters by deploying their social capital. The next
section will describe the three forms of social capital - bonding, brid-
ging, and linking - as they were found in the Orkney inshore shellfish
fishery community. The final section of this paragraph examines the
relation between these three forms of social capital and the position of
fishermen with regard to the pilot MSP for the PFOW.

4.3. Bonding

Bonding social capital refers to the interlinked community norms,
values and practices within a community, which contribute to social
cohesion and community identity. Members of the Orkney inshore
shellfish fishery community express distinctive cultural values which
help determine who belongs to the community. These values relate to
work ethics, passion for the job, and collective objectives.
Regarding work ethics, fishermen see themselves as self-made men.

To thrive under the hard working conditions at sea requires skills,
knowledge and a strong worker-mentality. Key characteristic of this
occupation is that you reap the benefits of your own hard work.
Orcadian fishermen stated that being successful is thus a direct outcome
of your own investment and resourcefulness. Fishermen who thrive in
this sector, are men who have know-how and great perseverance. This
work ethics fishermen describe idealizes skill, knowledge and courage.

“Fishermen have used the determination required for their occu-
pation to survive the decline of the industry – survival against the
odds is an affirmation of the fisherman’s identity” [29].

As such, being resilient is in itself a central feature of the fisher
identity. In the case of Orkney, this value of autonomy was heard more
among fishermen and islanders and seems to be related to a wider is-
land-identity. Islanders and fishermen have in common that they need
to be able to fend for themselves (Respondent B, September 2016;
Respondent J, October 2016).
Finally, fishermen seem to find one another in their love for the sea

and the fishing way of life. Fishing is hard work, under challenging
conditions, with a lot of risk and uncertainty. Yet, when you are skilled
there is the possibility to make good money. Skill alone, however, is not
enough. Interviewed fishermen agreed that it takes a certain kind of
person with a lot of passion to thrive in the fishing sector.
What ties Orcadian fishermen together is thus their shared passion

for the sea and a shared understanding of the hardship of their occu-
pation, the challenges they cope with on a daily basis and the working
mentality necessary to thrive in this business. Through this shared
understanding, fishermen can obtain a sense of belonging to the com-
munity. This sense of belonging is strengthened by marking the
boundaries of the fisher community: those who do not uphold the same
norms and values, or who are unable to cope with the harsh working
condition at sea, are outsiders and will not become a true part of the
community (Respondent C, October 2016).

4.4. Bridging

Bridging is defined as interactions and collaborations between dif-
ferent communities [9,14] which can be used to broaden the knowledge
and assets base of the community [19]. In Orkney, the interaction and
collaborations between the Orkney fishery community and other sta-
keholders and communities within the context of the pilot marine

spatial plan was limited. However, their perceived lack of power in MSP
did stimulate bridging activities by the fisher community outside the
MSP governance arena.
During the pilot MSP process for the PFOW, the Orkney fishery sector

was involved in a large scoping research to map the spatial allocation of
the fisheries around Orkney and to gain insight in the economic value of
the fisheries [26,30–32]. Their objective for participation in this ScotMap
survey, was for fishermen to gain power in the MSP negotiations, by
generating scientific support for their spatial claims. The experience,
however, has been that the maps produced through this research were
not protective but could rather have negative implications for fisheries as
other marine developers used these maps to justify their own spatial
claims as well. For example, the aquaculture sector has used the maps to
show that their desired sites would cause “insignificant losses” for fish-
eries [33]. These claims were based on information on the absolute value
of fishing grounds. The ScotMap data would, however, not show the
value of these grounds as part of a mix of fishing activities in support of
the whole income. Fishermen therefore felt that decisions made based on
this data could potentially be damaging for their sector. The main con-
cern is that the produced data are not comprehensive enough to fisheries
practices and thus an insufficient baseline for development. As maps are
relatively static representations of reality, the risk for fishermen is that
the maps are used to create new boundaries at sea [28]. What is, for
example, worrisome to fishermen, is that the ScotMap data are a re-
flection of fishing activity in a specific time scale, whereas fisheries are
flexible in time and space. By mapping current use of space, potential
future use of space could thus be become restricted, reducing the flex-
ibility of fishermen to operate. Therefore, adequate data on fisheries
activities will require continuous re-evaluation [30]. This is where sci-
entists have the potential to become allies of fisheries in marine spatial
planning negotiations [12].
As fishermen have experienced the generation of information as a

powerful tool in governance negotiations, the Orkney fisheries com-
munity has used bridging to connect to strategic partners (such as sci-
entists) outside the marine spatial planning arena to mobilize the re-
sources needed to (1) influence the way the marine space is perceived
and defined to gain influence in MSP and (2) to reframe the inshore
shellfish community as a central player in marine development.

But in general terms, at officer levels at government and local
government there is very little understanding of dynamics of fishing.
Because it is unseen. People cannot see that happen at sea, so it is an
unknown place to them. There is a huge knowledge gap to be
bridged between the act of industry and the decision-makers who
work in their offices and have a whole different mind-set about how
the world works really (Respondent B, September 2016).

Fisheries science not only contributes to the available knowledge in
support of marine spatial planning, it also contributes to the assets-base of
the inshore shellfish fishery community. Through collaboration with re-
search institutes, the fisheries access skills and knowledge needed to set-up,
conduct and evaluate fisheries science. The reputation of these research
institutes contributes to the credibility of the results and helps fisheries to
mobilize financial resources, for instance through government funding
(Respondent J, October 2016; Respondent I, October 2016). These colla-
borations are thus essential for fisheries to gain access to resources that are
not readily available within the community. Furthermore, through this built
up experience, fishers become familiarized with the role of science in de-
cision-making processes. Past government-led research projects for fisheries
management have led to policies that negatively impacted UK fisheries.
These experiences have led to distrust among Orkney fishermen for top-
down research initiatives. Collaborating with scientists in support of the
fisheries helps take away this distrust. Furthermore, by collaborating in
research projects with other maritime sectors, the fisher community is
showing a willingness to investigate potential compatibility. It shows an
acceptance that certain marine developments are inevitable and it allows
fisheries to protect their own interests and to potentially benefit from these
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developments. As such, these collaborations could help rectify the negative
image of fisheries in marine governance negotiations (Respondent G,
October 2016; Respondent K, October 2016).

4.5. Linking

For communities, linking social capital can play an important role in
facilitating participation. Linking refers to connections made across
scales of governance. It allows communities to connect to actors with
power and authority, which creates opportunities for communities to
gain access to resources and to get a stronger position and voice in
governance processes [19]. As mentioned, trust is an important element
of social capital, as it enables exchange of information and collabora-
tion [15]. Among fishermen in Orkney, trust in marine governance
authorities is overall low. The cause for this seems to be two-fold. On
the one hand, fishermen in Orkney feel that they are misunderstood and
undervalued by policy-makers. Particularly, they feel that decision-
makers in Marine Scotland do not understand fishermen’s perception
and use of space and that, as a consequence, fisheries policies don’t
resonate with fishers’ reality and are limiting the fisheries, instead of
supporting them [8]. On the other hand, fishermen in Orkney feel that
new players in the marine space are (presented to be) of an in-
comparable economic scale, and when economic power is perceived to
equal political power, fishermen are left feeling side-lined.

A body like Marine Scotland can just go and change things. We are
the ground troops, making a living. And they seem to just get up and
change things. Even though things are put out for consultation. We
don’t feel part of that process. And in the end of the day, whatever
they decide, they decide. There never seems to be anything sensible.
Or what we believe is sensible. […] But like I said, we’ve always felt
like we are at the bottom of the list. We more or less are told. This
will go ahead, this area. […] Even though they are having con-
sultations, they are not really. We are not stupid. It doesn’t really
matter. We’ve always thought that. Especially when there is big
money concerned. […] In the grand scheme of things, fishing means
nothing (Respondent C, October 2016).

Among fishermen, there seems to be an overall feeling of being
underappreciated. They sense that their concerns are not heard or dealt
with properly by the government, they feel that they need to defend
themselves and they feel that other marine users have an unequal ad-
vantage in negotiations. Most of these feelings are based on past ex-
periences with consultation, decision-making and protest. Every fish-
erman who participated in this research, had an anecdote of an
objection made by the fishery community to a marine development not
being accredited or a consultation going without consequence. This
kind of pessimism towards their ability to exercise influence in deci-
sion-making processes appears to have led to a fatigue among fishermen
to participate. In addition, due to the complexity of MSP and the lack of
experience among fishermen with this new form of planning, they do
not know exactly how MSP could benefit them, and what skills and
knowledge are required for them to contribute to MSP [34].

The people you have there [in Marine Scotland] are people who are
an arms-length from what is actually happening on the ground… it’s
left to the Association and individual federations such as the OFA
[Orkney Fisheries Association] to actually handle the case. So it’s a
bit like Goliath and David. Particularly since it is marine energy that
is number one priority. So you really to a degree are fighting with
your hands tight, as we have been so often (Respondent A, October
2016).

4.6. Social capital and marine spatial planning in Orkney

The strong bonding social capital among fishermen in Orkney has
resulted in a resilient community identity. The emphasis on the

autonomous character of the community helps fishermen to position
themselves against outside influences [35], but this has also shaped an
overall negative attitude towards marine spatial planning, which is
experienced as intrusive and threatening to the community way of life.
As such, fishermen are overall not always very open, trusting and
helpful towards - what is in fishermen’s eyes - top-down and bureau-
cratic decision-making (Respondent D, October 2016; Respondent L,
October 2016). This insinuates that there is a distinct fishers’ mentality,
created through bonding social capital, which does not favor linking. To
understand whether the Orkney fisher communities have been able to
influence the planning process we have to look at linking and bridging
social capital.
The pilot MSP process in Orkney has shown that the ability of the

fishery community to influence the marine spatial planning process was
limited, with linking social capital on an individual level being rather
weak in the local community. The fisheries community showed low
levels of trust in policy-makers to support fisheries’ interests or to give
them an equal voice in negotiations. Not seeing how MSP could benefit
fisheries, nor trusting MSP would give voice to fisheries, provided
fishers with little incentive to become involved in the policy-making
process. Furthermore, the amount of resources required to respond to
consultations and to stay on top of policy developments on an in-
dividual level, is not compatible with the fisher occupation. Getting
acquainted with MSP tools, discourse and processes and getting in-
volved in MSP requires an investment of time – an investment many
individual fishermen are not willing to make. Most fishermen are pri-
marily interested in going out to sea to fish, to secure their livelihoods,
and don’t want to be bothered with policy processes (Respondent H,
October 2016) (Fig. 1).

If it starts affecting me, I will start worrying about it (Respondent F,
November 2016).

This lack of understanding, resources or willingness to engage with
marine policy-making, is problematic for stakeholder participation and
representation. Community social structures have proven to be essential
to address these challenges.
Interesting linking partners for the pilot MSP for the PFOW have

been the Orkney fishing organizations. The Orkney fisher community
sets itself apart from many other fisher communities, in that it is highly
organized (Respondent E, September 2017) with two main fisheries
organizations; the Orkney Fisheries Association (OFA) and the Orkney
Fishermen’s Society (OFS). The first is an interest group and formal
representative for Orkney inshore fisheries and the latter a cooperative
which manages the Orkney crab processing facilities and lobster
hatchery and markets Orkney shellfish. Both organizations work to-
wards the improvement and protection of commercial fisheries in
Orkney and are part of the Orkney Sustainable Fisheries (OSF); an in-
dustry-run company set up to generate fisheries science in support of
fisheries improvement and management (Respondent K, October 2016).
In the pilot process for the PFOW MSP, the OFA has acted as a re-
presentative body for the inshore fisheries and has been active in
workshops, consultations and meetings with the working group and
other marine stakeholders. The fisheries organizations have thus
formed an important link between governmental actors and the gov-
ernance process on the one hand and community members on the other.
However, despite the presence of these organizations, the community
feels it has not been able to establish strong connections across scales of
governance to mobilize power in MSP negotiations.

Capturing the amount of data that we require to proof where we
fish, proof where the fish are, proof where they spawn, proof how
the tide works and the current works to bring in the feed, and how
all these can be interrupted either spatially or biologically by other
inputs is enormously complex. We don’t have the resources to evi-
dence all of that. And in a world where evidence is power, we have
very little power (Respondent B, September 2017).
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The inshore shellfish fishery community in Orkney has showed
several initiatives to use bridging social capital in connecting with
stakeholders outside of the community to address these issues. First of
all, through fisheries research, the fishery community reaches out to
external networks to mobilize resources in order to generate the evi-
dence needed to support their spatial claims and strengthen their po-
sition in future MSP negotiations. Through fisheries science, the com-
munity creates input for the (re-)conceptualization of marine space as
complex, dynamic and multidimensional, matching fishermen’s reality
and perception of space. Secondly, the Orkney Fishermen’s Society is
undertaking several strategies to connect with strategic partners in
order to reach new markets. The objective of this outreach is twofold: to
strengthen the economic position of the community and to reframe the
community as a valuable player in the development of Orkney as a
brand. By demonstrating the importance of the fisher community in
Orkney culture and economy and by taking initiatives towards the
sustainable development of the sector, the community is thus trying to
reframe itself as a central stakeholder in the marine environment, as
well as in marine spatial planning. Fisheries science thus performs a
central role in empowering the local fisher community, socially, eco-
nomically and politically.

Fishermen in Orkney are getting better prices than fisherman's
elsewhere. Given that we are further from the market the opposite
should be the case; fisherman here should be given lower prices and
one of the reasons that we are getting better prices is that we have a
fisheries improvement project in place. We've got our own research,
we are demonstrating sustainability of the stocks, we are demon-
strating good management, we are engaging with the retail sector
and consumers and that has helped us to drive up prices. [..] In
terms of informing local management; if we want our fisher com-
munity to be empowered and to take responsible decisions about
themselves they need to have a justification for doing that and the
justification for doing that is robust local science collected by sci-
entists who are working with fishermen in Orkney (Respondent L,
October 2016).

5. Discussion

An important feature of community resilience relates to bonding
social capital: a strong sense of belonging favors collaboration over
individualism and allows community members to work towards shared
objectives [36]. In fishery culture, it is important for fishermen to be
able to sustain themselves and their families despite occupational
hardships [10]. Successful fishermen are self-reliant. They are expected
to be able to make independent decisions and manage their own busi-
ness [35,37]. Creating a sense of similarity among individualistic
community members is thus elemental to allow for social cohesion and
collaboration within the community. For individuals this means being
able to invest in community objectives, under the reassurance that
others in the group will do the same. Bonding is thus about the will-
ingness to participate in community activities and to contribute to
community objectives for development [9,19,38]. As such it’s the glue
that strengthens internal relations in a community [14], contributing to
community cohesion [19]. Social cohesion depends on social structures
or relations in a group and is produced through the interactions that
take place within that group. Social cohesion is thus an indicator for
social capital; when there is no social capital (for instance in the form of
reciprocal relations and norms) there is no basis for social cohesion in a
community [38]. Even though the social composition, traditional
community practices and social interactions within the Orkney inshore
shellfish fishery community are changing, and a growing individualism
is felt among fishermen, there is an active part of the community which
continues to stimulate dialogue and collaboration among members of
the community. But there are more benefits to bonding social capital. A
coherent and heterogeneous community is better able to make

connections beyond the (symbolic) boundaries of the community, in the
form of bridging and linking social capital, as it allows social groups to
act as a unit [19]. It, for instance, allows communities to lobby their
interests in governance arenas. Bonding social capital is thus an im-
portant condition for bridging and linking.
Despite the presence of bonding social capital, however, bridging

social capital and linking social capital of the Orkney inshore shellfish
fishery community, in the context of the pilot marine spatial plan for
the PFOW were rather weak. This has a lot to do with the attitude of the
local fishermen towards the government and towards marine spatial
planning. As Jentoft and Knol [12], state, stakeholders who think they
have a lot to lose with the introduction of new policies – such as fish-
ermen, who fear for a loss of space, freedom and flexibility with the
introduction of MSP – may be skeptical and defensive towards new
policies and their participatory processes. Defensive communities in-
hibit external interactions and thereby opportunities for linking [14].
Even though the implementation process of the MSP provided the
fishermen with an opportunity to promote their interests, all re-
spondents in this research have indicated that there has been in-
sufficient engagement of fisheries in the pilot planning process, in
combination with low levels of trust in government. Furthermore, a
lack of available resources – such as time and money - and the com-
plexity of marine spatial planning undermine the capacity of fishermen
to participate in planning processes.
Practices of bridging social capital were mostly visible in relation to

the map drawing exercise for the pilot plan. Mapping has been an im-
portant tool to visualize spatial information for the PFOW. Maps were
for instance used to identify existing maritime uses and infrastructures,
marine heritage sites and potential constraints for marine development.
This information functions as guidance for (future) marine develop-
ments in the plan area [5]. However, when spatial relations are mani-
fested in maps, these maps can become tools to strengthen spatial
claims. Those who are involved in mapping spatial information for
MSP, can thus have a powerful position in setting the stage for MSP
negotiations. Likewise, those who are excluded from the mapping ex-
ercise or who are excluded from the representation of marine space on
the maps, can have a less favorable position in these negotiations [39].
As such, information is used to determine what perceptions and sta-
keholders are included in governance [28,39]. This has implications for
the legitimacy of marine spatial planning. When the tools used to justify
marine policy exclude certain marine users from spatial representation,
the legitimacy of the policy can be questioned. Especially social di-
mensions of space are at risk of being left out or underrepresented in
mapping exercises [12,39]. As such, maps become as much tools for
exclusion, as they are for inclusion [40].
The role of information and maps in MSP is thus Janus-faced. On the

one hand, information is needed for evidence-based policy-making.
Spatial information is used to justify decision-making and to create a
shared understanding of the subject of governance [9,12]. Tools such as
maps are used to open up the dialogue about spatiality and to create a
mentality in which a spatial planning discourse takes central stage [27].
On the other hand, there is power in the (re-)production, interpretation
and representation of spatial information. The same tools that are
needed to create the space for negotiation, are also the tools that in-
clude and exclude topics of interest, actors and perceptions of space
[28,39].
The development of maps for the pilot marine spatial plan for the

PFOW has proven to be a practice reflecting the community resilience,
or lack thereof. As Symes [8], describes, fishermen apply an ecosystem-
based approach to their fishing practices, in the sense that they base
their decision-making on what they know about the environment, the
tides, the weather, the seasons and the behavior of fish stocks. Although
they use tools such as numerical charts and weather forecasts, much of
what they know is also stored in mental maps. These maps are informed
by experience, trial and error. Fishermen are thus used to dealing with
different kinds of evidence than what is expected or standardized in
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policy making and planning. Fishermen relate to, for instance, weather
conditions and gear status in their decision-making. These factors be-
come invisible in maps that plot hotspots of fishing activity. As de-
scribed, in fisher’s experience, important fishing areas will be much
larger than the areas with the highest economic returns. The challenge
for Orkney’s inshore shellfish fishery community is therefore to develop
evidence for their cultural knowledge, human-nature relations and
socio-economic value, which resonates with the MSP discourse and
information requirements. It seems the dissatisfaction of the fisher
community with inclusion of fisheries’ perception of space in the PFOW
pilot plan has created an awareness of this challenge among fishers in
Orkney. They have experienced their influence in the policy making
process for the pilot plan to be relatively low, and have come to the
realization that generating information on the fisheries can be a
strategy to gain power in policy making. As such, bridging activities of
the Orkney fisher organizations with regard to research in support of
sustainable fisheries improvement and branding not only help
strengthen the economic position of the fisheries, but are also used to
reframe the inshore fishery community from a (potential) threat, to a
custodian of the sea and an important player in the marine environ-
ment. The community thus uses bridging social capital to strengthen the
position of the fisheries both inside and outside marine governance
arenas.
Through the exchange of knowledge, governance stakeholders

create an understanding of marine spatial planning and gain experience
with the process and planning discourse. Furthermore, through this
interaction, trust can be built between governance stakeholders [34].
Linkages between fisheries communities and governance actors can
thus stimulate an exchange of knowledge which contributes to good
fisheries governance [9], while an absence of linking can undermine
marine governance [15]. Interestingly, the fisheries organizations in
Orkney have been important in laying the ground work for fishermen’s
engagement with MSP. The representatives working for these organi-
zations are up-to-date with current marine developments, respond to
formal consultations and act as a voice for the community. They create
awareness among members about contemporary marine developments,
and inform members about public meetings and workshops that could
be of interest for fishermen, or where it could be valuable for fishermen
to be present in terms of representation. For policy-makers, the level of
social organization of fishermen in Orkney has also proven to be ben-
eficial. The pilot project for the PFOW covered the fisheries of Orkney
and the county of Caithness and Sutherland on the North-East coast of
the Scottish Mainland. On the Caithness side of the water, there are no
fishery organizations that act as a representative body. For policy-ma-
kers, this made it more challenging to get in touch with and inform
fishermen there about the pilot project and to get them involved (Re-
spondent T, September 2016; Respondent M, November 2016).
This suggests that some form of bottom-up initiative – in the form of

self-organization - to facilitate participation could be required from
civil society stakeholders. However, communities which are margin-
alized and lack (access to) assets due to a relatively weak social, eco-
nomic and political status or which lack agency due to institutionalized
social inequality, may not be able to show such initiatives. As Jentoft
and Knol [12] and Symes [8], warn, fisheries often find themselves in
that exact vulnerable position. The fact that the Orkney inshore shell-
fish fishery community has set up fisheries organizations which func-
tion as connectors to governance actors and arenas, signals this is an
exceptionally resilient fishery community which uses its community
assets to mobilize resources and strengthen its position. At the same
time, however, the pilot planning process has shown that the commu-
nity still lacks essential linking social capital to gain meaningful power
in the policy process. Having social organization, is thus not a guar-
antee for fisheries engagement with marine planning, just as adopting a
participatory approach to governance is no guarantee of stakeholder
inclusion. As Westlund et al. [41], describe practical and physical
barriers which isolate communities can strengthen bonding but obstruct

linking social capital. Practical barriers to participation are evident in
the peripheral location of the community and the limited resources
fishermen seem to have to be able to engage with MSP on an individual
level. Although bonding social capital allows for the social organization
of fishermen and the ability to work towards shared objectives, com-
munity values and the perceived threat to the community way-of-life in
the form of contemporary marine developments, have also created a
defensive mentality towards MSP. Cleaver [21], describes how social
and institutional structures influence the opportunities to access re-
sources and exercise agency. She warns too simplistic evaluation of
participation as a magic charm for inclusive governance, surpasses the
complex structural relational obstacles that obstruct people from ac-
cessing networks and acting as agents of change. Although fisheries
organizations can thus be seen as facilitating factor for linking social
capital, for fisheries to gain power, additional changes in governance
structures and processes might be needed, with an emphasis on building
on the linkages between fisheries and governance.

6. Conclusion

According to community resilience theory communities possess
different community assets which can be mobilized to pursue commu-
nity objectives [19], and community assets create opportunities – or
community capacity - to act [42]. As such, community assets create a
basis for agency [20], which refers to the ability of actors to make
purposeful decisions and drive change. Agents are thus able to exercise
power to reach specific objectives [18,42]. In this research, the different
forms of social capital; bridging, bonding, and linking, were seen as
assets to enhance community resilience. However, this research has
shown that the relation between social capital and community resi-
lience is not so straightforward. Social capital has proven to be not so
easily mobilized. The three forms of social capital can be recognized in
the inshore shellfish fishery community, but the community has also
shown a lack of agency to mobilize its linking social capital. While there
have been opportunities for the fisher community to promote their
concerns, the community felt that it lacked the resources to gain power
in marine spatial planning negotiations. In other words, having social
capital, does not equal being able to mobilize social capital and having
agency to act.
The objective of this research was to gain insight in the way in

which community social capital influences the engagement of fish-
ermen in marine spatial planning processes. The hypothesis has been
that as a resilient community, the Orkney inshore shellfish fishery
community would be able to use its community social capital to par-
ticipate in and excise power in marine spatial planning negotiations.
The Orkney inshore shellfish fishery community displays different
forms of social capital, but being able to use that social capital to gain
access to the MSP processes has shown to be an issue. First of all, the
community shows levels of bonding social capital. There are internal
connections within the community – based on shared norms, values and
traditions – which create a willingness to collaborate towards shared
objectives. This bonding social capital is a fruitful basis for bridging and
linking. In the pilot marine spatial planning process for the PFOW,
however, fishermen have experienced their ability to influence deci-
sion-making to be low. On an individual level, fishermen lack the re-
sources and willingness to participate in policy-making. Thanks to the
bonding social capital of the community, the community is well orga-
nized, with multiple fisheries organizations. These organizations have
performed important roles as representative bodies for the community.
However, social organization alone is not enough to gain power, neither
is having a participatory framework for policy-making enough to en-
sure meaningful participation. Experiences with the pilot plan have
shown that linking social capital is to be further developed for the in-
shore shellfish fishery community in Orkney, to establish those essential
linkages between the community and governmental actors. In order for
the community to be able to participate and exercise power, they need
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to speak the language of policy-making. As the generation, interpreta-
tion and dissemination of information is a power-loaded process in
MSP, for fishermen to voice their interests and strengthen their position
in negotiations, taking control over this process is an important
strategy. Through the divers fisheries organizations, the community has
been active in connecting to researchers to generate evidence for the
socio-economic and spatial claims of the community, to generate sci-
entific support for community-led fisheries improvement projects and
as such, to strengthen the socio-economic and political position of the
fisheries community and reframe the community as a driver of blue
growth. As such, the community is showing bridging social capital
which can benefit future linking for the community.
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