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Abstract

Over the past two decades, there has been a growing body of work in the
field of complex governance, which assumes that socio-political systems
are nested, self-organised, emergent and non-linear. However, there has
been a void in the complex governance field for looking at alternative forms
of governance to nation-states, political parties, representative democracy
and policy, such as Special Economic Zones, seasteads and their
synthesised form, SeaZones. This thesis addresses this gap in the
scholarship by taking a complex systems perspective to examine the
creation, regulatory framework, governance, stakeholders and demise of a
particular case study, namely the Floating Island Project in French
Polynesia. Using participatory observation and document analysis, the
thesis explores the attempt to take what was the world’s first SeaZone from
design to implementation. The thesis identifies various legal, institutional,
political, social, cultural, economic, historic and environmental issues
relating to the Floating Island that are encountered when trying to set up an
alternative form of governance and a floating island. It argues that the
Floating Island Project exhibited three key features of complex governance:
first, it was structured as a nested system; Second, it concerned
stakeholders in multiple levels, including local and global; Third, it was
pervaded by waves of cross-temporal and cross-spatial events. In doing so,
this study contributes to and extends the scholarship on complex
governance in general and floating Special Economic Zones, SeaZones,
specifically, by examining, from a complex systems perspective, the
possibilities, limitations, and challenges of setting up special jurisdictions
with emerging and alternative and forms of governance with legal, spatial

and digital extraterritoriality.
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PART I. SITUATING THE THESIS



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Introduction

This thesis explores the governance, creation and demise of a maritime special
jurisdiction entitled Floating Island Project in French Polynesia. The Project
emerged with the signature of a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between
the French Polynesian government and the non-profit Seasteading Institute, in
January 2017. However, the private company Blue Frontiers led the Project. In
setting up the Floating Island Project, Blue Frontiers aimed to create an alternative
form of governance called a SeaZone. The SeaZone would be a floating Special
Economic Zone. Spatially and politically, it was inspired by autonomous human
communities on the ocean — seasteads. Seasteads are a form of governance that
does not exist yet, but that has recurred in the media as a sometimes controversial
alternative form of governance to nation-states. Special Economic Zones are small
areas within nation-states that have different regulations from the rest of the
country. They have led to drastic economic and social transformations in many
places around the world in the last forty years. The Floating Island would combine
these two forms of governance, seasteads and special zones, in a SeaZone on a
floating island and area in the shallow waters of a Tahitian lagoon, a part of the

ocean enclosed by a coral reef.

The Floating Island Project stated that it had two purposes: decentralising
governance and mitigating the effects of sea-level rise. It attempted this by placing
an artificial floating island on the sea with a special regulatory framework approved
by French Polynesia (the SeaZone), and by governing it through a cryptographic

token named Varyon.



Because of the legal and physical enclosing of the Floating Island and the floating
Special Economic Zone, SeaZone, within French Polynesia’s institutions and
ocean, it is important to clarify that the Project would be ‘nested’ within French
Polynesia, despite the governance autonomy it sought. To move forward from
design to implementation, it needed French Polynesia’s official backing through an
Act of the Assembly. The Seasteading Institute and Blue Frontiers submitted
feasibility studies to the government for the Assembly’s approval, as it is common
when private actors propose projects to governments. Blue Frontiers
complemented this strategy with an international marketing campaign to attract

residents and funding. However, the Project did not go through.

While the government did not move forward with the project, | was able to conduct
research on the Floating Island using participatory observation and documentary
analysis since the MOU signature to its demise. To conceptually understand my
findings and to approach this case study, | used a complex governance framework.
At the beginning, | chose a complex governance framework because | was familiar
with the complex systems literature and | saw a void to explore forms of governance
that were alternative to the nation-state, such as heterarchies, polycentric systems
and anarchism. This case study seemed one of such cases. However, as |
deepened into the case study, | slowly realized how much of traditional nation-state
governance (political parties, elections, political representatives) permeated the
project. As the research advanced, more and more it became clear how certain
features of complex systems that complex governance authors discussed were
very useful for explaining key events of the Floating Island, namely, its governance,

creation and demise.



This thesis’ main contribution to knowledge is to identify various legal, institutional,
political, social, cultural economic, historic and environmental issues relating to the
Floating Island that are encountered when trying to set up an alternative form of
governance and a floating island. Secondly, and specifically to the field of complex
governance, this thesis brings together the complex governance field and particular
features of complex systems (nestedness, waves, multiple levels of stakeholders)
specifically in relation to SeaZones. Thirdly, this thesis contributed to the emerging
field of special jurisdictions and SeaZones by investigating, from a complex
systems perspective, their governance, stakeholders, and even problems that arise

in their planning. This had not been done before.

Overall, the thesis contributes to the interdisciplinary area of research on complex
governance within the discipline of political science. That is to say, it takes a
complex systems perspective to examine the regulatory framework, governance,
stakeholders and events of a particular case study, namely the Floating Island
Project in French Polynesia. In doing so, the thesis extends the scholarship on
governing complex socio-political systems, in general, and on special jurisdictions,
such as SeaZones, in particular. It extends the complex governance field by putting
key notions of the field in relation to a form of governance that the field’s literature
has never explored before. It extends the special jurisdictions, and, in particular,
SeaZones field by providing complexity-related issues that are present in the
formation of these types of projects. To the best of my knowledge, this is the first
time that complexity and a complex governance angle have been used to study
SeaZones. This is also the first doctoral thesis entirely focused on the Floating

Island Project.



Now, to conceptually explain these issues from a complex governance framework,
| used three features of complex governance systems described by the literature.
These are: the existence of nested institutions, multiple stakeholders and waves of
cross-temporal events. With the Floating Island Project in French Polynesia as the
case study, this thesis addresses the following research questions: In what ways
might a complex systems perspective contribute to understanding the governance,
creation and demise of the Floating Island Project in French Polynesia? More
specifically, how might we re-read the governance, creation and ultimate demise
of the Floating Island Project through the lenses of nestedness, multiple levels,
waves? And from a complex systems perspective, what are the possibilities,
limitations, and challenges of setting up special jurisdictions, with emerging and
alternative forms of governance, such as SeaZones, nested within nation-states?
This thesis argues that the Floating Island Project exhibited three key features of
complex governance: first, it was structured as a nested system; Second, it
concerned stakeholders in multiple levels, including local and global; Third, it was

pervaded by waves of cross-temporal and cross-spatial events.

In this introductory chapter, there are four additional sections. Section 1.2. states
the research goal, questions and objectives. Section 1.3. sets up the conceptual
problem that drives this thesis. Section 1.4. provides the scope and limitations of

the research and Section 1.5. outlines the rest of the thesis.

1.2. Research Goal, Objectives and Questions

The goal of this thesis is to understand the governance, creation and demise of the
Floating Island Project in French Polynesia using complexity theory. For the
concept of governance, | use Jessop’s (1997:1) definition: "the complex art of

steering multiple agencies, institutions, and systems that are both operationally



autonomous from one another and structurally coupled through various forms of
reciprocal interdependence”. Jessop’s definition of governance suitably fits the type
of system studied in this thesis because it focuses on the interactions of agencies,
systems and institutions, and takes into consideration the local as well as on the
global. This perspective is very useful for the Floating Island and its
extraterritoriality. The Project would be inside, but outside French Polynesia’s
regulations, and inside but outside its land territory. Thus, the different notions
within Jessop’s definition (agencies, institutions and interdependent systems) are
useful for analysing governance of the Floating Island Project for they allow looking
the intertwined nature of the project’'s multiple stakeholders, institutions/regulations
and interconnected events. These three key concepts of Jessop (agencies,
institutions and systems) unfold in the three complex governance concepts of the
empirical chapters. Namely: the notion of agencies is reflected into stakeholders in
chapter 6. Systems and reciprocal interdependence plays out as the waves of
chapter 7. And Institutions appears under institutions and regulations in chapter 5.
To get a better sense of how the ‘parts’ of Jessop’s definition unfolded in the
Project, | explore these issues in the context to the Project’'s specific form of
governance, a SeaZone, and how it relates to its creation and end. Having said

that, these were the thesis’ main research questions:

e In what ways might a complex systems perspective contribute to
understanding the governance, creation and demise of the Floating Island
Project in French Polynesia?

e More specifically, how might we re-read the governance, creation and
ultimate demise of the Floating Island Project through the lenses of

nestedness, multiple levels and waves?



¢ From a complex systems perspective, what are the possibilities, limitations,
and challenges of setting up special jurisdictions, with emerging and
alternative forms of governance, such as SeaZones, nested within nation-
states?

Additional questions include:

e In what ways might complex systems theory be used as lenses to
understanding special jurisdictions, with legal, digital and spatial
extraterritorialities nested in nation-states?

¢ How do notions relating to complex governance unfold in the regulatory
framework, governance, stakeholders and events of a particular case study,

namely the Floating Island Project in French Polynesia?

Answering these questions contributes to comprehending key issues that appear
in the creation and demise of a form of governance, and Project, that has received
significant media attention, despite not going through. Additionally, these questions
improve existing knowledge about a type of governance that has not been explored
yet in the literature of complex governance. Moreover, the complexity perspective
on the Floating Island Project provides a new angle about the case study and
SeaZones. In this way, this research helps expand the complex governance field
by showing how features of complex governance are useful for understanding the
governance, creation and demise of this attempt to set up an alternative form of

governance.

The overall objectives of the thesis are to:



e Show how features of complex governance, such as nestedness, multiple
levels and waves, shaped the governance, creation and demise of the
Floating Island Project.

e Understand, through the use of complex governance, aspects of the
Floating Island Project in French Polynesia, such as its regulatory
framework, stakeholders and the Project’'s demise.

¢ Examine, from a complex systems perspective, the possibilities, limitations
and challenges of creating special jurisdictions with emerging/alternative
forms of governance, nested within nation-states.

¢ Identify how complexity can help understand new, emerging, alternative
forms of governance.

e Explore features of complex governance in the creation of alternative and

emerging forms of governance with particular extraterritorialities.

1.3. Problem: Understanding the Floating Island Project Using
Complex Systems Theory

Because the goal of the thesis is to use complexity theory to understand the
Floating Island’s attempt to go from design to implementation, that is, its
governance creation and demise, the problem | address is how do features of
complex governance, such as nestedness, multiple levels and waves can be used
to study the governance, creation and demise of the Floating Island Project. This
means that the thesis explores how a complex systems perspective might

contribute to understanding special jurisdictions, such as SeaZones, with legal,



spatial and digital extraterritorialities nested within nation-states.! Complex

systems are, therefore, key to this thesis.

For decades, scientists have recognised that there are certain features that make
up some systems which nowadays are referred to as ‘complex’. The following are
some of their characteristics. One common way to refer to complex systems is
systems composed of many elements interacting in multiple ways. Complex
systems are systems whose behaviours are self-organised (Camazine et al., 2003;
Haken, 2006). Self-organisation refers to the capacity to generate order and
patterns from within, based on local interactions, without external imposition.
Holland (1995) and Nicolis and Nicolis (2012) explain that the structures of these
systems emerge from these self-organised interactions. Given that the behaviours
of complex systems are self-organised, and their structures are emergent, their
dynamics are said to be adaptive (Holland, 1995). Interactions within complex
systems can be both, bottom-up and top-down. Complex systems’ topologies vary
and tend to be networked (Solé, 2009). Their future is also difficult to predict and,
at times, unpredictable (Gershenson and Heylighen, 2005; Taleb, 2010). Yet, their
actions are history-dependent (Walby, 2003). That is to say, their nature and
evolution are time-coupled (Prigogine, 1977), and so is the relation of these

systems with their environments.

Because complex systems are open systems, they constantly exchange
information, matter and energy with their environment. Prigogine (1980) explains
that complex systems’ relations with their environments are open to a point where

boundaries are often only functional. Indeed, as Urry (2004) conveys, because

1 Extraterritoriality is a term used to describe places holding a special regulatory status - before
or after diplomatic negotiations (Integrity Legal, 2009).
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complex systems’ boundaries and their environments are blurred, understanding
this type of systems needs to be done in reference to their environments (this is a
reason why in this thesis | discuss the Polynesian historical and sociopolitical
context when studying governance in the Floating Island). The Project existed
within a particular setting of the environment where it sat. Additionally, as Simon
(1962) states, the organisation and structures of these systems are nested.
Nestedness means that complex systems are formed by systems within systems
within systems. While there are multiple ways to explain what makes a nested
system, one of the most common ways to distinguish them, and the one used in
this thesis, is if “upper” levels constrain “lower” ones in a structure. All these
features make complex systems nonlinear, a term that refers to a lack of a

proportional relation between inputs and outputs.

Scientists working with complex systems recognise complexity as an ontological
feature of complex systems. “Complexity is complex”, Cilliers (1998:9) writes. From
microscopic systems to macroscopic ones, the complexity literature has grown
significantly since theories about complex systems began to be formalised around
particular topics, problems and schools. Subjects in the literature of complex
systems are diverse, and often include ant colonies (Gordon, 2010), fungi networks
(Babikova et al., 2013), large infrastructure projects (Gerrits and Verweij, 2018),
cities (Sassen, 2013; Batty, 2018), human societies (Bar-Yam, 1997), the internet
(Barabasi, 2014; Solé, 2009), biological organisms (Solé and Goodwin, 2000), and
other living systems and life-like systems (Bedau, 2007; lordache, 2012b), in
particular. Besides being understood as a feature of certain systems, an ontology,
complexity is also seen as an established set of theories (Maldonado and Gémez-

Cruz, 2011). The formalisation of complexity led several authors to describe it as a
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set of sciences which display every element of a present-day scientific revolution,

from a Kuhnian perspective (Maldonado, 2009a).

The formalisation of today’s outlawyers from normal science, these ‘anomalies’
began in the seventies when complex systems, features and fields became the
focus of a small subset of scientists (Mitchel, 2011). Their studies included theories
involving chaos, turbulence, non-equilibrium thermodynamics, fractals,
catastrophe, networks and non-classical logics (Maldonado and Gomez-Cruz,
2011). The study of these theories brought out the recognition of the limitations of
classical science models to understand, govern and control systems which
exhibited features of complex systems (Bar-Yam, 2009). One way to understand

classical science is as science inspired by Newtonian physics.

Several authors have argued that Newtonian physics inspired mainstream science
before knowledge about complex systems theory developed as a field (see:
Prigogine and Stengers, 1997, 1984; Heylighen et al., 2006; Mainzier, 2007). As
such, science before complexity focused on properties such as predictability,
linearity and causation. As Gershenson and Heylighen (2005:48) argue, classical
science was interested in reductionism, determinism, dualism, correspondence
and rationality. In the social sciences, especially in its early days, the inspiration of
Newtonian-physics was often translated into a quest for stability, organisation,
hierarchies, top-down control and centralised systems, among others. However,
after complexity, scientists have realised the potential of theories about complex
systems to explain systems, behaviours and phenomena that seem to behave in
non-predictable ways, and which exhibit features of complexity (Geyer and Rihani,

2010).
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Many disciplines and domains have created new fields and subfields which involve
the epistemological discoveries of complexity and properties of complex systems.
For instance, biology and ecology have developed several theories around
evolution, adaptation and self-organisation (Schneider and Kay, 1994; Emmeche,
1997; Solé and Goodwin, 2000). Chemistry and physics have branched to an
entirely new understanding of irreversible processes, time, chemical reactions and
dynamic systems with works on non-equilibrium thermodynamics (Prigogine and
Nicolis, 1977; Prigogine, 1978; Prigogine and Stengers, 1997). Engineering has
begun extrapolating properties of biological systems to what is now called complex
engineered systems (Braha et al., 2006). This has generated developments on self-
organised mechanical systems, such as swarm robotics (Hamann, 2018).
Likewise, computer science has given birth to the field of artificial life (Langton,
1995; Bedau, 2007; Gémez-Cruz, 2013). Even management science has started
to approach organisations as living systems (Mitleton-Kelly 2003). However, the
discipline of political science, where this thesis situates itself, is only beginning to

grasp the knowledge of complex systems.

Political science’s mainstream tends to approach the study of governance systems,
which are clearly not simple nor predictable, in ways that resemble or rest upon
principles of Newtonian physics and classical science, although this has slowly but
surely been changing over the past couple of decades. Mainzer (2007:367)
unpacks this idea in the following quote: “Political thinkers, lawyers and politicians
have believed in a mechanistic world of linear causality...Thomas Hobbes tried to
transfer the Galilean and Cartesian laws of movement from mechanics to
anthropology to the state theory”. Similarly, Morcol (2001) explains that it is rather
the quest for universal and fixed laws of governance what reflects such inspiration.

This is why a large focus of the discipline are centralised organisations, hierarchical
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structures, sequential processes, and top-down control, even though these are
often accompanied by bottom-up, decentralised and horizontal structures and
processes of some sort. Thinking about the limitations of the discipline’s focus on
top-down approaches is important, insofar a large set of social, economic,
technological and spatial systems that are governed by the systems studied in
political science are complex and, therefore, difficult to predict, far-from-equilibrium
and with a tendency to self-organise. Therefore, attempts to exercise top-down or
external control in these complex, nonlinear systems do not produce their expected

results (Holling and Meffe, 1996).

Itis not the goal of this thesis to argue that human social systems are complex. The
authors | mention in the next section about complexity and social systems have
done this before, much better than I could. But the reader, thus, must accept that
human societies are indeed complex. Moreover, they must recognise that one of
the most important lessons about complex systems, so far, is that when
environments are often complex, forms of governance that exercise top-down
control are not sound producers of order (Bar-Yam, 1997, 2000; Gerrits, 2012;
Mainzer, 2007; Room, 2016; Schuster, 2004; Wachhaus, 2012, 2014). Something
similar can be said about forms of governance which use centralised control, as
argued by Bar-Yam (2009), Gershenson (2007) Rzevski (2011), and Schuster
(2004). Centralised control also struggles to produce desired outcomes in the
presence of complex systems. Yet, this thesis is not about a normative version of
governance, but about how we approach governance that presents features of
complex systems. Therefore, my aim in this thesis is to explain how complex
governance was present in the case study, to demonstrate the explanatory power
of complex systems theory in the context of social systems and some forms of

governance in the making, namely SeaZones and other special jurisdictions.

13



Changing how we understand governance systems that are complex is not a trivial
problem, given that, to a large extent, the systems in which political science focuses
on are tasked with regulating, organising and guiding the evolution of societies.
Thus, they need to be understood in ways that do not attempt to set their complexity
aside, but that conceptually engage with it. Approaching complex governance
systems through their characteristics as complex systems is especially important
for some forms of governance that are possible today, such as floating Special
Economic Zones. This is because they explicitly define themselves as an
alternative to traditional models. My aim here is to show how some forms of
governance, in particular complex governance - i.e., governance presenting
features of complex systems -, can be understood through complex systems
lenses. Doing this comes with an added ‘advantage’. Several of the most important
challenges and transformations of this century, such as climate change and
cyberinfrastructure, also present features of complex systems. A complexity theory
framework, then, provides a way to approach socio-political systems in ways that
science before complexity could not. Several complexity theory authors have
approached this issue with a well-known tautology, although applied specifically to
governing, not to understanding, complex systems: governing complexity requires

complexity (Ashby, 1956; Ostrom, 1998).

This tautology, the law of requisite variety, in my opinion, is one of the best
principles applicable to complex systems. It states that only a system with at least
as much complexity of another system can control it (Ashby, 1956). Bar-Yam
(1997) explains this law specifically in the context of social systems, claiming that
when collective complexity exceeds individual complexity, hierarchical control is no

longer effective. On the contrary, having a ‘requisite variety’ offers a larger set of

14



solutions (Jessop, 2003). Authors such as Cilliers (2001) have used this principle
of complex systems to explain that understanding complexity requires complexity

too.

Based on the law of requisite variety, we can assess that more complex forms of
governance, such as networks involving top-down and bottom-up processes,
centralised, decentralised and distributed systems, among others, would more
accurately describe and even govern the complexity of human societies, and some
contemporary forms of governance than simple models involving top-down control.
While | will not engage directly with the law of requisite variety in this direction, |
want to use it as a starting point to stress how requisite variety can be used
conceptually, even though | only mention it one more time in the thesis. Complex
systems, such as human societies and some systems which govern them, can be
understood via features and approaches that better capture their complex nature.
Consequentially, creating a form of governance of such form requires more

complex approaches too.

The emerging field of complex governance, that is, complexity theory extrapolated
and adapted into governance, does two things in relation to the issue above. First,
it attempts to understand certain governance systems through particular features
of complex systems which some forms of governance seem to embody. Second,
the field additionally searches for forms of governance that work in less centralised
and top-down ways to traditional forms of governance. In this thesis, | mainly focus
on the first of these two ideas, even though | find the second one more striking:
using features of complex systems to understand governance in a project which
sought to establish a form of governance that combined an alternative and an

emerging form of governance.
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Indeed, the Floating Island attempted to bring together an emerging and an
alternative form of governance, Special Economic Zones and seasteads,
respectively. The general idea was to create a floating Special Economic Zone.
Special Economic Zones comprise areas within nations that have different policies
from the rest of the country. And seasteads is the name given to politically
autonomous human settlements in international waters where governance is
privately provided. No seastead exist yet, but there are approximately 5.400
Special Zones around the world (UNCTAD, 2019:137). This is why | refer to
seasteads as “alternative” forms of governance and Zones as “emerging”.
However, because SeaZones do not currently exist, | categorise the Floating Island
Project as an attempt to set up an ‘alternative’ form of governance, instead of an
‘emerging’. By alternative | mean a different, new option to nation-states. In this
thesis, to make a distinction between states and emerging systems such as special
jurisdictions, including SeaZones, | refer to states, democratic elections and
political parties under the broad, and for some, problematic, term ‘traditional forms
of governance’. | would rather use the term “legacy systems”, but that is another

story.?

In a nutshell, in this thesis, | show how features of complex governance were
present in the Floating Island, including the SeaZone and its institutional and
regulatory structure, its international marketing campaign and the events which

contributed to the Project fading throughout 2018. | use the term 'fading' and not

2 It is important to note that classifying SeaZones as alternative forms of governance has,
however, limitations. As Chapter Five shows, SeaZones, being Special Economic Zones, are,
in some ways, an extension to nation-states. However, because they are rooted in the idea of
replacing states with private governance, | have allowed myself to use this term, even though
there are limitations and blurred boundaries to how much a SeaZone is an alternative or an
extension of states. While my goal here is not to solve this question, | do engage with the
implication’s of SeaZone’s nested nature in the next chapters, particularly in Chapter Five and
in the discussion and reflections of Chapter Eight.
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‘sunk’ or 'failing' or something which indicates a specific end because it is not clear
when did the Project ceased existing. Instead, there were several events and
moments where the Project became less real and possible, but there was not a
specific end to it. However, my aim is not to explain why the Floating Island
declined. This does not mean that | do not provide causal explanations. | do provide
them, but in the sense of Byrne and Uprichard: “how a particular complex system
came to be the type of thing it is” (Byrne and Uprichard, 2012:112), instead of
something different. Specifically, | take Byrne and Uprichard’s approach to
trajectories as effects and retroductive analysis, whereby a system is explained by
tracing steps back into its past. This means that for some of the empirical
observations of this thesis, instead of drawing casual links, | look back at what

happened before the Project ‘faded away’.

That said, my thesis argument is that the Floating Island exhibited three key
features of complex governance: first, it was structured as a nested system;
Second, it concerned stakeholders in multiple levels, including local and global;
And third, it was pervaded by waves of cross-temporal and cross-spatial events.
By using these three complex governance features (nestedness, multiple levels of
stakeholders and waves) | show how features of complex governance lead to a
better understanding of the governance, creation and demise of the Floating Island
Project. It additionally helps to examine, from a complex systems perspective, the
possibilities, limitations and challenges of creating special jurisdictions with
emerging/alternative forms of governance, nested within nation-states. Further, the
thesis discusses the implications of dealing with complex systems features when
trying to create special jurisdictions with alternative and emerging forms of
governance with extraterritorialities, such as being placed on the ocean. Here, |

demonstrate how using complex systems theory as lenses, and the complex
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governance field, can be good resources to explain the Floating Island Project, a

case which exhibited features of complexity

The methodology used to dive into the research took elements from ethnographic
research with participatory observation and documentary analysis. The empirical
chapters will show how answering these questions with these methods contribute
to expanding the field of complex governance by using the field’s theories in novel
approaches, in relation to a project involving a special jurisdiction that has not been
sufficiently explored. However, the research also contributes to the emerging field
of special jurisdictions with research findings which could become best practices
for the maritime and floating nascent zones industry. As | present in the discussion
chapter (Eight), my long-term goal is that these findings can help future early stage
maritime and floating zone projects better strategise by designing projects that
directly benefit all the stakeholders involved. Likewise, | hope they too help local

communities detect early whether a project aligns with their interests.

For understanding this motivation, | should explain that the research additionally
contributes to and rests upon the knowledge of two areas which are becoming
increasingly important at the beginning of the century: special jurisdictions and
floating architecture, especially as a technology to adapt to rising seas. Special
jurisdictions have become a core economic engine for the 21st century. Authors
such as Eastearling (2014), while being critical of Zones, uses examples of cases
such as Shenzhen, Singapore, Hong Kong and Dubai to claim that Special Zones
will probably dominate the economic future. The World Bank (FIAS, 2008) and
Frazier and McKinney (2019) explain that Zones have managed to become what
they are today because they have specific policy conditions that enable value-

creating activities, such as entrepreneurship. Their small size also enables them to
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innovate and even experiment with policy at small scales. However, their economic
success is also explained by how they manage to be outside a state’s regulation
while being in its territory. This property of exception is called extraterritoriality (see:
Laungaramsri, 2006; Eastearling, 2016). Extraterritoriality has led many special
jurisdictions to surpass the GDP of large nation-states. Seven out of the ten top
GDP per capita jurisdictions are either Special Economic Zones or microstates
nested within larger nation states (World Bank, 2018; IMF, 2019; CIA 2017).
Khanna (2016) recalls that Zones export trillions of dollars of goods, annually.®
Floating, amphibious or water-based architecture is another growing area that is

equally important for the research.

Floating architecture is starting to become an architecture and engineering ‘trend’.
Today, floating buildings and technologies are popularizing a solution to adapt to
sea-level rise (De Graaf, 2009, 2012). This topic is even being discussed and
promoted even at the United Nations (2019). Today, there are floating: farms
(Moustafa, 2018), agriculture (Mok et al., 2014), aquaculture (Cauvin, 2014), solar
panels (see: Ciel et Terre, 2011) wind turbines (Energy.gov, 2015), wave energy
generation (Floating Power Plant, 2019), airplane runways (Lamas-Pardo et al.,
2015), container terminals Reham (2015), underwater data centres (Swanson,
2011), and, as Wang and Tay (2011) recall, floating: hotels, bridges, performance
stages, oil rigs, fuel storage facilities, cruise terminals, ecological villas and towns.
All the technologies needed to build an offshore floating neighbourhood, like the

Floating Island, already exist. Increased maritime economic activities have helped

3 The top ten places with higher GDP per capita according to the IMF are Qatar, Macau,
Luxembourg, Singapore, Brunei, Ireland, Norway, United Arab Emirates, Kuwait, Switzerland,
Hong Kong, United States. According to the World Bank, the countries are Qatar, Macau,
Luxembourg, Singapore, Brunei, Ireland, United Arab Emirates, Kuwait, Switzerland, San
Marino, Hong Kong, Norway. And according to the CIA, the top ten are Qatar, Monaco, Macau,
Luxembourg, Falkland Islands, Singapore, Bermuda, Isle of Man, Brunei, Ireland, Norway,
Kuwait and the United Arab Emirates.

19



popularise floating architecture (Wang and Wang, 2014). Many of these are
sustainable technologies art of what is known as the ‘blue economy’ (Pauli, 2019;
Quirk, 2017) or the ‘green economy in the blue world’ (UNEP et al., 2012). The blue
economy is a twenty-four trillion-dollar market that comprises activities and

businesses related to the ocean (Hoegh-Guldberg et al., 2015:5).

Besides structures on the ocean, in total, the Floating Island combined three
extraterritorial innovations: it had floating architecture - thus it had a spatial
extraterritoriality component of building on the ocean; It sought to have legal
innovations with a special regulatory framework - thus it had legal extraterritoriality;
Also, it would have had a digital extraterritorial system by governing the SeaZone
with a cryptographic token. In discussing these extraterritorial innovations, | will
show how a project with a special regulatory framework, where land is created from
scratch and is placed over an ocean, and sought to be digitally governed, can
benefit from the explanatory power of complex system theory, in general, and
complex governance, in particular. However, doing this in the context of complex

systems is not easy.

Stepney and Walsh (2018:319) list properties of complex systems which make
them difficult to understand. These include: feedback, emergence, relations and
interactions, openness, instability, multiple timescales and tipping points. While |
am aware of these and other limitations to understanding complex systems, to fairly
describe them in the thesis’ written accounts, the complex governance features |
have chosen to study here (nestedness, multiple levels of stakeholders and waves
of cross-temporal events), carry within them other features of complex systems. As
the empirical chapters show, these three concepts entail multiple systems, levels,

spaces and times. To mention one example, the empirical observations about
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waves bring together several places (Floating Island, Atimaono lagoon,
municipality Teva | Uta, French Polynesia) and several times (Polynesia’s
colonisation two centuries ago, Polynesia’s colonial present situation as an
“overseas collectivity” and online and offline protests in 2018). In this way, the case
study aims at transcending, to the extent to which it is possible, the limitations of
only exploring either individual or holistic features of a system, or a single point in
time. As such, this thesis seeks to they represent a compelling example of the type
of conceptual contributions that complex systems theory can bring to the study of
alternative forms of governance, such as SeaZones, and cases like the Floating

Island.

1.4. Scope and Limitations

There are several limitations to this research and its findings. Some of them are
due to a non-disclosure agreement. Signing this document restricted the evidence
I could present as data. It forced me to rely on publicly accessible information. For
several parts of the research, notably for Chapters Five and Six discussing the legal
feasibility study and local and global stakeholders, this agreement meant that |
could not use evidence which would have strengthened my claims and argument.
More on this in the Methodology Chapter. This agreement also led me to share
only part of a more comprehensive story. A complementing approach could have
examined internal factors within the Company that might have contributed to the
Project’s fading. Some of this thesis’s findings might also be constrained by my
subjective impression of the Project based on the participant-observation. Another
limitation of this investigation is that the Floating Island Project was never built. This
makes it impossible to contrast what the Project's documents suggest with what
the Project implemented once it was developed. This is a limitation proper to

document analysis which | have recognised in the methodology Chapter.
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Another limitation is that it is not possible to directly extrapolate some issues that
appear relevant here to projects in other locations. Past events and visions of the
future are different everywhere. Some places might be more open to accepting a
project with an international demographic or an enclave. Others might not use
Facebook in the way it was used here, where it was even the government’s
primary communication tool. Likewise, the role of local stakeholders might be less
decisive in other places. And some governments, depending, for instance, on their
degree of authoritarianism, can operate with less community support regarding
special regulations, floating, maritime and Zone projects. Nevertheless, in the
conclusions | do bring out the research findings and how can ithey be read for alike

special jurisdictions.

Note that, although this thesis’s case study has an origin in free-market political
economies which seek to replace, reduce and sometimes eliminate the role of the
state in the provision of governance, this thesis is not a critique nor he opposite of
these ideas. Instead, my aim is to examine how complex governance unfolds in the

Floating Island Project.

1.5. Outline of the Thesis

| divide the thesis into three parts. Part | situates the thesis. Part 1| comprises the
empirical chapters. Part Il contains the discussion, reflections and conclusions.
This thesis proceeds as follows. The next chapter, Chapter Two, describes
complexity theory and key features of complex systems that are relevant for this
thesis. More specifically, it engages with a subfield within complex systems theory
that deals with social systems. After addressing complexity, the chapter

synthesises the complex governance field. The chapter highlights a gap in the
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scholarly field of complex governance for studying and special jurisdictions, such
as the one presented in this thesis. The chapter additionally introduces the
literature review on SeaZones because the case study of this thesis requires its
own historical context and conceptual framework. Chapter Three begins by
introducing the case study entitled the Floating Island Project in French Polynesia.
It describes its origin, outlines the main actors, discusses its vision, and goes over
the events which led to its ‘fading’. The fourth chapter explains the approach to the
research process. It discusses the methodological approach that drove the
research and the methods employed for data collection. The methods were
participatory observation - online and offline - and documentary analysis.
Furthermore, the chapter outlines the research design, reflects on the advantages
and disadvantages of the methods and discusses ethical aspects of conducting the
study and my role. Transversal to this chapter is a reflection of my own role as a

participant-observant. These are followed by the empirical chapters.

Chapter Five discusses the institutional and regulatory framework of the Floating
Island Project and its SeaZone. It begins by explaining a feature of complex
systems, nestedness. The chapter shows how the concept of nestedness
describes how the Project’s framework was and would be structured. It explicates
two origins of the Project’'s nestedness, French Polynesia’s colonial history and a
decision by The Seasteading Institute to create maritime Special Economic Zones
in the territorial waters of a host nation instead of seasteads in international waters.
The chapter also gives examples of domestic and supranational institutions related
to French Polynesia’s own history, as a nested system, which would have framed
the Project. The chapter uses a concept present in the complexity governance
literature, ‘tangled’, to explain the ambiguous and overlapping jurisdictions of the

multiple institutions of the Floating Island Project’s nested framework. The chapter
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stresses that creating the Floating Island Project’'s SeaZone, with the regulatory
exemptions its sought, would have been a process of ‘untangling’ institutional
regulations. Next, the chapter presents additional international government
stakeholders which the Project brought in into its nested structure with the use of a
cryptographic token to govern itself. It chapter closes with a critique of approaches

that set up special jurisdictions that focus too much on formal stakeholders.

Chapter Six discusses non-government stakeholders in the Project, local and
global. Local stakeholders were Polynesians who lived or worked near the potential
location of the Floating Island. Global stakeholders were the participants of the
Project who bought its tokens or belonged to demographics which the marketing
materials targeted. The chapter argues that the Project concerned multiple levels
of stakeholders, including local and global. However, it maintains that the Project
targeted global, to the detriment of locals. To explain why the Project concerned
local stakeholders, | use Elinor Ostrom’s work on complex governance of
socioecological systems, in particular how her work highlightes the relevance of
current appropriators of the commons for their governance. To explain why it
concerned, and targeted, global stakeholders, | use data from the Project’s
cryptographic token, Varyon and its marketing. The chapter additionally describes
missed opportunities for involving locals in the Project's governance

documentation.

Chapter Seven argues that networked cross-temporal and cross-spatial events
pervaded the Floating Island Project. To explain these events, | use Sylvia Walby’s
use of the term ‘waves’ in relation to complex waves in the context of global social
movements, such as feminism and globalisation, over time. This chapter looks at

three waves and their interactions as they relate to the Floating Island: the first
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wave concerns the wave of French colonisation of Polynesia; The second wave
involves a streak of Facebook posts, which went viral in Tahiti in the first quarter of
2018; The third wave consists of a series of protests at the Project's most likely
lagoon, at the Assembly and the streets, organised by local fishermen and women
and the opposition party. The goal of this chapter is to show how the momentum
from the interaction of these three waves contributed to the ‘fading’'-some may say,
the demise— of the Floating Island. The chapter presents ‘accompanying ripples’
which also contributed to the fading. Some of these ripples are distrust towards the
government, the Project’s local representative and foreign companies doing
businesses in French Polynesia. Throughout the chapter, | point out important
properties of waves, such as their networked and cross-temporal nature. | do this,
for instance, when analysing the waves’ intertwining in the Project, even though the
time-span between the start of the wave of Polynesia’s colonisation and the two
subsequent waves were approximately two hundred years apart. This is followed

by the concluding chapters.

Chapter Eight discusses the thesis as a whole. It discusses the implications of
complex governance in projects ideologically-driven and the possibilities,
limitations and challenges of setting up alternative forms of governance. It then
presents five best practices derived from the research useful when creating these
types of projects. And it concludes with some thoughts on the project's
extraterritoriality and how it relates to autonomy. Last, Chapter Nine synthesises

the thesis. It presents the contributions and concludes.

25



2. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK ON COMPLEX

GOVERNANCE

2.1. Introduction

This thesis contributes to this interdisciplinary area of research that within the
disciplines of political science and sociology deals with complex systems. More
specifically, the chapter speaks to the field of complex governance, seeking to
contribute to and to extend the scholarship on governance of complex socio-
political systems in general and the Floating Island Project in particular, including
its form of governance, a SeaZone. This chapter has two main components. The
first part is about complexity and the second one is about SeaZones. The first four
sections about complex systems introduce the conceptual and analytical
framework used throughout the thesis. Their goal is to provide the theoretical
background of the research on complex systems theory and to present a brief
account of the use of complexity in the social sciences. This helps to understand
the complex governance field, which studies governance through the lenses of

complexity science.

The next section begins with a description of complexity. It explains the features of
complex systems relevant to this thesis, such as nestedness, self-organisation,
multiple levels, and waves. It then outlines the benefits of using complexity as a
theoretical framework for studying governance and for the case study. The chapter
then briefly explains the concept of complex governance and the complex
governance field. However, because the form of governance that the Floating

Island Project tried to implement is new, following this, the chapter also introduces
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the conceptual origin of SeaZones. The purpose of doing this is so the reader
becomes familiar with the political imaginaries where the Floating Island Project
originated. This situates the Project and enables us to understand the empirical

chapters better.

2.2. Complexity

There is no set definition of complexity (Cillers 1998), and my aim here is not to
present a comprehensive account of it. Sophisticated attempts at this have already
been made by authors such a Gerrits (2012), Mitchel (2011), Rescher (1998) and
Wolfram (2002), and | will selectively draw on these or other as needed. To
introduce the way | have used complexity in this thesis, in what follows, | aim to
briefly explain complexity and highlight some of its key concepts that are especially
relevant to the case study. | do this before going on to say more about the complex

governance scholarship that frames the thesis overall.

The origins of complexity and the theory-building around features of complex
systems, including social systems, are in physics (Prigogine & Stengers, 1983,
Turing, 1990), but also in biology and chemistry (Prigogine, 1961; Gell-Man, 1995;
Nicolis, G & Prigogine, 1977, Nicolis & Nicolis, 2012). There have been many
attempts to synthesise the key features of complex systems, one of them is by
Cilliers. Cilliers (1998:3) provides a useful list on which | base the following
description of complex systems. A complex system generally has numerous
elements interacting nonlinearly. The interactions among these elements occur
locally, among immediate neighbours. But this proximity can be physical and or
informational. This means that two systems can be far from each other, but have
a direct link (in place and time). Therefore, in complex systems, the notion of local

does not necessarily mean physical proximity. Additionally, the interactions of
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elements in a complex system are diverse, rich in diversity and are also
interdependent. Simply put, these interactions are nonlinear. This means that there
is not a proportional correspondence between inputs and outputs. These systems
can also present chaotic behaviours. Small events can have large, unpredictable,
unexpected results in the future. This occurs because complex systems have
positive and negative feedback loops, which can stimulate or inhibit interactions,

close or far into the future.

Moreover, complex systems are open, far-from-equilibrium systems, which
exchange information, energy and matter with their environment. This makes the
border between complex systems and their environment hard to define. Complex
systems are also history-dependent. That is, they evolve through time, and their

past is co-responsible for the present. However, it does not determine it.

No element or part of a complex system can grasp nor represent its whole
informational picture. They have too many “moving parts” and, as Holland (1995)
explains, these systems also adapt (Holland, 1995). Another way to describe
complex systems is as systems that self-organise and generate emergent
behaviours (see Holland, 2000). For instance, ecosystems emerge from local level
interactions (Levin, 1998). Thus, they are characterised by properties such as
uncertainty, unpredictability, non-determinism, non-linearity, bifurcations, self-
organisation, adaptation and evolution. Each of these features can be a property,
process, phenomena, characteristic or behaviour. The three particular features of
complex systems that are relevant for this research are nestedness, multiple levels
and waves. Here | only briefly explain them, because | engage more in-depth with
how each unfolded in the case study in the empirical chapters. | begin with

nestedness.
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Nestedness (Simon, 1962), as explained in the introduction chapter, is a structural
property of complex systems, consisting of systems within systems. We find
examples of nestedness in the organisation of biological organisms (Oltvai and
Barabasi, 2002), human societies (Simon, 1962; Cilliers, 1998), the internet and
the worldwide web (Barabasi and Bonabeau, 2003). Cells, tissues, organs,
organisms and the biosphere are organised hierarchically, one ‘inside the other’.
However, one key thing to note about nested complex systems is that, despite this
hierarchical organisation, systems at different levels can exchange information with
any other. For instance, in biological organisms, global environmental factors affect
cells, but cells could potentially affect entire organism populations. This
characteristic of complex systems, nestedness, is vital in Chapter Five, where | use
it to discuss the structure of the Floating Island Project’s institutional and regulatory
framework. Nestedness relates to, but differs from, having multiple levels. Having
multiple levels is the second key feature of complex systems which was reflected

in the Project’s complex governance.

Organising in multiple scales or levels is also a fundamental feature of some
complex systems. Wilensky and Resnick (1999) explain that the organisation of
complex systems in levels is fundamental for how global behaviours and patterns
emerge in complex systems from local interactions. Wilensky and Resnick mention
several examples to explain the multi-level structure of complex systems. One is
the difference between cars and traffic jams. Another example they provide is the
difference between people and crowds in stadiums. Similarly, Li and Kwauk
(2003:522) illustrate multiple levels with the elements of the periodic table and how
they generate larger levels of physical and chemical ordered structures. Likewise,

Urry (2004:236) introduces the example of individual human health, entire health
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populations, and the health care systems they are part of. It is important to
understand that in levels of a complex system, information is processed
interactively among multiple agents at multiple scales (Eberbach et al., 2004;
Goldin et al., 2006; Dodig-Crnkovic, 2011; Schneider, 2012; Burgin & Dodig-

Crnkovic, 2013).

The multilevel feature in this thesis relates to the idea that there are local and global
systems and interactions. Yet, as | wrote above, this is different from nestedness.
A key distinction between a system being nested and one having multiple levels is
that, in multiple levels systems, ‘higher’ levels do not necessarily constrain ‘lower’
ones. In other words, nested systems are made of multiple levels containing each
other, whereas multiple levels no. For example, Chapter Six discusses local and
global stakeholders. The category global stakeholders of the Floating Island refers
to the international supporters of the Project. In contrast, local stakeholders refers
to the geographical neighbours of the Project in the island of Tahiti. From a
nestedness perspective, local stakeholders, being part of the “lower level”, would
be nested within the larger system of global stakeholders, the “upper level’.
Nevertheless, in this case, local and global are separated because local
stakeholders, Polynesians, were not part of the Project’'s global stakeholders.
However, while these global stakeholders do not emerge from nor contain the local
ones, what is behind this stakeholders distinction is nestedness and the idea that
in each geographical location, there are local stakeholders, and that the
combination of local stakeholders from many locations creates the category of
global stakeholders. The relation of these two concepts enables seeing how the
empirical Chapters Five and Six, five focused on nestedness and six on multiple

levels, relate. A complimentary way to further understand this feature is through
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Vincent Ostrom (1972, 1999) and Elinor Ostrom’s (2010) work on polycentric

systems.

For E. Ostrom (2009b:552), polycentrism, in the context of governance
specifically, means that there are “Multiple governing authorities at different scales
rather than a monocentric unit’. These levels are interdependent. In other words,
polycentric governance refers to governance “in which political authority is
dispersed amongst a range of bodies that operate in overlapping jurisdictions
which are not in a hierarchical relationship to one another” (Skelcher, 2005:89).
Ostrom mentions different scales in polycentric systems, such families, firms, local
governments, networks of local governments, states or provinces, regions, national
governments and international regimes. Ostrom’s idea is similar to Urry’s (2004)
thesis regarding the multiple institutions that form part of the global world. Because
of the multiplicity of levels and stakeholders involved, works on this type of
polycentrism often appear in relation to the governance of natural resources
(Kuzdas et al., 2015; Carlisle and Gruby, 2017; Berardo and Lubell, 2019) and
complex sustainability issues (Monkelbaan, 2019). However, in this thesis | chose
to focus on Ostrom's work on the commons, and not on her theories on
polycentrism, because her work on the commons more extensively discusses the
importance of local stakeholders in the governance of complex socioecological
systems, a key idea | want to emphasise when discussing the Project’'s multiple

stakeholders.

Other key features of complex systems relevant for this thesis are critical turning

points, chaos and fitness landscapes. | “deal” with them through the concept of
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waves because of the social nature of the systems | study.* The concept of waves,
as Walby (2009:100) uses it, consists of social processes that that can build up in

multiple points of time. In Walby’s words:

A wave is a distinct set of social processes with a particular kind of
temporal and spatial characteristic that can suddenly transfer social
practices from one location to another; it can build suddenly, interact
with a social system, and either produce change or decay or hybridize.
It is especially important to understanding the implications of emergent
civil societal projects on established social formations.

(Walby, 2009:100)

Walby (2009:83) writes that tipping points relate to waves because some waves

may occur because the system has reached a tipping point:

This sociological literature of revolutions and political turning points
encompasses a theorisation not only of ‘normal’ development, but also
of the build-up of various pressures into the critical political juncture,
and of the explanation as to which pathway from a series of possibilities
is taken. This typically involves explanations at different levels of
abstraction, including not only individuals but also institutions,

structures, process, and the level of the system as a whole.

4 Walby (2009; 3) recalls that there are two main ways to understand transformations in
complexity. One is through the concept of co-evolution of complex adaptive systems, linked
to the Santa Fe school. The second one is through critical turning points, associated with
Prigogine. Critical turning points take place suddenly, bifurcating the path of the system in
guestion. For Walby, both notions are complementary. Walby (2003; 12) additionally notes
that in complex systems small changes can have larger sudden effects in the future. This
notion is called chaos. This chaotic nature of complex systems is something that the empirical
chapters show in the study of waves.
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Walby (2009:83) also discusses how the notion of waves carry behind it critical

points and paths:

A further conceptual addition is proposed to the concept of a critical
turning point: ‘catalysts and dampeners’. Two social systems each on
trajectories of transformation may change at different rates. There may
be factors that speed or ‘catalyse’ the rate of change while others slow
or ‘dampen’ the rate. They may not independently change the nature
of the system, other than its rate of change. Certain forms of polity
speed or catalyse economic development, while others slow or
dampen economic development. The concepts of catalysts and
dampeners draw on the conception of positive feedback within a

system as part of this.

| use the concept of waves for it explains how past and present sociopolitical events
came together in the Floating Island Project’s decline. This is my way to show the
property and the way it was present as feature of complex governance.. Indeed,
when waves are taken to a governance context, and in particular in this case study,
they shape in the form of events in the past and present that affected the Project.
Similarly, when nestedness and multilevel appear in the context of governance,
they reflect forms of governance that involve nested institutions and multiple levels

of stakeholders.

Another relevant complex system feature for the case study, although one which |
do not explore in-depth, is self-organisation. Self-organisation is one of the most
common means in which order emerges in complex systems (see: Turing, 1990;

Kauffman, 1996, 2000; Camazine et al., 2002). It consists of order which emerges
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in a bottom-up way with no external intervention or centralised control (Kauffman,
1993). A system is self-organising if “it acquires a spatial, temporal or functional
structure, without specific interference from the outside” (Haken, 2006). According
to Byrne & Callaghan (2013), self-organisation is an occurrence at a higher level,
in a non-summative way, of interactions in complex systems. This is why self-
organisation usually appears with the concept of emergence (Crutchfield,
1994:516). The concept of self-organisation is used frequently to examine social
phenomena (Fuchs, 2006; Imada, 2008). In this thesis, it explains the process
behind the waves which pervaded the case study. However, | chose not to make
this feature central to the thesis because self-organization has been explored in
many types of complex systems. Moreover, Walby’s (Walby, 2003, 2009) concept
of waves accurately embodies the shaping of the event surrounding the Project’s

fading.

As several of the descriptions of the aforementioned features have suggested,
sometimes it is hard to isolate features of complex systems. For instance,
emergence, another feature of complex systems, is the process of newly created
structures and properties from self-organised interactions. Emergence relates to
self-organisation, but also goes hand in hand with complex systems capacity to
adapt (Holland, 1995). Emergence, as well as self-organisation, entail
decentralised processes and networks of multiple levels (Mucha et al., 2010;
GoOmez et al., 2013; Battison et al., 2017). Because of the conceptual richness of
these and other characteristics of complex systems to explain social phenomena,
the social sciences have embraced the study of complex systems. In the next

section, | briefly outline key authors and their ideas.
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2.3. Complexity in Social Science

There is a growing body of work within the social sciences and, in particular,
political science, which begins from the recognition that human social systems are
complex (Mitleton-Kelly, 2003a, 2003b; Sawyer, 2005; Sanderson, 2009; Byrne &
Uprichard, 2012; Teisman & Gerrits, 2014; Byrne, 1998; Byrne and Callaghan,
2013; Castellani and Hafferty, 2009; Urry, 2013; Room, 2016; Gerrits, 2012; Batty,
2013; Walby, 2003, 2004, 2009; Haynes, 2008, 2015; Geyer and Rihani, 2012;
Geyer and Carney, 2015; Allen, 1998; Lansing, 2015; Lansing and Cox, 2019;
Mittleton-Kelly, 2003a, 2003b; Ostrom, 1995, 1990, Krugman, 1996; Ormerod,
2005, 2012). Each useful in their own way, together these authors have extended
the application of complexity into social science fields, including political science.
In different ways, they provide overviews of social complexity, mention

applications, implications, methodologies and examples.

To mention only a few of these contributions, Castellani and Hafferty (2009)
present an overview of the intersection of sociology and complexity by looking at
the parallel history and development of these fields, both of which took key notions
from systems thinking and cybernetics. From their combination, the authors
develop an area of research called Sociology and Complex Systems — SACS. Urry
(2004) also presents, in a very clear way, key characteristics of complex systems,
such as non-linearity, emergence, having phase spaces and attractors, which
makes complex systems different from systems that are not complex. Omerod
(2012) uses the concept of networks to explain how thinking about individual
motivations and the connections among individuals and the institutions they are
part of can lead to better policy-making. And Mitleton-Kelly (2003b) uses principles
of complex systems to complex systems to develop new ways to understand

organisations. This thesis builds on and extends these authors’ contributions,
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specifically in the area of complex governance as it relates to the Floating Island

Project.

Despite the trajectory and contributions of complexity in the social sciences,
conceptual approaches to complex systems are sometimes overlooked outside of
the social sciences when they lack a mathematic or computational apparatus.
However, Byrne & Callaghan (2013) point out that the scientific nature of social
complexity should be taken for granted, regardless of whether social complexity
uses mathematical or computational models or if it only uses a qualitative
approach. Nevertheless, often the social sciences approach complex systems with
tools such as modelling and simulation (North & Macal, 2007), social network
analysis (Ter Wal & Boschma, 2009) and metaheuristics (Talbi, 2009). While it
remains the case that a great part of complexity theory, indeed, focuses on
computational and mathematical tools (see Bonabeau and Theralauz, 1995, North
& Macal, 2007), the extensive body of literature dealing with social complexity
recognises some the limitations of entirely computational approaches to

comprehend the social world, although their contributions are, indeed, accepted.

While recognising the possibilities of modelling and simulation, this thesis uses a
conceptual approach to complexity for examining the Floating Island Project. By
approaching complexity conceptually, | am following the work of other complexity
scholars (e.g. Ostrom, 1990; Uprichard and Byrne 2006; Byrne 1998; Walby, 2009;
Gerrits, 2012; Byrne and Callaghan 2015; Room, 2016), whose study of social
systems tends not to use computational tools. A conceptual approach to social
complexity allows me to unpack the findings of the case study, such as the reasons
why the Floating Island faded, better than if | had used computational models. |

explain the reasons behind my research approach in the methodology chapter.
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Before proceeding, | should add that, in social complexity, there is a recognition by
authors such as Byrne and Callaghan (2013) of political agency in the work of
complexity scientists dealing with the human social world and how their work
relates to possible interventions that could drive changes. In this sense, this thesis
attempts to make a political statement about the use of complex systems theory to
understanding complex social, political, legal, historical, environmental and
technological phenomena. Indeed, one of my aims with the study of features of
complex systems in the Floating Island is to show how complexity can help
understand relevant issues in creating special jurisdictions, some of which are
driving several of the century's most significant governance
transformations. However, | am more interested in how this can then help move

floating zones from design to implementation in better ways.

Following the work of de Puig de la Bellacasa (2017), one of my interests with this
thesis, as | bring out in the conclusions when emphasising on the role local
stakeholders should have in these projects, is to ‘mobilise care’ towards the
neglected right of local stakeholders to decide about the future of their territories
and the ways they join contemporary governance and urbanisation trends. The
issues and features | bring out in the empirical chapters are a reflection of this
desire. That said, those cases where | speak for Polynesians, | do it acknowledging
my own involvement in the reproduction dominant values which Puig de la
Bellacasa tries to get away from. Nonetheless, my hope that this thesis paves the
path to more bottom-up zone projects; projects where moving from design to
implementation is done from a perspective of care and the inherent sense of
responsibility it carries. This means having non-anthropocentric ways of managing

maritime zone projects. This project was respectful in this way. However, it also
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means responsibility for human stakeholders on the disadvantaged side of the
power dynamics. This is an important topic, not only because | foresee that many
projects that will come after this SeaZone might focus on aquaculture and might
prioritize non-human exploitation, but also because that do not, could still derive in
interactions that are unequal, unfair for local human stakeholders. To avoid this,
the bumpy path from design and planning to implementing needs to be thought
carefully; care as thoughtfully and care as in with respect. Central to a fair
implementation plan is governance. Planning and implementing are ultimately
related to it. And governance, indeed, plays a key role in this thesis. The next
section introduces governance from a complex systems perspective: complex

governance, the concept and the field.

2.4. Complex Governance

For the purposes of this research, the notion of governance used in this thesis is
Jessop’s (1997:1): "the complex art of steering multiple agencies, institutions, and
systems that are both operationally autonomous from one another and structurally
coupled through various forms of reciprocal interdependence”.® This thesis
extends Jessop’s definition by using complexity as a way of driving the kind of
systems that governance structures and processes need to embrace. That is to
say, the approach to governance as it is used in this research implies that complex
governance exhibits several features of complex systems. Indeed, from a complex
systems perspective, my research uses several features of complex systems,
nestedness, multiple levels and waves. From a complex governance perspective,
these concepts translate into nested institutions, multiple levels of stakeholders

and waves of cross-temporal events. The core use of these features to this thesis

5 This complex governance definition helps sustain my claim that the Project’'s lack of
engagement with all levels of the SeaZone played against it. This will be more clear in the
empirical chapters.
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situates it within the complex governance field. However, there is also complex

governance as a concept.

As a field, Morc6l (2014) described the complex governance field as a combination
of the literature on governance, networks and complexity. As a concept, Teisman
et al. (2009:5) describe complex governance as governance that presents non-
linear dynamics, self-organisation and co-evolution among subprocesses and
subsystems. For Vella and Baresi (2017), complex governance means governance
involving multi-dimensions, multi-stakeholders and multi-scales. Other approaches
to complex governance, such as Muifoz-Erickson’s (2014), recognise that complex
governance involves multiple visions and politics of knowledge in policy action
systems. For Lubell et al. (2016), complex governance means solid networks of
multiple formal institutions. Similarly, Rodriguez-Pose (2008) describes complex
governance as a horizontal and vertical structures in which institutional public and
private actors coordinate in bottom-up ways in participatory and experimental
policy-making involving cities and regions. Hurell (2007) understands it as a
process in which transitional networks involving state, market and civil actors
participate in creating of transnational, global rules. And Abbot sees in complex
governance the possibility for a non-hierarchical orchestration of complex
governance as a way to increase the benefits and reduce the costs of increased

institutional complexity.

Texts covering complex governance have started to peak in the last 11 years.
Specifically within this area of work, in 2017, out of 198 titles appearing in a Web
of Science search, most publications dealt with the disciplines of political science
(Cairney, 2012; Dryzek, 1994; Haynes, 2015), public administration (Haynes,

2008; Wachhaus, 2012, 2014), international relations (Keohane & Nye, 1977);
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Keohane, 2001; Thompson et al. 1998), economics (Hidalgo & Hausmann, 2009:
Holling, 2001) and environmental sciences (Deere-Birkbeck, 2010; Underdal,
2013; Wesley & Pforr, 2010). Additionally, some works belonged to the disciplines
of economics and finance (Bushman et al., 2004), law (Post & Eisen, 2000) and
geography (O'Sullivan, 2004), although these were relatively less. Furthermore,
there were important publications referring to the fields of management and
business organisational theory (Anderson, 1999), firms (McKelvey, 1999) and
leadership (Ulh-Bien and McKelvey, 2007). However, in 2019 the results of the
Web of Science revealed that environmental studies and public administration

surpassed texts on political science.

One of the most common topics discussing complex governance is climate
change. It is common in the climate change literature to focus on transnational
climate governance as an example of complex governance (Hale and Andonova,
2016). Works about climate change and complex governance usually refer to
complex governance from a structural point of view (similar to Ostrom), one where
multiple institutions are present (Gomez Lee and Maxfield, 2017; Haarstad, 2016;
Zia and Koliba, 2011, Hamilton and Lubell, 2017). The presence of various types
of institutions is, indeed, a characteristic of complex governance. Hence why
authors such as Abbot (2012) see complex governance as the global,
decentralised, fragmented structure with no central coordination in which relations
among institutions, with state and non-state actors, shape to address transnational
issues, including climate change. Similarly, Bulkeley (2005:876) argues that issues
in environmental governance are "created, constructed, regulated and contested
between, across and among scales, and through hybrid governing arrangements
which operate in network terms". Numerous works in the field also discuss water

(Kuzdas et al. 2015; Soderberg, 2015, 2016; Siegmund-Schultze et al. 2015) and
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water's transboundary nature (Dietz et al., 2012). This inherent quality of oceans,
being transboundary, is relevant in Chapter Six where | argue that the Floating
Island Project concerned Polynesians. D'Zouza and Nagendra et al. (2011) explain
why it is useful. They describe cases where urbanisation processes sidelined

traditional users of a water common.

While complex governance helps better explain certain types of governance
systems that present features of complex systems, and despite that this polycentric
approach has been central to discussions about climate change in recent years,
authors mention several challenges of dealing with complex governance forms.
For example, Wyborn (2015) discusses the challenges of implementing policies in
complex governance settings. This might due to lack of face to face interactions or
coordination problems in the network. For Yates et al. (2013) some problems arise
because of the difficulty for small places to implement decisions involving national,
regional and international strategies to cope with unsustainable marine
environmental practices. Berardo et al. (2015) note the challenges of complex
governance structures for the management of regional natural resources. Zia and
Koliba (2011) report problems of accountability when there are too many players
involved. Smucker et al. (2015) criticise the dissonances between national views
and local realities when adapting to climate change through this type of
systems. Because of the often transnational nature of complex governance,
several publications discuss the lack of a central role of states in complex
governance situations. As Kahler (2016) explains, complex governance involves
transnational spaces. Therefore, national governments are no longer the central
and mediating actors between subnational and global actors, yet they still play the
role of providing the functional boundaries. Teisman and Edelenbos (2011),

likewise, see complex governance where, without any central control, multiple
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agencies synchronise. In sum, complex governance can be seen as hybrid, nested
forms of governance with local and global actors. This is why Farrell and Newman
(2018) see complex governance as an opportunity for non-state actors to influence

global agendas.

As a way to begin linking this part of the theoretical exposition on complex
governance with the next part discussing SeaZones, outside of a complex systems
perspective, | should note that literature on complex governance discussing special
jurisdictions has not been extensively developed. Indeed, a Web of Knowledge
search combining the terms “complex system” and “special economic zone” shows
no records. Similarly, a google scholar search with the terms “complex system”,
“‘complexity” and “special economic zone”, shows 198 results. However, only 9 of
these results specifically discuss Zones and only 5 of them truly focus on Zones
and complex systems. The other works are explained by the colloquial use of the

word complexity outside of a complex systems framework.

One of these texts discussing complex systems and special jurisdictions is by
Devadas and Gupta. Devadas and Gupta (2011) use a system dynamics
methodology to analyse the relationship between special zones in India and the
broader urban area where they locate. They explored infrastructural,
environmental, economic, physical, social and ecological parameters which lead
zones to push manufacturing clusters, attract capital and technology and provide
easy business environment. The authors conclude that a way to increase zone’s
spill-over effects is to locate them near rural areas, as opposed to big cities. The
other study is by Cooke and Fangzhu (2012), who look at how non-western
Chinese firms use western market research and environmental benchmarks to

penetrate western markets. Cooke’s and Fangzhu’s chapter uses a socio-technical
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systems perspective based on multiple level systems analysis comprised by
markets, industry, science, technology, policy and culture subsystems to look at
China’s transition from a fuel-based economy to renewable productions. They do
so to study this strategy from a resilience perspective. The publication uses notions
related to complex systems to conduct the analysis, such as a lack of centralised
central control, adaptation and far-from-equilibrium in the Chinese innovation
strategy that combines green technologies with manufacturing. Another publication
is a book by Lagendijk et al. (2009). The book’s overarching narrative explores the
overlapping of multiple forms of governance, scales and territorialities today,
between the state and other forms of governance, including zones. Among its
chapters, Brenner (2009), specifically, looks at the history, from a complex
governance perspective, of peripheral industrial and manufacturing and enterprise
Zones in Europe. And Cerny (2009) refers to how neoliberalism (a concept often
associated with Zones) pushes to rethink territories. This thesis is the first attempt

in the field to study a floating Special Economic Zone.

As for seasteads, while the complex systems concepts of ‘emergent’ and ‘the
adjacent possible’, popularised by Stuart Kauffman (2000), appear in two
foundational seasteading texts from where SeaZones originate (see Mutabdzija
and Borders, 2011a, 2011b), these terms are only briefly mentioned to explain the
idea that the map of future of legal systems, which include seasteads, reveals itself
as these systems advance. Mutabdzija and Borders use the adjacent possible as
a starting point to think about a seasteading strategy. However, these two concepts
are not discussed in depth nor further. And last, there are no publications to date
that discuss SeaZones from a complex systems perspective. In the next section, |

provide a conceptual and historical account where SeaZones originate. The
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section help understand some of the Project’s initial conditions that made

Polynesians antagonistic to it.

2.5. SeaZones

In a nutshell, SeaZones result from combining two forms of governance, seasteads
and Special Economic Zones. SeaZones adopt the legal frameworks of Special
Economic Zones and are inspired by seasteads maritime spatiality as a form of
governance. The topic of SeaZones is so recent that there are only a handful of
academic publications that focus entirely on them (see Lallemant-Moe, 2017a;
Mezza-Garcia, 2019, Ranghanatan, 2019; Bell, 2017a; Bell, 2017b; Bell, 2018).
Bell (2018), who coined the term, describes SeaZones, such as the Floating Island
Project’s, as floating communities with special jurisdictions - “a new kind of special
economic zone in a country encompassing both land and water areas”. Bell (2018)
clarifies that a SeaZone can mean one of two things. First, it is the delimited
physical space where a special regulatory framework applies. Second, a SeaZone
comprises the special regulatory framework of that physical space. Thus, the
difference between the SeaZone and the Floating Island Project is that the term
SeaZone refers to the regulations of the Project, as well as to the area covered by
those regulations. In contrast, ‘Floating Island Project’ refers to the Project overall.
While no SeaZone exists yet, here | present the literature and ideas from where
they originate from to better understand the execution and developments of the
Floating Island Project. | do this by unpacking key notions developed by The

Seasteading Institute and others relating to Special Economic Zones.

Broadly, Special Economic Zones — hereafter referred to as ‘Zones’ - is the name
employed for areas in countries that follow different regulations or tax exemptions

to rest of the country. The World Bank describes Zones as: “geographically
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delimited areas administered by a single body, offering certain incentives
(generally duty-free importing and streamlined customs procedures) to businesses
which physically locate within the zone” (FIAS, 2008:2). Zones’ purpose is often to
augment economic activities in specific places or industries and to attract
businesses (FIAS, 2008). Because of this concentration of reforms, Zones are
among the strongest engines of economic growth around the world, especially in
late-development countries (Defever et al., 2018). They tend to increase national
exports (FIAS, 2008) and improve the local and national economy (Moberg, 2015a,
2015b). For instance, in 2016, Zones' regulations led to over 200 billion USD in
global exports (Khanna, 2016). This is partly explained by how their tax and
regulatory incentives appeal to companies and investment (He, 2002), leading
businesses to move to them. However, their rapid growth has been accompanied
by increased economic inequality, and sometimes exploitative conditions for
workers, including women workers, and also environmental damage, especially in
state-managed zones (FIAS, 2008). Several economically successful Zones, such
as Hong Kong’s Administrative Region, have been historical accidents. But today’s

growing trend comes from deliberate efforts.

To date, no Special Economic Zone floats, although various kinds of maritime
Zones, located in coasts and focused on marine businesses, exist. They exist in
the Philipines (Reyes, 2013), Korea (Song, 2015), Korea and China (Sun, 2004),
Korea and Japan (Valencia, 1989), Nagasaki and Zoushan (Ahn and Lee, 2017).
The closest example of a floating Special Economic Zone was Dejima, an artificial
island on reclaimed land in Japan. From 1641 to 1852, Dejima was the only place
where Japan traded with outsiders, the Dutch, during a period where Japan
isolated itself from the rest of the world (Serlet, 2017). This island was able to do

this because it had spatial and legal extraterritoriality. That is, it was physically and
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legally outside Japan while being part of it. Dejima, however, is no longer used for
trade. This case study describes the first modern attempt to make an artificial
floating island with legal extraterritoriality within a nation. The Floating Island
Project’'s SeaZone would resemble traditional Special Economic Zones in that it
would offer a regulatory framework for taxes, customs and labour. Nevertheless,
because their primary conceptual origin is in ‘seasteads’, the idea is that SeaZones

focus less on economics and more on governance.

The other source of SeaZone’s inspiration, ‘seasteads’, focuses on establishing
self-governed communities while floating on the sea. The term seastead first
appeared on a report by the Stratton Group (1969:72), a commission created
through an Act of the U.S. Congress (Christie, 2007). Christie (2007) narrates how
the term appeared: "To encourage private entrepreneurial efforts in the coastal
seas, the (Stratton) Commission even recommended that states develop leasing
procedures to permit nonextractive seabed activities and proposed a system of
“seasteads,” analogising offshore development to frontier development under the
Homestead Act of 1862". However, the concept of seasteads, as applied it in this
thesis, arose in the work of foundational publications associated with The
Seasteading Institute. Authors associated with the Institute, Friedman and Taylor
(2010:223), describe the practice of seasteading as: “the establishment of
permanent, autonomous communities in the ocean”. The Oxford Dictionary
(2017a, 2017b), which introduced ‘seasteading’ as a term in its repository in 2017,
defined seasteading as: “The practice of establishing permanent settlements on
structures located in areas of the sea outside the jurisdiction of any country”. Blue
Frontiers, the company leading the Floating Island, explains seasteads in the

following terms:
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a floating human habitation, designed to remain in the sea indefinitely.
Seasteads’ design is mobile so they can be easily moved and
reconfigured in relation to other seasteads. This allows for the
formation, reformation, and dissolution of networks, neighbourhoods,
cities, and eventually nation-states in international waters.

(Blue Frontiers, 2018e9)

Some authors, before the creation of The Seasteading Institute in 2008, connected
seasteads to technical aspects of living self-sufficiently at sea. These include
floatation, energy and food (Gramlich, 1998) or sailing and inhabiting a boat
(Neumeyer, 1981; FitzGerald, 2006). In contrast, seasteading, as the form of
governance that inspired SeaZones and, as The Seasteading Institute envisions
it, involves creating offshore, floating human settlements with alternative forms of
governance. Seasteading, as a practice, is interested in experimenting with them

in the deep seas. ®

Seasteading and seasteads, as promoted by The Seasteading Institute, are based
on the notion of voluntary ascription and critiques to nation-states. Mutabdzija and
Borders (2011b:3) describe the seasteading movement’s mission as follows: “the
idea of creating permanent societies living at sea — societies outside the auspices

of established governments”. Foundational seasteading authors see seasteading

6 The seasteading literature is polarised and can be split into two groups: those who favour
seasteading and those against it. Those in favour tend to be related, in the past or present, to
The Seasteading Institute. | refer to them as “foundational seasteading authors” because
many of them wrote the initial documents about seasteading. These authors include:
Friedman, P., Gramlich, W., Taylor, B., Borders, M., Mutabdzija, D., Balloun, O., Hickman, S.
and Marty, M. Contemporary, but still foundational authors, include Bell, T.W. and Quirk, J.
Foundational authors tend to introduce or explain seasteading and related concepts. On the
contrary, the rest of the literature, a much larger portion, responds to it, usually with critiques
about seasteading’s utopian character, negative aspects of its legal and spatial
extraterritoriality, lifestyle of the ‘super rich’ and how seasteading embodies neocolonising
practices. Few, such as Lalemandt-Moe (2018), stand in the middle by not being overly
favourable nor critical.
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as a route to break the monopoly of governance states possess (Friedman &
Gramlich, 2009:21). Friedman and Gramlich argue that governance has stagnated
and is reluctant to experiment (Friedman and Gramlich, 2009:20; Friedman and
Taylor, 2011). They criticise and bring out the limitations of traditional politics and
elections for achieving desired outcomes (Friedman, 2009). Furthermore, they
denounce that political activism targets policy and legislation and, thus, does not
allow for structural changes in governments (Friedman, 2009f Friedman & Taylor,
2011b). These authors also highlight that the large size of most nation-states does
not allow satisfying the needs of individuals who desire more autonomy within
these large systems (Friedman & Gramlich, 2009; Gramlich et al. 2002).” Likewise,
they express that representative democracy does not meet the diversity of
individual preferences (Taylor, 2010; Lee, 2010).2 As a response, authors related
to The Seasteading Institute seek more dynamic and varied forms of governance
by placing new governments at sea, a place that some foundational authors

consider unclaimed.

However, the main reason foundational seasteading authors argue that
governance requires an aquatic medium relates to the idea of having “dynamic

geography”. This means that houses, neighbourhoods or entire cities can move

7 As understood through the logics of anarcho-capitalism, the concepts of freedom and
autonomy are fundamental to seasteading’s ultimate goal, although the short-term one is
achieving formal autonomy, even if it is minimal. For Friedman & Gramlich (2009:204),
freedom comes from creating alternatives to the nation-state governance model, while
autonomy is “the power to set their own rules” (Friedman & Taylor, 2011:14) and that each
person chooses their own social contract and government (Friedman & Gramlich, 2009: 204).
Similarly, Mutabdzija and Borders, (2011b) clarify that autonomy is different from sovereignty.
Autonomy equals self-governance and rule-making, whereas sovereignty involves, for
instance, having a seat in the United Nations or issuing internationally recognised passports.
A more radical version of seasteading suggests that individuals start their own countries
(Taylor, 2014:136).

8 It is interesting to note that these critiques to democracy in the foundational seasteading
literature today is understood almost as a self-evident truth. Authors within the social
complexity literature, such as Geyer and Rihani (2010), explain that complexity debunked the
direct relation that people used to have about how democracy leads to desired outcomes and
expected results.
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around and change location, depending on residents’ and citizens’ satisfaction with
the governments they choose (Friedman, 2002). If residents are happy, they stay.
If they are unhappy, they float to governments with governance better suited to
their tastes. This idea, while attractive, is not free from problems. For example, it
is not straight-forward how would seasteads deal with cases of murder, child and
animal abuse. Yet, foundational authors expect that dynamic geography would
create better governance because the possibility for individuals, houses,
neighbours and cities to detach from a government by moving even entire cities
would lead these private governments to compete with each other. The authors
state that dynamic geography will give governments incentives to perform better,
like when companies compete. Foundational seasteading authors convey that this
pressure over governments does not exist in land. They explain that neither cities
nor countries relocate, making land governments less dynamic and prone to
change. On top of this, the authors criticise that most land is under government
control. In contrast, the ocean, as space yet to be claimed, according to Friedman

& Taylor (2011), would entail lower entry barriers to the governance industry.

Previous seastead-like attempts to the Floating Island Project include residential
ships such as Freedom Ship. This one was a project for a floating city for 100.000
people, which explored settling permanently in international waters. A Las Vegas
real estate millionaire sought to carry out a more political attempt. He attempted to
create a country on a human-made island in the Minerva reefs near Tonga. The
Minerva Republic declared its own independence in 1972 and issued its own
currency. However, Tongan officials invaded and uninstalled the flag (Strauss,
1984; Queenoftheisle, N.D.). The most popular, and arguably successful,
seasteading antecedent was the Principality of Sealand (Ryan et al., 2006), a

micronation on an abandoned oil rig in the coast of Suffolk, in the United Kingdom.
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With its declared “sovereignty”, Sealand allowed itself to host Pirate Bay servers
(Strauss, 1984). As a response, the United Kingdom extended its territorial waters
to include Sealand. Similarly, the Atlantis Project consisted of creating an entire
independent floating city called Oceania in the Caribbean. But a fire, a hurricane
and a Haitian gunboat took down the built structures. New Utopia was also an
undertaking for a floating city in the Caribbean that raised 500 million USD in
funding. But the United States’ Securities and Exchange Commission labelled it a
fraud. A more realistic approach was BlueSeed. It aimed to create a floating city in
international waters near Silicon Valley in California for entrepreneurs and
researchers who, otherwise, would need a visa to work in the United States.
However, Blueseed announced it was not moving forward in August 2017 when
the Floating Island was announced. In the face the lack of success of previous
seasteading attempts, the idea of a SeaZone is The Seasteading Institute’s
attempt to more successfully create communities on the ocean, without ending in
a state-led invasion. The idea of a SeaZone, therefore, originates in The
Seasteading Institute (Bell, 2016). Instead of locating in international waters as
seasteads, SeaZones take the Special Economic Zone model of being “within, but
outside” a state. As such, they are located in the territorial waters of states and

have a state’s backing.

It is important to note that there is no consensus within foundational authors about
what is the individual unit of a seastead, whether it is an individual house, a
platform or a cluster of buildings. For instance, in some publications, the notion of
a seastead has been used to describe a group of seasteads. The following quote
by The Seasteading Institute’s quote shows it (TSI, 2017b): “We generally refer to
a seastead as a community living at sea and largely responsible for setting its own

rules and culture”. In other documents, seasteading is used to describe a floating
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city-state, such as in Mutabdzija & Borders (2011b). Similarly, Taylor (2010g)
writes: “A group of seasteads governed by a common set of rules —regardless of
whether there is a single body administering those rules or whether the group is
spatially contiguous forms a seasteading polity”. Adding more confusion to the
term, seasteading approaches focused on self-sufficiency, such as Gramlich’s
(1998), attribute this name to individual houses or buildings independently of their

political autonomy - calling their communities clusters.

Furthermore, in the literature, there is no agreement on how location differentiates
between a seastead and a SeaZone, even though this is a fundamental distinction
of both.® For example, the word seasteading is widely adopted by the community
of seasteading supporters, regardless of whether the constructions are in
international or territorial waters. This was the case with a floating house placed in
February 2018, by a former volunteer of Blue Frontiers, in the Contiguous Zone of
Thailand, fourteen miles away from shore (Ocean-Builders, 2019). This area is
Thailand’s jurisdiction and counts as territorial waters, not international. Yet, the
manufacturer and inhabitants of the floating home, Ocean Builders and Chad
Elwatorski, as well as the seasteading Facebook community, referred to it as a

seastead (TSI, 2019). The Thai navy strongly responded to this.

Because of the lack of differentiation of among the terms, it is common to find

SeaZone and seastead being used almost interchangeably. Even Blue Frontiers,

9 The delimitation of the ocean in national and international waters depends on their proximity
to shore. Territorial waters, according to the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea
(UNCLOS, 1982: Art. 2-32), include waters from the nation's baseline to 12 nautical miles. In
territorial waters, states have full sovereignty over the ground, subsoil, the maritime area and
aerospace. Following the territorial waters, there is the contiguous zone. It extends 24 nautical
miles. In the contiguous zone, nation-states still have jurisdiction over customs, immigration
and fiscal regulations. After the contiguous zone up to 200 nautical miles is the Exclusive
Economic Zone (UNCLOS, 1982: article 57). After 200 nautical miles, international waters
begin. In countries where the coral reef encloses the ocean and create what is called a lagoon,
inland waters go from the low water mark to the reef (Lallemant-Moe, 2017b).
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the company building the Floating Island Project, referred to floating platforms of
SeaZones as seasteads. They explained them in the following words: “SeaZones
can be home to numerous seasteads, offering groups voluntary opportunities to
implement novel or untried ideas” (Blue Frontiers, 2018e:11). Other authors, such
as Bell (2017b) do classify seasteads depending on their location in inland waters,
territorial waters or international waters, although he argues that SeaZones are like
host-nation seasteads. While this thesis is not a foundational seasteading text, |
claim that seasteads are not single buildings in international waters, but a cluster
of them is. This is because the goal of seasteading is to create communities in the
high seas and a community is not formed by one single family. Moreover, one
single home does not allow for dynamic geography. Using the term seastead
independently of its location in territorial or international waters and whether it
refers to a single floating home or an entire community, both with different

implications, causes confusion. This confusion is sometimes repeatedby news.

For clarity purposes, | employ the term SeaZones to refer exclusively to floating
Special Economic Zones in territorial waters of nations. Likewise, | use the term
SeaZone to talk about the regulatory framework of the Project — once it was
regulated by the SeaZone Acts. | employ Island or Floating Island when | mean the
floating building(s) in the area covered by the SeaZone. And | adopt the term
Floating Island Project or simply Project to speak of the endeavour overall. When
| write about the plot of water and land where the SeaZone framework would apply,
I make sure | name the lagoon of Atimaono or its municipality. This language
differentiation distinguishes between floating communities in territorial and
international waters. It additionally suggests that the legal frameworks and

governance implications surrounding SeaZones and seasteads are different, even
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though seasteads and SeaZones are prone to similar rules and problems, as this

thesis later shows.

One of the key problems shared by seasteads and SeaZones that surfaced in this
case study is their image issues. This is because the terms are regularly (almost
always) mixed up by media and because both tend to be associated with a kind of
anarchism which sees in capitalism a replacement for most governance functions
which are today provided by states: anarcho-capitalism (Steinberg et al., 2012).
Anarcho-capitalism is a free market economy that advocates for private provision
of governance services (Friedman, 1989). This political economy is similar to other
libertarian theories, such as minarchism. Minarchist authors, such as Nozik (1974),
advocate for reducing the role of the state to a minimal expression. The idea is to
only leave the fundamental parts (courts, military, and police) so it can protect free-
market policies. Nonetheless, anarcho-capitalism, as it interests this thesis and
case study, goes one step further. Its goal is replacing the state with an ecosystem
of private governments competing in a governance market. These services would
include infrastructure, dispute resolution, security, courts and legal systems
(Friedman, 1989). Through market solutions to governance, anarcho-capitalism

seeks to decentralise state power.°

Indeed, for foundational seasteading authors, seasteads seem to be a way to
achieve anarcho-capitalism, similar to that portrayed in David Friedman’s (1989)
Machinery of Freedom (Friedman, 2009). D. Friedman is one of the main authors

of the type of anarcho-capitalism which seeks to replace public services with

10 The terms “anarcho-capitalism”, “libertarianism”, “minarchism” and “libertarian anarchy”
have differences among them, although they are sometimes used interchangeably. In this
thesis, | use the term “anarcho-capitalism”, even though the most widely used term in the
seasteading community is libertarianism. | use this term because anarcho-capitalism talks
about a market for governance, while libertarianism not always. Yet, this anarchism of some
forms of libertarianism is implicit in the anarchy of anarcho-capitalism.
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private service providers. The author claims that voluntary institutions “should
replace governments in its most essential functions” (Friedman, 1989:76). This
means that societies would organise by individuals voluntarily deciding to opt-in in
a government, instead of being born under a predetermined one. Anarcho-

Capitalism relates quite directly to SeaZones.

Patri Friedman, a co-founder of The Seasteading Institute, who is the son of David
Friedman, is also the grandson of Rose and Milton Friedman. M. Friedman won
the 1976 Nobel Memorial Prize in Economics and was famous for his ideas on free
markets and capitalism. Thus, The Seasteading Institute, the Californian non-profit
that since 2008 has led the seasteading movement, is the result of a three-
generation lineage of libertarian thinkers.!! Besides this three generations lineage,
a well-known libertarian billionaire and investor, Peter Thiel, co-founded The
Seasteading Institute with P. Friedman. He also donated 1.7 million USD over
several years to The Seasteading Institute (Hencken, 2014), although his funding
ceased three years before the Memorandum of Understanding with French

Polynesia.

Another problem in SeaZones’ and seasteads’ ‘baggage’ relates to how these
aquatic forms of governance see the oceans as unclaimed places to colonise. This
has led most academic texts and news articles discussing seasteads and

SeaZones to focus on the narrative of Silicon Valley millionaires seeking to avoid

11 That said, foundational seasteading authors, such as Friedman and Gramlich (2009:7) and
Friedman (2010) clarify that although this is the political origin of seasteads, long-term
seasteading is politically agnostic. Similarly, The Seasteading Institute defines its vision as
meta-political and Non-ideological (TSI, 2017b). The Institute sees in seasteading a platform
for trying different governance options, from universal basic income to free market. Likewise,
Blue Frontiers in its website defines itself as ideologically neutral, explaining that it is up to
costumers to try what they think works best for them. In this regards, Bell (2017:58) writes that
nobody but seasteaders should decide for all seasteaders what model of governance will work
best.
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taxes in a luxurious floating island. For instance, Miéville (2017:18), who describes
seasteading as a neoliberal evil pirate utopia, writes: “the libertarian seasteaders
are a joke. The pitiful, incoherent and cowardly utopia they pine for is a spoilt child’s
autarky, an imperialism of outsourcing, a very petty fascism played as maritime
farce -Pinochet of Penzance”. Other critics see it as a utopian form of urbanism
(Lynch, 2017), neoliberal suburbanism and cyberlibertarian utopianism (Peck,
2011:912). Similarly, Simpson (2016b) writes: “seasteading is part of a digital
countercultural movement driven by techno-libertarianism -a libertarian political
approach to technology-, and anarcho-capitalism”. Similarly, Coburn (2014),
associates seasteads to charter cities, a form of governance that, as originally
depicted by Romer (2009, 2010), could not be closer to neocolonialism. This is
because a foreign government or entity would be in charge of managing a city in a
‘third world country’. Coburn calls both, charter cities and seasteads, laissez-faire
utopias trying to take advantage of the political imaginary of the developing
world. The critiques and the negative image of seasteading are important for this
thesis because they provide problems underpinning SeaZones that surfaced in the

empirical observations.

However, the deepest problem with SeaZones in relation to this issue is that they
are rooted in the notion of colonising the ocean. Colonisation is, indeed, a notion
that runs throughout the thesis. It is present in three main ways: the colonisation of
a lagoon; French Polynesia’s colonisation; and critiques of Polynesians to creating
a foreign enclave on their ocean. This last one arises from the origin of SeaZones
in The Seasteading Institute. Mentioning colonisation is relevant for this case study
because complex systems are history-dependent. | unpack this idea in the

empirical chapters.
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Colonising and seasteading are conceptually related because another way
foundational authors refer to seasteading is as “homesteading the high seas”
(Friedman and Taylor, 2011b:13). The word seasteading is, indeed, a combination
of sea and homesteading (Oxford, 2017b). The notion of homesteading originates
in Locke’s (2013)’s 1689’s treaties, for whom land ownership arises from
appropriation by working the land. While Locke’s ideas did not necessarily entail
colonisation nor homesteading as we know it today, the term homesteading is
historically loaded. Tully (2017) explains that Locke’s homesteading property rights
surfaced in the process of European colonisation of North America. He recalls that
the displacement of indigenous from North America happened with a series of
federal acts called the Homesteading Acts. In 1862, these Acts allowed European
settlers to appropriate and become owners of 80 million acres of Native American
lands (LOC, nd). Andrews (1999:80) explains that this historical event became
responsible for displacing millions of Native Americans from their territories, and
for reducing their populations from 15 million to less than 250.000. The
Homesteading Acts built on the premise that property ownership should be linked
to the people labouring upon it (Schlatter, 1951). As McMaken (2017) explains,
Native Americans owned land in common, by sharing it. Thus, these lands were
wrongly identified as lacking property rights. Consequently, Native Americans were
forced to move to reservations, away from the ancestral territories where they lived.
The etymological origin of seasteading has led Peck (2011:912) to say that
seasteading repeats the lore of the “wildly unregulated west”. But the relation

between homesteading and seasteads is not only etymological.

Foundational seasteading publications (Friedman & Gramlich, 2009; Balloun,
2012; Friedman & Taylor, 2010; 2011) often romanticise European settling in North

America. The explication of seasteading by The Seasteading Institute (2017b)
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reflects this fact: “The term comes from homesteading, which means making a
home for oneself in new, uninhabited places. It generally has associations with
self-sufficiency and a frontier lifestyle. Seasteading is reminiscent of that idea, but
at sea.” Another example of this romanticisation is Friedman & Taylor (2011b:6),
when they write that: “Colonial America was a very competitive and innovative
political culture”. Besides the processes of settling/colonisation, in the seasteading

literature colonisers are, too, romanticised.

The foundational seasteading literature sees the first colonisers of the
homesteading period as visionaries who saw the Americas as an opportunity to
create new political regimes where, in their view, there was none. Such exaltation
appears in the foundational seasteading texts over and over. It explains why, when
talking about homesteading, views centre on the entrepreneurial and freedom-
seeking spirit of European settlers, who wanted to dissociate from the old
aristocracy. However, there is no recognition of the oppression and displacement
that homesteading entailed for Native Americans - nor on the fact that not all
homesteaders chose that lifestyle. Moreover, as Veracini (2011) explains, there is
a difference between colonisers and settlers. Colonisers come with imbalanced
power and displacement, whereas setting does not necessarily entail unequal

power relations of domination.

Yet, for Veracini (2015:80), what Quiggin (2010) calls the avoidance of mentioning
Native Americans in the nineteenth century history of the United States, is a “settler
colonial reflex”. The author used this same terms to refer to the vision of the
seasteading movement (Veracini, 2016). A previous director of development of
The Seasteading Institute (2009) attempted to address a related critique by stating:

“A bunch of rich white guys? So were the founding fathers — and their success
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brought freedom to everyone”. Other examples surface in other text extracts, such
as: “While the American experiment turned out for the best” (Friedan and Taylor,
2011:13). Another example is Mutabdzija and Borders (2011:23): “Under a
homesteading doctrine, we have a mechanism through which formerly unowned
resources can come to be privately owned. The settling of the American West is
instructive”. This theoretical relation to North America’s colonisation led Wachs
(2017) to write that seasteading is a “Libertarian-influenced crusade that borrows
from the language of the American frontier to frame its freewheeling settlement at
sea.” Wachs (2017) argues that the comparison between seasteaders and
American frontiersmen invokes the European notion of a tabula rasa used to justify

the Native American genocide.

What is worse, the language used in several foundational texts from where
SeaZones originate perpetuate today’s differences between the Global North and

the Global South. For instance: Friedman & Taylor write:

‘If we can make seasteading work, we can transform 70% of the
Earth’s surface into a laboratory for experimenting with alternative
social systems. If we buy an island or part of a third-world, all we would
have would be one piece of dirt. While we believe that having more
sovereign pieces of dirt is a good thing, our vision is much bigger than
that of just creating a single new country”.

(Friedman and Gramlich, 2009:295)

Another example taken from the initial key seasteading book reads: “We think
seasteading will be in reach of many Americans at the beginning, but not the third

world. This does not mean that our movement will not help poorer people”
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(Friedman and Gramlich, 2009:135). In another part, Friedman and Gramlich
(2009:290) write: “Sure, oceanfront property in the third world is cheaper and
prettier, but there is a reason that most people who can afford to live in the first
world instead”. Similarly, Friedman & Gramlich (2009:294) quote in their online
book an email by a supporter: “For the investment required to build 100 acres of
floating condo, you could take over three Third World hellholes, complete with
workforce and low-quality army”. Similar examples are plentiful. One is by The
Seasteading Institute (2014): “The ideal country would be stable, non-corrupt,
small, and relatively poor by first world standards. It would also have to be open to
foreign investment, the values of freedom, and the leveraging of its sovereignty”.
The sense of entitlement and appropriation does not end there. Friedman and

Gramlich write:

Land doesn’t easily scale, and so doesn’t fit our incremental approach.
It's pretty clear how to build the first percent of a 100 acre floating
condo - you build a 1 acre floating condo. But how do you take over
1/20th of a third world country?

(Friedman and Gramlich, 2009:295)

In sum, SeaZones take their legal aspect from Special Economic Zones and the
spatial, political and entittement one from seasteads. Specifically, SeaZones adopt
from Special Economic Zones the notion of having a special regulatory framework,
which enables new regulations, or exceptions, distinct from the country where they
physically, and legally, nest. In this thesis, | call this process of creating new or
exceptional regulations “untangling”. This is because there are multiple regulations
by institutions which need to be untied. From seasteads, SeaZones take the idea

of building privately governed, politically autonomous communities floating on the

59



ocean. The last important concept to briefly describe in this second part of the

theoretical framework is extraterritoriality.

Extraterritoriality is the name given to spaces outside the jurisdictions of countries.
The concept applies for places such as Antarctica (SAT, 1959), CERN (2004), the
Moon (UNOOSA, 1979; Virgilu, 2009), outer space (UNOOSA, 1979) and the
United Nations building (UN, 1947). Important for this case study, international
waters are an extraterritory too. While extraterritoriality is not among the features
of complex governance central to this thesis's concerns (nested institutions,
multilevel stakeholders and waves), it does help understand that the Project sought
to nest within French Polynesia, and the relation between the Project’s special

regulatory framework and the aquatic physical space where it would locate.

2.6. Conclusion

This theoretical and conceptual framework presented the key features of complex
governance that run throughout the thesis. It discussed the complex governance
concept and field. It additionally traced the origin of SeaZones in Special Economic
Zones and in seasteads and discussed key ideas about them that help set up and

better understand the case study. The next chapter introduces the case study.
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CHAPTER 3. CASE STUDY: THE FLOATING ISLAND

PROJECT IN FRENCH POLYNESIA

In this chapter, | introduce the case study entitled Floating Island Project in French
Polynesia. In the first part of this chapter, | explain key points about the Project, its
origin and the motivations of stakeholders involved in its creation. | examine
reasons for creating floating architecture and provide a chronology of the Floating
Island. The chapter covers the Project’s progression since its 2017 launch up unto
to the events which led to its fading in 2018. Likewise, | describe the cryptographic
token, which would later be proposed as part of the governance of the Floating

Island.

The Floating Island Project was an attempt to set up a privately governed SeaZone
in the territorial waters of French Polynesia. The SeaZone’s special regulatory
framework, condensed in the Polynesian Assembly’s ‘SeaZone Acts’, would allow
the Project to have different labour, customs, and residence regulations than the
rest of Polynesia. Overall, the Island would accommodate around 300 people in an
area of 75.000 m2 (7.5 Hectares, 785.000m). It would have around 12 platforms
between 14 to 50 square meters each (EMSI, 2017). The platforms would occupy
approximately 0.1% to 10% of the total project area. In the short-term, the Floating
Island would be a mixed-use real estate development, powered by renewable
energy (Blue Frontiers, 2017¢). However, the long-term mission underpinning the

Floating Island was to be a step towards seasteads.

For years, The Seasteading Institute had tried to find a nation willing to host a

politically autonomous floating community. They had hoped to locate a project
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within 12 nautical miles of a host nation. In exchange, the country was to obtain
supposed technology transfer and 'know-how'; | explain what type below. After
several years of searching for a host nation, on January 13th 2017, The
Seasteading Institute and the French Polynesian government signed a
Memorandum of Understanding (2017) in San Francisco, California. Minister Jean-
Francois Bouissou signed on behalf of the French Polynesian government. As we
will see, Bouissou was an important person in this case study, from the Floating
Island Project’s start to finish. Shortly after, members of the Institute and the French
Polynesian governmental liaison, Marc Collins Chen, formally registered Blue
Frontiers in Singapore.!? The company Blue Frontiers, which | sometimes refer to

as ‘the Company’, undertook the Project since.

The main motivation of the Polynesian government to sign the Memorandum of
Understanding was to bring new technologies to Polynesia to prepare for sea-level
rise (MOU, 2017; TSI, nd-a). Sea-levels are of great concern today, with some
estimates predicting a rise from 65cm (Weeman & Lynch, 2018) to 1 meter of water
elevation (NRC, 2012) by the end of the century in various places. Because of sea-
level rise, Storlazzi et al. (2018) claim that the majority of flat islands around the
world, including the Pacific, will be uninhabitable before the end of the century.
According to Strauss and Kulp (2017), sea-level rise projections mean that flooding
will reach at least one quarter of the coastal areas in the region. But Pacific islands
and Small Island States are the places that are expected to suffer the most from
sea-level rise (Lister & Muk-Pavic, 2015:2), despite their relatively insignificant

contribution to climate change (Polynesians-Leaders-Group, 2015).

2 Six male founders registered the company Blue Frontiers in Singapore: the former
Executive Director of The Seasteading Institute, Randy Hencken; the liaison between the
French Polynesian government and The Seasteading Institute, Marc Collins; Seavangelist
and President of The Seasteading Institute, Joe Quirk; Bielorusian businessman, Egor
Rijykov; seasteading ambassador, Nicolas Germineau; and a Singaporean local officer, Peng
Hock James Soon (SEC, 2017).
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The reason the situation is expected to be worse for many Pacific islands is
because many Pacific islands, called atolls, have no mountains and are almost flat.
Caron and Henry (2004) stress that with sea-level rise, many fear that these flat
Pacific islands will be completely submerged. This makes French Polynesia part
of a highly vulnerable group of Pacific countries (SPREP, 2016), which in the future
is expected to experience a significant risk of refugees due to climate displacement
(Wong et al., 2014:364). To prepare for this imminent threat, governments in the
Pacific, such as Kiribati’s, are looking to sustainable floating islands for replacing
lost land (Kiribati, 2012). As Bryant-Tokalau (2018:28) recalls, places such as the
Solomon Islands and Micronesia, also in the Pacific, islanders have long
considered using artificial islands to recover sovereignty lost to a submerged

territory.

Because of the threat of sea-level rising, before the Memorandum of
Understanding, the French Polynesian government had signed the Taputapuatea
P.A.C.T. (Polynesian Leaders Group, 2015). This is a document where Pacific
leaders condensed their concerns towards the vulnerability of their territories when
confronting sea-level rise. The leaders called for action for becoming global
showcases in sustainable development. This is why the French Polynesian
government saw the Floating Island Project as an opportunity for French
Polynesia. The Project would be a way to bring innovative sustainable technologies
with low environmental impact to this Pacific nation (MOU, 2017:7). Despite the
potential uses of floating architecture to adapt to sea-level rise, some scholars

viewed this narrative in the Project with scepticism.
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For example, Lallemant-Moe (2017a, 2017b) maintained that artificial islands are
not a legal solution for disappearing and submerging nations, given that artificial
islands do not hold the same legal status as natural islands. As the United Nations
Convention of the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS, 1982: Art. 60) states, artificial islands
do not affect the delimitation of the territorial sea nor the size of the Exclusive
Economic Zone of states. This is because replacing natural islands with artificial
ones would not prevent the diminution of jurisdictions of maritime areas attached
to lost land (Lallemant-Moe, 2017a). Given such a mismatch, authors such as
Ranghanatan (2019) argue that the use of sea-level rise in the Floating Island
Project was essentially rhetorical. Ranghanatan stated the Project embodied a
tone-down version of its original political strain. She stated the Project downplayed
the libertarian underpinnings of seasteading, including its explicit desire to increase
freedom through the creation of dynamic geography, where seasteaders could
‘move’ between different seasteads at will. Similarly, Feichtner (2019) stated that
resorting to the ocean's extraterritoriality is a way for small island states, including
French Polynesia, to seek a place internationally. Feichtner criticised that these
strategies do not translate into direct, tangible benefits for the population, even if

this is the idea that governments communicate to citizens.

Moreover, as Bryant-Tokalau (2018) explains, this specific, modern approach for
building artificial islands often ignores ancient and local knowledge. This is an issue
that plays out in important ways in the case study. In the Floating Island, the
idealisation of seasteading, comprising creating new floating territories to move to,
disregarded what Stratford et al. (2013:72) describe as the emotional bond that
Polynesian people have to their territories and the Fenua. Fenua is a concept of
Polynesia which "encompasses both the archipelago and the cultural practices in

it" (Stratford et al. 2013:72). Stratford et al. (2013:72) explain further that the
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interpretation of Fenua means that Polynesians see themselves as part of the
islands. This is a cosmological relation with the ocean, in Polynesian ‘Moana’,
which Stratford et al. note that other cultures cannot easily comprehend. Dening
(2007:288) explains this cosmological bond by noting that Polynesians,
traditionally a seafaring culture, are sea people. The emotional bond to their islands
was an issue which surfaced in the Project’s fading, specifically in critiques by

Polynesians which mentioned the Fenua.

It is important to know that, as its name suggests, the Floating Island would float
and would not have foundations that make contact with the seabed. This is one of
the advantages of floating architecture (De Graaf, 2012). Another one is that
buildings can be built sustainably from scratch, with less waste and pollution
(Sailsbury, 2003). Construction can take place somewhere else, while assemblage
can be on site. This arguably makes projects very quick to construct. Most
importantly, floating buildings can also be easily removed (Kirimtat et al., 2019).
This makes floating architecture more sustainable than the more common practice
of reclaiming land (Wang and Tai, 2011). Reclamation usually entails dumping the
sand on the ocean and destroying the marine life underneath. In contrast, floating
buildings keep the marine environment underneath more intact. They can even
create artificial reefs, providing food and shelter to marine animals (Blue21,
2017:59; Stopnitzky, 2011; Delta-Sync, 2013). Since these buildings do not
necessarily need to connect to land grids, they can innovate with renewable

technologies and closed-loop cycles for energy and water (Blue Frontiers, 2017¢).

The Floating Island, for example, proposed desalinising its own water, running on
solar power, using rainwater and having closed-loop utility cycles and composting

toilets (Blue Frontiers, 2018c). This last idea means that water would be recycled
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and used several times. These type of sustainable maritime technologies relating
to the blue economy were a second motivation of the government, besides sea-
level rise adaptation. The blue economy is becoming stronger every year, and it is
growth is a known topic in French Polynesia. Polynesia even has a Blue Economy
Minister. During the Project’s planning, it was Teva Rotfritch, also vice-president of
French Polynesia (La Présidence, nd). This minister/vice-president, opened the
conference which launched the Floating Island Project in Tahiti. Below | mention
specific parts of presentations of this conference to introduce relevant ideas
surrounding the “partnership” between The Seasteading Institute and Blue

Frontiers with French Polynesia.

First, the conference was organised in Tahiti in May 2017 (TSI, n.d.-b). Blue
Frontiers co-founder, Randy Hencken (2017), characterised it as a space for the
two families, Polynesians and seasteaders, to meet. Hencken (2017) also talked
about how the ten principles of the festival Burning Man could inspire the culture
of the Floating Island Project.'® This point is important, insofar it explains reflects
an idea of the demographics targeted for inhabiting the Project. The idea of a
foreign culture and foreigners locating in Polynesian waters would be key in the
empirical chapters’. Another co-founder, Joe Quirk, President of The Seasteading
Institute, to convey that something floating with different regulations was not

unknown for Polynesians, described French Polynesia's most famous cruise ship:

The Paul Gaugin sails between Indonesia, Fiji and French Polynesia.

Itflies the flag of the Bahamas. Its owners are registered in the Cayman

13 The Burning Man Festival is a one week festival in the Nevada Desert in the United States,
which says to be based on the principles of radical inclusion, radical self-reliance, radical self-
expression, civic responsibility, gifting, decomodification, leaving no trace, immediacy,
participation and communal effort. During the festival, a temporary city with over 70.000
people is erected with thousands of artistic expressions.
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Islands and Delaware. The crew is hired from all over the world. The
passengers pay in U.S. currency. And legal disagreements between
the passengers and the ship owners are settled in French Polynesia’s

jurisdiction. (Quirk, 2017b).

In the conference presentations, the main public critique came from Vallat (2017),
Chairman of the European Network of Maritime Clusters. This is the second idea |
want to note about the conference. Vallat said that the Project could be unviable
because the most crucial part was getting the acceptance of the community. He
also voiced that the culture from Polynesia was not the same as California. After
the conference, the Project focused on complying with the Memorandum of

Understanding.

Ultimately, the Floating Island Project followed a list of points that were ‘signed and
sealed’ in the Memorandum of Understanding. Although this document was non-
binding, it stated that, to move forward with the Project, The Seasteading Institute
needed to submit legal, environmental, economic and location studies to the
Polynesian Government. The Memorandum stated these studies should align with
Polynesia's sustainability vision and concerns. Furthermore, the Project should
avoid negative effects on the Polynesian ecosystem. Additionally, the Project could
not extract mineral nor water resources from the lagoon. Accordingly, the Project’s
Environmental Impact Analysis (Blue21, 2017) explored potential environmental
impacts of the Floating Island. The Dutch-based firm Blue21, who had been
working with The Seasteading Institute for six years as DeltaSync, conducted the
Environmental Impact Analysis. To comply with Polynesia’s environmental goals,
they designed a sustainability framework with an environmental position they

called 'environmentally restorative' (Blue21, 2017). The idea was to go beyond

67



sustainability to restoration (Roeffen, 2017). This is because Blue2l presented
how floating architecture could have a positive impact on the marine
environment. This sustainability vision of the Project is important for the empirical
chapters, insofar as it presents an opposite view to what critiques to the Project
voiced. While it is not the focus here to discuss this, Blue21’s restoration
perspective also aligns with Puig de la Bellacasa’s framework of notion of care for

non-humans, as | explain somewhere else in the thesis.

The Project’s location study analysed five potential lagoons in Tahiti, besides the
one in which | focus in this thesis (Blue Frontiers and Blue21, 2017), called
Atimaono. Atimaono is in the Southern coast of Tahiti, the most populated island
in French Polynesia. It is home to the capital and has the largest electoral districts.
This was important for the Project, as | show in Chapter Seven. It is important to
note that Atimaono was never confirmed as the final location. However, key
materials of the Project, such as a nice video published on Christmas Eve (Blue

Frontiers, 2017b), placed the Floating Island in this lagoon.

The Memorandum of Understanding also stated that the Project’s legal study
(GB2A, 2017; hereafter referred to as ‘the legal study’) had to include The
Seasteading Institute's expectations for modifying or creating new regulations for
the SeaZone. This would include regulations on a number of issues, namely:
governance, labour, custom duties, international relations, flag and registration,
entry and residence permits, among others (MOU, 2017). The proposed
regulations mentioned in the legal study would likely be the foundations for the
Project’s regulations and the SeaZone Acts. This legal study is the starting point
for the discussions of institutions and nestedness in Chapter Five. Eventually, The

Seasteading Institute or Blue Frontiers, with or without the French Polynesian
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Assembly, would draft a bill for the regulatory framework of this special jurisdiction.
With a granted regulatory framework, the Project expected to attract “blue

economy” businesses to the Island as well as internet and blockchain start-ups.

Digital technologies were important for the Project since its beginning. The Project
had its own blockchain cryptocurrency or token called Varyon. Varyon would be
used to govern the Floating Island and SeaZone, as | explain later in Chapter Six.
Besides being a means to govern, Varyon would also be exchangeable for time
and residences on the Island (Blue Frontiers, 2018e). To visit, individuals had to
hold Varyon on a smart wallet.}* Additionally, Varyon was how the Project tried to
fund itself through what is known as an Initial Coin Offering (ICO). But several
factors affected this attempt to fund the Project. Nevertheless, one additional
document which was important for the Project and the empirical chapters of this

thesis is the Varyon white paper — hereafter referred to as ‘purchasing document’.®

Importantly, in the end, in spite of all the optimism in the early days of The Floating
Island Project, the Project did not come to fruition. There were several events
throughout the ‘life course’ of the Project that were pivotal in its fading. Like a dying
candle, the possibility of the Floating Island materialising slowly faded away. As is
argued in the later chapters of this thesis, there were a number of setbacks that
arguably came from the project’s ‘initial conditions’ — those conditions which have

an inextricable influence in the shame of the Project’s trajectory.

14 A smart wallet is a phone application that works as a digital wallet to store cryptocurrencies.
15 The investment document of the Project is called a white paper because this is the name
that in the cryptocurrencies space is given to a token’s initial documentation. However, | will
use the traditional term ‘purchasing document’, which applies to the specific type of token
Varyon would be, to avoid confusion.
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The lack of fundraising success was one of these events. It also lost the three
female Polynesians who worked for it. Another key aspect was that the Project
slowly stopped having government support. Moreover, it suffered significant
opposition by the local community and a founder created a competing company.
Indeed, three months prior to the elections, the Project was the focus of online and
physical protests and a petition in Tahiti. The Floating Island became politicised
and found itself in the middle of a dispute between the president's party and the
opposition. For many Polynesians, the Project not going through was a success.
For the project's team, it was not. The following figure sums up the most important
moments in the Floating Island Project’s timeline. | discuss them throughout the

empirical chapters.
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Lv ¢ 1. LAUNCH

——® 1.1. Signature of Memorandum of Understanding
Fri 13 Jan 2017

——® 1.2. Seasteading Tahiti Conference
Mon 15 - Thu 18 May 2017

5m 2w

» ® 2. PLANNING

——® 2.1. Studies submitted to the government
Jul - Sep 2017

5m 3w

——® 2.2. Atimaono presented as potential location
Sun 24 Dec 2017

7m

» @ 3. FADING

——# 3.1. Online petition launched
Fri 2 Feb 2018

1w 6d

——4# 3.2. President Fritch’s public withdrawn of support
Thu 15 Feb 2018

im 3w

——4# 3.3. Fishers Protesting

Sat 7 Apr 2018
6d

——# 3.4. No to the Floating Island Project part of the president’s re-election
campaign
3m Fri 13 Apr 2018

» @ 4. VARYON

——® 4.1. Begin of Initial Coin Offering

S— Sun 6 May 2018

——® 4.2. Varyon marketing video launched
Fri 18 May 2018

im 3w

% 4.3. Varyon sale cancelled

) Sat 14 Jul 2018

5m 1w

——4& 5. One Blue Frontiers’ co-founder left
Thu 18 Oct 2018

1w 3d

——4® 6. Possibility in other archipelago announced

S5 Sun 28 Oct 2018

——4 7. Co-founder announced competing company
Fri 23 Nov 2018

Figure 1. Timeline of the Floating Island Project
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CHAPTER 4. METHODOLOGY

4.1. Introduction

In this chapter, | describe the methodological approach used to address the
research questions. The chapter aims to provide an overview of how this research
was conducted, to increase the internal and external validity of the findings as they
are presented in the empirical chapters that follow. To do this, | will explain the
gualitative methods used to gather the empirical data and how the data was
analysed and interpreted. The thesis used two main research methods,
participatory observation and online and offline document analysis. In what follows,
| explain key parts of the research process, including the development of my role
in the Floating Island Project, from an external observant to a participant/observer.
| discuss how these roles played a part in the research, and | reflect on the
advantages and challenges of my methodological approach and dual roles.

Additionally, I explain ethical issues of the research and of my two roles.

4.2. Methodology

To conduct this research, | drew from ethnographic methods. That is to say, whilst
I would not claim to have conducted a fully in-depth ethnography in its purest of
forms, | have drawn from its key tenets as a way of driving the research design and
how the research proceeded, particularly in my use of participant-observation.
Ethnography, as Herbert (2000) puts it, is a broad methodology which usually
entails participatory observation; a method in which the researcher immerses or
spends a large amount of time with a social group in order to understand ties and
cultural relations. This was certainly the case in this research where | ended up
being part of The Floating Island Project itself, in meetings, conferences,

workshops, etc. — more on this below. My use of participant observation allowed
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me to do what Herbert describes when he argues that this style of research enables
to untangle the intentions and actions of people and events surrounding them. As
Herbert explains, ethnographies often focus on what people say as well as what
they do, thereby allowing researchers to see discrepancies between thought and
action. Indeed, to conduct this research, | paid attention to what was said, not said

as well as what people and the Project did throughout the fieldwork.

Hammersley and Atkinson provide an overarching description of ethnography,

which they define them as a set of methods that involve the following activities:

The ethnographer participating, overtly or covertly, in people’s daily
lives for an extended period of time, watching what happens, listening
to what is said, asking questions - in fact, collecting whatever data are
available to throw light on the issues that are the focus of the research.

(Hammersley and Atkinson 1995:1)

Hammersley and Atkinson add that ethnographies consist of seeing and describing
the world as it is. Unlike in controlled experiments or positivist science, the idea of
ethnographies is to understand how people construct their social world
(Hammersley and Atkinson, 1995:11). Importantly, ethnographic approaches also
acknowledge that researchers are socio-historically situated (Hammersley and
Atkinson, 1995) and that this permeates the interpretation of what they observe
(Hammersley and Atkinson, 1995:17). This is partly explained by the list of
activities provided by Gray (2014) which are part of ethnographic research, which
include selecting the field, gaining access, gaining informed consent, becoming

invisible, building rapport, and getting out. This research involved all of these
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activities, to a greater or lesser extent, depending on which stage of the research

process. | am not the exception to this.

My selection of the case study was due to my personal support and research
interest in alternative forms of governance. The reason | was able to enter the
Project and gain informed consent was because | was able to pay the 2,500 USD
trip to Tahiti that would introduce the Project leaders and because | happened to
be a well-educated woman from the Global South, doing her PhD when the Project
kicked off. Perhaps | became invisible after a while because all those reasons
combined: being a woman from the Global South and PhD student who, despite
being aresearcher, is interested and supportive of alternative forms of governance.
Throughout that process, |, also, built rapport, first with the Project members and,
as the Project advanced and | was able to see several its flaws, | built rapport with

Polynesians. These activities and my role have shaped the findings accordingly.

Doing Ethnography in a Complex Adaptive System

The research design and data collection methods embodied Agar’s description of
ethnographic methods in complex social systems. For Agar (2004:24),
ethnography offers the possibility to study complex adaptive systems because it is
a methodology that itself is a complex adaptive system. Agar argues that
ethnography is the ideal methodology to study social systems with many parts

which do not fit within Kuhn’s classical science. The author writes:

Ethnographic research is, in and of itself, a complex adaptive system.
The process involves an ethnographer, at least one, and different
people that he/she spends time with, and in this day and age lots of

information from other sources as well. The process begins in
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comparative disorder, shifts and changes through time, and typically
winds up with conclusions that were not expected at the beginning.

(Agar, 2004:18)

Agar adds that ethnographies allow one to see connections in nonlinear complex
systems by finding patterns in the data, as opposed to isolate and then measure
previously known things. Other authors, such as Freeman and Cameron (2008:2)
and Salminen (2015) agree with this idea that the study of complex dynamic
systems requires methodologies that acknowledge their complex nature. For
ethnographers, this means acknowledging and accepting the ethnographic

process as an open, dynamic complex system too.

To illustrate his argument, Agar explains that the ‘algorithmic complexity’ of
ethnographies is as complex as the thing studied. It is also larger than the
algorithmic complexity of traditional social research. Moreover, in ethnographies,
the algorithm is not a path, but an area. Agar calls this a ‘fuzzy algorithm’. By that,
he means that ethnographic methods emerge as the study is carried out. Methods,
therefore, are creative responses to the ways in which the researcher adapts the
research problem. Research then becomes a fractal exercise in the fithess
landscape, Agar explains, where one rich point leads to another and to another.
Because of their complex adaptive system nature, Agar highlights difficulties of
systematically designing ethnographic research for complex systems. Especially
at the beginning of the ethnography when everything is open-ended and the
problem itself has not entirely revealed. | experienced this with this thesis. Both the
thesis and the case study were exercises in nonlinearity, in at least three ways.
First, the questions, the problem and the methods emerged iteratively after the

research had begun. Second, the data was selected by identifying patterns, and
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this final piece is very different from the one | had planned to write. And third, the
argument emerged after the Project had faded away. It is because of this
characteristic of ethnographic methods that the ideas | share here are also very
different from the ones | had at the beginning of the research, which, without

knowing better, out the Project in a better light.

This thesis also has elements of netnographies. Kozinets (2016) describes
netnographies as research methodologies consisting of doing ethnography on the
web. It usually takes place in online forums and communities. As we will see in
further detail, as part of the research, | explored Facebook posts, Facebook groups
and pages related to the case study. Salminen (2015) adds that netnographies are
equally flexible and adaptive as ethnographies, in that they rely on participant-
observer methods. However, it is worth noting that although this thesis uses data
from Facebook, this is not a thesis in digital methods. Facebook was not included
as an original data source in this thesis. It was only at the end that the platform
became a hot space for French Polynesians to protest against the Floating Island

and, therefore, it was included afterwards.

Intending to use using a complex systems framework to understand various
aspects of the Floating island, in this thesis, | recollect my findings of complex
governance in the creation, governance and demise of the Floating Island Project.
This entails looking at the Project’s regulatory framework, but also key people and
events that played a role in it. The following section describes my data collection
as a participant/observer, which extended for a year and a half, from May 2017 to
November 2018. During that period, | was immersed, online and physically, in the

Floating Island Project.
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4.3 .Data Collection Methods
The data collection started in February 2017 and concluded in November 2018.
However, | began participating in the Project in June, 2017. First, | describe the

participant observation.

4.3.1. Participant Observation

After May 2017 and through most of the data collection process in the Floating
Island Project, | had a dual role: | was a participant and an observer. Participant
observation is a method that consists of the systematic observation of what is
happening around the researcher while participating in a community (Guber 2001).
Data collection in participant-observation is closely linked to the specific role of the
researcher. Guber explains that, as an observant, the analysis of the data is based
on the notes taken by the researcher. As a participant, the researcher, in a way,
becomes part of the community. Authors such as Hammerley and Atkinson (1995)
agree with Guber (2001:61) when she refers to an epistemological tension
between these two roles. | certainly experienced such tension throughout the
research between my role as a researcher (for my PhD) and participant (for the
Floating Island Project). This is one of the challenges that | discuss in the

Challenges section below.

Participant observation was a transversal data collection and crucial method for
this research. The dual role enabled me to access the Project, gather and make
sense of the document analysis and the data, holistically. More importantly, it
helped me understand the Project in ways that | could have not had | only relied
on document analysis as an outside observer. | was able to note how useful this
method was after | became a participant of the Floating Island. Then, | realised that

much of what was written about it in the media was questionable and often
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incomplete. | expand on this issue in Chapter Seven, where | discuss ripples which

contributed to the Project’s fading.

| was able to participate in the Project and observe it from within by virtue of getting
involved with the company leading the project, Blue Frontiers. This happened one
year and a half into my PhD when | began volunteering for the Project. My role in
the company then evolved from volunteer to staff, when | became the Project’s
podcast host and communicator. Therefore, for a significant portion of the data
collection process, | had this dual role. | am not entirely sure when did this dual
role ended because of the fading nature of the Project. My last activity for the
Project was in June 2018. The following description of the evolution of my roles
explains why | chose to pursue ethnographic methods of research. As the following
paragraphs show, | found myself in a privileged position, as a researcher, after

speaking at the Seasteading Conference in Tahiti in May 2017.

External vs Internal Observant

When, in January 2017, The Seasteading Institute announced the signature of the
Memorandum of Understanding with the Polynesian government (TSI, 2017j13),
my year and a half quest to find a case study involving an alternative or emerging
form of governance ended. The Project would be launched with a conference in
Tahiti four months later. Seeing the opportunity to participate in what | saw could
be a historic moment for the Startup Societies movement’, | applied to speak.® The
topic of my talk was bio-inspired, self-organised political systems which ‘forked’ -

i.e., bifurcated - from nation-states. | was accepted. Months later, | flew to Tahiti.

16 The Startup Societies movement (see: Startup Societies, nd; Frazier and McKinney, 2019b)
comprises the proliferation in the last decades of small scale, experimental forms of
governance, such as special Economic Zones, charter cities, ecovillages, seasteads, private
residential communities, intentional communities and microstates.
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While touring Tabhiti in a bus with the other international speaker attendees, from
17 countries, Blue Frontiers’ co-founder, Randy Hencken, invited speakers and

attendees to volunteer for the Project.

After returning from Tahiti, | joined as a volunteer in the online project management
platform used by the Project, Basecamp (see: Ventury, 2019).1718 Additionally, |

started attending weekly video meetings of the Project's working groups. My entire

participation in the Project as a volunteer, including activities in these platforms, is
protected under a non-disclosure agreement (NDA) (see Appendix 1). This
Agreement states that | cannot share information that is not already public or that
I have not been given permission to share if it was confidential. This affected the
type of data | could collect and what | could argue, as | describe in the challenges
section below. Despite the limitations, the non-disclosure agreement gave me
access to internal data, working documents, maps, conversations, insights,
budgets, people, confidential information and various internal visions about the

Project.

In August 2017, | was invited by the Startup Societies Foundation to be part of a
seasteading panel at their summit in San Francisco. | shared the panel with three
Blue Frontiers staff. My structured answers in the summit made clear the potential
relevance of my profile as a doctoral candidate for the Project. Before that, while |
sometimes commented on posts on the online project management platform, my

participation in video meetings was mostly silent. Part of the reason for this was

17 Basecamp is an app that allows group posts, to-do list, live chats, file storage and
schedules. It works similarly to a private forum, where people can discuss topics and comment
on them.
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that | was aware of my dual, and therefore uncomfortable, role. Therefore, at first |
was mostly a quiet observant, cheering on a good idea every once in a while.
However, afterwards, | started to contribute more on the online discussions with
ideas and critiques. | also took on more tasks such as translating the website to
Spanish. While being a volunteer, Blue Frontiers began planning the launch of its
cryptocurrency, Varyon. To help promote the launch, | organized and attended

events around the world about blockchain.

It is worth noting that these events were predominantly male-dominated. As it often
happens, it was common in these events for men to address only other men in
conversation groups. Being raised by a feminist scholar, and being one myself, |
decided not to allow the male-dominated ‘tech world’ to make me invisible. This
affected the development of my role in the Floating Island. | soon became more
active in Basecamp and even coined the initial name for the Project’s
cryptocurrency, SeaCoin; the name was later changed because there was already
another cryptocurrency in Greece with the same name, as it was discussed on the

Project’s open group on the app Telegram.

Weeks later, my more active involvement paid off. Blue Frontiers invited me in
October 2017 to French Polynesia to run a one-day workshop for 25 Polynesians
about biomimicry and self-organisation (Tahiti-Infos, 2017, Actu.fr, 2017). While
the workshop was only one day, | decided to stay in Tahiti longer. Therefore, from
October to December 2017, | lived at a rented house with the Blue Frontiers
founders and staff in the mountains of Tahiti. Other volunteers, staff and advisors

visited for periods at a time.
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Around the time, | still had not grasped the Project in its entirety, nor the different
motivations of players in the Company. Back then, I, like most others involved in
The Floating Island Project, believed the Project was going to — and should - work.
However, things were not going well and | could see this. To have more influence
in the Project’s direction, and given that | was one of the few members of the
Project who spoke French (the main language of French Polynesia), | proposed
myself for various managing positions within the Company. While none of these
roles materialised, Joe Quirk, a key player in The Seasteading Institute, titled me
as a 'seavangelesse' during a trip to Marlon Brando’s neighbouring island,
Tetiaroa. | was pleased with this and posted about this new title on Facebook. This
was Quirk’s deliberate play on words within the context of The Floating Island. After
all, the title ‘evangelist’ is widely used in Silicon Valley and tech companies to
denote, as it appears in Forbes Magazine, "a person who believes in your product
or service so fervently that he or she aggressively promotes it to others” (Pattel,
2015). Months later, in February 2018, | was officially hired in the role of Blue
Frontiers” “Seavangelesse’. | was basically the Company's international
spokesperson through podcasts and in events, such as meetups.® This
spokesperson role, however, did not include French Polynesia. One of Blue
Frontiers founders was in charge of that. | explore more in-depth the ethical
implications of my dual role in the sections of advantages and challenges of this

chapter and in the ethics section.

191t is important to note that because Blue Frontiers was a startup, during my participation in
the project, | received a very minor percentage of equity in the company. However, because
the Project faded, it was unclear what the status of the shares were. At the end of this PhD, |
asked Blue Frontiers what the status of the Company and the shares, but | was awaiting for

confirmation of their status and so far | have not received a reply.
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In my new paid role of ‘seavangelesse’, my tasks were recording podcasts and
writing blogs. The podcasts, blogs, meetups and living in Tahiti with Blue Frontiers'
staff gave me countless opportunities to gain a better understanding of the Project,
the people involved in it and the different positions and visions within it. This
participation also contributed to my understanding of the Project. This is because,
to be a well-informed podcast host, | had to study every aspect of the project. |
learnt about governance, graphene reinforced concrete for floating platforms and
even the market of floating real estate. However, in most cases, | tried to keep my
position as a researcher and as Seavangelesse as separate as possible, although
there were a few instances where these two roles met, as | explain in the empirical

chapters.

On average, | participated in 8 weekly meetings on Zoom and | daily read the
Basecamp posts. The online group meetings worked as think tanks. Additionally, |
attended one meeting with all the volunteers and staff. While, again, | do not cite
nor reference content from the meetings nor platforms, the use of Basecamp was
especially interesting and is worth saying a little more. Basecamp was used
consistently for more than a year in the Project. It was the place where volunteers

shared ideas and information (Ventures, 2019).

Offline Participant observation

The online participatory/observation was enriched by offline participatory
observation in French Polynesia and in the Netherlands. | made two trips to French
Polynesia in 2017. One visit was in May, as an external observant, and the second

one went from October to December, as a participant/observant. As | wrote above,



during the second trip, | cohabited with the Blue Frontiers team residing in French
Polynesia. This gave me countless opportunities for informal and formal
communications about the Project’s progress and all its main actors. | could grasp
spoken and unspoken nuances and subtleties of the participants that | could not
have grasped otherwise. | could also see the various personal motivations among
the five Blue Frontiers’ co-founders. These ranged from creating new communities
and technologies, innovating with governance, to simply gaining personal status.
In this second trip | was also given access to confidential information about the
Project, including the unpublished legal feasibility study, which Thevenot (2017)
explains was done by the French firm GB2A. The legal study was the legal report
submitted to the government for studying the viability of the Project. As such, it

gave me a clear understanding of the Project’s requests for the SeaZone.

Likewise, in February 2018, | visited and worked for two weeks at the office of
Blue21, the Dutch floating architecture firm working with the Floating Island, in
Delft, Netherlands. While the reasons for my trip were not to collect data, this visit
enabled me to better comprehend Blue21’s environmental vision for the Project,
beyond the documents and meetings, and their commitment to sustainable

architecture.

My in-person empirical observations in these trips relied on recollections of
conversations in which | was part of and on notes | took about them afterwards.
Despite the richness of this information, | left out everything which is not in the
public domain or related to the thesis. | discuss the limitations of doing so this in
section 4.5. of this chapter. For space reasons, | also only dedicated a paragraph
to some of the topics which were most interesting for me and that aligned very well

with Puig de la Bellacasa’s care and non-humans approach. This is the systems
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ecology perspective to the Island’s design and how non-human animals played a

central role in the Environmental Impact Analysis of Blue21.

4.3.2. Document Analysis

Document analysis was the second data collection method used for this research.
This method, as Bowen (2009) describes it, consists of the systematic revision or
evaluation of documents, printed or electronic. According to Bowen, the data
from documents should be selected, made sense of and later synthesised. This
method allowed me to corroborate or back the qualitative evidence found as a
participant-observer. It also pointed me in hew directions to what to look for in my
participation. Overall, documents were particularly useful for the research, given

that the Project was in a planning phase - | say more about this below.

Documentation is an efficient method of research because documents, being
stable sources, work as halting points (Merriam, 1988). In ongoing projects, having
halting points in the form of published data helps to select among the vast
information of things being constructed. However, authors such as Bowen (2009)
warn that documents should not be treated as 100% accurate evidence. To a
certain extent, this applies to this case study too. While documents were the most
static and shareable data source, the Floating Island Project study did not
materialise. Consequently, it is difficult to contrast how the Island would have been
had it not ended. Nevertheless, the halting nature of the documents allowed me to
construct and share an image of the Project and the planning stage it reached, as

faithful as possible to what | observed.

Documents Analysed
For data about the Floating Island, | mostly focus on sources containing first-hand

information. For the empirical chapters (Five, Six and Seven), the main documents

84



analysed were publicly available documents by Blue Frontiers and Blue21 — all
available on Blue Frontiers' website. More specifically, | looked at the
environmental (Blue21, 2017), economic (EMSI, 2017) and location (Blue Frontiers
and Blue21, 2017Is) studies. | also analysed the reports of the working groups
about energy and water (Blue Frontiers, 2017e) and food (Blue Frontiers, 2017f).
The Food Systems and Energy and Water reports discussed possible technologies
for the Island collected in the two last quarters of 2017. These reports were written
by volunteers and staff groups and, to a certain extent, they are a reflection of some
ideas discussed on Basecamp and on Zoom. | also use the Varyon purchasing
document (Blue Frontiers, 2018e) as a key data source. | additionally use data
from Blue Frontiers’ Medium blogs account and various publications associated

with The Seasteading Institute.

There is, however, one confidential document which | mention in this thesis, the
legal study (GB2A, 2017). The legal study was part of the studies submitted to the
government. | cannot mention the specific concessions the Project sought. This
limited the thesis, for it made it difficult to share those topics that were considered
for the SeaZone from a legal perspective. Thankfully, there were enough public
sources by Blue Frontiers and others, including the Memorandum of
understanding, which mention the type of regulations sought by the project.
Discussing these was a strategy | took to overcome the limitation of not being able
to share the content of the legal study. Nevertheless, | expand more on the

implications of this limitation on the Challenges section below.

| took two additional safeguards to make sure | did not violate the non-disclosure
agreement, besides using only public information. Since the legal study was a

starting point to understand the regulations framing the SeaZone, close to the

85



thesis submission date | shared with Blue Frontiers’ co-founders phrases in the
thesis that mentioned the legal study. Even though it was not necessary, | also
shared phrases that discussed existing regulations mentioned in the legal study.
Subsequently, | was given permission to cite the document in relation to the

existing regulatory framework of French Polynesia.

One additional strategy | used to overcome the limitations imposed by the NDA
was to refer to French lawyers to support legal claims regarding existing
regulations that apply in French Polynesia. And while the legal study is not in the
references, | found important to mention it and give it the correct credits whenever
necessary. This is because the study helped me get a general understanding of
key, existing regulations of French Polynesia, some of which could have potentially
applied for the Project. The study was particularly useful, especially because | am
not a lawyer, nor my background is in law. In the section of the advantages and
challenges of the methodological approach, | expand too on other challenges

posed by the legal study, its French language and the non-disclosure agreement.

Facebook, State of the Art Reports and Varyon purchasing document

In addition to my participation in Blue Frontiers, for this thesis | also extracted data
from Blue Frontiers' English and French Facebooks, as well as videos in personal
profiles and Facebook pages. The Facebook data used for the thesis mainly
consists of videos and video comments. All videos and comments were public and
all the names of the Facebook users have been removed to protect their

anonymity, unless they were or became public figures in Tabhiti.
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| selected the videos based on the number of views and comments they had during
the peak of controversies about the project. There were four videos which stood
out. | selected comments which reflected the most frequent views and grouped
them by topic. During the selection process, | tried to select comments coming from
Facebook users with names, profile pictures and background images that
suggested they were from French Polynesia. This was to improve the chance that

the views were expressed by someone from Tabhiti or neighbouring islands.

Excluded documents

From the document analysis, | excluded most international new articles written
about the Project. | only cite news sources that were French Polynesian or which
help support my claims about the quality of the news discussing the project. |
decided to exclude newspapers because, through participatory observation, |
noted that most news articles written about the Floating Island were regurgitations

about previous articles and contained information which was not well researched.

| also exclude data from Blue Frontiers documents paragraphs, texts blogs or
documents | took part in writing. As Bowen (2009) suggests, documents analysed
should be written without the researcher’s intervention. The only exception is the
Varyon purchasing document draft, which | contributed to. However, | was given
access to this document when it was almost finished. My contributions in this
document consisted of imprinting my own hope about governance in the project,
such as the idea of having heterarchical decision-making systems. However, this
is all excluded from this thesis. | also contributed to conversations about the
Island's possible e-Residence program. | worked on this idea separately under
Blue Frontiers' Global Seasteading Movement, before it became a Blue Frontiers

Global (see: blue-frontiers.global). However, | entirely exclude this international
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competition and the e-residence idea | was working in from this thesis, even though
this was not the same type of iteration of e-residency which is pushed forward in
the purchasing document. Overall, written contributions | made to Blue frontiers

documents is excluded from this analysis.

4.4. Research Design

This research, as is often the case with ethnographic approaches, collected
rich data. A reason for this abundance was the evolving nature of the Floating
Island. Indeed, throughout this research, the Project was in the planning phase.
Therefore, during the data collection process, there was an abundance of ideas
that could be easily confused with plans. Since almost any idea could potentially
materialise, the data collection process was immense. So much so, that in January
2018, the document for my notes and reflections was almost three times longer
than what was required. To reduce the number of words, | developed a colour-
coding method for tracking the thesis progress and grading the daily words
reduction progress. However, before that, | eliminated all information which was
confidential, and | could not use. This limited what | could say, but avoided ethical

issues arising from the use of confidential information.

Data-Driven Research

This thesis followed the data. At the end, a significant portion of it pointed to
reasons why the Project had come to an end. However, at the beginning of the
PhD, my interest in special jurisdictions with emerging or alternative forms of
governance influenced my research choices. Thus, the early thesis material
concentrated on how governance on the Floating Island might be. Throughout the
data collection, | gathered data from the weekly meetings and organised it in the

gualitative data classification software Nvivo. | grouped key concepts of
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governance according to potential properties in the Floating Island’s governance,
which | thought it could exhibit due to SeaZone's interest in creating new forms of
governance and Special Economic Zones. This suggests that, before the Project
begun fading, | approached it as something that was going to be. However, the
fading of the Project and the peak of its crisis showed a more interesting and
important side of it. It evidenced the Project's complexity in ways that its slow build-
up did not. This influenced the research design, shifting the focus. With it, my role
as an “ethnographer” shifted to that of a witness (Guillion, 2016); a ‘realist teller
(Van Maneen, 2011). As Guber (2001) writes: “subjectivity forms part of the
consciousness of every researcher and it plays an active role in knowledge”.
Despite my initial enthusiasm about the Project, here | have tried to present the
most accurate and objective representation of the Project, despite my initial
support. This is why | speak here in first person, in some aspects critically and in

others almost as an advocate.

Nvivo

During meetings, | collected data and inputted it into Nvivo as a way of managing
the data overall. At the beginning of the data collection process, | gathered data on
8 features of complex systems. These were: bottom-up processes,
decentralisation, emergence, nestedness, networks, nonlinearity, self-organisation
and complexity. Likewise, | collected data on 9 governance concepts: bottom-up,
voluntary, non-hierarchical, hierarchical, heterarchical, polycentric, decentralised,
voluntary and self-organised. However, none of these terms appeared recurrently
- if at all - during meetings, even though it was possible to associate almost all data
to them. For example, data about the Project cryptocurrency usually fall within the

decentralisation category, since the token's goal was to decentralise governance.
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But it could also be classified under voluntary, polycentric, etc. because these were
broad, and rich categories. This was a limitation.

Nvivo, additionally, presented limitations for categorisation including many
overlapping complexity and governance concepts. For example, self-organisation
and decentralised can both be understood as features of both. Given the
complexity of my case study, | did not find this problematic. Yet, it did make data
categorisation in Nvivo seem arbitrary - despite the software's purpose of avoiding
this. An additional limitation of this process was that the majority of topics
discussed never materialised because of the stage of the project. Because the
Nvivo interface was not plastic enough for my case study, | abandoned Nvivo and
begun categorising meetings and Basecamp data in the same way in which |
categorised documents data and extracts: by colour-coding by topics related to
complex governance, instead of by properties or features of complex systems and

governance separately.

Categorising and Colour-Coding by Topic

Categorisation is crucial during data selection processes (Labuschagne, 2003).
The data categorisation here entailed splitting into four categories: legal,
environmental, economic and social. These categories originate in the
Memorandum of Understanding (2017). The document read that the Institute
needed to present legal, economic and environmental studies to the government.
| added the social category also to capture the social and community aspect of the
Project, which would arise from the people moving to the Floating Island and the

interactions with those living near it.

Each of the four categories had a colour. Legal data was blue. Environmental data

was green. Economic data was yellow. And social data was pink. These four
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colours are the most common in sticky notes and highlighters, which | used in
notes, books and printed papers. Each color/category had a folder. Each folder
had subfolders and documents for more specific topics. For example: selection
process of residents was a sub-folder within the social folder. Collective
management of utilities was a subfolder within the Environmental folder. Non-
human animals was a subfolder within the environmental one. Technological
aspects were included under environmental. These categories were broad enough
to include most aspects of the Project that would be governed. | also colour-coded
the type of written data in each paragraph of each subfolder. This helped me to

visually understand the type of data | had.

The demise of the Project, however, expanded the focus of the research to include
also why it did not go through. This is the main way in which the data collection

process transformed after it had begun. Going back to Agar's view of
ethnographies as complex adaptive systems, in studies where the object of study
is being planned and is also constantly evolving, the methods become evolving
processes themselves. As the Project began to fade, the focus moved from
exploring the governance of the Project once it was built to discuss things | could
‘observe’ in the present, such as its regulatory framework, stakeholders and

decline.

As the Project faded away, the research questions and the argument iteratively co-
constructed each other. My role as a researcher was to make sense of this data,
by pointing out links between the data (Katz, 2002). Thus, | constructed (using the
software Scapple) an evolving network of interrelation among the thesis' concepts.
This concepts network enabled me to see the relations among concepts of the

empirical chapters, and to present the thesis as academic storytelling process
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(Guillion, 2016). | tried to build the empirical chapters in ways that followed Hart's
(2011:25) story arc: exposition, rising action, crisis, climax and falling action. This
structure can still be seen in the empirical chapters and is the reason why | start
with the history and the discussion on how the Project would be structured, | then
move to presenting concerns, potentialities and disparities concerning the Project’s
stakeholders that build-up tensions, and | close the empirical chapters with the

Project’s controversy in Tahiti, by discussing the Project’s final stage.

4.5. Advantages and Challenges of the Methodology
There were three main advantages of conducting this research using ethnographic
methods. These were access to first-hand sources, access to confidential

information and seeing the Project unfolding from within.

Advantage 1. First-hand sources

By virtue of being a participant/observer, immersed online and offline into the object
of study, | was able to rely on first-hand experience and data collected in first
person. In retrospective, | understood that participating in the Project gave me a
much more comprehensive knowledge than what the news outlets provided me
when | was an external observant. Ironically, these news articles, in some ways,

misinformed my research before | got involved.

One example of the misinformation was the news’ repetition of Peter Thiel's
involvement in the Project. This was one of the media’s favourite topics. After
visiting French Polynesia in May 2017 | realised that, contrary to what almost every
news article said, Thiel was not involved in the Floating Island in any capacity.
While news stories were abundant, having access to first-hand sources helped me

to filter fake or tangential news. I, therefore, filtered and made sense of the data
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based on what | saw first-hand. Having access to first-hand sources slowly
debunked my initial assumptions and expectations about the Project, and it shaped

my final argument.

Advantage 2. Access to confidential information

Since becoming a participant in the Project, but especially during and after visiting
Tahiti the second time in October 2017, living and working 24 hours a day, 7 days
a week, for 2 months, with Blue Frontiers’ staff gave me access to crucial and
confidential information. It helped me understand further the case study, the
different actors in it, and each of their various motivations. It also gave me access
to confidential documentation, such as the legal study submitted to the
government. These documents, and the study in particular, enabled me to see how
the Project was being envisioned in regulatory, community, environmental and

governance terms.

Advantage 3. Seeing the Project from within

Using participant-observation meant that | could see the Floating Island unfolding
‘from the inside'. This meant having access to informal conversations with
members of Blue Frontiers, The Seasteading Institute and Blue21. These would
inform my research, my position and my argument, even though most things are
not explicitly included nor cited. This 'seeing from within' also allowed me to
experience and understand some of the tensions behind the project, such as the
perception in Tahiti towards the Project’s local representative. Some issues made
it into my final draft because they were also externally reflected. The majority,
however, did not. Issues connected to gender, diversity of the demographics,

potential residents, multiple stakeholders are some of the ways in which 'seeing
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from within' became tacit topics underpinning this research, thus contributing to its

objectivity.

Challenges

| experienced five main challenges in terms of how the research was conducted.
These were: studying a project in the planning stages, writing with a non-disclosure
agreement, having two simultaneous hats, reading legal documents in French and
writing about a failed project involving former colleagues. | go through each of

these challenges briefly in what follows.

Challenge 1. Project in Planning Phase

The first challenge intrinsic to this research using participant-observation was
studying an open-ended, evolving case study. This meant that, throughout the
investigation, the Project was always changing. This made it difficult to choose
halting points to look at. It also meant collecting enormous amounts of information,
since each aspect of the Project or idea, until the Project faded away somewhere
in the third quarter 2018, was something that could potentially materialise. These
moving parts made it challenging to limit the data collection. Moreover, no aspect
of the Project was entirely developed and the position of the government was most
of the time unknown, postponed and uncertain. This increased the difficulty for
presenting a definitive view of where the Project was going in its planning phase.
The ultimate demise of the Project resolved this. It focused the problem, research
guestions led me to select a specific subset of events and events in time, and

reduced the data | could use.

Challenge 2. Writing with a non-disclosure agreement
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Signing the non-disclosure agreement agreement (see: appendix 1) was what
Guber (2014) refers to as a successful entrance in the community being studied.
It transformed my role from an external observant to a part of the community, part
of the ‘thing’ itself. While the NDA had key benefits for the research, such as access
to first-hand sources and confidential information, it limited what | could say and
share. This is because the document ensured privacy and confidentiality for the
Company. However, as the data | could use became smaller and smaller, | found
that the complex governance framework was useful in more than one way. It
described the creation, governance and demise of the Project, but it also enabled
me to show, through the three chosen features, the other side of the story, the

public side of what | could not share.

More specifically, the concept of nestedness and multiple stakeholders reflected
some of the issues included in the legal study relating to the many institutions that
needed to be untangled or dealt with when creating the floating Zone. | do not cite
the legal study nor disclose what concessions or specific areas of regulations the
Company sought. However, nestedness serves as the conceptual tool for
conveying to the reader the idea of the existence of many regulations and
institutions that needed to be taken into account for creating the SeaZone. To make
sure that nothing included in this thesis went against the NDA, | shared with Blue
Frontiers founders those phrases included in the thesis that mention the legal study
as well as those parts that convey that the legal study mentioned that specific
institutions that regulate certain topics in French Polynesia. The description of the
regulations and institutions of French Polynesia and France that apply in Polynesia
was not confidential. However, | did this to make sure that the Company was ok
with the information | used relating to the legal study. The Company was ok with it.

In the end, | was able to mention existing national and supranational institutions
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and regulations and how they would shape the SeaZone. but without ever
disclosing specific regulations that Blue Frontiers sought for the SeaZone This
explains why in Chapter Five | do not discuss what the Project sought in terms of
concessions, but | only mention some examples of regulations and institutions
which would have framed the Project, based on information publicly available that

referred to the type of policies the Project could have.

Similarly, the concept of waves was also instrumental, in that it showed the
critiques and controversy the Project was facing without disclosing confidential
information within the Project. The concept even helped to tell the story in a way
that put at the centre the most important perspective, that of locals. And most
importantly, the apparently descriptive concept (and chapter) on multiple levels of
stakeholders is a place where publicly-available information tells the story of
problems within the planning of the Project that were relevant since its beginning.
This concept enabled me to construct dissonances within the image of the Project
with what was publicly available. The same applies for the way | tie together the
evidence and the work of Ostrom in Chapter Six. Ostrom’s emphasis on local
stakeholders supports the idea that the Project presented issues related to lack of
long-term community engagement, involvement and planning of the project with
and for locals. | was able to say this without ever mentioning why was that the case
or decisions within the Project that led to it. And while one could argue that my
participation in the Project made me an accomplice, these three complex
governance concepts were my way to criticise and show my position towards the

Project, without violating the NDA.

The non-disclosure agreement impacted the Project in other ways. As | have

mentioned, | could not share the content of the legal study. To overcome this
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limitation, | resorted to legal scholars who had written about the Project from a legal
point of view, such as Lallemant-Moe, and who had discussed similar possibilities
and limitations for making the SeaZone similar to those mentioned in the legal
study. Something similar applied to information that was important internally and
externally. When in the thesis | describe internal issues, for example, when |
describe that someone no longer formed part of the Company, | made sure | had
public information to back it, such as the person’s photo disappearing from the
website or someone else mentioning it online. The only exception to this is
information found through this research. The complex governance framework
turned the agreement’s limitations into an advantage and an opportunity to engage
more in-depth with complexity and case study in question. It pushed me to show

how complex frameworks and institutions come to be.

Challenge 3. Two simultaneous hats

Having two simultaneous hats was an additional challenge for this research. This
is because, as Van Maneen (2011) explains, ethnographers are simultaneously
outsiders and insiders. These roles, as the author argues, need be negotiated.
Indeed. In my case, throughout this research it was sometimes difficult to set limits
to my participation in the Project, define my position, and even to solve time issues.
At times it felt as if | was playing for opposite teams. To best execute my role as a
doctoral candidate, | tried hard to be objective, critically engaged and reflective.
However, my role in Blue Frontiers, especially once | started working as the
communicator, entailed promoting the idea in a neutral and often positive manner.
These two roles were clearly contradictory. The negotiation for these roles was
many times, '‘awkward'. This was particularly the case during my time spent in
French Polynesia, when | lived and worked in the same house with members of

Blue Frontiers. For example, | wrote this methodology chapter while being in
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French Polynesia, living with and being surrounded by members of the Project.
Because the methodology chapter required in-depth reflection, both of my role and
my Project, | felt awkward writing it. | felt like a reporter taking notes for her next
piece. However, my role as a researcher required objectivity. That said, | also felt
sometimes uncomfortable with my participant role by being part of a project that, |

was starting to see, had many flaws.

The feeling was intensified by the power dynamics arising from my specific role as
a volunteer and by being woman, especially being a young, 1.5mts tall, often
smiling, woman from the Global South at that. My gender, together with
assumptions about my personality made me appear non-threatening. Guber
(2001) notes similar gender issues arising in ethnographic research. Easterday
(1982) also explores precisely this idea of women being seen as less threatening
researchers. This last idea was present in my participatory observation, and in
more than one occasion required me to have to prove myself continually. While
unfortunate, | tried to turn this into an advantage by working hard to achieve higher
positions within the company, which led me to the role of “Seavangelesse”. This
added more credibility to my role, opening the door to attend more confidential
meetings, thus helping me understand the Project better. | also dealt with the
simultaneous hats by trying to keep my two roles as separate as possible. The
feelings of awkwardness went away as | my research skills made my work in the
Company better. This is because doctoral research requires understanding in-
depth a phenomenon, looking at its different sides. This made the podcast better
researched. However, it also led to instances such as the one | describe in the

ethics section.
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Although, generally, | think the fact that | had these ‘two hats’ was advantageous
for this research, these were some instances where | experienced a clear ‘clash’
in my simultaneous roles. It is worth saying a little more about these here to
illustrate further how | dealt with these tensions. The first instance where my role
as a researcher for my PhD clashed a little with my role in the Company concerns
a situation | found out about while doing research online for the thesis. Through a
few paths Wikipedia search that took me to the French Polynesian president’s
website, | found out that the political party of the French Polynesian president, who
until campaign time had publicly supported the Project, used the Floating Island as
the only negative environmental point of his re-election platform (Tapura, 2018a13;
Paruru la Atimaono, 2018) — more on this in Chapter Seven below. This was
important for the Project, as it coincided with the time where Blue Frontiers shared
in its Medium account that it was conducting conversations with another
archipelago in French Polynesia (Blue Frontiers, 2018n). | found this strange. To
my knowledge, no one in the Company outside of French Polynesia was aware of
this. Thus, | decided to share my preliminary research findings with the four
managing directors of Blue Frontiers who were not in French Polynesia. This
decision entailed prioritizing the research and the truth over the future of the

company.

The second instance were the two roles crashed consists of a Facebook video
which | describe in Chapter Seven, in which | speak on behalf of the Project. Unlike
the podcasts | did in the Project, this video was not so neutral and exploratory. |,
instead, was defending the Project. At the time, | was working as a sea-vangelesse
of Blue Frontiers and was still in the middle of the data collection process. | had
not moved yet away entirely from the idea of writing the thesis about the how the

SeaZone would govern itself, once established, to the attempted transition from
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design to implementation. Considering that | was also a researcher when |
recorded the video, the video could make me appear non-objective because |
defend the Project | worked for, while it was already was evidencing several of its
problems. However, after this video, | took a stronger and more critical stance to

the Floating Island Project and the way it was carried out.

Indeed, as the research advanced, and as the empirical chapters show, in this
thesis my position towards the Project recognises various of its problems,
especially those relating to the non-involvement of the local community. My final
position is visible in the empirical chapters and conclusion. When the reader
finishes reading this thesis, there will be no doubt that my position regarding similar
projects is one which recognises the enormous potential of floating special
economic zones. However, these projects need to be coherent to successfully
move from design to implementation. Coherence cannot exist if projects do not

make sense for their locations.

Challenge 4. Reading Legal documents in French

Conducting document analysis of legal documents in French was very difficult. So
much so that it constitutes the fourth big challenge of my methodological approach.
Although this thesis predominantly uses English-speaking literature (a limitation of
this research), there were numerous French regulations which | had to read and
skim for writing Chapter Five. The legal feasibility study was a very useful starting
point for getting a general understanding of the regulatory and institutional context
of French Polynesia. However, this document, one of the most important ones of
the Project, and all regulations it referred me to, was in French. French is not my

native nor second language so doing this took a significant amount of time.
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Understanding these documents became harder because French Polynesia uses
civil law. Civil law regulations can sometimes be difficult to follow. Each document
calls back to other legal documents that the regulations in question modify or
derogate. Since my main background discipline is not law nor French Law,
understanding this information took me longer than researching any other part of
the Project. Translating was not always an option because many of the regulations
uploaded to Polynesia’s legal repository were scanned documents that were not

easy to select.

Challenge 5. Writing about a failed project involving former colleagues

Lastly, the final challenge of this thesis was writing about a failed project involving
former colleagues. While the Project’s fading made the research and case study
arguably smaller in that there was an end to it, it also led to writing about the
reasons why it faded. In some cases, explaining events in the Project’s fading
meant naming specific people. For example, in the thesis | describe an
inconsistency in the Project's messaging concerning one of Blue Frontiers’ co-
founders, his new company and French Polynesia. This led to a series of
messaging discrepancies, which | discuss in the empirical Chapter
Seven. Although | encountered this data through my doctoral research, | shared
this preliminary research findings with the other co-founders of the Company. Blue
Frontiers stop being involved with this co-founder shortly afterwards. In a case like
this one, where there are clear public discrepancies, it is at times challenging not
to mention specific people when discussing specific events involving the Project.
Those instances are not as awkward as others that are more general. For instance,
in Chapter Six, | point out the few attempts to involve Polynesians in the Project.
Since it is not a specific decision, point in time or person involved in a single event,

arguing for it becomes more difficult. Six.
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4.6. Ethics
For conducting this research, ethical approval was granted by the university
committee. Of particular importance from an ethical point of view was the Non-

Disclosure Agreement document and my two simultaneous roles.

Participant Observer

The question of my two roles surfaced often. And so did the contradictions. In
several occasions | found myself having to explain that | was a participant-observer
and that being part of the Project gave me better access for a more informed
research. That said, it was only once the Project begun fading and | stopped doing
the podcasts and attending events that | focused more on putting together all the
thesis pieces and data collected. | was clearly confronted with contradictions of my
role as the Project's spokesperson while doing document analysis on the
foundational seasteading text by Friedman and Gramlich (2009) and reading the
way the authors spoke about the “third world”. | briefly highlighted key ways in
Chapter Three. Through my dual role, I, a woman from the Global South, a
“subaltern”, as Spivak (2003) calls it, who had decided to do a PhD in the first place
to improve my (and mine) position in the international landscape, was promoting
the same types of power dynamics that | had worked and studied to so hard to
break away from. While | knew the role of a participant observer, as stated in
previous sections, is inherently full of contradictions, it pleased me not to have the
dual role anymore. From that moment on, as a way to balance out my own
involvement in a neo-colonial Project, | came up with five simple principles for the
types of projects | would get involved in the company | was already starting to plan

for when | finished the PhD. These principles accompany me to this date and have
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marked a difference between traditional seasteading-like projects and the type of

floating real estate and zones that | work with.2°

Other instances in which the participatory observation, and specifically the
simultaneous internal and external roles it came with, conflicted was when
researching for this thesis led me to come across publicly available information
about the Project that contradicted what its own social media channels said. | am
referring to when | found out that a Blue Frontiers co-founder started a parallel
competing company or when the Polynesian government distributed pamphlets
against the Floating Island and the Project and its audience outside of French
Polynesia did not know. Both times, | decided not to keep this secret. | knew | had

to do the right thing, and my researcher hat prevailed.

Overall, my dual role, while awkward, influenced my final position in this thesis
regarding the creation of the Project and SeaZones. That is, on the one hand, |
recognise and discuss several of the problems the Project had. On the other hand,
| acknowledge the potential impact of special jurisdictions and floating architecture
when these mix in the right way. This starts by understanding the implications of
existing complex governance systems and those being created. In that way, this
thesis might be one of the few texts about the topic which do not take an entirely
critical nor favourable approach to the topic, but a mixture of both. At the moment,
there are two types of writing about seasteading-like and floating zones: there are
authors who believe in seasteading almost fundamentally and there are others who

only focus on its problems. The reality is that these two are faces of the same coin.

Non-Disclosure Agreement

20 The principles can be found on the company’s website: www.seaphia.blue.
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As already noted, the type of data | can present in this thesis as empirical evidence
is constrained by a non-disclosure agreement. | signed this document when |
became a volunteer of Blue Frontiers and it applied for all my time after it.
Consequently, information arising in meetings, minutes, unpublished documents,
confidential documents, formal and informal conversations involving Blue Frontiers

or related people, in person or online, are not part of this research.

From an ethical point of view, signing this document could have meant putting the
researcher objectivity at risk, because | was constrained in what | could say.
However, | found ways to tell the story and to speak of some of the Project’s
problems with what was available. The instances where my internal and external
hats clashed, described above in this section, reflect that | did not negotiate the
responsibility | have as a researcher and a researcher from the Global South, in
telling the story the way it happened. Additionally, as | have explained in the
complex governance section of the previous chapter and here, the concepts of
complex governance enabled me to say via the three features (nestedness,

multiple stakeholders and waves) what | could not say because of the NDA.

4.7. Conclusion

This chapter described the methodology and methods used to conduct the
research and collect the data. These were online and offline participatory
observation and document analysis. The chapter presented the research design
and the role that the planning phase of the case study played in the evolution of
the research methods. | additionally reflected on the advantages and challenges
of the methods and expanded on ethical aspects of my two hats and of signing the

non-disclosure agreement.
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PART II. EMPIRICAL CHAPTERS

105



CHAPTER 5. INSTITUTIONAL NESTEDNESS

5.1. Introduction

To support this thesis’ argument that the Floating Island Project exhibited three key
features of complex governance, in this Chapter, | focus on nestedness and the
institutional and regulatory framework of the Floating Island. Nestedness is a
fundamental property of complex governance forms, in the same way that nested
structures constitute the makeup of other complex systems. Simon (1962) explains
that when systems exist within other systems, they are nested. In a governance
context, authors such as Vella and Baresi (2017), Gomez Lee and Maxfield (2017),
Haarstad (2016), Zia and Koliba (2011), Hamilton and Lubell (2017) and Lubell et al.
(2017) each explain that multiple institutions and layers within others make up a
complex governance structure. That said, there are two main ways to see
nestedness in the Floating Island. One arises from its location and the other one
from its institutions. However, they both come together in governance because of

how they mutually shape, as we shall see.

In this chapter, | show how the Floating Island, from a legal point of view, would be
structured as a nested system formed by several institutions. The nested institutions
in this structure would be the SeaZone Authority, the municipality of Teva | Uta,
French Polynesia, France, the European Union and the United Nations - plus China
and the United States.?! The nested structure of these domestic, international and

supranational institutions, and their corresponding tangled regulatory networks,

211 do not include Tahiti in this list because, while Tahiti is the island where the Project would
locate and, therefore, is geographically relevant, it does not have a government. Moreover, it
was not so much the institutions and inhabitants of Tahiti, but of the specific municipality within
the Island, which were part of the Project’s nested structure and which played a key role in
the Project. That said, from a location point of view, the Project would also be nested:
Floating Island, Tahitian lagoon, etc.
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would have framed the Project. Some of these other institutions are also nested
within each other. However, the Project’s situation was special because it would be
a private actor providing governance functions. The Project it would be framed by,
and create exemptions to, institutions in the nested structure and their regulations.
Here, | additionally show how, in the nested framework, the Floating Island Project
would follow the regulations of some these institutions in some aspects and in others

no.

Here | explain how the Floating Island Project’'s nestedness can be traced back to
its decision to be an enclave in French Polynesia which has an extended colonial
history. This was compounded by The Seasteading Institute’s decision to go from
SeaZones to seasteads. An important starting point for this chapter is the Project’s
legal feasibility study which The Seasteading Institute submitted to the government
in 2017. As agreed in the Memorandum of Understanding, the Assembly would
examine this study, together with the economic, environmental and location studies.
The purpose of these studies entailed convincing formal French Polynesian
stakeholders, such as members of the Assembly, of the Project’s viability and benefit
for French Polynesia. Had the government approved it, the Floating Island Project
would have a special regulatory package called ‘the SeaZone Acts’. These Acts of
the Assembly would give the Project certain autonomy to self-govern. Although the
Project submitted the studies to the government on time, the Assembly did not
discuss them. However, looking at the formal institutions and regulations which
would frame the SeaZone is interesting, insofar as they shed light on how complex
frameworks do and do not manifest. Moreover, these institutions help to understand
complex governance in this particular special jurisdiction, which would have been

the first one of its kind.
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That said, this chapter’s primary focus is formal stakeholders, despite that, as
Chapter Two suggested, the literature on complex governance systems emphasises
diverse stakeholders and institutions, formal and informal. The reason for focusing
on these stakeholders is that the studies that drove the Floating Island Project,
especially the legal study, also concentrated on them, so it makes sense that they
feature prominently here as well. | explore informal (rather than formal) stakeholders
in the next chapters. In the following sections, | show nestedness as it presents itself
in this particular Project. More specifically, | discuss organisations, governments,
coded jurisdictions, written regulations and government stakeholders framing this

SeaZone attempt.

The chapter is structured as follows: | first elaborate further on the concept of
nestedness used here, as used by the complex governance field. Following this, |
trace back the origin of nestedness in French Polynesia’s colonial history with
France. Next, | look at the history of SeaZones to suggest that how the story of the
Floating Island and its desire to nest within a state also explain the origin of
nestedness in the Project. Subsequently, | offer several examples of domestic and
supranational institutions framing the Floating Island Project which evidence
nestedness. Next, | describe one implication of the nested framework, namely the
existence of tangled regulations. Afterwards, | focus on additional government
stakeholders that were part of the Project's nested structure. These particular
stakeholders were brought into the Project's framework by how Blue Frontiers’
planned the Project’s token, Varyon, and not by French Polynesia’s colonial history
and present. After highlighting some limitations of taking this formal approach to

nestedness, | conclude that the Project focused on government stakeholders.
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5.2. Nestednes

This section explains the concept of nestedness by summarizing what key authors
say about it. | do this in order to understand the governance of the Floating Island
Project. This concept is helpful for the thesis because, as | show in this chapter, the
Floating Island Project’s institutional framework was going to be a nested system in
all its various socio-political, institutional, spatial, economic and environmental forms.
The nestedness of the Project would not have arisen only from its location within
Tahiti, French Polynesia, etc., but from the type of inter-relations within and among
institutions governing each of these places. Bear with me, as the following section is

highly theoretical.

| noted earlier in the literature review that the key idea of nestedness should be
understood in terms of the structure of complex systems. As Simon (1962) sums up,
this structure has systems containing other, smaller systems that are ‘within’ larger
ones. Nested hierarchies are ubiquitous across complex social systems. Byrne and
Callahan (2013) convey that nestedness in the governance context means the
existence of many levels of institutions. Brenner (2001) explains this type of structure
with the example of Russian dolls — matryoshkas. However, there is a fundamental
difference between complex nested systems and non-complex nested systems such
as these dolls. While matryoshkas only have contact to the doll enclosing them and
the one they enclose, in complex nested systems every level can communicates with
others, even with those levels which are not physically close. Brenner (2001:606)
uses this example of matryoshkas to explain that the difference is a matter of
information flow. Unlike matryoshkas, information flow in complex nested systems
forms tangled networks communicating each level of the structure. This is something

we will see in this chapter with the regulations framing the Floating Island Project.
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This type of information flow of nestedness is one reason why Cilliers (1998:5-7)
states that complex systems’ structures cannot be reduced to static levels stacked
upon each other. This is an idea Byrne and Callaghan connect and understand
through discussions about micro and macro perspectives, or between restrictive and
general complexity. Byrne and Callaghan cite Morin (see Morin, 2006), known for his
‘general’ approach, as a way to distinguish between restrictive versus general
complexity. Restricted complexity refers to a focus in complexity for microscopic
behaviours and their nonlinear interactions. Restricted complexity allows, for
instance, modelling of complex systems through a few simple rules. However, Byrne
and Callaghan highlight that focusing on the specific details leaves aside key
concepts of complex systems, such as randomness or unpredictability. These are
concepts that, as argued by Luzeaux (2013), scientists still struggle to model in a
meaningful way in applied settings. As Byrne and Callaghan add, when models try
to capture the complexity of a phenomenon, there needs to be coding of a limited
set of behaviours which give way to the emergent complexity, even when random
behaviours are programmed. This, in turn, overlooks not only unpredictability but
also that the modelled elements might be complex themselves. The authors argue
that similar limitations occur when the focus is only on general complexity or global
structures: fundamental local interactions and agents which give rise to complex

behaviours tend to be ignored.

However, like Byrne and Callaghan, | argue that nestedness, in many ways, can
diminish the division between restrictive and general complexity. Nestedness avoids
this division by acknowledging that the reality of many complex systems
encompasses both micro and macro levels. Several authors previously approached
this epistemological division, albeit from a less social science perspective, such as

Murray Gell-Man (1995) exemplified in his work, The Quark and the Jaguar. Other
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authors, such as Gerrits (2012) address this problem from a more social systems
point of view. Gerrits argues that complex systems cannot be separated in their
scales because the multiple levels in their nested structures are integrated. Again
this chapter shows the extent to which this is true. | will explain this by engaging with
the way in which French Polynesia is constrained by France, and how each level of
the Project’s nested structure would have, indeed, constrained or, better said, framed

the Floating Island.

However, important in the context of this thesis, is that despite the recognition that
social systems can be nested, the social sciences, including political science, have
traditionally focused on one level, and at most three when discussing governance.
Yet, here, complex systems arguably require governance structures that are n-
dimensional. Limiting studies to a few levels is usually accompanied by another
problem, one which Gerrits (2012) points out: many approaches to complex
governance ignore a fundamental property of complex systems, emergence.
Ignoring emergence is similar to what occurs when modelling and simulation studies
of complex systems focus only on the micro perspective - or macro, for that matter -
they forget about randomness and unpredictability. That said, emergence, as Urry
(2004:21) explains, is not the opposite of these reductionist perspectives. Instead,
as Byrne & Callaghan (2013) likewise argue, the concept of emergence integrates
levels, since it is the result of a mutually influencing process between micro and

macroscopic systems.

As the previous discussion suggests, the field of complex governance, with its focus
on nestedness and emergence, tries to and has, indeed, broken away from political
science’s traditional focus on a few levels of governance. To a large extent, the state

still occupies the central role in mainstream political science. In contrast, the complex
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governance field is frequently focused on forms of governance composed by
modular structures interacting at various levels, instead of only studying a single
level, centralised or hierarchical systems. This is why, in the complex governance
field, concepts such as network models of governance and policy appear. To briefly
explain these, these are networks involving several groups and entities which
participate in policy creation, together with governments (Papadopoulos, 2003). This
idea connects to Gerrits (2012:63) advocacy for the systemic understanding of
policymakers’ roles, by looking at them, not as single individuals, but as whole
populations. He calls this a “policy action system” and explains that this system can
be a subset of other complex adaptive systems — they are nested. Urry (2000:8)
brings out a similar idea: “complexity means that states have increasingly shifted
away from governing a relatively fixed and clear-cut national population residing

within its territory”.

A similar notion is presented by Dobbs et al. (2011) in reference to the governance
of complexity to manage marine environmental resources and the inter-lapping of
federal and state regulations. However, the existence of multiple ways of
communication does not mean there are no power hierarchies among different levels
of a nested system. They exist and sometimes form what Pagano (2007:7) refers to,
as “spheres of influence over which distinct levels of government have control and
authority”. Alike, Ostrom argues, nestedness entails more rules within institutions
and rules to modify those rules. In her words: “all rules are the result of decisions

made in a deeper arena that define how rules may be changed” (Ostrom, 2005:32).

Yet, especially in governance, these rules come from the nature of the system and
its function to govern and not only from nestedness itself. We can, therefore, speak

of two forms of hierarchies present in this case study, one coming from complex
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governance as a structure and one from the governance institutions involved in it.
This last one, more than nestedness, explains top-down relations in complex
governance systems.?? As stated above, nestedness in complex systems implies
hierarchical architectures in the sense of a structural property of organisation, but
not necessarily in the sense of top-down information processing or control (Gerrits,
2012; Simon, 1962). This is because, in nested systems, the local and global
mutually influence each other. This, in turn, can be explained by how complex nested
systems are characterised by their networks with multiple levels and many directions
of information flow. This is a fundamental characteristic of nested, complex systems
and of complex governance - one whose importance becomes more evident as this

chapter, and the other two empirical chapters, progress.

In relation to this last idea (multiple directions of information flow), a notion that
frequently appears in the literature when discussing nestedness and multilevel
governance systems, is “tangled”. It is commonplace for authors in the literature of
complex governance to discuss ‘tangled, multitiered hierarchies’ (Brenner,
2001:608), ‘tangled hierarchies and dispersed multiscalar networks (Brenner,
2001:605), ‘tangled political hierarchies’ (Rowe and Bavinton, 2011:812), and
“‘complex and uncertain setting of tangled networks and blurred boundaries” (Clarke,
2007:60). Jessop, a prominent author of multilevel governance and the one whose
governance concept | use in the thesis, highlights the importance of the notion of

tangled.

221t is because of this function to govern that | have opted for presenting a view of nestedness
related to institutions which are tied to jurisdictions more than to geography, even though
recent debates recognise the limitations of each of these approaches in isolation. With my
choice of a ‘jurisdictions point of view’. | am not suggesting that what Brenner (2001) describes
as scalar geography does not matter in complex governance. It simply means that | followed
the direction of the case study’s data, whereby Tahiti almost did not appear in the case study,
as opposed to Teva | Uta. However, | did not separate institutions from location, but the
contrary, because these two are coupled in complex governance systems, as the empirical
chapters and this one in particular shows.
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The author writes that complex governance can “display tangled hierarchies in so
far as lower levels are constrained by higher levels yet simultaneously help to shape
the latter” (Jessop, 1997:6). Elsewhere, Jessop (2004:12) writes: “in contrast to the
clear hierarchy of territorial powers associated in theory with the sovereign state,
multilevel governance typically involves tangled hierarchies and complex
interdependence”. Jessop gives the example of the European Union, explaining it is
a: “nodal point in an extensive and tangled web of governance operations concerned
to orchestrate economic and social policy in and across many different scales of
action with the participation of a wide range of official, quasi-official, private economic
interests, and representatives of civil society” (Jessop, 2004:12). While multilevel is
different from nested, Jessop links the two concepts with the notion of tangled.
Nested and its implication, tangled, are important for this research and as a way of
appreciating this particular case study, for they help understand how extraterritorial
systems like the Floating Island Project both adhere to ‘traditional’ regulatory
structures and simultaneously contravene those same structures in novel ways. The

Project’s nested structure helps better illustrate this complicated idea.

Before proceeding, | should remind the reader that, as | remarked in this chapter’'s
introduction, the most local level in the Project’s nested structure would have been
the SeaZone Authority. Several materials of the Project (Blue2l, 2017; Blue
Frontiers, 2018a) and the location study (Blue Frontiers and Blue21, 2017) suggest
Atimaono, a lagoon between the municipalities of Papara and Teva | Uta (MLA,

2014),%% as one possible location. In this case, the SeaZone Authority would be Blue

23 Here, however, | focus on Teva | Uta and not on Parara as a way to bound the case study and the
actors involved. Teva | Uta and not Papara was more visible in the Project’s fading and stakeholders,
formal and informal. Papara did not appear in the regulations studied and there were no protestors
of the Project which identified themselves as “from Papara”. This was not the case for Teva | Uta,
where there were a politician and a fishers from Teva | Uta protested against the Project.
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Frontiers (2018e). The Floating Island’s host municipality would frame this Authority
in the nested structure. Had the Assembly approved establishing the Project there,
then Teva | Uta would have been the municipality framing the Project. However, this
municipality, located in the island of Tahiti, is part of French Polynesia. This means
that French Polynesia encloses Teva | Uta in the Project's nested institutional
framework. Nevertheless, France rules French Polynesia from afar, making it a level
above its former colony in the Project’s nested structure. The levels of the nested
structure continue, from the European Union to the United Nations, and other

supranational organisations.

The interactions of the regulations of these institutions would show what | defined
above as tangled. This is because nestedness in complex systems implies
communications across levels in every direction. Information flows are bottom-up,
top-down, etc. In this case study, top-down information flows would take place when
considering that international treaties signed by France also apply in French
Polynesia (EU, 2012). These treaties prevail over French regulations and can even
modify the French constitution (Const Fr; 54- 55). Thus, there is top-down

information flow from treaties to France to French Polynesia.

But because | am referring to a complex, nested system, the information flow is
bottom-up too. In the nested framework of the Floating Island Project, for example,
bottom-up relations was evident in how French Polynesia and local institutions can
create exceptions to these treaties. Local concerns can also turn into documents and
influence global institutions, making concerns which locally started, turn global. For
instance, some key documents which influenced the Floating Island in Polynesia

started as local concerns. But later, they would shape specific regulations which
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would have applied in the SeaZone and also by adding cultural significance to some

issues. | am referring specifically to the Taputapuatea P.A.C.T. (2015).

The P.A.C.T. was a document signed by leaders of Pacific Islands Small States,
based on their concerns to climate change and sea-level rise. This consortium of
leaders sought to give Small Island States a voice in Paris. It influenced Paris
COP21’s position and the agenda on climate change that has, since then, created
more awareness of sea-level rise and climate change around the world. This Pact
motivated the French Polynesian government to sign the Memorandum of
Understanding. Therefore, in a way, this document was a key starting point for the
Floating Island Project to include sea-level rise to its concerns, alongside
governance issues. This mutual shaping of bottom-up information flows, from
Polynesia to COP21, and top-down, with France ruling in Polynesia, will show in this
chapter how bottom-up and top-down can mutually influence each other. Most
importantly, it reveals how the concept of nestedness is a powerful way to
understand the Project’s institutional and regulatory framework. In the next section,
| explain the origin of French Polynesia’s own position as a system nested within
France, to better understand the overall nested institutional structure of the Floating

Island.

5.3. Origin of Nestedness in French Polynesia’s History

There were two main origins for the SeaZone’s nestedness. The first one was French
Polynesia’s colonial relation to France. The second one was The Seasteading
Institute’s strategy for overcoming the legal challenges of setting up seasteads in
international waters. In this section, | explain the former and some of its implications

on the Project.
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To better understand nestedness in the case study, itis important to become familiar
with the history of French Polynesia and its present colonial and jurisdictional
situation. As its name suggests, French Polynesia was colonised by France. This
process began around two hundred years ago, and has not really ended. In 1842,
France turned Tabhiti into a protectorate. Forty years later, it made Polynesia a
colony. Today, French Polynesia is an overseas collectivity of France. The term
‘collectivity’ is used here as it is meant within the French Constitution (Const. Fr, Art
74), whereby a collectivity is analogous to an ‘offshore country inside France’ -
collectivité d’outre-mer - in French. Polynesia holds this title since 2003, the year it
became ‘autonomous’ (Loi no. 2004-192). But the extent of its autonomy is, and
should be, contested. In reality, Polynesia has almost the same level of autonomy
as regions and departments of France (Const., Art 72), not that of a country. In fact,
it appoints the same number of representatives to the Senate, the French
Parliament, and the Economic, Social and Environmental Council as French regions

and departments.

French presence in French Polynesia’s affairs is ubiquitous. Today, French
regulations prevail in French Polynesia, albeit with limitations. The limitations arise
because, as the legal study highlighted, the principle of legal specificity rules in the
Collectivity. This principle specifies that French laws need to clearly state they apply
in French Polynesia for them to be valid (Loi No. 2004-192: Art. 7). As an example
of what | mean by bottom-up information flows in nested systems, the Polynesian
Assembly can modify French regulations before they become enforceable (Loi No.
2004-192, Art. 11). Additionally, French Polynesia can call a referendum for
modifying its political system and its powers regarding France. However, such a
change can only happen if it the French Constitutional Council approves it (Const.,

Art 46) and if the French prime minister allows it. Because of its contested autonomy,
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Polynesia is still in the United Nation’s list of territories to be decolonised
(Aencyclopedia Britannica, ND; UN, 2018a). This, of course, creates tensions inside

the Collectivity.

The autonomy of French Polynesia is an ongoing point of debate between the
government and the opposition. In 2018, at a meeting at the United Nations,
President Edouard Fritch insisted that French Polynesia was an independent state
(G.A.UN, 2018). He based his claim on the existence of a democratically elected
government which was able to make its own rules (see Const., Art 73). The
opposition, rightfully so, had a different opinion. Valentina Hina Cross, one prominent
voice among Fritch’s opponents, maintained that the Collectivity is not so democratic
(G.A.UN, 2018). Cross argued that the administering power controlled the past
elections and highlighted milestones before French Polynesia could be considered
autonomous. For instance, the government needed more indigenous participation,
since 65% of Polynesians are indigenous (World Population Review, 2019). As later
chapters show, Cross’s opposition to Fritch was crucial for the fading of the case
study. She was an Assembly representative for the commune of Teva | Uta. As such,
she protested the Project in the first quarter of 2018 during what | refer to as “the

protests wave” in Chapter Seven.

It is worth noting that existing regulations back Cross’s critique. The Autonomy
Statute of French Polynesia (Loi 2004-194), the law that formalised the Collectivity’s
‘autonomy’, strongly constrains it. For example, Article 14 states that in every French
Polynesian island, France’s jurisdiction covers the following aspects: civil services,
nationality, civil rights, electoral rights, marital rules, justice, administrative
procedures, criminal law, security, foreign policy, defence, law enforcement, military,

imports, exports, commerce, immigration, telecommunications, audiovisual
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communication, radio electric frequencies, capital, credit, treasury, financial markets,
money laundering, aerial space, fishing, navigation, ship registration, passenger
ships, security of large ships, university education, research, university titles, national
diplomas, procedures for private learning establishments, regulations of some
professions, social security programs, national airports, management of the
communes, their budget, and the public function. These are not minor categories hat
France is in control of. However, because this is a nested system, the top-down

relation from France to French Polynesia is not entirely straight-forward.

In Article 47, the same Statute of Autonomy specifies that, except for defence,
security, law enforcement and public order, French Polynesia has the authority in
many issues including marital systems, inheritance, criminal offences, entry and
residence of foreigners (Loi 2004-192:Art 47). For the Polynesian doctor of law,
Lallemant-Moe (2017b), this complex overlapping of jurisdictions made the Floating
Island feasible but challenging. Lallemant-Moe highlighted that competences
between French Polynesia and France are often unclear, sometimes divided and
other times shared. Similarly, Bell (2017b), legal consultant of The Seasteading
Institute and Blue Frontiers, asserted that French colonisation created ambiguous
jurisdictions. Bell explains that the root of this jurisdictional ambiguity is France’s dual
role. On the one hand, France acts as a former conqueror and occupying power. On
the other hand, it is a patron and benefactor. Bell brings out this legal ambiguity by
examining that, among the aspects that would be of concern for seasteaders, French
Polynesia has competence over taxation, ships, and labour laws; it has no
competency in currency, defence and judicial aspects; and it is unclear who would

be in charge of civil aviation, customs and resident visas.
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The jurisdictional ambiguity becomes more evident when diving into each of the
aspects mentioned in Article 14. One example is radioelectric frequencies. These
are frequencies from 30 to 300 GHz in which internet, mobile, radio, television, and
satellite signals travel. Blue Frontiers sought to provide for all infrastructure in the
Project, including cable (Blue Frontiers, 2018e). At the moment, only two companies
in French Polynesia have a license to operate cable. Had this been the case, then
the existing regulatory framework for radioelectric frequencies would have been
important for the Project. The legal study noted that, during the planning phase of
the Project, these frequencies fall under the competence of the Council of Ministers
of French Polynesia (Loi 2004-192: Articles 4, 6, 7, 91). Accordingly, local regulations
about this topic are stipulated in the Telecommunications and Post Code of the
Collectivity (APF, 1999). However, if these signals and radio communications come
from vessels, it is not French Polynesia, but the French National Frequency Agency
who is in charge. However, because French Polynesia is itself nested within France,
and France frames Polynesia, the Collectivity’s Code of Telecommunications follows
guidelines of the French National Table of Distribution of Frequency Bands. Only in
2019, once the Project had already faded away, was French Polynesia granted
autonomy over the allocation of its frequencies (TNRBF, 2019). However, the

regulation which states that France determines fees did not change (CE, 2002).

Another example of the jurisdictional ambiguity involves maritime traffic. The Council
of Ministers of French Polynesia generates rules for safety, traffic and navigation in
inland waters. This appears in Article 90 of the Statute of Autonomy (Loi 2004:192,
Art 90). However, Article 14 of the same regulation states France has competence
over police and maritime traffic safety, monitoring of fishing and coordination of

rescues at sea (Loi 2004:192, Art 14). The next section discusses other institutions
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in the nested framework, brought by Blue Frontiers, and not by France’s presence in

Polynesia.

5.4. Nestedness in The Seasteading Institute’s strategy

The second place where nestedness is visible in the case study involves the creation
of SeaZones in territorial waters instead of seasteads in international ones. Several
reasons arguably led The Seasteading Institute to this decision: reducing
engineering costs by placing the platforms in shallower waters, being closer to urban
hubs, and benefiting from the legal regulatory framework of a host nation (TSI, 2014).
This last was point intended to avoid the pitfalls of previous seasteading attempts
and was the most substantial reason mentioned by foundational seasteading
authors, Balloun (2012), Mutabdzija and Borders (2011a) and by The Seasteading

Institute (2015).

Having a state’s backing was crucial for these projects because, as Mutabdzija &
Borders (2011a) point out, even entities without jurisdiction to enforce laws, such as
the United Nations, the International Seabed Authority and the International Maritime
Organisation could interfere with seasteads in international waters through specific
states. Hence, law enforcement in international waters of countries such as the
United States would be a significant obstacle for seasteads (Balloun, 2012). Other
authors, not related to the Institute, such as Reham (2015), agree that the main
challenge for seasteads in international waters is transnational law - as opposed to
existing technologies. In this section, | explain The Seasteading Institute’s legal

reason for finding a host nation to ‘nestin’.

As | mentioned in Chapter Two, The Seasteading Institute‘s desire was to establish

floating human settlements on the ocean where individuals could create their own
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rules. At the starting point of the Institute, its co-founders thought that international
waters could allow more freedom to experiment. International waters could facilitate,
among other things, medical research treatments that countries forbid on land, such
as stem cell treatments or human enhancements (Friedman & Gramlich, 2009).
However, researchers at the Institute realised that international waters are not blank
slates (Mutabdzija & Borders, 2011a:5). For instance, Mutabdzija and Borders
(2011a) convey that seasteads in international waters would be required to follow
international conventions signed by states, international custom, nation-states laws
and jurisprudence. In the words of Bell (2017a:57): “seasteads will likely not generate
all their laws from within. Instead, seasteads will likely include clauses in their
carriage, residency and ownership agreements that invoke the laws of some larger
legal system”. Nevertheless, for this to ever become a problem, the physical
infrastructure first needed to be first created. In the words of Steinberg et al.
(2012:1543): “There can be no seasteading opportunities before there is a physical

seastead of some sort”.

The problem, however, with creating the physical buildings without following
legitimate and specific regulations is that international law lacks a definition for
seasteads. The United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS, 1982)
is the treaty that regulates international waters or the high seas, but it does not
include seasteads. Nonetheless, it does refer to two classifications which could
potentially apply to them. Galea (2009) and Lallemant-Moe (2017) indicate these are
vessels and artificial islands. Lallemant-Moe (2017) explains that, according to this
United Nations Convention, coastal states can authorise the creation of artificial
islands in their Exclusive Economic Zone (UNCLOS, 1984:Art 56). States can
designate safety areas of up to 500 meters around artificial islands where vessels

with flags from other states cannot navigate (UNCLOS, 1984:Art 60). While this gives
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artificial Islands certain autonomy, states ultimately have exclusive jurisdiction over
the structures in these islands (UNCLOS:Art. 56). Therefore, in these artificial islands
states would also be in charge of regulations regarding immigration, health, safety,
customs and taxes (UNCLOS, 1984:Art. 60). These are all aspects in which
seasteading seeks autonomy. Thus, a problem with classifying seasteads as artificial
islands is that they would lack autonomy. Therefore, the Institute agreed that artificial

islands might not be that attractive for seasteading enthusiasts.

Mutabdzija and Borders (2011a:24) point out the additional problem that there is no
accepted international definition for artificial island. About this, Galea (2009:19)
writes: “Artificial islands are normally associated with fixed structures of a permanent
nature. On the other hand, floating platforms can be anchored to the seabed as can
fixed installations whose nature is considered of a more temporary nature” (Galea,
2009:53). Galea (2009:19) in another part writes: “Since artificial islands have been
expressly ruled out from the definition of ‘natural islands’ in the LOSC,?* their status
is one which is neither a ship nor as an island in international law”. Furthermore,
artificial islands in international waters cannot be permanent. Lallemant-Moe (2017)
guotes Pancracio (2016) and points out that, if they are permanent, they risk
classifying as an illegal occupation. There is an additional limitation: the Law of the
Sea only allows states to build artificial islands in the high seas. That the Law of the
Sea (UNCLOS, 1984:Art. 80, 87) mentions that only states can install artificial islands
in international waters meant that a non-profit like The Seasteading Institute could
not. And while the Convention does not specify if a private entity can or cannot build
an artificial island on behalf of states, Lallemant-Moe (2017) points out that not even

states can claim sovereignty over the international territory where they create these

24 | OSC is another abbreviation for the Law of the Sea or United Nations Convention of the
Law of the Sea, besides UNCLOS.
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islands because international waters are common heritage spaces (UNCLOS, Art.

89).

The other concept which could apply to seasteads, in general, and as observed in
this research relating to the Floating Island, in particular, concerns the blurred
distinction between ships and vessels (Bell, 2017a; Lallemant-Moe, 2017).
Mutabdzija and Borders (2011a:23) revealed a lack of clarity in differentiating a ship
from a vessel and how their definitions would apply to seasteads. The authors quote
the United States Code (title 47) to explain it: “The term ship or vessel includes every
description of watercraft or other artificial contrivance, except aircraft, used or
capable of being used as a means of transportation on water, whether or not it is
actually afloat” (Mutabdzija & Borders, 2011a:23). The authors write that, in another
part the same code, on Title 18, a ship means: “a vessel of any type whatsoever not
permanently attached to the sea-bed, including dynamically supported craft,
submersibles or any other floating craft’. Both definitions reflect another problem
which Lallemant-Moe (2017) raised: ships should navigate. Indeed, Lallemant-Moe
use the works of several authors and regulations to explain that ships are floating
structures designed for navigation (Dalloz, 1974), exposed to the dangers of the sea
(Gouilloud, 1993) and which navigate the flag of a country (UNCLOS, 1982: Art. 91).
But, as Lallemant-Moe states, the first iterations of seasteads would probably not

navigate the oceans or be mobile.

Even if navigating was not a problem for seasteads, classifying them as a ship would
bring out another issue: if seasteads are classified as ships or vessels, then they
would need a state-owned flag. After all, every ship needs a flag to cruise the high
seas (Strauss, 1984). Lallemant-Moe (2017) recalls that flags define the nationality

of ships and that the Law of the Sea reads that states should have a genuine link
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with the flag they navigate (UNCLOOS, 1982:Art. 91). Ships are also required to
follow the regulations of the country whose flag they sail with (HG, ND; UNCLOS,
1982:Art. 92). Marty and Borders (2011) and Hickman (2012), former researchers at
The Seasteading Institute, suggested that ‘shipsteads’ could be flagged in a country
with favourable regulations. This is a practice called ‘flag of convenience’. However,
Lallemant-Moe (2017) and Bell (2017), both lawyers, were doubtful of the likelihood
of success when using a ‘flag of convenience’ to establish a seastead in international
waters. Both authors agreed that flags of convenience would not make seasteads
autonomous. In any case, for flags of convenience to apply, the platforms would
need to qualify as vessels (Lallemant, 2017). Not having a flag would not be a viable
option either, since having a flag is the difference between being and not being a
pirate. These legal problems, added to the cost of construction,?® ultimately led to
The Seasteading Institute’s change of strategy for attempting seasteads in

international waters.

Given legal challenges, eight years before the Memorandum of Understanding with
French Polynesia, a marine lawyer suggested to P. Friedman that the Exclusive
Economic Zone of small island nations could be a suitable space for seasteads. With
all these points against seasteads, Friedman & Gramlich (2009:89) began
considering territorial waters as a place for platforms without sovereignty, but with
some autonomy. Following it, in 2011, Mutabdzija & Borders (2011b) and Marty and
Borders (2011), outlined the legal and institutional benefits and strategy for creating
seasteading-inspired maritime Special Economic Zones. In these maritime Special

Economic Zones, seasteaders would negotiate with host nations, exchanging

25 The Seasteading Institute (2014) wrote that building for shallow waters in territorial seas is
much cheaper than constructing large breakwaters in the open ocean. From an engineering
standpoint, shallow waters make projects significatively cheaper than international waters,
since they do not need to deal with high waves.
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revenue, investment and expertise for a location, political autonomy and legal

certainty.

Being an enclave nested within the territorial waters and legal framework of a nation-
state, as the Floating Island Project sought to be, would mean being close to the
coast. It would also facilitate trade with shore. Furthermore, it would entail having
protection from other nations, from pirates and avoiding bureaucratic procedures for
seeking international autonomy or recognition from other nations (Mutabdzija and
Borders, 2011a). SeaZones would, then, be planned as floating enclaves legally and
physically nested within the territorial waters and jurisdictions of states. As
Lallemant-Moe (2017b) explains, creating politically autonomous communities on
the high seas seems too complicated with the current state of international law.
However, creating Special Economic Zones in the aquatic area of a state or an

autonomous collectivity such as French Polynesia is more realistic.

The maritime Special Economic Zone of The Seasteading Institute would have a
special regulatory framework on top of these protections. Mutabdzija and Borders
contemplated a single purpose corporate vehicle or offshore corporation which
managed such Maritime Special Economic Zone. In the Floating Island Project, this
vehicle would become the SeaZone Authority. This is how The Seasteading Institute
decided to take an incremental approach from SeaZones to seasteads. Seasteading
would start in the territorial waters of a nation-state. With time, it would then move
far away from the coast. As Quirk (2018b), a contemporary, yet foundational
seasteading author, conveyed, SeaZones are an incremental step to more freedom
on seasteads in the high seas (TSI, 2015). The plan seemed simple: a state would
physically enclose and legally frame the first seastead. A Former Executive Director

of the Institute wrote:

126



At our 2015 Board of Directors meeting, | received unanimous approval
to press forward with our Floating City Project. Specifically, we all agreed
that the strategy to secure an arrangement with a coastal state to host
our development, while authorizing the seastead to have administrative
control over its own affairs, is the quickest most realistic path forward to
developing the first bonafide seastead.

(Hencken, 2014)

Since 2012, five years before the Project in French Polynesia, The Seasteading
Institute began searching for a host nation. The incremental strategy from maritime
Special Economic Zones - today called SeaZones - to seasteads would come with a
compromise between the ideal legal regulatory framework inspired by seasteading

and other regulations which nesting within states can allow.

While territorial waters seemed to offer a more straightforward path, some
foundational authors of seasteading, such as Mutabdzija and Borders (2011b:17),
highlighted that some seasteaders would find territorial waters the least appealing
location. This is because, as Patri Friedman (2009) explains, this deal involved
complying with policies not entirely focused on liberty. Yet, as Mutabdzija and
Borders (2011b) explain, such an arrangement could potentially accommodate
seasteading ideals while working with existing regimes. For Friedman and Gramlich
(2009:29), projects in territorial waters would, at least, lead to the normalisation of
the concept of floating communities on the ocean. Overall, The Seasteading Institute
saw the benefits of such a compromise, as a legal strategy for progressively gaining
political autonomy. About this, the Institute wrote: “A coastal nation may be interested

in offering to host a floating community in their territorial waters and allow substantial
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political independence in exchange for economic, social, and environmental
benefits” (TSI, 2014:7). Delta-Sync explained the incremental strategy from

SeaZones to seasteads with the following nature analogy:

Some species, like salmon, spend their infancy in calm and protected
waters and migrate towards the seas as they grow stronger.
Analogously, a seastead is most likely to start in protected waters. After
acquiring sufficient size and strength, the seastead will make its way to
deeper waters, and finally the open ocean.

(Delta-Sync, 2013:45)

Keeping the incremental strategy and the compromise in mind, The Seasteading
Institute’s (2014) search preferred countries with Special Economic Zones, Open
Flag Registries and Free Trade Zones. These countries would seem more willing to
create laws to favour foreign investment and to “franchise sovereignty” (TSI,
2014:30). In a nutshell, the shift from seasteads in international waters to SeaZones
nested within the regulatory framework of a host nation was strategic. Nesting within
a state was seen as a step for seasteading in international waters (TSI, 2015). Years
later, this idea became the starting point of the Floating Island Project in French

Polynesia, in terms of strategy and the tensions that came with it.

For instance, Friedman & Taylor (2010:10), referring to Strong & Himber (2009),
wrote in relation to the strategy: “Many third world governments, for example, create
or allow entrepreneurs to create “free zones” with rules different from those of the
broader polity”. However, | claim, this ‘foreign’ type of framing is problematic. Chapter
Seven shows how this kind of thinking, one where late-development countries are

seen as places without local stakeholders, desperate for giving away their self-

128



respect in exchange of economic development, did not help in making the Floating
Island. This is because SeaZones would need to navigate nested domestic and

international regulatory frameworks, and more.

The following section shows how some assumptions which led to the incremental
SeaZone-to-seastead strategy do not hold. For example, Mutabdzija & Borders
(20114, 2011b) explained that projects within host nations would not be a need to
deal with international lawn in the same way as seasteads. On the contrary, the next
section shows how both, international and domestic, institutions which are part of the

Project’s nested structure, would frame the Floating Island Project's SeaZone too.

5.5. Domestic and Supranational Institutions

In this section, | provide examples of how nestedness explains the institutional and
regulatory structure of the Floating Island Project. | first focus on the SeaZone
Authority, and | then give two examples. One example concentrates on the physical
aspect of the Floating Island. It shows the institutions and regulations of its nested
framework. Another example is health. From health, | highlight the institutions of the

nested framework but also their regulations.

As | discussed in this chapter’s introduction, the smallest institution within the
Project’s nested institutional framework would be the SeaZone Authority (Quirk,
2018b). Blue2l (2017) explains that this private entity would be in charge of
governing in the 7.500m? of the Project’s area. It would be the “one-stop-shop” for
every administrative aspect of the Floating Island. For instance, Blue Frontiers
(2018e:28) explained that the SeaZone Authority would be in charge of the rules,
design, construction, selling and development of the floating infrastructure. It would

additionally organise the provision of goods and services for companies and
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residents of the SeaZone, including cable and utilities (Blue Frontiers, 2017c).
Moreover, this lower level in the nested structure would monitor the marine
environment, searching for the adequate physical, biological and chemical
parameters in the water, such as levels of oxygen, nutrients and PH (Blue21, 2017).
Additional roles would include privately mediating conflicts, solving disputes and
managing the only medium of exchange accepted for services within the Island, the
Project’s ‘currency’, Varyon (Blue Frontiers, 2018e). Blue Frontiers would also
become the central provider of utilities, cable, infrastructure and even financial

transactions (see Blue Frontiers, 2018e).

As this distribution of tasks suggests, one-Stop-Shop approaches in Special
Economic Zones imply that one organisation manages an entire Zone. The World
Bank (FIAS, 2008) recommends one stop-shop approaches as an established best
practice for effective Zone management. This is because having only one entity in
charge of a Zone’s administrative processes creates less bureaucratic procedures
for businesses and tenants seeking to establish or invest in them, compared to
elsewhere in the country (Frazier and McKinney, 2019b). However, the World Bank
recalls that when the same authority is in charge of operating and monitoring a Zone,
this leads to conflicts of interests (FIAS, 2008:6). Indeed, while having one Authority
at the smallest level of the nested structure is usual among Zones, the Project took
the idea further. In some ways, it even contradicted the ‘decentralising governance’
ethos where the Floating Island originated. In a way, the Project suffered from the
irony of centrally planning governance decentralisation. The idea that Blue Frontiers
would centralise every aspect of the Project seemed dissonant with the Project’s
original intention of replacing centralised states for decentralised markets.

Nevertheless, this is how the Company leading the Project foresaw the smallest
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institutional level of its nested structure, the SeaZone Authority. The Project’s floating

buildings would also show the concept of nestedness in the Project’s governance.

While Blue Frontiers would manage buildings in the Floating Island, the Project
required authorisations from government institutions to generate exceptions to
standing regulations for sustainable technologies. For example, the Project sought
autonomy to provide for utilities and infrastructure privately. An Energy and Water
report analysed the possibility for the Floating Island to desalinate its own water,
manage its own waste and produce its own energy (Blue Frontiers, 2017c). In
addition, this report explored off-grid options, such as energy micro-grids and closed-
loop cycles for waste management, involving water desalination and rain-capture.
For this to be possible, the Project needed to have French Polynesia’s approval. The
legal study mentioned that French Polynesia is in charge of utilities. It added that the
Office of the Environment, following the guidelines of the Environmental Code (CDE,
2017), enforces the regulations. This Code is framed by regulations of France.
Similar authorisations were needed for floating buildings and every other aspect of

the Project which was not currently allowed by French Polynesia.

The first regulations to consider concerning floating buildings were those framing the
possible location of the Floating Island, a Tahitian lagoon. Lallemant-Moe (2017a)
explains that lagoons are part of the territorial waters of French Polynesia. Therefore,
as other water bodies in French Polynesia, they are part of its maritime public
domain?® (Loi 2004-192:Art. 47; Loi 94-631; CC, 1994; APF, 2014). For Lallemant-

Moe (2017a), an Island floating in Polynesia’s public domain would have meant that

2 The original text in French, as it appears on Article 47 of French Polynesia’s Statute of
Autonomy, reads: “Le domaine public maritime de la Polynésie frangaise comprend, sous
réserve des droits de I'Etat et des tiers, les rivages de la mer, y compris les lais et relais de la
mer, le sous-sol des eaux intérieures, en particulier les rades et les lagons, ainsi que le sol et
le sous-sol des eaux territoriales”.
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the floating part of the Project would fall under Polynesian competence. Similarly,
the legal study pointed out that being part of the public domain means that lagoons
belong to and are managed by the state. Therefore, it is the Assembly that regulates
and authorises developments, leases, occupations and concessions in Polynesia’s
public domain (see: Loi 2004-192, Art, 91; CM, 2015s8: Arts. 4-5). Nonetheless, the
legal study highlighted that, with the existing institutional framework, the Project
would have also required approval by the mayor of the commune and the Ministry in
charge of finances and valorisation of the public maritime domain, as the Statute of

Autonomy of French Polynesia states (Loi 2004, 192, Art. 50).

The study added that, given the potential environmental impact of the Project, it
additionally needed approval by a commission formed by other domestic government
stakeholders, including the minister and director in charge of land affairs, the head
of the urban planning department, the director of the environment department, the
president and other competent authorities (CM, 2015; Loi 2004-192: Art. 6). But
because oceans are regulated by the Environmental Code of French Polynesia (see
Loi 2017-25; CDE, 2017; CM, 2018b), the Project also required approval by other
domestic government stakeholders, such as the Council of Ministers of French
Polynesia, the entity which oversees the Code’s compliance and the protection of
the environment. All these examples illustrate how we are dealing with a nested
system and, therefore, that the concept of nestedness is useful to understand
governance in the Floating Island. Indeed, not only the Floating Island required
French Polynesia’s approval by default, it also needed approval by a lower level in
the structure, the municipality. Without such approval, Polynesia’s endorsement

would likely not matter. The same applied to ‘higher levels’.
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| previously explained that one way in which nestedness manifests is in how different
levels in the nested structure communicate and shape each other. Here, for instance,
one function of the Council of Ministers of French Polynesia, as the Environmental
Code states, is making sure that environmental practices comply with international
treaties signed by France. But because France is framed by the European Union,
regulations of the European Union that apply in French Polynesia would have applied
too in the Project. The legal study made particular emphasis in the existence of
regulations referring to rights of the ocean which ratify conventions of the United
Nations (Loi 95-1311, 1995). Perhaps, the Project’s maritime aspect would also be
framed by regulations that Gonzalez (2015:12) mentions would apply for seasteads.
These include regulations of the International Maritime Organization and regulations
from the International Maritime Committee such as the La Haya-Visby rules.
Gonzalez further mentions the International Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea

(SOLAS, 1974) and the International Convention on Salvage (IMO, 1989).

Two additional environmental documents mentioned in the Memorandum of
Understanding (2017) would introduce other international government stakeholders
into the Project’'s governance structure. These were the documents ratified by
countries of the Pacific regarding climate change, such as the Declaration of the
Ocean, Te Moana O Hiva and the Taputapuatea Declaration on Climate Change,
P.A.C.T. -Polynesian Against Climate Threats (Polynesian Leaders Group, 2015;
Blue Frontiers, 2018c). Although these were non-binding, they hold significant

cultural weight in French Polynesia and the Pacific.

Health regulations also reflect the nested institutional framework of the Project and
its corresponding regulations. According to the literature of seasteading dated before

the Floating Island, health regulations would be important for these projects because

133



many seasteading enthusiasts see the ocean’s extraterritoriality as a means to
experiment with new medical treatments with fewer or no regulations (Quirk, 2017:
221; Hunter, 2018). Authors such as Quirk (2017:222) explain that treatments using
stem cells could benefit from places with more flexible regulations, cheaper costs
and more competition. Others, such as Joffe (TSI, 2012), state that medical tourism
will be one of the most promising businesses on seasteads. While researchers at
The Seasteading Institute (see: Marty & Borders, 2011) suggested that the first
iterations of seasteads should not focus on medical tourism to avoid tarnishing their
image, they argue that medical tourism, biotechnologies and pharmaceutics would

be among the industries which could most benefit from the ocean’s extraterritoriality.

Had the SeaZone sought to be autonomous in health aspects, these would have
been framed by domestic health regulations of French Polynesia, France and the
European Union. The legal study noted that the European Union would have framed
the SeaZone regarding imports, exports and production of medications for humans,
regulations for preventing illness and dealing with cross border threats (see: EU,
ND). It would have additionally been framed by World Health Organisation
regulations (see WHO, 2017, 2019). Given that France has signed and ratified
several international health treaties, the legal study noted that the Project would have
been framed by United Nations conventions too, such as the Convention on Narcotic
Drugs (UN, 1961) and the Oviedo Convention of 1997. The existence of institutions
within institutions which would have regulated the SeaZone show how the concept
of nestedness can be useful to describe the governance structure of the Floating
Island. More importantly, it contributes to seeing some implications of dealing with
nested systems. | describe some of these implications in the next section, relating to

regulations being ambiguous and “tangled”.
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5.6. Untangling Regulations

As complex governance authors argue, The existence of multiple institutions and
their regulations would imply that some of their regulations are tangled. In the
Project’s nested framework, tangledness is visible in two main ways, in the existence
of ambiguous jurisdictions and in the regulations framing the Floating Island, which
it had to simplify to create new regulations or exceptions. Creating new regulations
or exceptions constitute “untangling”. Both reasons, ambiguous jurisdictions and
networks of regulations, can be traced back to the framework comprised of multiple
institutions and their corresponding regulations. This is because it is nestedness and
multiple, overlapping levels of institutions what makes jurisdictions and regulations

be this way.

Tangled regulations would have existed for each aspect of the Project. But
untangling would have been more important in the cases where the Project sought
to be most innovative, such as its floating and Zone components. It was inescapable
not to untangle regulations for these parts of the Project because, as Stopnitzky et
al. (2011) suggest, without a special regulatory framework, there would be few
reasons for placing a seastead in territorial waters. Likewise, without a part that
floats, then there would have not been any difference between the Project and
traditional zones on land. Moreover, the Project, as originated in The Seasteading
Institute, was seen as a step towards the normalisation of the seastead concept.
Having special regulations would also be necessary to attract the demographics the
Project targeted as residents. Here | provide examples of regulations which the

Project would have to untangle.

Immigration and residence permits were aspects where the Project would likely seek

for special regulations. Simple residence processes would attract the type of digital
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nomads, entrepreneurs, tech companies and real estate investors that have shown
interest in seasteading since its inception. Evidence that these were the traditional
supporters of seasteading includes the result of a survey by The Seasteading
Institute (2014). The survey positions good internet connection as the top priority
when moving to a seastead. 60% of people who answered this survey were between
18 and 29, 55% of them were from the United States, 70% were not married, and
82% of them had no children. Additionally, the top words that appeared in the
profession answer were: student, engineer, software, consultant, entrepreneur, web
developer, manager, programmer and marketing. Moreover, with regard to living
space size preferences, the survey shows that the highest-ranked is approximately
27m?. This is the size of a small, efficient apartment for a single person. The second
voted option was 55m?, the size of a one-bedroom apartment. These characteristics
and the traditional seasteading demographics of seasteading supporters (see
Simpson, 2016) are reasons to state the Project would search for easy residence
permits. Obtaining French Polynesia's approval for easy residence suiting these
demographics required navigating and untangling a network of domestic and

supranational institutions.

Today, obtaining residence permits in French Polynesia is a very bureaucratic
process. As most with places in the world, residence permits are given to those
studying or working in a specific company or institution. The legal study conveyed
that the Council of Ministers of French Polynesia is the entity that approves all work
permits (Loi 2004-192, Art. 91) and follows regulations of the Labour Code (CM,
2011b). The Council of Ministers forms a domestic institution, meaning that the
Project required domestic endorsement. However, as | pointed out in the section of
Polynesia’s colonial history, it is not uncommon that jurisdictions involving French

Polynesia and France are ambiguous. Indeed, Article 14 of Polynesia's Autonomy
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law (Loi 2004-192) states that France is in charge of immigration. Thus, while the
Council of Ministers approves work permits, as pointed by the legal study, these fall
within French jurisdiction too (PM, 2010). Creating exceptions to existing rules, or
new ones for the SeaZone, in terms of residence and immigration required dealing
with this unclear scenario. Once the Project had French Polynesia's approval, it
would have had to negotiate with France. Obtaining France's approval would have

taken longer than the Project's 2020 goal.

The situation would not have been different for real estate investors of the Floating
Island. The legal study noted that foreigners seeking to buy real estate in Polynesian
islands need authorisation from the Presidency (see APF, 1996; CM, 2011a). This
would have added more regulations to untangle because the whole idea of a special
Zone is that it has regulations that are easy. The topic of taxes presents its own

issues to untangle.

Regarding taxes, the Project never publicly confirmed that it would benefit from
different tax regulations, although it did mention it in some of its marketing materials
(Blue Frontiers, 2017c). Likewise, the Memorandum of Understanding asked The
Seasteading Institute for its suggestions on tax policy. It is the most common practice
that Zones exempt or reduce tax loads for companies and residents for some taxes
such as property, income, customs, duties and even services for financial
transactions. For the Project’s tax framework to position the Floating Island as
globally competitive, the Project would likely follow what every Zone around the world
does: exempting companies and residents from what in French is called
“contributions” of the host country. Some examples of existing French Polynesian
contributions mentioned in the legal study were salary, wage and pension funds (see

APF, 1994; APF, 2012ACGlI, 2019), maternity leave and unemployment programs
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(CC, 2003). During the data collection process, Polynesia regulated contributions,
taxes and customs (Loi 2004-192; Arts. 20, 23). The legal study mentioned some
present-day tax exemptions in Polynesia (see CGl, Art 211) for real estate (see CGl,
4B, APF, 2012b) and income taxes (see CDI, Art. 178). Likewise, the study pointed
out that exceptions applied to some productive investments (see Loi 2003-660).
Specifically, those advancing the country's development (see CDI, Art 112) or
involving priority sectors for the economy (see Loi 86-824, 1986), such as hotels and
tourism (see Loi 2004-192; Loi 2014-12). Polynesian lawyer Lallemant-Moe (2017)
asserted that tourism taxes could be abrogated with little hesitations for the Floating
Island because tourism is the primary source of revenue for Polynesia. The lawyer
stated that many hotels already enjoy favourable tax arrangements (APF, 1995) and
even subsidies. But this does not mean that taxes would not be subject to what |

here refer to as untangling.

For the above-mentioned tax exemptions, the Project required French Polynesia's
Council of Ministers ratification (CGl, Arts. 911-913). Nevertheless, overall, taxes,
customs, and investments in French Polynesia obey the French Tax Code (CGl,
2019a24:Art. 199; Loi 2004-192:Art. 7-8), given that France regulates economic
aspects. However, France is not entirely autonomous either because it sits within the
European Union, and, as the legal study mentioned, France adopts European Union
regulations (EU, 2012026:Art. 198). Therefore, the Project’s framework would have
been required to navigate regulations by several institutions in order to create the
regulations and exceptions that appealed the Project’s supporters and that wiuld
make the Zone competitive. Now, as Moberg (2015a) writes, taxes alone do not
make a Zone successful. Frazier and McKinney (2019b) stress that it is, instead, the
quality and stability of a Zone’s regulations and institutions. Nonetheless, Moberg

states that exempting companies (and residents) in a Zone from paying taxes is the
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baseline to make a Zone attractive towards investment. The concept of untangling
also applies for granting the Floating Island Project the overarching Special

Economic Zone title.

Like tax exemptions, Free Zones are a type of Zone framework which already exist
in French Polynesia. The legal study indicated that these Free Zones comprise "any
territorial enclave established for the purpose of having the goods located there
considered as being outside the customs territory" (CDD, Art 286). Lallemant-Moe
(2017) argued that the Free Zones in French Polynesia provide a precedent for the
SeaZone. Because they already exist, he explained that the Assembly could legislate
a Zone framework for the SeaZone with existing regulations. This could include more
flexible labour regulations given to touristic areas. It could additionally comprise more
flexible regulations for immigration and public services, because it is the Polynesia,
not France, which approves Free Zones (see CCD: Art 2). Nonetheless, this
Polynesian lawyer highlighted difficulties for creating such Zone on the water in the

absence of a legal precedent.

Regarding the floating part of the Project, French Polynesia is known for maritime
hotels on stilts. Polynesia has regulations for floating dwellings. These dwellings
comprise ships or structures that float and are intended for habitation (Vice-
président, 1983, Art. 2). Usually, they are home-boats. Indeed, in 1983, floating
dwellings in French Polynesia were not allowed, as stated by a government order of
August (Vice-président, 1983). In July 1994, a new order established that placing
them would entail a temporal occupation of public the domain. People who did this
would be fined. However, in 1985 floating dwellings were allowed in Bora Bora (CM,
1985c). Bora Bora is today one of Polynesia’s most touristic islands. The condition

was that the company in charge of them would keep them pristine and that they
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would not contaminate the environment. Later in 1987, the Council of Ministers
allowed floating dwellings in the Touamotu archipelago. These precedents suggest
that the country could create government orders which allowed floating constructions
such as the Floating Island. However, Lallemant-Moe (2017a) conveyed that, while
French Polynesia has competence for deciding about floating dwellings and for
developing artificial floating islands, building inside the maritime area of the SeaZone
would be more challenging. This is because, as pointed out by the legal study, the
Management Plan of Maritime Space of Polynesia does not cover the lagoons. On
the other hand, French Polynesia's ocean is part of its public domain and private
individuals cannot own the public domain (Lallemant-Moe, 2017a). This is a similar
problem to that encountered by seasteads in international waters, consisting of not

being able to occupy a common heritage space.

Again, Atimaono was never confirmed as the final location. However, it was the
location that first appeared, and appeared the most, in the design materials of the
Project (see Blue Frontiers, 2017d). Moreover, it was the place of work or recreation
for many of the Polynesians who protested the Project. To place the Floating Island
in this lagoon, the Project would need, either to create exceptions to regulations
regarding Polynesia’s maritime public domain, or create new rules which do not
currently apply for this lagoon. As pointed out in the legal study, these could include
the management plan and cadastre registration documents. Other regulatory issues

that needed to be untangled related to the land area of the Project.

Land areas near the Floating Island, called anchor zones, would be fundamental
components of floating special jurisdictions. According to Bell (2017b), anchor zones
would serve as physical and legal transition points, from earth to water and from the

regulations of the host nation to those of the SeaZone. One potential anchor zone in
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the Atimaono lagoon was zoned to propel the economic development of the country
(Loi 2014-32). This, in principle, made Atimaono compatible with the economic goals
of the Project, as Blue Frontiers' co-founder, Collins Chen (TNTVb, 2018) told the
press. However, during the data collection process, existing regulations made
Atimaono incompatible with innovative some financial activities the Project sought.
During the planning phase of the Project, regulations restricted activities to only
include golf, tourism, archaeology, culture, leisure, relaxation, small commerce or
agriculture (MPF, 2018; CM, 2009; CM, 2010). Hence, to create a SeaZone which
could offer “a special governing framework allowing the creation of the Floating
Island Project located in an innovative special economic zone” (MOU, 2017:7), more
regulations needed to be untangled. Regulations which forbid drastic modifications
in the landscape were among them (CM, 2010: CM, 2019b: 114) and they brought

additional challenges.

This is because, during the Project's planning phase, coconuts populated Atimaono.
Lead architect of the Floating Island, Roeffen (2018), expressed that in designing the
Floating Island, his intention was to build something that did not look like an alien
invasion (Marris, 2017). For this reason, Blue21's design of the Floating Island
resembled traditional Polynesian cultural elements. The design looked like an island
from shore, it was shaped as Maoui's hook from above and villas alluded to
Polynesian traditional canoes, called va'a. Despite the Polynesian-inspired design
and the integration of this one with the current landscape, the Project still required
approval by the local regulatory body of the commune, L' Etablissement pour la
Gestion et 'Aménagement de Teva, by the Office of Agriculture. The legal study
noted that this Establishment regulates the communes of Papara and Teva | Uta,
oversees zoning, and authorises the construction, financial plans, land valorisation

and real estate property developments in Atimaono. The Project also required
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approval by the Minister of the Economy, Finances, Large Projects and the Blue
Economy. At the time this was Vice president Teva Rotfritch. Thus, for the Floating
Island to be placed in Atimaono, and to have an anchor zone near the lagoon, the
Project would be required to navigate institutions involved in the Zoning of Atimaono,
as suggested by the legal study, and to untangle the regulations which would have

applied to it (see APF, 1985; CM, 2014jl5), in both land and water.

5.7. Additional Government Stakeholders and Limitations of Formal

Strategies

| want to discuss two other government stakeholders in the nested, complex
governance structure of the Floating Island Project, namely the United States and
China. Unlike examples of previous sections, these two countries would be part of
the Project’s nested governance structure as a result of Blue Frontiers wishing to
manage governance in the Floating Island using the Project’s cryptographic token,
Varyon, and not because of Polynesia’s colonial history. In order to follow
internationally known and influential cryptocurrency regulations, the Company opted
to abide by United States and Chinese regulations. This section shows the n-
dimensional structure of nestedness in complex systems. This is because the use of
a cryptographic token in the Project created another, parallel, nested framework. We
can argue that, once regulations were untangled, each of the aspects in which the
Project had its own regulations could be seen as nested within a particular set of
institutions because different regulations would apply for each aspect. For example,
regulations about institutions in the nested framework for health would not be the
same as the institutional structure for financial transactions. However, it is possible
to generalise, as | have been doing here, by pointing out the main actors. In the next
chapter, | discuss the uses of Varyon and its implications; Here, | discuss some

regulations framing it.
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As | mentioned above, the United States and China would be part of the nested
structure because Blue Frontiers decided that the Varyon sale followed the
regulations of the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) of the United States.
For United States citizens, investment contracts and taxes, independently of their
residence, fall under this country’s jurisdiction (See: Clayton; 2018, SEC, 2013;
Securities Act of 1933). Only accredited investors can buy securities in the United
States. This is important for the case study because, during the Varyon pre-sale, in
the first two quarters of 2018, the Securities and Exchange Commission of the United
States prosecuted several tokens crowdfunding through Initial Coin Offerings?’
because these resembled securities or investment contracts, and were selling to
non-accredited investors. To protect itself, Blue Frontiers (2018e) decided that
United States citizens could not purchase Varyon unless buyers were accredited
investors. In the Varyon purchasing document, Blue Frontiers warned against future

categorisation of Varyon as a security:

Blue Frontiers does not take a position and cannot predict whether
Varyon tokens will be regulated as securities in the hands of Purchaser.
Purchasers are solely responsible for complying with all applicable laws
of all applicable countries with respect to any transfer or sale of Varyon.
Blue Frontiers has no plans to register Varyon as a security.

(Blue Frontiers, 2018e:36)

27 An Initial Coin Offering is similar to when investors buy shares of a company in Initial Public
Offerings -IPO (Bitcoin, n.d). However, the main difference is that Coin Offerings sell tokens
and public offerings sells shares. Moreover, coins live in a distributed ledger technology or
blockchain. For a comprehensive account on what is blockchain and what it enables, the work
of Mélanie Swan provides a very good introduction (Swan, 2015).
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While such a clarification was legally relevant in the context of the pre-sale, framing
the Project with these regulations limited the pool of buyers. Given that, historically,
at least 55% of seasteading supporters were United States citizens (TSI, 2014), this
might have been one decisive factor for the pre-sale’s lack of success and in the
cancellation of Varyon, a leading moment in the Project’s fading. This idea shows
how the nestedness concept is useful here, for it can explain the communication that
takes place among various levels of the structure. The previous example involving
Varyon and pool of buyers shows how a “lower level” in the nested system (the
Project) connected to an “upper level” (the United States) and how the United States
also constrained the lower level in the nested structure. However, as a way of further
analysing the implications, an additional factor in the sale’s failure might have been

what | refer to as the ‘tension of decentralisation’ in nested systems:

Varyon’s goal was decentralising governance, according to Blue Frontiers (2018h).
Yet, the Company tried to comply with regulations of the Securities and Exchange
Commission. Calling back to Jessop’s (1997:1) definition of complex governance,
one where parts and whole are autonomous but interdependent, we can speak of a
tension in some nested governance systems for how larger levels influence, shape
or limit smaller ones. But the relationship goes both ways. Here, the same
regulations which constrain governance innovations, such as cryptographic tokens,
are the same reasons used to back their creation and proliferation (see: Nakamoto,
2008). Similar implications apply for the Project’'s decision to bring Chinese

regulations to the Project’ governance structure.

China, indeed, was the other state which Blue Frontiers took into account for the
Varyon pre-sale. Chinese blockchain regulations (CAC, 2019) give the Chinese

government control of everything published on every blockchain. It can delete, ban
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and prosecute, based on its anti-anonymity norms. This has not stopped
cryptocurrency transactions in China. However, it did lead Blue Frontiers to forbid
Chinese citizens from buying Varyon. About this, the Company wrote: “We welcome
buyers from all over the world excluding China. US buyers must be accredited” (Blue
Frontiers, 2018e:13). Velasco (2018) explains the role played by the United States
and China in the Varyon pre-sale with his argument that the cryptocurrency industry
is shaped through friction with regulatory agencies. Here, this space is shaped with
tensions, not only because of the novel nature of cryptocurrencies, but also because
they exist within larger systems with more established governance systems, namely
states. However, these two would not have been the other two governments part of

the Project’s structure for reasons not related to Polynesia’s colonisation.

The model of ‘peer countries’, a term defined by Bell (2018) and mentioned by Quirk,
was an additional way in which regulations by other international governments,
disconnected to Polynesia’s colonial history, would have framed the Project. In

Quirk’s words:

We and future host countries will define a Peer Group of countries from
among the most peaceful, prosperous, and well-run nations on earth.
Those Peer countries will provide the regulations for the SeaZone. How
much freedom will we have? If an activity is illegal everywhere in the
Peer Group, it won't be legal in the SeaZone. If one member of the Peer
Group dissents, and has demonstrated that a certain freedom works out
fine in their country, it will be legal in the SeaZone. That way the SeaZone
will be maximally inclined toward business and personal freedom.

(Quirk, 2018b).
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Having peer countries as a legal reference would mean that for each aspectincluded
in the SeaZone Acts (labour, customs, immigration, etc., the Project would adopt
regulations from places different from the institutions already its complex governance
framework, such as French Polynesia and France. This idea of having different
regulations of different countries for each aspect of the SeaZone brings out the n-
dimensionality of the Project’s regulatory framework, and it would have made the
governance structure of the Project nested in more ways. Even if other states would
not have enforcement power in the Floating Island Project, this would have added
more formal government stakeholders and their corresponding regulations to the
Project’s structure. Indeed, in the context of complex governance, some authors
speak of constraining, but others, such as Jessop, speak of shaping. These two are
not exclusive. Ultimately, what matters is that the ‘peer countries’ would mean more

tangledness in the governance structure.

My focus in this chapter has been formal stakeholders: states, regulations,
institutions and governments. In one way or the other, each of them constitutes an
existing national or supranational form of governance. This is because my starting
point was the studies strategy of the Project, especially the legal study. As |
explained in Chapter Three, there were two main strategies to make the SeaZone.
The first strategy consisted of submitting studies to the government for
implementation by the Assembly. This one was the starting point of this chapter.
Therefore, the reason why | discussed formal stakeholders here is that the studies

to set up the SeaZone targeted formal stakeholders.

While addressing formal stakeholders was necessary, | recognise that focusing only
on formal stakeholders is problematic in the light of what authors of complex

governance argue regarding the multiple and diverse types of actors involved in
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governance, from states to NGO’s, companies and other type of policy-makers. This
is because legal regulations and formal, government stakeholders do not capture the
implications of dealing with institutional nestedness. As | exposed when explaining
the implications of nested complex systems, understanding the structures of social
systems as fixed and top-down does not really reflect their nonlinearity. In practice,
this means that government stakeholders and regulations do not represent the
complexity of what and who they regulate. Why? Behind history, jurisdictions,
regulations, institutions and governments, there are people. Government documents
and regulations might refer to formal stakeholders, the territory and its uses. They
might even mention people. This was the case, for example, with regulations
zoning Atimaono for golf, tourism and agriculture. However, regulations do not
directly involve the people using this lagoon daily, either for work or for recreational

purposes.

Therefore, legal strategies and formal stakeholders are insufficient to engage with
the users and informal stakeholders of the desired location. Projects like this one are
extraterritorial enclaves with both legal and physical components. Therefore,
strategies for creating these special jurisdictions should not assume that the physical
aspect and the stakeholders in it are dealt with through the legal one. Ultimately, this
means that the Floating Island Project’'s physical component required buy-in from
locals of the municipality and future neighbours of the Floating Island, not only
approved regulations and the government. Users of the beach are an example of
informal users that were not accounted for by the formal strategies. Had the final
location been Atimaono, then it would have been specifically Atimaono fishermen
and women, neighbours or residents of Teva | Uta, Papara and Tahiti those informal

users. After all, all of these different stakeholders who used the beach for work and
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recreation embodied the key informal stakeholders that the Project needed to

engage with to create local grassroots support.

I, therefore, claim that ‘Informal’ stakeholders, such as neighbours of a project are a
core component of their institutional nested systems. It is virtually impossible in
democratic regimes not to deal with them. This applies even in projects with an active
international audience like the Floating Island. Informal stakeholders complement
formal ones. As the next chapters suggests, in many cases, they are of much greater
importance. Duit & Galaz (2008) highlight this value of informal stakeholders by
explaining that interactions in complex systems are nonlinear. Thus, while on paper
rules might exist, informal relations might have primacy in the long-run. Cilliers work

compliments this idea; he writes:

alternative routes of communication are vital in order to subvert
hierarchies that may have become too dominant or obsolete. Cross
connections may appear to be dormant for long, but in the right context
may suddenly play a vital role.

(Cilliers, 1998:7).

That is to say, having to deal with formal and informal stakeholders is an implication
of nestedness which accentuates when considering Gerrits (2012) and Kilijn and
Koppenjan (2015) perspective about institutions. These authors’ view them as sets
of semi-stable relation patterns within a network and argue that governance is driven
mainly by informal networks. According to the likes of Gerrits and Klin and Kppenjan,
the strategy of the formal studies to make the SeaZone, one that addressed

hierarchical jurisdictions, regulations, institutions and government stakeholders, was
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consistent with existing formal structures but lacked informal relations in French

Polynesia.

The Floating Island Project should arguably have involved many more informal local
stakeholders with continuous public grassroots or community engagement strategies
paralleling the studies. Most importantly, the Project should have come up with ways
in which the Project would directly involve and benefit Polynesians. Public
community engagement strategies meant for involving and planning for local informal
stakeholders generate honest grassroots movements. The Environmental Code of
French Polynesia mentions something along these lines. As highlighted by the legal
study, such Code states that the community should provide inputs in projects with
environmental impact. However, other than a partnership with the Polynesian Non-
governmental organisation FAPE (LaDepeche, 2017), there is no sign of the Project
doing anything public like this. This partnership, in any case, ended when the
Polynesian woman who worked on both organisations (Tahiti-Infos, 2017) walked
away from the Project and was, subsequently taken down from Blue Frontiers’ staff
website in the last quarter of 2017. The importance of informal stakeholders
accentuates in the face of the notable cultural differences between the Project’s
participants and the desired location’s. Thus, engaging, meeting, participating with
and planning for the community was a must. Vallat, Chairman of the European
Network of Maritime Clusters, warned at the First Seasteading Tahitian Conference
in May 2017 how crucial it was to engage this demographic, saying that the culture

of California was not the same to Polynesia’ (Vallat, 2017).28

28 |n terms of the Law of Requisite Variety which | explained in the introduction, it is possible
to state that the studies’ strategy of the Floating Island did not have the requisite variety
necessary to move forward. From this perspective, the approach focused on formal
stakeholders did the opposite. It accepted the focus of governance was made up of
government rules, as opposed to more material social systems underlying them.
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5.8. Conclusion

This chapter explained how the Floating Island Project would have been structured
as a nested system, physically and legally. | dealt with both aspects by focusing on
the institutions ruling these places. The general nested institutional structure would
comprise the SeaZone Authority, the municipality of Teva | Uta, French Polynesia,
France, the European Union and the United Nations. The United States and China
also formed part of the Project's complex governance structure, although not
because of historical reasons associated with the colonisation of the archipelagos
now known as French Polynesia. The chapter described this nested structure as
being in part rooted within the colonial past and present of French Polynesia and in
The Seasteading Institute’s incremental strategy to kick-start seasteads with
SeaZones. It additionally discussed the implications of nestedness in the case study,
such as the Project being framed by ambiguous jurisdictions and tangled regulations.
The chapter explained that in order to get approval, the Floating Island Project would
need to untangle these regulations. This meant either to establish regulatory

exemptions or new rules.

By dealing with key issues and institutions, the chapter showed the Project’s focus
on formal, government stakeholders in the studies strategy. This focus led me to
highlight that the strategy consisting of submitting studies for the Assembly to deliver
lacked true engagement with the nestedness of the system because a) it
concentrated on targeting the Assembly for its approval and b) the regulations
mention institutions and governing bodies, but there was not true focus on the people
using of the lagoon. The next chapter goes deeper into the idea that to navigate
nestedness more strategically, respectfully (see: de la Bellacasa, 2017), and to
produce better results, it is necessary to engage with multiple levels of stakeholders,

both formal and informal. This has, nonetheless, to be done with true care, with
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honesty. As Puig de la Bellacasa argues, caring requires true care. And as she (Puig
de la Bellacasa, 2017:198) points out when she quotes Murphy (2015), some
projects masked under the “care” framework can serve colonizing goals. This thesis
shows how not engaging more comprehensively and actively played against the
Floating Island. For instance, the Assembly never reviewed the studies. However,
there was a category of semi-formal, semi-informal stakeholders the Project
addressed international stakeholders. How the Project concerned local and global
stakeholders, targeting the latter to the detriment of the former, is the topic of the

next chapter.
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CHAPTER 6. LOCAL AND GLOBAL NON-GOVERNMENT

STAKEHOLDERS

6.1. Introduction

In the previous chapter, | provided examples relating to the Project’s regulatory
framework, which show how the governance structure of the Floating Island would
structure as a nested system. | based several of the chapter’s claims on existing
regulations mentioned in the Project's feasibility studies submitted for the
Assembly to deliver. Because of the formal nature of this strategy, the chapter
discussed only formal government stakeholders. | concluded the chapter by
pointing out how focusing on government and formal stakeholders does not reflect

the diversity of the stakeholders involved in a nested system.

In this chapter, | no longer concentrate on formal stakeholders. Instead, my focus
here is on non-governmental stakeholders. To examine them, | analyse another of
the Floating Island Project’s proposed key strategies. | call it the ‘governance and
marketing strategy’. | place these two together, governance and marketing,
because a significant part of the Project's marketing strategy during the data
collection process used the SeaZone’s innovative form of governance to target
future tenants and potential Varyon buyers. The overall marketing push of the
Floating Island was such, that one ex-Blue Frontiers volunteer and former
Seasteading Institute's online forum manager, Elwatorski (2019), today Ocean

Builders representative, called it a 'one million dollars marketing campaign'.
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My overall aim throughout this chapter is to argue that the Floating Island Project
exhibited one key feature of complex governance: it concerned local and global
stakeholders. As we will see, the Floating Island Project tried to engage with both.
However, | suggest that the marketing and governance strategy ultimately
prioritised global stakeholders and ended up sidelining local ones, much to the
Project’s detriment. Supporting evidence for this claim includes the lack of a Varyon
purchasing document in French and superficial use of sea-level rise rhetoric in the
Project’s marketing.?° It is not possible to claim, with absolute certainty, whether
this sidelining was due to market demands. This is why | differentiate between
concerning and targeting. When | refer to ‘targeting’, | mean a deliberate action by
Blue Frontiers. When | write ‘concern’, | refer to an interest by stakeholders. Both
concepts are similar, but they point to different directions. | discuss two

stakeholders in this chapter: local and global.

By local stakeholders, | refer to Polynesians from the municipality of Teva | Uta
and the rest of Tahiti. These are the present-day appropriators of the water and
land areas the Project would occupy. | group local stakeholders under the broad
umbrella of Polynesians, although | recognise that this term may impose a
generalisation upon a diverse group of individuals. And while this term
encapsulates the broad set of local stakeholders related to the case study, the term
in itself is problematic because it has colonial underpinnings. Indigenous of French
Polynesian islands tend not to call themselves Polynesians, but M&’ohi. But even
M&’ohi includes numerous subcultures and languages within the different
archipelagos and islands. Nevertheless, | have opted for the term Polynesians

because it is the broadest, yet ‘specific’ category | found to include Ma’ohi and non-

2% While this thesis is not about blockchain nor software studies, the data of the Varyon token
inform this chapter. It backs the idea that Project targeted global participants them through the
governance and marketing strategy.
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indigenous natives from the islands, including descendants from first, second and
third-generation immigrants born in Tahiti and surrounding islands. By global
stakeholders, | mean the international participants of the project, which would buy
or bought Varyon. As a further section in the chapter suggests, expected
appropriators of the Project would be part of an international demographic of global
project participants who survive on wifi and Airbnbs. However, all this does not
mean an Ostrom's framework is not suitable for studying certain elements of the
Project. As Ostrom herself explained, her principles and her theory can be applied
to other scenarios involving the commons, including seemingly distant ones, such
as neighbourhoods, associations, charities, gangs, and even to voting (Ostrom,
1990). Her work is even central to what is known as digital commons, which include

digital systems, such as Wikipedia and the blockchain (Davidson et al., 2016:13).%°

Ultimately, this chapter serves three purposes. First, it helps to grasp the idea that
complex governance concerns diverse stakeholders at multiple levels. Second, it
shows emerging tensions resulting from trying to establish a project like the
Floating Island with digital forms of governance within a physical territory owned
by and used by demographics different from the project’s intended participants.
This is a tension between the project’s digital and spatial extraterritorialities, which
I expand upon in the discussion and reflections chapter. And third, the chapter
examines the potential significance and analysis of Elinor Ostrom’s work for private

SeaZones, such as the Floating Island.

30 Commons 1.0 refers to the commons Ostrom mostly focused on, natural resources.
Commons 2.0 refers to the public domain and creative commons, such as Wikipedia.
Commons 3.0 is the new iteration -blockchains. Davidson et al. (2016:13) explain why
blockchains are commons. Blockchain is Commons 3.0 in that it provides a technical solution
(cryptographic consensus) to the problem of cooperation in joint or group production at scale
while still maintaining the benefits of commons-type (i.e. polycentric) institutional governance.
A blockchain is a thrustless commons in which effective rules are embedded in constitutional
smart contracts that are cryptographically secure and crypto-economically implemented. The
working hypothesis is that the structure of these rules is likely to be similar to the eight ‘design
rules’ identified by Ostrom”.
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Ostrom’s work is important in the context of complex governance and for this
chapter discussing stakeholders because Ostrom is recognised for her
contributions to complex governance in socioecological systems (see Ostrom,
1990, 1994, 2005). Ostrom’s publications explored the institutions, rules and roles
of local and external stakeholders in the governance of the commons. ‘The
commons’ are natural or human-made resources subject to overuse,
overconsumption and destruction due to their size, geography and their open-
access nature (Ostrom, 1990). Water bodies, such as rivers, lakes, oceans and
lagoons, including Atimaono, the first announced location of the Floating Island
(Blue Frontiers, 2017d), are examples of the commons. Ostrom’s work is,
therefore, suited for this case study, given the aspiration of placing the Floating
Island in the Atimaono lagoon in Teva | Uta, Tahiti. Thus, an Ostromian perspective

is helpful for interpreting this chapter’s empirical observations.

Moreover, Ostrom’s work is particularly crucial for this thesis because sea-level
rise was one of the main motivations of the French Polynesian government for
signing the Memorandum of Understanding (2017). This document’s first point

reads:

The government of French Polynesia has expressed its interest in the
issues of climate change. Its contribution to the PACT (Polynesians
Against Climate Threats) is the manifestation of its political
commitment to consider threats to the ocean and the islands as issues
of the future. The government of French Polynesia recognizes that
rising waters threatens the lands, its inhabitants and their previous way

of life.
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(MOU, 2017:6).

In another part, the Memorandum adds: “noting that in 2016, the Government of
French Polynesia invited The Seasteading Institute to present its concept of the
Floating Island Project and their benefits to the islands and inhabitants of French
Polynesia” (MOU, 2017:7). | bring Ostrom’s work to the forefront here to discuss
the Project’s sea-level rise narrative because her work on governance of complex
socioecological systems has shaped, in the last years, discussions about climate
change (Johannesson, 2017) and sustainable development (Cogolati, 2016), in
institutions such as the World Bank (Gallegos, 2012), the Global Commission on
the Economy and Climate (GCEC, 2014) and the World Economic Forum (Delpero,
2015). Here, | use Ostrom’s work primarily to back claims about why the Project
necessitated, and should have tried to get, buy in from local stakeholders, and to

explore the roles of various stakeholders of the Floating Island.

This chapter proceeds with five sections. Section 6.2. discusses key elements of
Ostrom’s work which are relevant for the chapter. In section 6.3., | use Ostrom’s
work to explain why the Project concerned local stakeholders, how the Project
minimally tried to engage with them and how it sidelined them. Section 6.4. looks
at Varyon’s marketing to suggest that the target of the Project were global
stakeholders. In section 6.5., | present additional examples of missed opportunities

to incorporate local stakeholders in the Project’s governance.

6.2. Complex Governance in Socioecological Systems
Ostrom's work is extensive, and it would be impossible to summarise it in one
thesis section. My aim here, instead, is to identify those elements of her work which

are most relevant for this chapter's argument. The argument being that the Floating
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Island Project exhibited features of complex governance. The feature in which |
focus in this chapter is that the Project concerned multiple levels of stakeholders,
including local and global. That said, specifically, | take three main elements of
Ostrom's work: first, | look at some of here her design principles discussing users
and boundaries in the commons; Second, | take parts of her position on the
limitations of state and market governance of the commons; third, | present some
elements of her theory of collective, shared governance, and her view on

privatising the commons.

Note that, in using Ostrom's work in this way, my goal is not to argue whether the
Floating Island fits Ostrom's framework for governance of the commons and
socioecological systems. Instead, my purpose is to explore which elements of the
case study, when read from an Ostrom's perspective, contribute to explaining the
concern of locals, their sidelining and problems with prioritising global

stakeholders.

The first thing to note about Ostrom's work is that it focused on the institutions
governing the commons. Ostrom analysed institutions because she recognises
that the characteristics of the commons vary from one to another (Ostrom, 1990).
Therefore, Ostrom created an institutional analysis framework for understanding
institutions governing the commons, based on identifying elements and

relationships within them (Ostrom, 2009: 28). Ostrom defined institutions as:

sets of working rules that are used to determine who is eligible to make

decisions in some arena, what actions are allowed or constrained, what

aggregation rules will be used, what information must or must not be
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provided, and what payoffs will be designed to individuals depending
on their actions.

(Ostrom, 1990:65)

This quote reflects how Ostrom emphasises on the type of users which can make
decisions in the commons governance and how they relate to other types of users
and their actions. Ostrom’s work on institutions and the relation between use and
governance allows us to see the opportunities to include Polynesians in the form
of governance proposed for a part of their lagoon, alongside the state and market
actors.3! Central to Ostrom's work are her ‘design principles’, which discuss
institutions for governing the commons. She extracted these principles from
successful cases of institutions governing common-pool resources. For Ostrom,
success means protection and sustainability. This is achieved through rules
preventing a resource's depletion. Ostrom highlights how important it is for these
rules to be coherent with the users’ social and cultural environment and the

physical and biological characteristics of the common-pool resource.

The first Ostrom principle useful for this chapter states that the commons needs to
have clear boundaries. Boundaries are particularly important for the governance of
the commons which, like oceans, are finite. The need for boundaries emerges from
one of the main problems the commons suffer from: many are open-access. Being

open access makes common resources are open for anyone's extraction (Schlager

31 She was aware that in situations of nested governance, governance has multiple centres.
This is the idea of polycentrism. Ostrom was a strong proponent of polycentric governance
systems. Polycentric systems are, indeed, those where there exist multiple centres of
decision-making (Ostrom et al., 2009b). This idea connects very well with the previous
chapter, in that polycentric systems tend to be nested (Ostrom,1994:11). Dealing with nested
complex governance systems entails engaging with local and global stakeholders. But
polycentrism is not the main element of Ostrom which | use in this chapter. It is instead the
emphasis on the local.
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& Ostrom, 1992). Over extraction of natural resources tends to lead to depletion.
Hence the first step to protect the commons is to establish rules that set boundaries

(Ostrom, 1990).

Ostrom (1990) at first did not specify if boundaries referred to physical limits or
users. However, following a critique by Cox et al. (2010), she revisited her theory
and clarified that the term suggested both (Ostrom, FC2012; p.98).32 Bounding the
commons, therefore, means that only a set of users can extract units from a
delimited physical resource. Nevertheless, bounding is difficult when the resource
is open access, like lagoons - even if the lagoon is surrounded by coral reefs.
Boundaries are Ostrom's ex-ante response to the "tragedy of the commons"

(Hardin, 1968; Pennington, 2012).

The tragedy of the commons refers to a situation where resources are depleted
because self-interested users take as much as they can, without considering that
other users need the resources too. Because of this tragedy, Hardin (1968), who
formalised the Tragedy of the Commons, argued for the need of an external
structure that governed the commons and their resources, such as the market or
the state. Ostrom’s work debunked Hardin’s assumption that either markets or
states are necessary to govern the commons. More importantly, she showed how

these are not only the two alternatives. Ostrom started with a key distinction:

%2 In respect to this subject, Ostrom writes: “The authors (Cox, Arnold and Villamayor) then
suggested a better way of framing the design principles than | had done originally. For
example, when | talked about boundary rules, | did not make a distinction between a clear set
of boundaries of the resource and a clear set of boundaries for the users. Sometimes systems
have clear boundaries for the resources but not for the users or vice versa and, in some of the
case studies that were reported, that was a problem. So Cox, Arnold and Tomas crafted and
clarified three of the design principles. They distinguished between clear boundaries of the
resource users (that is the membership) and clear boundaries of the resource itself (Ostrom,
2012a: 9).”
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Hardin’s work did not distinguish open-access commons from commons that are

jointly owned by a community (Ostrom, 2008). About this, Pennington writes:

The ‘tragedy of the commons’ should really be described as the
‘tragedy of open access’. The type of scenario discussed by Hardin
refers to a situation where there are no rules governing the use of the
resource. This is a very rare situation. In practice, most common-pool
resources are governed by a set of rules — but the origin of these rules
differs. In some circumstances they are developed endogenously by
the resource users themselves, but elsewhere they are imposed on
resource users by an external governing body. The debate about the
relative efficacy of internally generated versus externally imposed rules
is what Ostrom highlights so well.

(Pennington, 2012:25)

As Pennington notes, Ostrom brings in boundaries as a response to the open
access nature of the commons. Boundaries, Ostrom argues, keep away free riders
by imposing limits to who benefits and can extract units from the resource (Ostrom,
1990). They also serve to create a sense of belonging and care for the common-
pool resource by those within its boundaries. This is the main idea of Ostrom |

borrow for this chapter.

As useful as Ostrom’s work is for understanding rules and users in the commons,
there are limitations to how much certain water bodies, such as lagoons, can be
bounded. This is because oceans tend to be transboundary water resources (see

Dietz et al. 2003). As such, they exchange matter, energy and information with
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their environments. Consequently, their resources do not stay in one location. This
means that activities in a bounded area extend beyond it. For example: the
boundaries of the Floating Island Project would have comprised 7.500m? of the
lagoon. However, because the water and lagoon are transboundary resources,
activities in that area would have not only affected what would be inside this
perimeter. Neighbouring communities and the Floating Island would have shared
natural resources, such as the coral reef, water, marine life, among others. This
transboundary nature of resources in the lagoon is the primary and foremost
important reason for stating the Project concerned Polynesians, especially those

living in the municipality neighbouring Atimaono, Teva | Uta.

Ostrom's second relevant principle argues that the resource's rules should adapt
and apply specifically to that resource. What this principle states and part of the
reason why this principle can lead to successful governance is because individuals
affected by the commons’ rules voluntarily choose the resources’ institutional
arrangements. To clarify this, Ostrom proceeds to describe four categories of
users: appropriators, providers, producers and monitors. Appropriators extract
resource units and benefit from the use of the resource. Providers arrange the
resource's provision and the conflict resolution mechanisms. Producers maintain
the resource and the activities in it. And monitors observe and enforce. These roles
can be fluid and, Ostrom (2008) explains, providers and producers tend to be in

most instances the same.

The natural resource, in this case, would be the Atimaono lagoon. By resources, |
mean any extractable unit from the area. These might include fish (Blue Frontiers,
2017d), energy, water (Blue Frontiers, 2017c), or others of more 'intangible' or

extraterritorial nature, such as Varyon and the regulatory benefits and exceptions
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which the SeaZone Acts would have included. The appropriators of Atimaono
during the data collection process were Polynesians. More precisely, Polynesians
living in the municipality of Teva | Uta. While Polynesians are not government
stakeholders, nor formally part of the Project's nested complex governance
structure, they would be stakeholders of the Floating Island by virtue of geographic
proximity, present-day appropriation and resource sharing in the transboundary

lagoon.

Despite Polynesian’s geographical future proximity to the Floating Island Project,
the Project’'s expected appropriators were Varyon buyers, as one of the next
sections discusses. As for Blue Frontiers, the Company would provide, produce
and monitor the lagoon area. This distribution of roles is why Ostrom's work is
noteworthy for this chapter. One of the principle’s key messages is that present-
day users are the most suitable demographic to govern the commons in question
because they have been appropriating them for longer (Ostrom, 2018). An
Ostromian read of the Project would argue that Polynesians better represented this

demographic than by Varyon buyers.

Ostrom explains that the primary reason current appropriators should decide on
the rules is that they have the most local knowledge of the resource's
transformations over time. They also have greater incentives for the resource's
subsistence, leading them to try to find the most coherent guidelines for the
provision of physical, technological and institutional infrastructure. Consequently,
these individuals and groups are more preoccupied with the emergence of long-
term and bottom-up conflict resolution mechanisms, embedded in day-to-day
activities. In other words, these users have a sense of ownership and care. It is

important to note that an Ostromian read pushes the claim further. Ostrom
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advocated not only for local rules, but also for what she called “collective
governance of the commons”. These collective arrangements are bottom-up

institutions which emerge locally - | explain their origin below.

Throughout her work, Ostrom (2008:17) criticises how the market and the state
know little about the individuals using the commons. And, therefore, Ostrom argues
that neither the market nor the state are good vehicles for their governance
because both lead to excessive consumption of resources in common-pool
resources (Ostrom, 1994.5). Moreover, Ostrom (1990, 2005) explains that the
market and the state have little incentives for the commons’ sustainability and
maintenance (Ostrom, 1990; 2005). This accentuates when resources are
transboundary (Ostrom, 2012:30; Giordano, 2003). This is why, seeking to
overcome this problem, Ostrom’s first principle advocates for bounding the
commons and why she formalised forms of governance whereby multiple

individuals collectively govern shared resources.

Nationally governed by states and internationally used by companies, oceans are
some of the most evident examples of overuse and lack of protection. One of

Ostrom's (2008:15) examples illustrating the state's and the market's insufficiency
for successfully governing the commons is mentioned in a study by White and
Martin (2007). The authors narrate a 1982's decision by the United Nations
(UNCLOS, 1982) to decategorise one-third of the oceans as international waters
to decrease overfishing by private companies. The purpose was to address the
predatory nature of fishing outside waters governed by states. Trying to limit the
open-access nature of international waters, the United Nations extended the
Exclusive Economic Zone of coastal states from 3 to 200 nautical miles. It expected

states would protect them more than private companies. The solution was
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counterproductive: fishing in territorial waters increased. 33 Because of hundreds of
cases she studied, Ostrom (1990) concluded that successful governance of the
commons tends to occur through institutional arrangements from institutions that
are neither the market and nor the state (1990, 1994).34 Instead, she advocated
governance led by self-organised collective action institutions, with high incentives

for the resource's long-term success.

In a nutshell, Ostrom argues that successful governance of the commons tends to
happen when resources are collectively owned, instead of being owned by no one.
She stressed throughout her career that when resources are owned by the market
or the state, it is as if no one owned them, because both, states and markets, are
too far from resources to have incentives to successfully govern them or to have
the local knowledge needed for how to govern them best (Ostrom, 1994). Ostrom
notes that, on the one hand, the state with its overarching rules does not leave
space for designing rules specifically suited to each common. On the other hand,
the market tends to have resource misallocations by concentrating ownership. On
the contrary, a community of appropriators who are familiar with the location are

better equipped for governing the complexity a natural resource than institutions

33 Some libertarians argue that the reason why there is resources depletion by the market is
because the state does not create rules which market institutions would establish in their
absence if they had to come up with their own framework (Klein et al., 2013:540). The
interesting thing to note is that Ostrom would, partially and in general, agree. It is the lack of
property rights of oceans which, added to their transboundary nature, leads to its depletion.
Ostrom argued that the issue here is not so much the right to buy and sell derived from
property rights, but a broader concept of ownership. These property rights, from an Ostrom
perspective, can derive from the use. They can be de jure and de facto. What Ostrom
specifically opposed was one-model-fits-all solutions. Examples in her work about this are
numerous. For readers interested, one good place where she details benefits and downsides
of de jure and de facto property rights in marine extraction is a publication with Schlager
(Schlager and Ostrom, 1992:260) involving lobstermen in Maine.

34 That said, Ostrom was not an anarchist - nor opposed free market either (Wall, 2014).
Ostrom theorises a third approach, based on self-organised local institutions of collective
action, where rules emerge locally, through time. Ostrom (1994:3) describes these collective
governance institutions as follows: "complex property-rights systems that do not fit easily into
neat and fashionable dichotomies. While there may be aspects of these systems that involve
sanctions and coercion, they are not state entities. While there may be aspects of these
systems that involve buying and selling resource units, they are not market institutions."
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which are far, such as centralised states and extremely decentralised markets
(Ostrom, 1994).% It is because of this emphasis on locality that Ostrom's work
backs my claim that governance of the Floating Island Project concerned local

stakeholders.

Specifically, Ostrom’s work helps to analyse the implications of the proposed rules
for decision-making, provision and appropriation of resources in the Project’s
SeaZone area — the area where the special regulatory framework would apply.
That said, most cases analysed by Ostrom (Ostrom, 1990) detail rural communities
where the users' subsistence depend on the resource itself. They usually involve
farmers or indigenous communities and not Zone authorities. Because of their
close link to the resource, these users have created their own rules of provision for
the resource they collectively own. In this sense, Ostrom's ethnographies could
seem too distant from this case study, since the expected appropriators of the
Project’s area were demographically different from those recurrent in Ostrom's
work. However, this dissonance between current and expected appropriators is

why Ostrom’s work is key here.

Most Varyon buyers were not indigenous, fishers, nor came from rural
communities. Their economic subsistence was also not dependent on resources
extracted from the Project’s lagoon. In most cases, it did not even depend on the
thriving of the Project nor on Varyon. In fact, Blue Frontiers (2018e:37), advised
against purchasing Varyon with money that potential buyers were not willing to
lose. This is a common safeguard notice in Initial Coin Offerings and in other

investments. Indeed, when Varyon was cancelled, only one user publicly sent

35 Pennington (2012:25) clarifies that not in every situation Ostrom advocates for decentralised
community-based approaches. In some instances it is not possible but to rely on state
regulation (McKean and Ostrom, 1995).
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aggressive texts to Blue Frontiers Telegram channel.*® The telegram user wrote
that he had saved money for months to buy Varyon. The second key idea | want
to highlight of this difference in demographics is that, unlike in Ostrom's examples,
many potential appropriators of the Project’s area were expected to be temporary

visitors (see TSI, 2014; Blue Frontiers, 2018e).

6.3. Local “Informal” Stakeholders

It is worth saying more about how the Floating Island Project concerned local
stakeholders, but also how it sidelined them. As | explained in the previous section,
the most important evidence for the claim that the Project concerned Polynesians
is that the Floating Island and its SeaZone would be located in a Polynesian
lagoon. Therefore, from the outset, the Project would touch and affect its
neighbours. More importantly, during the project’s planning phase, Polynesians
were the owners and appropriators of Atimaono. Many Polynesians use this lagoon
for their subsistence or recreation. As | noted during my trips to Tabhiti, fishermen
and women fish in this area, and the beach is visited by families and couples on
the weekends. Despite this and how the daily lives of Atimaono’s neighbours would
be directly impacted and transformed by the project (it would be naive to state
otherwise), few public initiatives tried to involve them in the Project’s vision, future
and planning. Several Polynesians reacted negatively towards this. And with

reason.

Public community engagement is crucial for special jurisdictions to get local and

government support (Frazier and McKinney, 2019Db). It allows Zone developers to

36 Telegram is an encrypted app similar to Whatsapp, but with more privacy. It can be used
without a phone number, only with a user name. In 2017 it became one of the preferred
platforms for Initial Coin Offerings and blockchain projects to communicate directly with their
audience. Blue Frontiers had a Telegram channel where interested buyers posed questions
about the purchase and the state of the Project.
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plan with the local community or neighbourhood in mind. Frazier (2016) and Frazier
and McKinney (2019b) argue that listening sessions, workshops and other
initiatives enable the transfer of know-how and resources between the Project and
the local community and, most importantly, between the local community and the
project. Indeed, listening sessions allow local informal stakeholders to input in the
planning phases. They also provide routes for integrating the project within the
community, and ensure projects if they are or not welcomed before they spend
considerable resources in a location that will not work out (Frazier and McKinney,
2019b). Using a notion found in Puig de la Bellacasa (2017) work, involving locals

in the project and planning for them and with them is the responsible thing to do.

In principle, the conference in Tahiti on May 2018 provided an excellent opportunity
for listening, involving, integrating and projecting locals and their vision into the
Project. To get the most local participation, Polynesians did not need to pay to
enter the conference. In contrast, international visitors paid approximately 2.800
USD, including flights. The first day, the main conference room at Le Meridien Hotel
in Tahiti, which could sit approximately 500 people, was full. However, in the next
days, the room was less crowded, and a significant portion of the remaining
attendants were international. While attendance was free for locals, this
conference was, in hindsight, not a sound way to launch the project. It did not have
a flavour of community engagement, nor was it a place for listening to the
community. Instead, experts, mostly foreign, including myself, spoke. One problem
with the conference is that, like most conferences, it was structured as a tree
topology (see Figure 2). In this structure, information only flows from the speaker
to the attendees, but not in the opposite direction. This makes communication

unidirectional and instructive rather than generating a two-way interaction. While
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there were some additional meetings with the community the days following the

conference, these did not have continuity.

2.4 -a
Speaker Attendees
\

Ny

Figure 2. Tree topology in conferences

Something similar occurred with the workshops of October 2018.3” Not only they
lasted two days and had no follow-ups, but participation was also limited to 25
attendees (Actu.fr, 2017; Tahiti-Infos, 2017). These two did not represent long-term
community engagement strategies and did not manage to generate local
grassroots support. Additionally, the Project organised weekly parties at the
Tahitian headquarters. However, the guests were members of the Polynesian elite,
and not grassroots. The lack of further community engagement led to visible
responses against the Floating Island since the launch at Le Meridien. These were

mostly unfavourable.

For example, one user wrote on Facebook: "You want the protection of our lagoons
without participating in the community effort!!" (FacebookUserl, 2018; my

translation). Another example was a photo uploaded by a Polynesian on the

%7 In the Methodology Chapter | explained my participation in both of these events.
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Project’s French Facebook page (lles Flottantes Fenua, 2016)%. It contained a
survey by Polynesians (llles Flottantes en Polynésie, 2017) asking whether they
wanted the project. The two highest voted options were "no", "leave our islands as
they are"® and "no way"4°, with 262, 94 and 80 votes, respectively compared to 24
"why not"#, 22 "yes"#2 and 7 "I'll think about it"*3. Given the obvious Polynesian
concern regarding a new project in their lagoon, a place Polynesians call their

refrigerator, Polynesians felt the Project did not speak to them.

But critiques also surfaced in the press and in protests at the Assembly. Valentina
Cross, leader of the opposition representing the commune of Teva | Uta, told the

press:

It is not so much against these Americans as we have, it is rather the
way in which it is disposed of our lagoon without us having been
consulted either at the level of the municipal council or at the level of
the population. It’s all. It can be a nice project, but not at home, and not
the way it was done, that is to say without any consultation.

(Actu.fr, 2018; my translation)

The disengagement with local stakeholders was evident even within the project. In
the fourth quarter of 2017, Polynesian participants in the Project moved away from
it (Ventury, 2019). Subsequently, the profiles of the only three Polynesian women,
who previously appeared on the Company's website, were taken down. Their

contributions to Blue Frontiers seemed to be a strong pillar in the local community

38 The original question in French reads: iles flottantes en Polynésie pour ou countre????
3 The original text in French reads: “lesse not iles tel key sont”.

40 The original text in French reads: “jambs de la vie”.

41 The original text in French reads: “pourquoi pas”

42 The original text in French reads: “Oui”.

4 The original text in French reads: “a réfléchir”
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engagement, as | perceived during my first trip to Tahiti, before becoming a
volunteer of the project. Alexandrine Wang, one of these young Polynesian
women, organized and managed the entire conference, volunteers and events.
Another of them, Pauline Sillinger, helped organise the workshops months later
(see Tahiti-Infos, 2017). The third one, Lenick Perenou, was an architect who
brought the Polynesian worldview and symbols to the project. This included
designing canoe-shaped homes and orienting the main floating building towards
stars that Polynesian ancestors used as navigation maps (see Perenou, 2017).
There is little evidence after their exit, besides a Facebook page in French (Blue

Frontiers, 2016), of public community engagement strategies in Tahiti.

Only one half-Polynesian remained in the project, Marc Collins Chen, the person
who first did the liaison between The seasteading Institute and the Polynesian
government. This co-founder, who lived in Tahiti and was, by default, the person
in charge of everything related to Polynesia, told the press that the Project had not
talked to the community because it was waiting for the government to read the
studies first (Actu.fr, 2018). In one occasion, during the peak of the waves |
describe in the next chapter, Collins Chen tried to talk to Cross, the politician from
Teva | Uta. However, this was during the peak of the Facebook and protest waves
involving the Project. The situation in Tahiti was so heated that the mayor, Tearii

Alpha, forbid Collins to meet the community (Actu.fr, 2018).

Besides not having continuous, public and ‘engaged’ community engagement

aiming to make a project Polynesians would directly benefit from, the second

aspect showing how the Project sidelined local stakeholders was that people were
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required to own Varyon before entering the Project’s area.** About this need, Blue
Frontiers writes: "Varyon will be required for staking a person's presence, and
residency (or virtual residency if available) in a SeaZone" (Blue Frontiers, 2018;j;
2018e, 2018h). A verification algorithm would check if visitors or residents had
Varyon locked in a smart wallet (Blue Frontiers, 2018e:19). The Varyon purchasing
document further adds: "Anyone who spends time in a SeaZone will be required to
own Varyon and stake an amount for the duration of their visit or residence" (Blue
Frontiers, 2018e:19). These quotes by Blue Frontiers are relevant, not only
because they request anyone, resident or visitor, to have Varyon to enter the

project, but also because they mention the SeaZone, not the Floating Island.

As | explained in the introductory chapters, foundational seasteading authors call
the floating buildings either ‘seastead’ or ‘floating islands’. However, the term
‘SeaZone’ refers to the entire area covered by the regulations, the area where
these buildings were located. In this case, the term covers the water too. This
distinction is highly important because it raises questions about whether and why
Polynesians would and should require a cryptographic token to use a water body
they now appropriate. This is why | use the verb “sidelining”, as a way to

communicate the Project’s exclusion to locals. | explain more below.

The sidelining arises from words used in the Project documentation and the
definition of each term in it. To be more specific, Blue Frontiers defined seastead
in the Varyon purchasing document as "mobile floating homes, businesses, and
community spaces that can be moved and reconfigured in relation to other

seasteads" (Blue Frontiers, 2018e:2). However, the Varyon ownership requirement

4 As a reminder of the terms, the difference between floating island and SeaZone is that
SeaZone refers to the entire area of the Project where the special regulatory framework of the
SeaZone Acts would apply, whereas Floating Island refers to the buildings.
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applied for the SeaZone, not seasteads. Blue Frontiers described SeaZones in the
same document as "Special Economic Zones at sea" (Blue Frontiers, 2018e:2).
Considering these two definitions suggests that Varyon would have been needed
to enter the 7.500m? of the entire area for which the Special SeaZone framework
would apply, and not only for the 1% of this total space that the economic study

(see EMSI, 2017) explains floating buildings -mislabelled seasteads- would occupy

The Project did state that some categories of users, such as local boaters or
French Polynesia's coastguard would have been exempt from holding Varyon in a
digital wallet (Blue Frontiers, 2018e:20; 2018]18). For them, Blue Frontiers, or third
parties, would manage the Varyon needed to enter — referred to as ‘the stakes’.
These third parties would include employers, the municipality, a seastead
association, tourism and transportation operators, among others (Blue Frontiers,
2018e:18).*° But even this alone is problematic because it suggests rules and a

prohibition to move in a place they now freely use.

One argument against this being problematic could be that Polynesians could
purchase Varyon. As a matter of fact, 1 of the 50 nationalities that bought it
corresponds to French Polynesia (Blue Frontiers, 2018n). Nevertheless, and to
restate, the artificial barrier created by holding Varyon raises questions about why
Polynesians should or would choose to use it to enter what is now their own
territory and which they appropriate at will. Moreover, cryptocurrency transaction

volumes in Tahiti, during the planning phase of the project, and to date, were so

4 |t is important to note that this would have not excluded public servants, such as custom
agents, to be able to enter the project. Current regulations state that all custom agents are
able to inspect ships anchored in the costs of France, because it is a matter of national security
and public safety (CC, 2013). This was disputed in court on the basis that doing so violated
the right to have a private life (Funke v France, Feb 25 1993). The final ruling was that an
unexpected inspection could be done only with an authorisation and if not doing it violates
national security. Something similar could have maybe been extended to the Floating Island.
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minimal that the Collectivity tends not to appear in country-wide metrics. Likewise,
back then French Polynesian cryptocurrency regulations were rather non-existent
or unknown (icotokenseconomy, ND). Therefore, this use of Varyon does not come
natural. Instead, it seems a neocolonial tool which would have resulted in

strengthening an islander form of orientalism (see: Said, 2002) in Tabhiti.

We can read the implications of this situation more in-depth if looked from an
Ostromian perspective. Holding Varyon as a requirement to enter the SeaZone
aligns with Ostrom's principle concerning the need to bound a resource. However,
Ostrom's principle suggests that individuals who are already occupying the
physical space are those who should create the institutions governing them. From
an Ostromian perspective, the desire to bound the resource should have come
from Polynesians, not from a potential enclave of foreigners. But here it was a
foreign company which brough those rules. Therefore, requiring Varyon to enter
the SeaZone was dissonant and not a sound strategy from an Ostromian
perspective. It was not a responsible way to carry out a Project who stated in the

Memorandum of Understanding it would directly benefit Polynesians.

One way to avoid tensions between the need to bound physical resource and their
users, while still bounding the 7.500m? of the Project and keeping a Varyon
entrance requirement, was differentiating - as Ostrom (2012) did - between
physical and user boundaries. This would have restricted access to the Floating
Island building to non-Varyon holders, but not to the ocean covered by the
regulations of the SeaZone. In that way, non-Varyon holders fishing, surfing,
paddling and swimming in the area covered by SeaZone could have been allowed,
even if they found themselves 1 centimetre away from the Floating Island.

However, in the planning phase reached by the project, it was unclear what exact
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rules would apply to Polynesian non-Varyon holders who were swimming or fishing
in the SeaZone. It is not clear in the public documentation if non-Varyon holders,
for instance, paddling or swimming were expected carry their smartphones with
them in the ocean to show proof of Varyon holding or identity when entering the
SeaZone, an area they own. Overall, other key documents of the project, such as
the energy and water (Blue Frontiers, 2018e) and food reports (Blue Frontiers,
2018f) barely mention current Atimaono users.*® Problems and unclear issues like
this one were contributing factors to why the waves | discuss in the next chapter

gained, rightfully so, such momentum.

Another important read of Ostrom’s work to this issue relates to the concept of
“appropriator'. In a legal context, the term refers to: "a person who has a particular
legal claim to withdraw resource units" (Ostrom, 1990:220). Hence, appropriation
does not derive from ownership, but use. Here, the real appropriators of the

project’s total area were fisher men and women and families who use the beach

4 One thing to note where the Project went beyond traditional projects in terms of
appropriators in the commons concerns marine life in the SeaZone area. In the environmental
study of the Floating Island (Blue21, 2017), non-human animals were seen as current
appropriators of the lagoon. One example that reflects this discusses artificial light. Blue21
(2017) explored ways in which artificial light coming from the Floating Island could disturb fish
living nearby. To reduce light pollution, Blue21 recommended that the exterior lights of the
buildings were orange or red. These light tones, which are above 600nm, cannot be seen by
most coral reef fish species (Job and Shand, 2001). Blue21 (2017: 4) explains: "outdoor
lighting at wavelengths that are less likely to disturb fishes can be used. Orange and red light
are known to reach only limited depths (at 1 m depth red light intensity is already reduced by
90%, and orange light by 50%)". Additionally, to avoid collisions between vessels with fish and
corals and minimising noise during construction, Blue21 (2017) recommended to build the
Project on land. Blue21's perspective fits with a complexity framework of systems ecology in
that it detaches from anthropocentrism. While, to my knowledge, Blue21 was not considering
Ostrom's work, their non-anthropocentric perspective even surpasses Ostrom. This is
because Ostrom's views non-human animals and other species as resources or as part of the
natural environment, whereas Blue21 (2017) sees non-human animals as appropriators of the
resource. This perspective is important in light of another author | have mentioned in separate
parts of the thesis. Puig de la Bellacasa (2017) goes against anthropocentrism, arguing for
matters of care that come form a more ecological and integrated and web perspective of
humans and non-humans. This approach is similar to the systems ecology perspective
proposed by the architects, Blue21. This position is highly valuable for SeaZone projects
because its potential to lead to forms of planning, managing and using, calling back to Ostrom,
that are not exploitative.
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and lagoon to fish, swim, leisure, and other activities. However, the expected
appropriators, given that owning Varyon was needed to enter the area, were this
cryptocurrency’s buyers. This is one important reason why | argue that the Project
targeted, through its token uses, demographics outside of Polynesia. It, indeed,

went against Ostrom's findings for successful governance of the commons.

A third point about sidelining local stakeholders also relates to Varyon. Varyon, a
core aspect of the Project’s governance, seemed disconnected from the other half
of the project’'s mission and one reason why the Polynesian government signed
the MOU in the first place. That is, helping communities adapt to sea-level rise
(see: Blue Frontiers, n.d.-c). With exceptions such as the Project’s design brief by
Blue21, in the Project's marketing, the message of communities threatened by
rising seas was not crafted for Polynesia, even though this was the location of the
Project and that sea-level rise was one of the top motivations of the government to
sign the Memorandum. Authors such as Ranganathan (2019:211) criticised that
the Floating Island's interest in sea-level rise was mere rhetoric. She writes: "this
disaster, extracting wealth from new commons — the common concerns of climate

change, sea-level rise, and biodiversity loss".

Evidence seems to back Ranghanathan’s idea. As the following quotes show,
superficiality in the use of the climate change narrative or absence of it and a lack
of general coherence characterise some uses of Varyon. For example, the Varyon
slogan was “Increasing variation in governance”. Accordingly, the Varyon

promotional video said:

7.6 billion people live under the authority of only about 192 land-based

governments, and only 180 national currencies. To solve humanities
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greatest challenges, we need innovative governance, as fluid as our
world. Blue Frontiers, the first seasteading company, is proud to
announce Varyon. A token of exchange to increase variation in
governance.

(Blue Frontiers, 2018h)

In this main promotional video of Varyon, there is no mention of the role played by
Varyon in sea-level rise adaptation. Similarly, the threat of rising seas is
disconnected from the governance aspect in the description of Blue Frontiers’

mission:

Blue Frontiers is making it possible to decentralise governance by
launching a seasteading industry that will provide humanity with new
options for organising societies and governments. Seasteads will
provide environmental resilience to the millions of people threatened
by rising sea levels. Through Varyon, we invite people to participate in
realising this fascinating endeavour.

(Blue Frontiers, 2018e:8)

In another part of the Varyon purchasing document (2018e:2), Blue Frontiers did
join together both parts of the project: "the same technologies we are developing
for seasteads will provide environmental resilience to the millions of people
threatened by rising sea levels". But in another section, seasteads, the ‘floating
buildings’, are described only as a dynamic geography mechanism and a way to

get to achieve anarcho-capitalist oriented freedom, as follows:
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mobile floating homes, businesses, and community spaces that can be
moved and reconfigured in relation to other seasteads, allowing for the
formation, reformation, and dissolution of networks, neighbourhoods,
cities, and eventually nation-states in international waters. Seasteads
will offer residents and businesses liberties and regulatory frameworks
that allow for rapid innovation in societal and political structures.

(Blue Frontiers, 2018e:2)

Likewise, the Company explained the purpose of SeaZones, the regulatory aspect

of the Project, in the following quote, one which does not include sea-level rise:

SeaZones will create legal and regulatory environments within the
territorial waters of host nations, granting seasteaders substantial
flexibility or exemptions in fiscal, customs, labour, permits, and other
select regulatory matters. Cryptocurrency and blockchain technology
users and companies will benefit from these regulatory regimes for
certainty, liberty, and taxes.

(Blue Frontiers, 2018e)

Another example of superficiality in messaging is:

Beyond Sustainable. By living on the seas, humans will have a strong
incentive to stop treating them as hunting grounds and ocean highways
for supertankers, and start taking better care of them. The seasteads
are designed to attract and revive coral and marine life habitats.

(Blue Frontiers, 2018e:16).
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As evidenced in these few quotes, the mentioning of sustainability in the Varyon
documents is either absent or, when present, rather superficial. Despite the
proposed core use of Varyon in the project, it was never stated how Varyon would
be useful for users of the Tahitian lagoon, sea-level rise adaptation nor locations
and communities in danger. Hence, one important additional way in which the
governance and marketing strategy sidelined local stakeholders was through
superficial use of sea-level rise in the key promotional and purchasing
documentation of Varyon and key definitions. This reflected some disconnection
between Varyon - the project’'s most marketed aspect, funding mechanism, means
of exchange and governance tool- with finding sustainable ways for Polynesia to

adapt to rising seas.*’

Overall, sea-level rise and the local culture seemed to be mentioned merely to
appease the project’s future neighbours. Examples of this are included in the
dissonances between the project’s French Polynesian and international Facebook
page profile pictures. The Project’'s French Polynesian Facebook profile picture
had a design of the Floating Island inspired by French Polynesian seafaring
tradition, which resembled Maoui's hook from above, showed the stars, and it had
words in Tahitian and in French. It was meant to speak to locals. In contrast, the

English-speaking profile picture had the company's logo.

Moreover, each Facebook post on each page seemed to portrait an entirely

different aspect of the project. The French one shaped around sustainability and

47 The Project’s sustainability narrative seemed to have shaped around the work of the
architectural partner, Blue21 (2017db), and by the work of the Polynesian architect, Perenou
(2017:66), who had previously worked on floating architecture for sea-level rise in French
Polynesia. It is important to note that Perennou's work only appeared in the French website
of Blue Frontiers, and was never translated to the English speaking one. This suggests its
inclusion could have been for "show" in the Collecitvity, rather than genuine.

178



the English one on governance. This was also reflected in the type of images the
pages used. For French Polynesian audiences, the image shown of the Project
was the design which resembled one natural island. For internationals, an
additional design was used. As in the case of the Varyon promotional video (Blue
Frontiers, 2018h, Blue Frontiers, 2017¢) shows, this second design was architect’s
Simon Nummy’s more modular version of the Project - elucidating more easily the
idea of dynamic geography than the static floating island. Similarly, the French-
speaking Facebook (lles Flottantes Fenua, 2016) ‘about’ page describes the
Floating Island as "ecologic floating islands".*® However, the English-speaking
(Blue Frontiers, n.d.-a) “about” page, which was more used, had more posts,
followers and traction, read: "Realising the promise of seasteading. Resilient

floating islands and innovative governing frameworks".

But the fact is that the proposed Floating Island Project never actually materialised.
Therefore, it is not possible to know how the relationship between the Project and
local stakeholders would have unfolded once built. However, the tacit notion of
nautical displacement behind the marketing of Varyon seemed to embody one of
Bach's critiques to some Zones -and one of the many problems with
neocolonialism. Bach recalls that some of these have evicted local residents to
give way to "global creative talents" (Bach, 2011:115). | expand on this category of

users in the next section.

6.4. Global (Non-Local) Stakeholders

In addition to local stakeholders, the Project also involved non-local, non-

government stakeholders, whom | will refer to as ‘global’ stakeholders. It is

4 The text in French reads: Page officielle du projet d'les flottantes écologiques, du
Seasteading Institute, en Polynésie francaise
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essential, therefore, to discuss the global level of stakeholders that the Project also
concerned. After all, once the Project was established, these global stakeholders
would be more entrusted with the Project’s governance than the local stakeholders.
This is mainly because they would participate in the Project’s governance by voting
and emulating dynamic geography with Varyon. Unlike the local stakeholders
discussed above, the SeaZone did not concern global stakeholders by virtue of
spatial proximity. Instead, it was Blue Frontiers’ decision to have Varyon as a core
part of the Project what made them stakeholders. The involvement of global
stakeholders can be seen in the marketing channels for the Floating Island Project
and the languages in these channels, social media activity, the use of Varyon for

voting, for dynamic geography and as a funding mechanism.

Varyon was a utility token built on the Ethereum blockchain.*®*° It was a token
exchangeable for services and other cryptocurrencies, with similar uses to fiat
currency, and stored in a smart wallet. Varyon was one of the most marketed
aspects of the Project and would be a central component of its governance and
funding. Overall, this token would be a funding mechanism, a means of transaction,
and a governance tool (Blue Frontiers, 2018e). People from almost every country
could buy Varyon, even if they were not in or from French Polynesia. Over fifty
nationalities bought Varyon (Blue Frontiers, 2018Kk). Innovating with governance

using Varyon was one of the main ways the Project tried to attract international,

49 A utility token means: a cryptocurrency or digital token that is issued in order to fund
development of the cryptocurrency and that can be later used to purchase a good or service
offered by the issuer of the cryptocurrency sold utility tokens as a method of fundraising for
the start-up (Merriam-Webster, 2016).

50 Ethereum is a cryptocurrency like Bitcoin. Its blockchain is the network or distributed ledger
technology (Evans, 2014) where it exists. Blockchain is the distributed ledger technology
where cryptocurrencies like Bitcoin (and Ethereum) exist (Atzori, 2015; Swan, 2015).
Blockchains work as a descentralised database, which do not have central servers to store
funds nor record transactions (Velasco, 2017). Bitcoin, for instance, uses a universal database
distributed in a public decentralised peer-to-peer network (Bitcoin Wiki, n.d.). As Velasco
(2017) writes, the distributed nature of blockchains means cryptocurrencies such as Bitcoin
exists in several places. They exist in users' phone or laptop, but also on the ledger.
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global stakeholders. To back my claim that the Project concerned, and targeted,
global stakeholders, it is important to look at the different uses of Varyon and their

implications.

First, through Varyon, buyers could have purchased: "seasteads, fractional
ownership of seasteads, seastead residency, and other products and services from
Blue Frontiers" (Blue Frontiers, 2018j). Blue Frontiers would only receive Varyon
for its services. The services included utilities such as electricity, cable, sanitation,
business registration and physical or virtual residences (Blue Frontiers, 2018)).
That the Company would only accept Varyon suggests that the token would have
monopolised exchanges in the Floating Island. More importantly, economic
exchanges involving the Island, between Blue Frontiers and Polynesians would

have been challenging for locals without a digital wallet.

About the use of cryptocurrencies in the Project, Blue Frontiers' (2018e:11) wrote:
"Our Seazones will offer cryptocurrency users and developers significant latitude
for experimentation within a legal framework that provides certainty and protection
from hostile regulatory regimes elsewhere". ‘Elsewhere’ in this statement suggests
a focus on stakeholders outside of the location of the Floating Island —French
Polynesia. It seems to allude to the traditional demographic of seasteading
supporters, since it is a core part of seasteading is that individuals can go to places

with regulations they prefer®! —in this case they could potentially change their place

of residence for the Floating Island.

Second, Besides the core use of Varyon to the Project, the amount of activity in

English-speaking social media, compared to channels targeting a French-speaking

51 This is the idea of foot-voting or jurisdictional arbitrage.
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audience or French Polynesians, further suggest that the Project concerned - and
targeted - global stakeholders. Several of the Project’'s marketing materials, such
as the Medium blog, Telegram channel, YouTube channel, Varyon promotional
video, Varyon purchasing document and even the Project’'s podcasts were in
English, not in French or Tahitian — the two main languages of French Polynesia.
As the podcast host, | played my own role in this problematic topic. In the
concluding chapters, | discuss how my participation influenced my current way of
working, my projects and current business. Blue Frontiers' main Facebook page,
with participation from users with names from many parts of the world, was one of
these English speaking channels. This page had significantly more activity than
the Project's page in French for French Polynesians. It had 121,000 subscribers,
contrasted to 1,683 for the French-speaking one. Likewise, the last post from
French page was on February 2018. This was during the peak of the waves. In
contrast, the English-speaking Facebook, for the international audience, continued
to be active until April 23rd 2019. This was much after the Project in Polynesia had
faded away. Likewise, the French-speaking Facebook featured 3 public events in
Tahiti, compared to 21 on the English-speaking one, in San Francisco, Indonesia,
Texas, Australia, Switzerland, New York, Boston, London, among others. | also
orchestrated several of this, failing to see at the time the neocolonial aspects of the
Project. Added together, these numbers back this section’s main claim that the

Project targeted global (that is, not local) stakeholders.

The Varyon purchasing document was another example of how the English
language had priority over French. Almost everything related to Varyon suggested
the targeting of a non-local demographic. For instance, although the Varyon
website was translated into 10 languages, including French and Tahitian, the link

to the Varyon purchasing document opened this document in English (Blue
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Frontiers, 2018d). This is an important point, given that the purchasing document
was the main public purchasing material for the overall Project and that Varyon
buyers would become residents of the Island. The English focus arguably
contradicted what The Seasteading Institute wrote after signing of the
Memorandum of Understanding: the Institute would seek for local and global
investment (TSI, 2017Kk). Yet, without a Varyon purchasing document in French or
Tahitian, it seemed as if it did not matter if investment came or not from French
Polynesia. Polynesian Varyon holders were essential to democratise the origin of
the funding and, most importantly, to provide locals with access to resources within
the Project and the regulations of its SeaZone. While some might say that the
priority given to English was understandable, to a certain extent, because the
largest pools of seasteading supporters were historically in the United States and
because English is the most common second language spoken across the
Western world, English is not an official language of Polynesia. Local languages
should have been as crucial or more for the Project as the English language
employed in digital mediums. This is not important because it would have been
one step taken to avoid the Project becoming a foreign enclave. It would have
meant that behind the Project’s planning was a real sense of responsibility for
implementing something that would directly and foremost benefit the local
community. If I had to sum up one reason why the Project failed, it would be this
one. As a Ventury (2019), who briefly participated in the Project as volunteer said:
fishermen need ice; the Island could have at least think about hosting an ice station

for fishermen and women.

The international target audience of the Project was clear for many French
Polynesians who wrote negative public comments on Facebook against the

Project. Relegating local languages, namely French and Tabhitian, while trying to
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set up the Project in Tahiti made the Floating Island Project an enclave. In Chapter
Seven, | expand on these comments in what | call the 'Facebook wave'. Here, |
shall mention that around the time critiques about the foreign enclave surfaced,
Blue Frontiers responded it would prioritise 25% of the residences on the Floating
Island for Polynesians (Quirk, 2018a). However, this would not have made local
stakeholders have significant or more participation in the Project than global
stakeholders, especially because of the central role of Varyon. As several
Polynesians during the Facebook wave would poitned out, 25% is insignificant

participation for an area which is now appropriated entirely by Polynesians.

Third, Varyon would be a bidding token for implementing Friedman's (2002) idea
of dynamic geography (Blue Frontiers, 2018Kk). As | explained in previous chapters,
Friedman (2002) states that dynamic geography is a way to vote with the feet - or
with the floating house. In order to emulate a small scale and centralised version
of dynamic geography, geographical locations in the SeaZone would be
periodically auctioned using Varyon (Blue Frontiers, 2018b;1). Therefore, in the
Floating Island Project, dynamic geography would be the capacity to float a house
or platform to another part of the SeaZone. Likewise, to move a floating vehicle,
the owner would have needed to stake Varyon (Blue Frontiers, 2018; 2k). From an
Ostromian perspective, there was a problem with dynamic geography in the

SeaZone.

The main problem arises from how, as Blue frontiers pointed out, some Varyon
holders would be visitors. Blue Frontiers writes that for a proposal about the
SeaZone to be approved, it needed not to have “simple maijority veto from either
the pool of presence stakes or the pool of surface stakes, taken separately” (Blue

Frontiers, 2018e:21). That means that voting results needed to satisfy the two
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categories of residents and visitors — note that Polynesians are not mentioned. The

text reads:

Proposals to change the SeaZone charter pass when there is no simple
majority veto from either the pool of presence stakes or the pool of
surface stakes, taken separately. The proposal can be voted down by
individuals with presence stakes, with more than 50% of the weighted
stakes required to veto a proposal. Simultaneously, the proposal can
be voted down by individuals with surface stakes, with more than 50%
of the weighted stakes required to veto a proposal. Either group of
stakeholders can veto the proposal, so in order for it to pass it needs
to broadly satisfy individuals visiting and living in the SeaZone as well
as owners of infrastructure in the SeaZone. The weighting algorithm
will take into account the amount of Varyon a voter was required to
stake, not the amount of Varyon a person owns. Stake requirements
will presumably be higher for owners and residents than for visitors,
allotting more veto power to the owners and residents. Additional
weight will be granted to persons who have had Varyon staked for
longer periods of time, so that seniority will play a factor in decision
making".

(Blue Frontiers, 2018e:20)

What this proposal indicates is that Varyon holders who were simply visitors
staying at the Floating Island would have more opportunities to influence decisions
than local Polynesians without Varyon neighbouring the Project. This means that
the governance and marketing strategy of the Project, and the central use of

Varyon in it, would have given more decision-making power about the Project’s
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lagoon area covered by the SeaZone regulations and its transboundary resources
to foreigners than locals who have been using the lagoon for centuries. This would
have not been a sound practice, form an Ostrom perspective. Users' lack of
permanence in a common, while participating in their governance, decreases the
possibility to build trust and reduces long-term environmental commitment. It also

makes it more difficult to monitor the resource and enforce rules.

Ostrom explains that one of the hardest problems in governing the commons is:
“solving commitment problems of the appropriators and the assignment of spatial
and temporal access to the resource, arranging for the supply of new institutions
and monitoring individual compliance with sets of rules” (Ostrom, 1990; 27). This
is why she promotes the strengthening of local institutions through individuals who

are already set in a place:

Appropriators who have lived and appropriated from a resource system
over a long period of time have developed relatively accurate mental
models of how the biophysical system itself operates, since the very
success of their appropriation efforts depends on such knowledge.
They also know others living in the area well and what norms of
behaviour are considered appropriate.

(Ostrom, 2001:178).

The topic of permanence, however, has its own limitations in contemporary
globalising and networked world. However, what is problematic with granting
temporary visitors voting capacity is that Varyon holders visiting for a few days
would be able to input more directly into what happened in the Project’s lagoon

area than Polynesians. Nowhere does the purchasing document state that
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Polynesians in neighbouring communities would also be able to vote in aspects
about the Project which concerned them by virtue of proximity, such as the Island's
infrastructure and marine activities, despite their proximity. In contrast, the Project
expected Varyon buyers to form part of the governance of the Project area, as the
following quote shows. Blue Frontiers wrote that: "individuals visiting and living in
the SeaZone, as well as owners of infrastructure (Blue Frontiers, 2018e:20), could
participate in the Project’s governance, by deciding on aspects related to changes

in the SeaZone's charter. The charter meant the regulations of the SeaZone.

From an Ostrom perspective, the use of Varyon to decide on something as
important as the SeaZone's charter, the rules that would apply within the Project
itself, would be an insufficient mechanism to govern the commons in question. The
reason lies in one of Ostrom's (1995:3) critique to market governance: "Finding a
legal method to achieve the buying and selling of flow units, however, does not
solve the problem of enhancing, maintaining, or regulating the facility or stock
system". Despite limitations like this, where rules regarding users do not correlate
with the environmental conditions of the resource, the use of blockchain was

central to governance in this special jurisdiction.>?

52 Blockchain has become one of the preferred tools for several alternative forms of
governance that are inspired by anarcho-capitalism and anarchism. Frazier (2018) explains
that blockchain allows voluntary communities to innovate in governance, in aspects such as
land registration, smart contracts, e-governance and arbitration. This is why McDonald (2013)
describes blockchain as a non-territorial decentralisation of state functions. Blockchains can
provide some of the functions state provide with its transboundary jurisdiction, whereby
jurisdictions are decoupled from geographical locations (McDonald, 2015:1). The potential of
blockchain is such that Davidson et al. (2016)1 argue that since 2009 -the year Bitcoin was
created- the blockchain added a new institution to capitalism -besides markets, clubs,
relational contracts, governments and commons. This is because such institutions are no
longer exclusively in charge of law, property rights, contracts, money and finance. The authors
stress that the Ethereum blockchain is a not a new market technology. Instead, it is: “a self-
governing organisation with the coordination properties of a market (Hayek 1945, 1978), the
governance properties of a commons (Ostrom 1990), and the constitutional properties of a
nation state (Brennan and Buchanan 1985)" (Davidson et al., 2016;2). Similarly, Atzori (2015)
recognises, to certain extent, the potential of blockchains to decentralise governance by the
state using market mechanisms. While these author's position in respect to how blockchain
adds a new institutions to existing main ones is, to a large extent, a reality with potential, in
this thesis | place blockchains as an extension of the market because its use in the case study
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Fourth, using Varyon to fund this SeaZone attempt was another way in which the
use of Varyon targeted global stakeholders. The financial goal of the Project was
to raise 15 million USD from private buyers through an Initial Coin Offering. 5
million would be raised in a pre-sale and 10 in the main sale. However, the pre-
sale took place in the middle of the cryptocurrencies bear market of 2018.% Given
that it is common practice for cryptocurrencies to be bought with other
cryptocurrencies, the fall of Bitcoin and Ethereum prices during the
cryptocurrencies bear market impacted the Varyon sale. By extension, it impacted
the project's funding. This additional factor further reflects the idea that, in complex
nested systems, levels constrain or influence each other. This time, a global
phenomenon impacted placing a project in a specific location. The Varyon sale had

to be cancelled.

The Varyon cancellation happened as follows. During the pre-sale, in May 2017,
the minimum price to buy Varyon was 40 Ethereum (ETH) (Elwar, 2018; Blue
Frontiers, 2018m). At the time, this was approximately 10,000 USD (Blue Frontiers,
20179g). One month after the pre-sale began, Blue Frontiers (2018l) announced
that the new minimum price to buy Varyon was 1 ETH. This equalled 400-600 USD.
When this pre-sale closed on July 14th, token buyers had purchased
approximately 3.5 million USD (3100 ETH) (Blue Frontiers, 2018k; 2018n). This

total was 1.5 million less than the 5 million USD goal.

was instrumental to establish a particular political economy of governance via the market and
to serve as a means of transaction. Likewise, its use in decisions in the SeaZone, as | showed
in the previous chapter, was not independent from domestic, supranational and international
state institutions. While this does not mean blockchain does not have the potential to establish
itself as a competing institution, in its infant state it seems to be an instrument as opposed to
an end.

53 The bear market of cryptocurrencies begun at the beginning of 2018. This was when bitcoin
went from being around 19.000 USD per Bitcoin to half of the price in one quarter, and stayed
there throughout 2018.

188



Mentioning the minimum investment requirement is vital for the claim that, among
the stakeholders the Project concerned, Blue Frontiers targeted global
stakeholders. French Polynesia’s economic situation makes 10.000 USD too high.
| recognise that there are people in French Polynesia with enough disposable
income to invest $10.000 USD in a high-risk project. However, in general, French
Polynesia has been falling economically since the sixties and has been suffering
from a recession since 2009. Likewise, 22% of individuals of working age are
unemployed (ISPF, 2018) and 20% are below the poverty line (NationMaster,
N.D.). Moreover, the average salary is 1,352 USD>* (SalaryExplorer, N.D.); and
cost of living is 39% higher than France due to tourism (IEOM, 2018:39). Therefore,
itis possible to suggest that the entry barrier to the Floating Island Project of 10,000
USD was too high for many local stakeholders. Even the lower minimum
investment requirement, 400-600 USD, would still be half of the average monthly
salary. In the next section, | provide examples of missed opportunities for involving

local stakeholders in the Project’'s documentation.

6.5. Missed Opportunities for Involving Locals

Here | present missed opportunities where the Project’s documentation could have
explained how to engage with Polynesians in the Project’s governance, share
resources with them and plan a project that would benefit them directly. Some of
these opportunities arose from the management of utilities, discussed in the energy
and water and food reports. Others emerged from the coexistence of hybrid
regimes of property and ownership within the Project’s area. | additionally explain
different notions of ownership in the Project, in order to understand where these

opportunities lied. This last point requires some unpacking before getting to the

5 1In In French Polynesian Francs, this equals 145,297 XPF.
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main point, so bear with me while | get there to mention the opportunities one by

one.

The first missed opportunity involves the management of utilities and Project’s
infrastructure. Documents of the Project referring to the SeaZone (using the term
used by the Project) mentioned shared forms of governance for some utilities and
infrastructure. For example, the energy and water and food reports (Blue Frontiers,
2017e, 2017f) analysed the advantages and disadvantages of being self-sufficient
or dependent on the French Polynesian grids and infrastructure. They explored the
benefits and downsides of having decentralised or centralised utility platforms,
keeping in mind The Seasteading Institute’s long-term vision of having fully self-
sufficient seasteads. One proposal, by Blue Frontiers’ volunteers working groups,
consisted of having collective governance of utilities and management of resources
for some cases. Collective governance would be shaped an elected board which
approved energy technologies used by residents who opted out from energy
provision on the Island, in case Blue Frontiers’ monopoly prices were elevated
(Blue Frontiers, 2017¢:5). Reports analysed this too for wireless communications.®®
| discuss, again, the infrastructure and utilities topic because, as | explained in a
previous section, the SeaZone and lagoon’s transboundary nature mean that
activities in the Floating Island SeaZone would have impacted the parts
appropriated by Polynesians. Therefore, discussions about the utilities’ board
could have, at least, mentioned including local NGOs or collectives of Polynesians,

independently of whether utilities connected to Tabhiti.

55 While the reports contemplated a possible monopoly by Blue Frontiers, explanations for
why this would not be the case were rather superficial. One example is the following quote:
“BF has a very strong disincentive against overcharging people for electricity - the
Seasteading principle of “vote with your house” applies here. If people think they are being
cheated, they will just leave and go back to where ever they came from” (Blue Frontiers,
2017c:6).
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The second missed opportunity relates to rainwater. The reports looked at whether
the green roof design, which would be on top of the Floating Island, would collect
enough water from rain to supply to all the Floating Island’s residents while leaving
space for the solar panels (Blue Frontiers, 2018c:5). One recommendation by the
working groups was to optimise resources by sharing them. Although it was
unknown if there would be water surpluses, this part of the reports provided

opportunities for considering sharing resources with neighbouring communities.

The third missed opportunity was in the anchor zone. One of the few documents
which mentioned Polynesians was the energy and water report. It did so in the
context of the anchor zone. The part of the document read: “we can establish a
farmer’s market that will provide local producers the opportunity to come and sell
goods in the Anchor Zone and interact with our community” (Blue Frontiers,
2017c:5). The anchor zone could have been thought or planned as a place for
interaction, exchange and for developing projects with locals. However, as
presented, it was thought with an enclave mentality where there would be a clear
distinction between locals and the Floating Island residents. Thus, even this idea

represented a segregated and disengaged version of community engagement.

The fourth missed opportunity relates to the existence of hybrid property regimes
in the overall Project, which we can read they would exist based on the Project's
intention of implementing dynamic geography. As explained in previous sections,
to emulate dynamic geography, the organisation of space in the SeaZone would
be periodically arranged (Blue Frontiers, 2018e). Because of this periodic
arrangement, it is reasonable to assume that Varyon buyers would have owned
their homes, but not the plots of water underneath. For dynamic geography to work,

the water underneath private properties would have had to not belong to any
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individual in particular. Instead of owning the water, floating homeowners would
likely temporarily claim, but not own, the water underneath, so floating homes could
periodically move.®® As for the entire 7.500m?, Blue Frontiers might have been
given concession for certain amount of years, similar to the standard lease
agreements that applies for many Special Economic Zones. Public documents,
indeed, do not spell out the relation between ownership of the properties and
ownership of the water. They only read that Blue Frontiers would manage all
marine resources in the SeaZone underneath them (Blue21, 2017). But we can get

to the likely hybrid ownership model by analysing Varyon.

Another reason to believe that Varyon holders would have not owned the main
Floating Island building nor the water underneath it lies in the type of
cryptocurrency Varyon would be. The Varyon purchasing document clarifies that
Varyon would be a utility token, not a security. This is important because, unlike
securities, utilities do not represent equity, tradable financial assets nor real
ownership - of the Project in this case. For a similar reason, Polynesian lawyer
Lallemant-Moe (2017) further explained that, even though the 7.500m? of the
SeaZone would have been governed privately through a SeaZone Authority with a
monopoly of the project, the state would not transfer real rights to Blue Frontiers.
This transfer would require a constitutional change involving France. Therefore, it
is likely to argue that, despite a SeaZone concession and Varyon holders owning

floating homes, the water in the total project area would have continued belonging

5% A similar model of mixed regimes exists for floating homes in the Netherlands. Mixed
regimes were created by the municipal government to give incentives to private innovations
on water (De Graaf, 2009). Rotterdam has innovated with regulatory frameworks for floating
constructions (de Graaf, 2012). The lead architect of Blue21, Roeffen (2018), explained that
Rotterdam sells plots of water. Owners own the buildings, but the water boards own the water
underneath them (Roeffen, 2018). The Water Boards, Waterschappen in Dutch, are the
municipal-level in charge of the water and water space itself. These boards recognise usage
and institution property rights without giving away the ownership itself of the natural resource.
In a way, they use Ostrom’s concept of appropriation derived from claiming, nor ownership.
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to the state. This means that, despite the SeaZone’s inspiration in anarcho-
capitalism, private property, as in the rights to buy and sell, would not be the

Floating Island Project’s only model of ownership.

The coexistence of privately owned homes which rest upon a public lagoon with
no rights transfer means that, in the Project, two different ways to understand the
private space would overlap. Each had governance implications. One would
resemble how privatisation is understood by anarcho-capitalism and the other one
by Ostrom. The SeaZone's ideological inspiration, anarcho-capitalism,
emphasises individual rights and protecting private property (Lynch, 2017). Lynch
describes the relevance of property rights in anarcho-capitalism in the following

quote:

In this discourse, the role of government is solely to create and enforce
the basic rules and rights deemed necessary for the functioning of the
market economy. As discussed before, in libertarian philosophy more
broadly, private property rights are seen as the most basic and
fundamental of rights from which all others derive.

(Lynch, 2017:86)

The Project would have enabled this form of privatisation, inspired anarcho-
capitalism, thanks to the approval of French Polynesia for the construction of the
development and selling of floating dwellings in it. This arrangement would have
allowed individuals to use Varyon to buy properties on the Floating Island. As
stated above, Varyon would be used in this way. Whether the homes and platforms
would be individually or collectively owned depended on what Blue Frontiers

(2018e) called ‘buying seasteads’, or a fractional ownership of them. As for the
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management of the platforms, this would depend on ownership. Some residences
and platforms would be for single-use and ownership. However, the Project would
also have forms of ‘privatising’ closer to Ostrom because other platforms and
spaces would be used for shared uses and ownership. If a platform was owned
collectively by several Varyon holders, it would most likely be managed collectively.

If owned by a single person, that person would manage it.

However, while buildings could be owned by private individuals, the ocean cannot
be parcelled as easily as land. This is the case even though some anarcho-
capitalist authors (see Block and Nelson, 2015; Tannehill, 1970; Ruwart, 1993)
have advocated for the privatisation of the ocean, where privatisation is understood
as the right to buy and sell, in contrast to Ostrom’s, concept of ownership that is
derived from use. Block and Nelson (2015) explain that doing so would promote
liberty, increase GDP, and avoid the tragedy of the commons. Block & Nelson’s
(2015) proposal was to divide the oceans with parcels. Their argument is that,
because water is moving land, it is feasible to delimit private property in oceans.
The underlying assumption is that parcelled plots in the open ocean would
incentivise to take care of the space. While parcelling could, indeed, happen in the
ocean, these authors do not recognise that resources in oceanic complex systems
tend to be transboundary (see: Dietz et al., 2013). Nevertheless, there is an aspect
of this idea that does not distant from Ostrom — and that add to my argument about
missed opportunities related to the hybrid forms of ownership and property in the

Floating Island.

The idea that the Floating Island Project would present both Ostromian and
anarcho-capitalist privatisation (Ostrom in some platforms, anarcho-capitalism’s in

the SeaZone — and even state on the ocean) might be counterintuitive. In
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McKenzie’s (2011) terms, few people would disagree with condominium
associations and gated communities being a form of privatising collective goods.
However, stating that these communities are collective governance a la Ostrom is
harder to digest. Nevertheless, both types of governance, anarcho-capitalism’s
and Ostrom’s, involve forms of privatising, even though, as mentioned above,
anarcho-capitalism’s view of privatising involves parcelling (Block, 2016) and
Ostrom’s entails sharing. “Common property regimes are a way of privatising the
rights to something without dividing it into pieces” - McKean and Ostrom (1995:6)
point out. Itis interesting to note that in this complex governance structure involving
multiple stakeholders, local and global, the collective governance proposed by
Ostrom and the private governance by anarcho-capitalism would coincide in more
than one aspect. This would be the case, even though seasteading is usually
associated with anarcho-capitalism and, as Carson (2013) conveys, Ostrom is
largely appreciated by left-wing libertarians. One of the aspects where both

approaches meet is in how they approach the payment of residential fees.

To recapitulate: the Island’s residents would pay Blue Frontiers in Varyon for
administering the Floating Island and shared spaces. These shared spaces
included the ocean and some buildings, community gardens on the rooftops (Blue
Frontiers, 2018d:6) and energy grids approved by the elected board of residents.
Blue Frontiers was going to destine 35% of total Varyon reserves to the purpose
of administration of the Project (Blue Frontiers, 2018e). This form of administration,
i.e. governance, in the Project led Quirk (2017) to state that some forms of
ownership in the Island would be similar to a condominium owners association. In
this model, residents pay fees for the administration of services and management
of shared spaces. Bell (2012:475) wrote that homeowners associations,

condominiums, multiple-tenant income properties, cruise-ships and other private
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institutions already provide private governance services, many of which resemble
those sought by this Project. This voluntary contribution for some governance
services entailing fees for shared spaces in private residential communities, is,
indeed, a form of governance via the market through anarcho-capitalism inspired
privatisation. However, as | suggested above, it also resembles collective, i.e.,
shared, forms of governance as in Ostrom because it comprises a “third form of
governance” that is neither the market nor the state, and which would provide some

governance services such as the rules that apply for the users.

While both ways to understand the fees payment differ, both “sides”, Ostrom and
anarcho-capitalism, would, in principle, agree with this position favouring
privatisation. A resource is in better shape if it belongs to someone. However, the
main difference between both approaches, governance by parcelling and by
sharing, lies in how privatisation is done and by who. In reality, as mentioned
above, the ocean is not a closed system but a transboundary resource. Thus,
parcelling can delimit areas, but it does not make the water underneath stay in one
place. This means that activities in the maritime area of the Project governed by
Blue Frontiers would have affected neighbouring Polynesian communities, beyond
the Project's 7.500m? even if some forms of ownership would not have been
governance a la Ostrom. This flowing materiality of the area encompassing the
SeaZone, which not even Varyon holders would own, is one key reason, the most
fundamental one, for mentioning missed opportunities to include Polynesians in
documentation referring to the Project’s governance. Since neither Blue Frontiers
nor Varyon buyers would own the lagoon where the Floating Island would situate,
because the Project would likely have shared ownership for some aspects of it,
and because resources in it, there are transboundary, Polynesians could have

been included as part of the Project’'s board. That is, leaving aside the also

196



fundamental argument that Polynesians appropriate, work and enjoy the space

today.

All this exposition buttresses the claim that the Project, by virtue of having a hybrid
regime, had several opportunities to, clearly and directly, involve Polynesians in
the SeaZone and to plan a project where they would benefit more directly. While
private properties would have been governed by the owners of the buildings,
shared form of governance, which included Polynesians, could have managed
space, utilities and infrastructure involving marine resources. Existing regulations
in French Polynesia mention a similar idea to involve local stakeholders in
discussions and large infrastructure projects. The legal study pointed out that the
Environmental Code of French Polynesia supports involving the local community
in the planning of projects built by one sole owner that increase the number of
residential buildings. The Code states that these projects should make a public
inquiry. The Floating Island, however, never did this. This lack of involvement of
Polynesians is key in the events | describe next chapter. In it, | give a
comprehensive account of the events which followed and how the Project dealt
with these two demographics it concerned, local and global. The chapter explains
why certain events gained such momentum, and how come the government turned

against the Project, despite initial support.

6.6. Conclusion

In this chapter, | explained why and how the Floating Island Project concerned
local and global stakeholders. | used Ostrom’s work to highlight why the Project
concerned locals, and | employed data about Varyon to show how and why it
concerned global ones. Despite concerning these two demographics, the empirical

evidence presented suggested that the Project’'s governance and marketing

197



strategy targeted global stakeholders, sidelining locals ones. The evidence based
on the uses of Varyon, the language of the Project's marketing, the focus of the
documentation on governance and the lack of a central role of sea-level rise in
various project materials. It seemed that the target demographic were individuals
interested in cryptocurrencies, seasteading and in anarcho-capitalism, instead of

average Polynesians who will be affected by sea-level rise.

Superficial use of sea-level rise in the Project’'s governance and marketing strategy
was an important issue to point out because half of the motivations leading to the
signature of the Memorandum of Understanding implied contributing to sea-level
rise adaptation. However, the Project lacked grassroots movement with local
stakeholders who will be affected. It also fall short of strategies and ways to involve
Polynesians in the Project and plan it in ways that they would benefit directly. This
indicates that, while, indeed, sustainable floating architecture can be used in
places with rising sea levels, this first iteration of SeaZones is not targeting this

specific population.

The chapter also suggested that, while fundraising for the SeaZone through
Varyon would be one of the Project’s critical steps, it concentrated the attention to
a demographic of participants outside the desired location. Without a sound public
community engagement strategy accompanying the Varyon marketing campaign,
Blue Frontiers’ efforts proved insufficient. As shown in the next chapter, the right
social conditions and timing need to exist for marketing and legal strategies to be
successful. When creating special jurisdictions which involve an alternative form of
governance in a physical space, a strategy focused on international stakeholders
is an important first step to attract internationally qualified professionals, but it is

not sufficient to create local grassroots support. Ironically, while the SeaZone
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originates from seasteading, a theory for governance which advocates for local,
smaller governments and decision-making, the Floating Island Project did not
publicly and repeatedly engage with the local stakeholders of the main possible
location. And while the Project did weekly parties in its Tahitian headquarters,
these parties were not meant for average Polynesians. This aspect of the Project
reflected Ostrom’s critique that the market on its own misallocates when governing
the commons. Targeting global stakeholders and sidelining locals became a crucial
starting point for the developments of the subsequent chapter, where | discuss the

implications of not engaging continuously with local, informal stakeholders.

My general aim with this chapter in discussing stakeholders was to connect it to
the next one and to show a large shortcoming of the Project’s strategy. As | argued
in the previous chapter, complex governance involves nested systems. It
additionally entails engaging with multiple levels of stakeholders. Strategies taking
nested systems and multiple stakeholders into account would have emphasised
local stakeholder engagement, as much or more than global. Local stakeholders
might have included, for example, Polynesian fishers or families, the government’s
opposition, decolonisation institutions and French Polynesian ‘s environmental
NGOs and not just government and elites. Although these stakeholders would not
have necessarily formed part of the formal government institutions | discussed in
the previous chapter, they have social and cultural influence in French Polynesia.
Hence, they represent a crucial demographic with which to engage for a project,

like the Floating Island, to receive authentic local and public support.
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7. CROSS-TEMPORAL AND CROSS-SPATIAL WAVES

7.1. Introduction

This chapter wraps up the empirical observations of the case study. The concept
of waves is the feature of complex governance | explore in this chapter. The
chapter uses Sylvia Walby’s (2003, 2002b, 2003c, 2009) concept of ‘waves’ to
interpret evidence for how the interaction of networked cross-temporal and cross-
spatial events pervaded the Floating Island Project and contributed to its fading. In
doing so, | discuss three waves as they played out here in this research on the
Floating Island Project and the attempt to set up the world’s first SeaZone. These
are the waves of colonisation, the Facebook wave and the protests wave.>” The
chapter shows how the cross-temporal and cross-spatial interaction of these
waves pervaded the project. This chapter narrates how local stakeholders self-
organised, online and in person, in these waves. This chapter builds on the
previous ones by explaining the fading of the Project in connection with the
concerns of local stakeholders who intended to avoid the nesting of the SeaZone

within Polynesia’s regulatory framework and the Floating Island in their lagoon.

As | mentioned in the Introduction, the term | use to refer to the Project’s lack of
materialisation is that it ‘faded’ rather than ‘collapsed’ or ‘failed’ per se. With the
concept of ‘fading’, | convey the idea that the Project was never officially cancelled.
Instead, it slowly dimmed its initial shine and media attention, as the French

Polynesian government withdrew its support and the Varyon sale was cancelled.

57 While the Facebook wave can constitute a wave of protests itself, | have separated
Facebook and protests because of the different type of medium.
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The chapter proceeds as follows: section 7.2. contains a theoretical exposition of
Sylvia Walby’s concept of Waves. Section 7.3. details the first wave that influenced
the fading of the Floating Island: the wave of French colonisation which took over
French Polynesia. My goal with this section is to emphasise how a phenomenon
that started almost two hundred years ago, and which has not ended, affected the
development of the Floating Island in 2018. Section 7.4 discusses the Facebook
wave. These were a series of Facebook posts, videos and comments in favour and
against the Floating Island that went viral in Tahiti in the first quarter of 2018. This
wave peaked approximately three months before French Polynesia’s presidential
elections. The purpose of section 7.4 is to highlight how online and offline spaces
and waves mutually shaped each other on the fading of the Floating Island. Section
7.5 describes a series of protests organised by the government’s opposition and
by the fishermen and women of the municipality which would have neighboured
the Floating Island. The section shows how the protests wave reinforced the
Facebook wave. Section 7.6 describes the accompanying ripples which
contributed to giving momentum to the waves; these include distrust towards the
government and the Project’s representative in Tahiti. Section 7.7 wraps up the

empirical chapters.

7.2.Theory: Waves

| borrow the concept of waves from Sylvia Walby (2003, 2003a, 2003b, 2003c,
2009). Walby chose this nautical metaphor because of how it reflects the
movement and power of social processes. Furthermore, she selected it because
the concept carries with it the notions of nonlinearity, spatiality, temporality,
gradualism, escalation and rupture (2003b:2). Walby uses several analogies and

explanations to support her choice. One of these reads:
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A wave is a distinct set of social processes with a particular kind of
temporal and spatial characteristic that can suddenly transfer social
practices from one location to another; it can build suddenly, interact
with a social system, and either produce change or decay or hybridize.
It is especially important to understanding the implications of emergent
civil societal projects on established social formations.

(Walby, 2009:100)

To explicate the idea that waves are processes and movements, rather than
institutions and systems, Walby makes an analogy with the wave-particles model

in quantum physics. She writes:

Light is energy that is without mass and takes the form of a wave, while
particles have mass and organization. Likewise, the concept of waves
is likewise concerned with the transmission of energy — this time social
energy — in a form and process that are not heavy with institutions.

(Walby, 2009:96)

Besides quantum physics, Walby explains that the term waves draws inspiration
from theories of social movements. For instance, from the Feminist movement,
Walby extracts its peaks of visible activism, and that the absence of peaks during
some periods does not mean that the movement has disappeared. It lies there,
slowly building up, dormant, ready to burst at any time. In Walby’s (2009:96) words:
“Like an ocean, feminism is with us always as long as there is gender inequality,
but there are waves of visible activism only some of the time.” Other examples of
peaking waves are environmentalism and protests in social movements (Biggs,

2001). Further examples Walby mentions occur over larger periods. Globalisation
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(Chase-Dunn et al. 2000) is one of them. Walby (2003b) stresses that waves can
sometimes be powerful enough to dwindle the foundations of societies. She
discusses four characteristics which make them potentially so powerful. Each of
these came out in this chapter’'s empirical observations. First, waves are
networked. Second, they are cross-temporal. Third, they are processes. Fourth,

timing is key for them to gain momentum.

In this particular case study, | argue that we see Walby’s notion of waves in the
form of the waves relating to colonisation, Facebook posts and protests. The
interference of these waves, | suggest, led them to gain significant momentum®®.
Such momentum explains, from a complex systems perspective, the fading of the
Floating Island Project, through a concept that is not mainstream in the complex
governance literature. However, as we shall see in this chapter, waves can be a
term with significant explanatory importance in complex social systems. One
reason why it is so powerful is its relation to the concept of networks. In the words

of Walby:

The notion of wave bears some resemblances to the concept of
network, in that it is an attempt to conceptualize linkages which are not
simple, direct, and linear, and in which there are loose connections
between individuals. But it is more specific in the nature of these
linkages, with its specification of a beginning, of its stimulation of a
concatenation of events, intensification through endogenous
processes, and of the primary direction of its momentum.

(Walby, 2009:98)

8 Walby uses the term interference instead of interaction because this is the term to denote
the action when waves collide with each other.
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It was precisely this networked nature of the waves which allows seeing how
colonisation, Facebook posts and protests interacted with each other, reinforced
each other, and built upon each other. The strength of such interaction solidified
specific positions in French Polynesia towards the Project, ultimately leading
towards its fading. It was the waves’ interactions, and not each wave in isolation,

which critically influenced this process.

The cross-temporality of the waves is also relevant for the case study, and
fundamental to understanding complex systems. Uprichard (2017) writes that
complex systems are time and space sensitive. She explains that this means they
adapt and co-evolve in time in ways that bring out how the past is co-responsible
for their present and future. However, Uprichard adds that the future and
anticipations of it also impact whether a system changes in the present. In a similar
way of thinking, Uprichard and Byrne (2006:668) highlight that people’s narrations
involving complex places help understand the changes places have experienced
through time. This is because people reflect into their accounts and narrations the
projections they have of their present, past and future of the places and their
relation to them. While this chapter is about waves and not about change through
time per se, nor how agents perceive change, the quotes | present in the next
sections give a sense of how Polynesians view the place in which they live, the
relation they have had with it and the way in which they want or do not want their
home to change. As Uprichard and Byrne write: “People’s stories matter. They
matter because they allow us to see how people interpret the world and how they
perceive themselves in that changing world” (Uprichard and Byrne, 2006:674).

Polynesians’ written Facebook registries show precisely this. Their written and oral
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opinions and registries about the Project are, thus, of specific importance for this

chapter, for their reflect and link each of the waves.

Indeed, it may seem that the French colonisation of the Pacific is too far removed
to events which happened on Facebook in 2018. However, Walby conveys that
waves are networks of events crossing different temporalities. To explain this

temporality in waves, Walby writes:

The concept of waves is an attempt to catch the way that a critical event
can have repercussions on social formations elsewhere. A wave starts
in one spatial location, builds rapidly through endogenous processes,
then spreads out through space and time to affect social relations in
other locations. These events are connected, but not rigidly, passing
through networks and social institutions.

(Walby, 2003b:14)

In another part, Walby explains with an example:

A wave of political activity may be initiated at one point in time and
space, but it may travel to other places, probably at later times, and
probably have somewhat different impacts, depending on the prior
institutional structure at those locations.

(Walby, 2003b:16)

This cross-temporality becomes key in the developments of next sections

regarding the Floating Island.
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The fourth powerful characteristic was the timing of the waves. Walby explains that
if a wave takes place too late, it is likely not to be impactful, even if it carries
everything else needed to be potentially relevant. She adds that, unlike a badly
timed wave, one that peaks in the right time, with the right environmental
conditions, can lead to unprecedented chaotic results. This is visible in my case
study. The climate of the upcoming French Polynesian presidential elections of
April and May 2018 was a deciding factor in the waves’ momentum and in the

Floating Island’s fading.

The interference of the waves peaked approximately three months before the
presidential elections. This timing was fundamental to the project’s politicisation,
by making the Project more visible and subject to political campaigns,
controversies and debate. Timing is the reason why critigues made in 2018 were
more impactful than those of 2017. Indeed, since the government announced the
signature of the Memorandum of Understanding in January 2017, the Tahitian and
French media were generally sceptical and critical towards the Project. However,
2017 ended smoothly for the Floating Island. In contrast, the closer the presidential

elections, the more protests and critiques against the Project surfaced.

In a nutshell, the concept of waves, their networked nature, their temporality and
their timing provide explanations for why the French colonisation of Polynesia was
fundamental to what took place on Facebook and in Tahiti two centuries later. The
interaction and interference of these waves constituted the main stage of the

Project’s fading. Such fading is the focus of this chapter.
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7.3. Wave 1: Colonisation

French colonisation of the island of Tahiti and its surrounding archipelagos was
key in the Floating Island's fading, 176 years after it began. This is because
colonisation and its impacts live vividly in Polynesian politics, culture and
institutions. The constrained legal and governance autonomy consequence of
colonisation left in Polynesian indigenous peoples, the Ma'ohi,*® feelings of
vulnerability towards foreign actors (Al Wardi, 1998, 2009). Al Wardi (2009:86)
argues that, due to this, M&'ohi feel discontent towards the European and Chinese
arrival in Polynesia — the two nationalities that have migrated the most to
Polynesian islands. One significant reason for this is that these groups hold a
higher socioeconomic status than Polynesian natives (WENE, 2012). Because of
this, Polynesians' are often against foreign projects, especially those which can
increase further their lack of autonomy and control over their territories. This is how
the wave of colonisation became an important factor in turning the Floating Island

into an enemy of many Ma'ohi and Polynesians.

Before expanding on the role played by colonisation in the Floating Island's fading,
I shall note that that this thesis acknowledges the extensive literature on
colonialism, post-colonialism, neocolonialism and decolonisation. Up until now, |
have referred to Said (2002) and his concept of ‘orientalism’ and Spivak (2003)
and her work on the ‘subaltern’ in some parts of the thesis, but | should expand a
bit more, specifically in relation to what authors say about French Polynesia. This
literature is mostly covered by historians, anthropologists and social scientists. A

significant portion of this literature speaks directly to several important issues of

% Ma'ohi are indigenous from Polynesia. However, here | refer to Polynesians instead of
Méa'ohi because, in addition to the reasons | provided in the previous chapter, French
Polynesia has received several waves of migration, from places like China and France. Thus
| am trying to be more general.
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this case study. For example, Miles (2005) highlights the limited political autonomy
of former colonies that are still under French control. Similarly, Mrgudovic (2012)
criticises one widespread definition of independence in French Polynesia, whereby
it is understood as the capacity to self-govern. However, self-governance is
exercised within limits to sovereignty and autonomy that France defines. Other
theorists, such as Gagné (2015), highlight the sidelining that Polynesian
indigenous have in France's affairs. Likewise, Newbury (1980), studying the
cultural transformations of Polynesia after foreign settlement, highlights the
substitutions of religious and administrative institutions. In like manner, Riley
(2007) writes that missionaries produced transformations marked by non-voluntary
processes of legal, economic, religious and linguistic assimilation. The
decolonisation of Oceania is also a topic extensively explored in the literature (see
Aldrich, 2000), and one which could be relevant for this thesis. However, one which
would likely be more applicable is neo-colonialism, used by Klein (2018) to refer to
the waves of cryptocurrency enthusiasts that try to create enclaves in islands, such

as in Puerto Rico. The same concept is applicable to the Floating Island.

However, despite the trajectory and importance of this literature for the case study,
itis not the primary literature of this thesis. While the adverse effects of colonisation
are undeniable, my goal here is simply to show how the institutional legacy of the
wave of colonisation of French Polynesia played a significant role in the Floating
Island's fading and, therefore, pervaded the SeaZone. That said, the first way in
which the wave of colonisation pervaded the SeaZone was by making Polynesians
sceptic of "experimental” projects in their oceans. One origin of this lies in how

French colonisation was detrimental to the Polynesian ecosystem.
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From the mid-sixties to the mid-nineties, France used the Polynesian islands of
Mururoa and Fangataufa as nuclear tests sites. Between 181 (Wright, 2008) and
193 (G.A.UN, 2018) nuclear tests took place in these islands, during this period.
The tests happened with the support of the French Polynesian government and
despite the opposition of the population (Danielsson, 1990), NGOs' like
Greenpeace and neighbouring countries such as New Zealand (Wrigth,
2008). Nuclear testing in Mururoa and Fangataufa polluted the lagoons, caused
species to die, generated physical malformations in newborn human babies, and
increased cases of cancer (see Stanley, 1996). In 1979, one underground nuclear
test broke one part of Mururoa, causing a tsunami. This accident contaminated the
marine environment in French Polynesia, and exposed its habitat to radiation levels
beyond normal rates (Livingston and Povinec, 2000). Today, Polynesians are
concerned because there is still a nuclear reactor buried in Mururoa, which many
Polynesians state is leaking, and is simply a “matter of time” before the island

entirely collapses (RNZ, 2019b).

The environmental effects of colonisation were essential for the case study
because several Polynesians connected the Floating Island with nuclear tests,
given their foreign origin and experimental nature. Several thought the Floating
Island would contaminate the oceans. We can see the connection between French
nuclear testing and the Floating Island in some Facebook comments made during
the Facebook Wave. All comments were originally posted in French and have been
translated by myself here in the thesis. One user sarcastically commented: "it must
be done in Mururoa, apparently there is not a radioactive threat" (FacebookUser2,
2018). Other user asked: "two small questions...why Atimaono? Why not
Mururoa?" (FacebookUser3, 2018). And another user commented: "We get

screwed by the government...the government says yes to a bunch of investment
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projects without even worrying about the impact on the environment”

(FacebookUser4, 2018).

It is important to note that the environmental critiques, however, did not seem to
correspond to the project's goal of trying to achieve environmental restoration. To
achieve the purpose of making an environmentally restorative SeaZone, Blue21

wrote an Environmental Assessment Framework -EAF- (Blue2l1, 2017:1). The

document contained environmental challenges of the project, discussed its
environmental policy for floating infrastructure and identified potential
environmental impacts. These would serve as the starting point for a strict
restoration framework. Blue21 saw the Floating Island as an opportunity to set a
high environmental bar for future projects of floating infrastructure, in balance with

local communities and ecosystems.

Some examples in which the Project sought to go beyond sustainability are carbon
and oxygen levels, toxicity, PH, water temperature, nutrients, shadows and artificial
light (Roeffen, 2018). Here | explain this restoration approach using light and
shadows (Blue21, 2017:15). Coral reefs and animals living in them need sunlight.
Therefore, the Floating Island’'s design was ‘long and slim’, to prevent platforms
from permanently casting shadows on the sea-bed. A slim design would allow the
passage of light underneath platforms while the sun transited West to East. The
Project would place platforms over a depth that allowed such light passage. There
were similar additional considerations. Ironically, despite the restorative
environmental position, the Project faded away after having received
environmental critiques. The environmental legacy of colonisation was so strong

that committing to a restorative environmental framework was not enough for the
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Project to convince the necessary informal local stakeholders that, from an

environmental point of view, things were going to be different from their past.

Apart from the environment, ancestral knowledge, culture and traditions also
suffered from the wave of colonisation. Bolin (2004) highlights how French
missionaries transformed religion, beliefs and even sexual expression in Tabhiti.
Seafaring (Sharp, 1964), Ma'ohi's technique for using the stars as a map to
navigate, was almost lost too. Other aspects, such as speaking Tahitian, traditional
Polynesian tattooing, females wearing flowers on their heads and Tahitian dancing,
were forbidden (O'Reilly, 1977; Présidence, 2017). These prohibitions, aimed at
transforming M&'ohi's ways of living, solidified views against foreign enclaves in

Polynesian islands.

The past thirty years have seen a revival and reapropriation of Ma'ohis' cultural
heritage. Schools now teach Tahitian language and promote Tahitian dancing.
These revivals are happening as the colonial power, France, becomes less
involved. The process of reconstructing ancestral traditions and the historical
memory can be seen in some artistic expressions of popular culture. One example
is the song Fafaaite, which in Tahitian translates as reconciliation, by the
Polynesian band Pepena. The lyrics of this song translated from Tahitian to French
song sing: "look at me... I'm one of your child... | didn't receive the wisdom of our
ancestors... Look at me closely... | chose to sing in our language..." (Pepena,
2016). Similar practices of reapropriation have created a sense of unity among
Polynesians with Ma'ohi origin. Given the institutional and cultural impact of
colonisation of Polynesia, some Polynesians opposed the Floating Island Project,
fearing it could continue the institutional path-dependency that started with the

original foreign settlement.
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One way in which complexity theory can help to understand the Polynesians'
opposition to the Floating Island is to see it as an attempt to break the institutional
path-dependency in which they have been locked in for over 170 years - hence
why many Facebook comments against the Project seemed, indeed, connected to
colonisation. For instance, the nationality of the project's participants was one topic
which emerged recurrently in many comments during the Facebook and Protests
Waves. One of these comments read: "All our heritage is looted by non
Polynesian... our government has never done anything for its people”
(FacebookUser5, 2018). Another one read: "It's clear make a speech at the UN
preservation here and there and do the opposite redo the same mistakes of the
past for the rich" (FacebookUser5, 2018). Similarly, Pauline Sillinger, a Polynesian
sustainable-development specialist who worked for Blue Frontiers, told Nature
Journal: "We have a history of being taken for fools...Nuclear testing, big hotels,
nice, smiling, white, intelligent people telling us it'll be good for us" (Marris,
2018). Alike, the most viral video of what | describe as ‘the Facebook wave’
reflects the critique towards foreigners. In that video (Amaru, 2018), a Polynesian
man with M&’ohi features, who described himself as unemployed, voiced his
opposition to the project's foreign financing, claiming that the project's funding

came from millionaires in the United States.

It is important to note that, at the time, it was not possible to know the nationality
of all the project's investors, since the Varyon crowd-sale had not taken place. In
any case, once the pre-sale began, Blue Frontiers did not allow United States'
citizens to take part in the sale, as | explained in Chapter Six. Therefore, critiques
against United States millionaires financing the Floating Island did not entirely

stand. While Blue Frontiers, as some startups, ran a round of investment for friends
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and family first, the majority of the Project’s funds would have come from selling

Varyon.

Many of these critiqgues against United States millionaires financing the Project
tended to arise in The Seasteading Institute's seed funding by PayPal’s co-founder,
Peter Thiel. Almost every news article about the Project regurgitated Thiel's
involvement in seasteading, even though Thiel ceased its financing 3 years before
Blue Frontiers was registered. However, critiques like Amaru's were commonplace.
At the end of 2017, as | noted in the previous chapter, Blue Frontiers responded to
Polynesians critique about the Project being for foreigners by sharing it would
prioritise 25% of the project's residences to Polynesians (Quirk, 2018a).

However, this was not well received.

The following comments are some examples of how many found it suspicious that
a project interested in adaptation to sea-level rise (see Blue Frontiers, n.d.-c) would
only prioritise 25% of residences for Polynesians. One user wrote: "Are the floating
islands here to deal with the problem of water? But only 25% of Polynesian people
will be able to Isn't there an inconsistency in your saying?" (FacebookUser9, 2018).
Another noted, "But why Tahiti and not directly to the Tuamotu®® where the rise of
the water will be more catastrophic and its low in fact" (FacebookUser6, 2018). The
comments go on: "but you only wish 25 % of this people on this island with you
and tourists" (FacebookUser6, 2018); "ONLY!!! 25% of the space will be occupied

by locals! Who are the other 75%?" (FacebookUser7, 2018). Similarly, another

80 The Touamotu is a group of islands in French Polynesia. French Polynesia has five group
of islands and several archipelagos. Some of these islands, like Tahiti, are volcanic islands
and tend to have tall mountains. However, other islands, such as those in the Tuamotu
archipelago, are coral atoll islands. Atolls tend to be almost flat, because they are composed
by a coral reef, where there used to be, millions of years ago, volcanic islands. Atolls will be
more affected by rising seas because of their almost flat territory.
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user commented, this time in response to one video that | posted while being Blue

Frontiers' ‘seavangelesse’:

Okay Nathalie, and how do you explain to our people already in
difficulty that we will build a place where you will have all the rights.
That's the problem. How do you explain that there will be only 25% of
the population who can live there? Which corresponds strangely to the
percentages of the richest in Polynesia. Do you have any idea of the
current social divide in Polynesia? Do you know there's a lot of people
in financial difficulty?

(FacebookUser8, 2018; my translation)

Perhaps some answers to Polynesians' questions about why only 25% of
residences lie in the seasteading mindset of colonising ‘unclaimed’ places,
imprinted into the Floating Island Project. This viewpoint sees “third world
countries” as uninhabited places that are ripe for the taking. For example, years
before the Floating Island, authors at The Seasteading Institute (Mutabdzija &
Borders, 2011a) wrote that one advantage that Maritime Special Economic Zones
could have over Special Economic Zones in land was the lack of disputed land.

This misconception is visible in Friedman & Gramlich’s quote:

easiest thing for us is to ally with small island nation to open a free
trade zone/business park somewhere in its EEZ. Very strong legal
status. (Unfortunately, also in the middle of nhowhere - South Pacific).
Secondary to that, we need a nation on our side. But will it let us have
autonomy? Dunno.

(Friedman & Gramlich, 2009:105)
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The role played by colonisation in the creation of this Floating Island Project, and
its connection to nationality and cultural differences, brings out one ironic aspect
of the Project and its relation to diversity. We can understand seasteading as a
governance interpretation of homophily. Homophily (McPherson et al., 2001) is the
principle which explains why "birds of the same feather fly together" - that is, why
people tend to cluster with others similar to them. Seasteading is homophily in the
sense that foundational seasteading authors expect that individuals on seasteads
would cluster based on shared traits. According to foundational seasteading
authors, and as | explained in Chapter Two, choosing governments can lead to
higher political satisfaction. Ironically, this idea played a reverse role in the Island.
To create a solid opposition against the project, M&ohi strengthened their
homophily ties and sentiments of nationalism through the reinforcement of the
notions of themselves and ‘the other’. Polynesians did not want more foreigners in

charge of their lagoons.

7.4. Wave 2: Facebook

The second wave which led to the Floating Island fading was, | argue, the
Facebook wave. This wave mainly consisted of Facebook videos that went viral in
Tahiti from January to April 2018. Facebook is the primary form of communication
in Tahiti. | noted this both times | visited Polynesia in 2017. Naturally, because of
its widespread daily use, Facebook became the main medium to voice opinions
about the Project. | refer to the momentum gained by these videos as waves based
on Walby’s endorsement of Biggs's (2001) idea that social movements, including
protests, behave similarly to natural processes, such as ocean waves. Social

movements and natural processes have positive feedback loops that generate
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rapid processes of propagation. This characterised the events | discuss and

describe in this section.

Based on the number of reactions, there were four key viral videos containing
people addressing Polynesians during the Facebook wave. These videos involve
several stakeholders. The first video is by a local informal stakeholder, Amaru, the
Polynesian man with Mao'hi features whose video | introduced in the previous
section. | posted the second video of what became the Facebook wave, while |
was still representing Blue Frontiers. Jean-Francois Bouissou, Minister of French
Polynesia, posted the third video. The fourth one involves French Polynesia’s
president Edouard Fritch. From these videos, | extracted comments and selected
those comments which more broadly represented popular views in other
comments. A great majority of these video comments were by users with at least
one Polynesian name or last name. Their profile pictures and or locations also
showed that most were from or in Polynesia. They pictured themselves at the
beach or with their Polynesian families and babies. Here | discuss how the
Facebook wave interfered with the wave of colonisation, making the distrust
towards foreign settlement in the island appear as a recurrent topic in many of the

comments.

The video that started the Facebook wave (Amaru, 2018) was posted publicly on
January 30th 2018 on the personal profile of a mid-forties Polynesian man of last
name Amaru. In his video, Amaru criticised the Floating Island Project and the
government's support. Amaru described himself as unemployed. He expressed
that he did not see how the Project could improve the Polynesian economy nor
bring jobs for his peers. He voiced how tired he was of hearing about the Floating

Island Project, describing it as an independent state inside French Polynesia set
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up by foreign millionaires to evade taxes. Amaru's video received over 100,000
views. For an island with approximately 180,000 inhabitants, this number suggests
that a significant portion of Tahiti's inhabitants saw the video, even if some views
came from the same users. At the end of 2018, when this thesis' data collection
process ended, the video had 4,000 native shares, 532 direct comments and 2,000
reactions. Most reactions were favourable. There were 1,400 likes, 482 hearts, 85

surprised faces, 9 laughs, 7 angry faces and 3 crying faces.

Comments in Amaru’s video addressed the same topics as comments in the other
videos of this wave. One of the most recurrent topics concerned the Project
possibly polluting the lagoon and killing the coral reef. Others expressed a lack of
understanding for how floating architecture could contribute to sea-level rise
adaptation. Some questioned why building the Project in Tabhiti, a volcanic island
that, unlike flat coral reef atoll islands in the Tuamotu archipelago, would not be
significantly affected by sea-level rise. Similarly, others wondered why the Project
would build an artificial island in a country with over 118 natural islands, many of
them inhabited. Polynesian doctor-in-law Lallemant-Moe (2017a) shared this last
concern, even though Lallemant-Moe (2017b) conveyed that some opinions

against the Project were not always rational.

Multiple responses to Amaru's video reflected feelings of unity towards a common
enemy: rich foreigners. In reaction to Amaru’s critique, one user wrote to Amaru:
"you have spoken for the Tahitian people" (FacebookUserl0, 2018; my
translation). Another comment read: "don't come here. Piss off with your invention"
(FacebookUserll, 2018; my translation). Similarly, another one typed: "l don't
think thats paypal but Bitcoin's boss. That's right, it's gonna destroy the ecosystem

They love the $$$$$$$$ too much” (FacebookUser12, 2018; my translation).
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Although most comments were negative, several were not. One example read:
"Excellent idea" (FacebookUser13, 2018). Overall, younger users' profiles seemed
more open or neutral towards the Project than profiles of older people. Some young
people were even curious about what the Project could mean for French
Polynesia's economic future. One example was a comment in the press by a young
female Polynesian student at the Tahiti Business School, who volunteered during

the First Seasteading Tahiti Conference:

It's a very innovating project with many new technologies that we would
never imagine here. In terms of the responses in social networks, one
can see that the eldest ones completely disagree with the environment
being touched in our Fenua. Besides, they are Americans... But for the
youth, we are very interested because, as we've been told, it can create
new jobs.

(Hereiti Vairaaroa, 2017; my translation)

It is not possible to know if most comments were negative because the majority of
Polynesians were against the Project or because the medium, Facebook,
incentives polarising attitudes. Vaccari (2013) explains that the internet can help
vocalise political views and shape them. However, Del Vicario et al. (2016) argue
that platforms like Facebook confirm biases about specific phenomena, making it
more likely that users receive more information about what they already believe
because of reinforced selective exposure. Del Viccario et al. add that the internet
is where individuals today reaffirm their political orientations and views. Indeed,

online social media, thus, has been said to behave as an echo chamber. While this

aspect is a limitation of social media, or an advantage, depending on how one
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looks at it, it does not make the concerns of some Polynesians regarding foreign
enclaves less valid. Their perspective becomes stronger when understanding that
the Ma'ohi's word for their land, Fenua, joins together the island and the
community. Several Polynesians mentioned their Fenua when commenting against

the Project in Tahiti.

After Amaru's video, and acting as a spokesperson of Blue Frontiers, | publicly
posted a video in my personal profile (Mezza-Garcia, 2018b), where | spoke in
French in favour of the Project. This was only 7/19 months into my participation in
the Project and 2/3s into the data collection process. | had not yet begun to analyse
the information | captured while being a participant/observer, and this reflects in
the video. Note that my position in the video does not share the more objective
standpoint that | try to convey in this thesis. In this thesis, the 'side’ | take is that
special jurisdictions, such as SeaZones, need to understand better the different
implications of dealing with complex governance systems, if they wish to be
successful. In the previous chapters, it involved engaging, more realistically, with
diverse stakeholders on multiple levels and institutions. In this chapter, engaging
with complexity means understanding the cross-temporality and cross-spatiality of
events. It means taking into account sensitivities of locations and their history. That
said, in the video | defend the Project. | explain that most of its investors were not
American millionaires, and | expressed admiration for Polynesian culture and the
Tahitian language - which | was trying to learn back then. | mentioned that the
Project was small and that environmental protection was one of its priorities. To
support this last idea, | invited viewers to look at Blue21's (2017) environmental
study. This video also went viral during the peak of the Facebook Wave; in one
week of posting, it reached over 50.000 views. When the data collection process

ended, the video had 675 native comments, 959 shares and 817 reactions. There
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were 431 likes, 222 angry faces, 118 hearts, 22 surprised faces, 21 laughs and 3
crying faces. As in Amaru's video, comments in this video evidenced some general
negative opinions about the Project.?! | recognise the irony and the decolonial role
| played by being a woman from the Global South defending a project with
characteristics that were not going to be favourable for other Global South peers.
I discuss more in depth the ethics implications of my role and this video in section

4.6.

Comments on my video were similar to those posted in Amaru’s video. One user
wrote: "Sad world where the superich only think about becoming even richer at the
expense of the countless small hands exploited instead of thinking about solutions
favourable to the whole population" (FacebookUserl4, 2018; my translation).
Another comment reads: "NO to the floating islands and NO to the profit of rich
people" (Facebookuserl5, 2018; my translation), while another one added: "Same
style as Marlon Brando's island. That for the rich" (Facebookuser16, 2018; my
translation).52 One user replied to the Marlon Brando comment by writing: "This
has nothing to do! Marlon Brando bought the island, it's private. And they pay their
taxess!! Unlike this floating island where no tax will be returned" (Facebookuserl17,

2018; my translation). Additional comments referred to language.

Some users either praised or criticised my use of French in the video. One
favourable comment read "Look in her Facebook, there is a video where she is in
Tahiti (I think that at a museum) and she speaks in French so it is not a danger,
we should congratulate her because she speaks as she can and she is going to

learn Tahitian but it's so cool" (FacebookUserl8, 2018; my translation). Other

51 | recognise the irony and the decolo

52 Marlon Brando bought an island in French Polynesia, Tetiaroa, 4 hours away from Tahiti.
The island currently hosts the most expensive hotel in French Polynesia, and it is frequented
by international celebrities and politicians.
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users criticised: "Of course, she was recruited precisely because she speaks
French" (FacebookUser19, 2018; my translation). It seems, with these and similar
comments, that users were not expecting that a non-Polynesian member of Blue
Frontiers spoke French. Language is an important topic in this discussion and in
this section because of its connection to nationality. Both, nationality and language,
are sensitive topics because of their connection or derivation from the wave of

colonisation.

The third video of the Facebook wave was by a government stakeholder. On
February 1st, Jean Cristophe Bouissou, Minister of Housing in French Polynesia
and of the Blue Economy, published a 26-minute video on his personal Facebook
profile (TNTV, 2017), in which he defended the Floating Island Project. Bouissou
was the government representative who signed in San Francisco the
Memorandum of Understanding in 2017. Since then, he showed himself as a
supporter of the Project (TNTV, 2017j18). At the end of this thesis' data collection
process, Bouissou's viewers had been watched this video over 18.000 times. It
was shared natively 282 times and had 210 reactions and 284 comments. From
the reactions, there were 102 likes, 88 angry faces, 10 hearts, 7 laughs and 3

surprises.

In the video, Bouissou explained that the Project could help with French
Polynesia's commitment to finding solutions to adapt to sea-level rise. He
conveyed that the Project could bring to the country knowledge and technologies

from Silicon Valley.%® The Minister also said that critics in social media had not read

63 Another way to read this is as Kapoor (2004:829) frames it: “working in development
inevitably positions us within a ‘development discourse’, where the North’s superiority over
the South is taken for granted, and Western-style development is the norm. Our encounters
with, and representations of, our ‘subjects’ are therefore coded or framed in terms of an
us/them dichotomy in which ‘we’ aid/develop/civilise/empower ‘them’.
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the proposal submitted to the government at the end of 2017 and, therefore,
critiques did not sustain. Bouissou's video closed with him saying that President
Fritch would not impose the Project over the population. He emphasised on the

fact that the Memorandum of Understanding was non-binding.

Compared to responses in other videos, many responses to Bouissou's video tend
to be short and expressed a simple idea: many Polynesians did not want the
Project in their lagoon. For example: "Independence! Leave Tahiti alone!"
(Facebookuser20, 2018; my translation); "nothing good stop this blooper no
floating island here" (Facebookuser22, 2018; my translation); "No Floating Islands
here, leave our lagoon alone" (Facebookuser22, 2018; my translation); "Don't
touch our lagoon" (Facebookuser23, 2018; my translation); "no, no floating islands
at ours" (FacebookUser24, 2018; my translation). Longer comments, such as the
following, reflected the same position: "Mr Bouissou we don't care about your new
technologies we don't want your floating islands in our lagoons one point and that's
all and stop politicising our negative reaction against this project"

(Facebookuser25, 2018; my translation).

Bouissou, like Amaru, connected the Project to the wave of protests by saying that
the timing near elections created political interests seeking to hinder the Project.
Indeed, the closer the presidential elections, the more the political interests
politicised the Project. The protagonists were the government and the opposition.
Thus, political parties became key actors in the intersection of the Facebook and

protests waves. The controversy escalated to national television.

Two weeks after Bouissou's video, the French Polynesian president and

presidential candidate from the political party Tapura, Edouard Fritch, did a political
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manoeuvre typical from electoral times. In national television, Fritch contradicted
Bouissou's video by saying that he had never seen the Project of Atimaono. Fritch
claimed this, even though he addressed seasteaders on video during the signature
of the Memorandum of Understanding in San Francisco, one event of the Tahitian
conference was a dinner at the presidential palace, which | personally attended,
and that his special advisor, Thierry Nhunfat, accompanied The Seasteading
Institute throughout the entire process until the Memorandum (TSI, 2017a). Fritch's

words on TV were:

At the Assembly of French Polynesia | learnt that there is a project in
the lagoon of Atimaono 300 meters from the bank for 150 hectares. |
have never seen a project on Atimaono and | want to tell viewers that
| do not support this kind of project in the lagoon here in Tahiti. It would
be furious madness

(Fritch, 2018; my translation).

President Fritch's position also contradicts with what Marc Collins Chen (TNTV,
2018b), Blue Frontiers representative in Tabhiti, told the press two weeks earlier.
Collins said that he met the cabinet of the vice-president every two weeks after the

studies were submitted to the government.

Two weeks after Fritch's statement, his political party published a Facebook press
release about the Project (Tahiti-Infos, 2018a). The announcement stated that one
of the opposition's representatives, Valentina Cross, instigated the controversy
about the Floating Island. Cross was the politician from the municipality of Teva |
Uta that had advocated for more Ma&'ohi participation in the government at the

United Nations in 2018 (UN, 2018b). The communication of the Tapura political
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party also explained that the Memorandum of Understanding (2017) was a
collection of reciprocal intentions rather than a binding legal contract. Moreover, It
stated that the deadline of the document’s validity passed in 2017. The press
release concluded that because the date of the MOU had expired, the controversy
about the Floating Island was purposeless. It was amid this wave when the Floating
Island, a special jurisdiction seeking to create forms of governance beyond
representative democracy, clearly began fading prey to electoral campaigns.
Ironically, trying to create spatial extraterritoriality, the Island became prey to one

of the most territorial forms of governance: elections.

7.5. Wave 3: Protests

Three months before to the French Polynesian presidential elections of 2018,
paralleling the online Facebook wave, there were several physical protests against
the Floating Island. In a way, the Facebook wave gave birth to the wave of protests,
since videos like Amaru's (2018) and several comments instigated Polynesians to
protest in the streets. For instance, one comment read: "we must stop the
massacre people rebel yourself!! for the future of our children" (Facebookuser26;
my translation). Or "people of Oceania, rebel yourself and act together for the
future of our generation before it's too late. Let's rise" (Facebookuser27, 2018; my
translation). And "we must organise a protest” (Facebookuser28, 2018), "not to this
destructive project. If we must go to the streets, I'll be there" (Facebookuser29,

2018).

In this way, the colonisation and Facebook waves interfered with the Protests
wave. If the interaction of the wave of colonisation and the Facebook wave
reflected the cross-temporality of waves, the interaction of the Facebook and

protests wave showing their cross-spatiality. This is because one was on Facebook
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and the other one at the beach. While cross-spatiality was not an original feature
of waves studied by Walby, it is worth recognising it as a feature of contemporary
complex governance which, given the relevance that social media and platform-

mediated interactions have today.

There were three main forms of protests involved in politicisation of the project.
First, there were protests at the Assembly by the opposition. Second, there was an
online petition against the Floating Island. And third, there were protests at
Atimaono beach and the streets by fishermen and women. Protests politicised
even further the Floating Island. One prominent voice of the opposition, Valentina
Hina Cross, protested against the Project during an extraordinary session of the
Assembly on the February 14th. Cross was from the opposition's political party,
Tavini, and represented the commune Teva | Uta, which encloses the Atimaono
beach. Cross' protest consisted of holding posters which said ‘Do not touch our
Atimaono lagoon'. The politician told the press that she protested because the
Project was for libertarian millionaires of Silicon Valley and not for Polynesians
(Actu.fr, 2018). The press confronted Cross about the Floating Island's financing,
defending that it would be funded entirely with private funds. They asked her why
was this worse than the 100 million Polynesian Francs that the government would
spend for a port at the South of Tahiti to accommodate larger cruise ships;
something which would be more environmentally impactful than the Floating
Island. Cross replied that her main issue with the Project was its permanence in
the lagoon and its long-term impact on the lives of the inhabitants of the commune
(Actu.fr, 2018). She concluded that her goal was requesting the government to
cease relations with the Project and detract from the Memorandum of

Understanding. While the local press recognised political interests involved in the
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Floating Island's politicisation during the presidential campaigns (Tahiti-Infos,

2018c), Cross's protest reinforced the negative image of the project.

Responses to Cross' protest in social media varied. Many comments favoured her
actions. Others questioned whether Cross' political party, Tavini, was truly against
the project. Doubts emerged due to meeting the minutes of a visit in 2017 where
the leader of the opposition, Oscar Temaru, met Blue21 at their Floating Pavilion
in Rotterdam.®* The president's political party, Tapura, supported these doubts with
a Facebook post (Tapura Huiraatira Officiel, 2018). In it, Tapura pointed out that
the minutes suggested Temaru’s opinion of the Project was favourable.
Furthermore, the government's party stated there was no reason for protesting that
day at the Assembly, given that Minister Bouissou had publicly admitted that the
Memorandum of Understanding was non-binding. Hence, the president's party
accused Cross of taking advantage of the camera presence in the extraordinary
meeting of the Assembly, calling her protest "a real media show by branding"

(Tapura Huiaatira Officiel; my translation).

A second form of protest against the project, also led by Cross, took the shape of
an online petition. Cross created this online petition two weeks prior to her protest
at the Assembly. She entitled the online petition 'Against The Polynesian
Government's Floating Island' (Avaaz, 2018).%® Cross was also involved in the
creation of a Facebook page against the Project, called Paruru la Atimaono (2018),
which still had weekly posts against floating city projects in December 2019.

Around 1.600 people, less than 1% of Tahiti's population, had signed the petition

84 The Floating Pavilion is Blue21’'s signature floating building. The Global Centre for
Adaptation, a project in collaboration with the United Nations, will place its floating building
besides it.

55 The petition’s name in French was: Contre le projet d'lles flottantes du gouvernement de la
Polynésie: Paruru la Atimaono.
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when the elections finished. It might be important to note that, in the past, Cross
had been accused of defamation (Lalere, 2017). Correspondingly, the petition
expressed certainty about likely yet unclear aspects of the project. It read that the
SeaZone would include a security perimeter of 100 hectares, which would ban
fishermen, boaters and residents from their activities in the project's area. As |
explained on Chapter Six, while the Project sidelined Polynesians, their exclusion
was by omission and by the use of language, but this did not necessarily entail a
security perimeter. The petition also mentioned American millionaires financing the
Project. Therefore, as with other events of the waves, nationality was an important
topic in this petition. This time, the petition stated that American investors led the

Project and referred to it as a Tax Haven.

Cross was a linking point between the wave of Protests and the Facebook wave.
In Amaru's (2018) video, she wrote: "Thanks, Sam Amaru. | shared on my wall and
a friend shared in the group Paruru la Atimaono, thanks" (my translation). Likewise,
on the video | posted (Mezza-Garcia, 2018b), Cross wrote: "Please sign the
petition online in the group la atimaono group: not touch our lagoon! No Floating

Artificial Islands in mataiea" (my translation).

The petition and the Facebook waves instigated additional protests (TNTV, 2018a),
this time led by the Fishermen Collective of Mataieia, 'Te feia rava'ai né6 Mataiea'
(RNZ, 2018a, 2018b; Tahiti-Infos, 2018b). Mataieia is the lagoon neighbouring
Atimaono. Itis also located in the municipality of Teva | Uta. The link between both
waves is visible, in so far the Fishers Collective reproduced information about the
security perimeter and the ban on fishing mentioned by Cross. The leader of the
Collective, Georges Ateo 'Papa Ko' (2018), posted a video to Facebook in which

he rejected the Floating Island. Ateo did not want the project, neither in Atimaono
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nor in the rest of Tahiti. His argument was simple: the lagoon was their life. Ateo
called for a nine hours procession on the 7th of April from the Tehoro Marine to
Atimaono. Teva | Uta, the municipality that Cross represented, gave the Collective
permission to divert traffic as they wished. One poster in this protest read
“Atimaono is not a playground for libertarians” (Cross, 2018b). Another one read

“Atimaono is not Silicon Valley” (Cross, 2018b).

Blue Frontiers tried to decrease the momentum gained by protests and the waves
overall. For instance, it directed some online comments to the location studies on
the Project's website in French, showing how these analysed four additional
beaches besides Atimaono. One news article quoted Blue Frontiers co-founder
Collins Chen referring to this: "Collins said four sites were under consideration, but
once word spread that Blue Frontiers had settled on Atimaono Lagoon, opposition
to the Project spread quickly" (Conan, 2018). Around that time, Blue Frontiers also
published a new video, showing a new rendering of the Project, which did not have
Tahiti in the background (Blue Frontiers, 2018i). However, the Project was already
too politicised. A quote by Walby referring to waves and timing explain what

happened:

The level of impact will depend on the conjuncture of circumstances,
which affects whether it is a mere ripple or a tidal wave of tremendous
proportions. The effect of the wave will be significantly affected by the
nature of the local circumstances with which it interacts...It is the
endogeneity, the positive feedback loops, which are crucial to the
explanation of the suddenness of waves of social movements and of
the rapidity of the generation of their intensity and power.

(Walby, 2003b; 16)
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In this case study, the local circumstances that gave the ideal context for such
momentum were the presidential elections. These led political actors in the Island
to use the Project in ways that could be beneficial for them and detrimental for their
opponents. For example, the opposition tied president and candidate Fritch to the
project, conveying the message that if Fritch won, the Floating Island would be

developed. However, in response, Fritch took the same position as the opposition

party.

With the protest and Facebook waves in their peak, President Fritch and his
political party officially detracted their support to the Project by completely turning
against it on April 131" 2018. Despite publicly supporting the Project for more than
a year, the Floating Island became the only environmental point of Edouard
Fritch four points presidential campaign. The official political party's website, a
Facebook post and pamphlets distributed in Tahiti showed the words in French
"No to the Floating Island Project" with a big red cross on top of the Project's design
(Tapura Huaaitira, 2018a, 2018b; Paruru ia Atimaono, 2018). Figures 3 and 4
show a screenshot and a pamphlet, respectively. This was perhaps the strongest
and deepest among the multiple events in the Project's fading, which | summed up

on the timeline in Figure 1.
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In that way, the Floating Island Project ended up being negatively affected by the

same forces that seasteading was trying to break away from: electoral politics.

This event is interesting, insofar SeaZones originate in the idea of a self-organised
market of governments on the ocean where individuals choose their governments.
However, here, because of a lack of local self-organised community-building
processes, Polynesians were the ones who self-organised. Polynesians even
appealed to electoral incentives of traditional governance systems that the Project
was trying to transcend. This turnaround is in line with Walby's (2003b:16) theory
of waves. Walby notes that elite's response towards the waves shapes them.
Moreover, groups can use waves to support their own agendas (Walby, 2003b:17).

Similarly, foundational seasteading authors, Mutabdzija and Borders (2011b:11),

67 (Paruru ia Atimaono Facebook, 2018).
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wrote years back that the political zeitgeist of each country would constrain the

actions of the governments that seasteaders are negotiating with.

But the concept of waves explains even further what happened in this case study.
Walby (2003b; 17) recalls that societies build themselves around specific principles
through processes of societalisation which shape waves (Walby, 2009; 41). From
this perspective, underlining socialisation processes behind the waves could be
the struggles against continuous foreign control of French Polynesia, evidenced in
the nested structure of its current governance. Another important issue was
M&’ohi’'s own nation-building process, culturally and ethnically, and how they saw
the Project as a neoliberal disruption of it. It might also be important to consider

Moberg's viewpoint about to governments and creating Special Economic Zones:

We can no longer assume that the SEZ planners are benevolent.®®
Government officials pursue higher salaries, benefits and social status.
Democratically elected politicians want public support and votes in the
next election. Bureaucrats seek prestigious titles, larger offices, bigger
staff, more leisure and the occasional trips to a pleasant resort on
behalf of their agency.

(Moberg, 2015b:12).

There are, nonetheless, additional accompanying factors which contributed with
momentum to the waves, and which facilitated their propagation. | discuss these

additional “ripples” in the next section.

68 SEZ is the abbreviation of Special Economic Zone.
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7.6. Accompanying Ripples

Five additional ‘ripples’ contributed to adding the momentum of the Waves. These
were: poorly researched news pieces about the project, additional videos about it,
previous business practices of foreign companies, distrust in the government and
distrust towards the project’s representative in French Polynesia. These ripples
accentuated locked-in negative perceptions about the project, further challenging

its creation. Here | explain each of them.

The first ripple was poorly researched news articles about the project. This ripple
was an international phenomenon. From September 2016 to February 2018, over
one thousand news articles were written about the Floating Island (see: Universal,
2018). Few of them (Carli, 2016; Chinn, 2017; Gelles, 2017; Marris, 2017; Metcalfe,
2017) were almost entirely accurate or were done after interviewing the first source.
From a sample of the Media Coverage Report of Universal Information Services
(Blue Frontiers, 2018f) containing hundreds of media outlets written between
September 2016 and September 2017, in more than ten languages, the majority
of news articles put The Seasteading Institute as the developer of the Project and

not Blue Frontiers.

The regurgitated quality of the news is additionally visible in the emphasis given by
almost all news outlets to sensationalist aspects of the project, such as critiques to
Peter Thiel's involvement in the Floating Island and the narrative of Silicon Valley
millionaires, some of which “just want to see the world burn” (Menegus, 2017),
seeking to evade taxes on the ocean. Other news articles resort to dystopic popular
culture references of floating communities, such as the film Waterworld (Griffiths,
2017; O’Brien, 2018; Miéville, 2007). They also reproduced misunderstandings

regarding the project’s goal, focusing on seasteads, not on SeaZones. Some
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presented the Floating Island as an attempt to create a micro-nation (Chandler,
2018). This gave waves an unstable environment, making it easier for their

interference to gain momentum.

Past business practices of foreign companies in French Polynesia was the second
ripple which added to the Waves’ momentum. Temaru, leader of the opposition
political party, told Blue21 during his visit to the Floating Pavilion that Polynesians
feel foreign companies have played them in the past (Blue21, 2017c). This was an
opinion several Polynesians voiced to me during my first and second visit to Tabhiti
when | talked to them at the market. For example, there had been several instances
where the government announced large hotel projects that would create new jobs.
However, they were never built. Some comments on Facebook allude to this. One
user wrote on the Minister's Bouissou’s video: “Bla Bla-Bla-bla. Still projects but
it's enough... first mahana beach then the Chinese project for Hao and now floating
island (FacebookUser30, 2018; my translation). Another user wrote: “Do your
floating islands at yours and leave our lagoons in peace!! No trust at all in these
projects of these people” (Facebookuser31, 2018; my translation). Critigues were

well-founded.

While the Floating Island was waiting for the Assembly to deliver, other large
maritime and land infrastructure projects were waiting and others were being
discussed. Industrial Chinese fisheries in the Marquises Archipelago and the old
Mahana Beach Resort were among them (Tahiti-Infos, 2018c). The latter already
rebranded due to a previous failure in 2014, changing its name to Village Tahitian
and was waiting for an answer from the Assembly, at the same time of Blue
Frontiers. Village Tahitian was driven by the New Zealand firm with Maori name,

Kaitiaki Tagaloa. Village Tahitian was much larger than the development of the
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Floating Island. It comprised four hotels and two residential condominiums, for
1.300 habitation spaces (Tabhiti-Infos, 2019). The cost was also much higher. Like
the Floating Island, Village Tahitian would have a land and a marine area. It would
have tax exemptions and, as other touristic hotel projects in French Polynesia, it
would have subsidies from the government. Village Tahitian was seen as an
opportunity to create a Polynesian consortium, between M&’ohi from French
Polynesia and Maori from New Zealand, said the Project leader (lalere, 2019).
With this in mind, in 2018, after the presidential elections, these two neighbours
with the same cultural roots, the New Zealand company and the French Polynesian
government, signed an agreement. With a Memorandum of Understanding signed,

the New Zealand company promised to create 4.500 direct jobs.

However, in 2019, the Project was cancelled after the company did not meet
expected deadlines and did not raise funds to build it (RNZ, 2019). Polynesians
had already been disappointed by the Tahitian Village. Four years earlier, when
the Mahana Beach rebranded, it was because it was forced to down-size. This is
an example of another story that illustrates how past events have led to
Polynesians distrusting large infrastructure projects by foreign companies — even

those which are culturally closer to them than Blue Frontiers.

The existence of corrupt elected governments is the next ripple contributing to the
waves’ momentum. Since elections became possible in French Polynesia, the
government has been accused of being corrupt. In French Polynesia, most
presidents and politicians have been accused of corruption, with many been
investigated or sanctioned. Besides being corrupt, today, many Polynesians
distrust the government because of its authoritarian nature (Al Wardi, 2009). Most

importantly, power in the collectivity has been in the same hands since 1984. The
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presidency has been switched among the same four men. Gaston Flosse has been

6 times president; Oscar Temaru, 5; Gaston Tong Sang, 3; and Edouard Fritch, 2.

Despite repeating governments, politics in French Polynesia is highly unstable and
suffers from what Al Wardi (2009:87) calls ideological political nomadism. That is,
politicians, migrate from one political party to the other, depending on what is more
convenient. Al Wardi (2009) takes the argument further tagging politics in the
Collectivity’s islands as clientelist. The author states that French Polynesia’s
politicians are prone to change their opinion about topics based on their voters’
pressures. Al Wardi adds that this happens because politicians in French
Polynesia know that sentiments, instead of ‘rationality’, are the main driver of most
Ma'ohi when voting. Al Wardi writes that M&'ohi are known as one of the most
sentimental cultures in the world. On top of this, French Polynesia adopted
France’s tradition of strikes and protests. Therefore, despite the cloud of corruption
and clientelism, protesters are lead to think that change is possible. This intensifies
distrust towards a government that Ma'ohi already feel does not represent them.
All this added reasons to why the government withdrew its support to the Floating

Island after initial support.

Besides the previous reasons, the relatively small size and population of Tabhiti
makes people’s opinions influence the government more directly. Hence why
during the visit of Temaru, leader of the opposition, to Rotterdam, he expressed to
Blue21 that for the Floating Island Project to be successful, it needed the support
of the Polynesians, more than the support of the government (Blue21, 2017c).%°

The words of another ex-president compliment Temaru’'s statement. 6 times

5 The original text in French: Une autre conclusion a été que pour l'avenir du projet, il sera
essentiel d'avoir plus que le soutien du gouvernement actuel : en fin de compte, les acteurs
les plus importants sont les habitants de la Polynésie francaise. (Blue21, 2017c).
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president Gaston Flosse said that French Polynesia is exactly the opposite of a
market economy because leaders give the population exactly what it wants (Al
Wardi, 2009: 196). Therefore, if islanders oppose a project, the government will
oppose too. Now, the last two last ripples | have here mentioned are intertwined.
Distrust in foreign companies accentuates because the government deals with

foreign companies and foreign companies need the government’s approval.

The fourth ripple which added momentum to the Waves was distrust towards Blue
Frontier's representative in Tahiti, Marc Collins Chen. The Memorandum of
Understanding (2017) stated that there would be a single point of contact making
the liaison between the French Polynesian government and The Seasteading
Institute. Here, it was Collins Chen. Collins Chen was a relevant ripple because he
embodied several traits which generate distrust in French Polynesia. On one hand,
he was a business person, who co-founded Smart Tahiti Networks (Big Think,
2017). This was a telecommunications company in French Polynesia which one
month after the peak of the Facebook Wave lost the license to operate. As the
official journal of the government published in a ministerial order (Conseil des
Ministers, 2018m1), the company Collins Chen co-founded provided no evidence
of economic activity since granted the license. Furthermore, the order stated that
it did not operate any telecommunications services and that it abandoned the
Project that they gave the authorisation for. The order also highlighted the lack of
a business plan to match the initial proposal and that the company never reached
maturity beyond an initial stage of a prospective analysis. It also stated that there
was a pattern by the company to abandon projects since their authorisation. The
President, Edouard Fritch, and the Minister of Housing, Jean-Christoff Bouissou,
were the people in the government who signed the Ministerial Order. It is not

possible to know with the information publicly available the extent of Collins Chen’s
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involvement in 2018 in the company he founded years earlier. But this serves as
an additional example of the pattern that Polynesians are tired of. Companies and

Polynesian elites promise, but they do not deliver.

Besides being a business person, Collins Chen served in the government for eight
months as Minister of Tourism in 2007. This made him part of another demographic
which Polynesians distrust, politicians, and with reason. Collins Chen’s link with
Blue Frontiers ended in November 2018 after | discovered, while working on this
research, that he had created a competing company, Oceanix, while still being part
of Blue Frontiers (see: ICRIS, 2018). Moreover, Collins Chen, while still being the
local representative of Blue Frontiers in French Polynesia, publicly said in an
interview published on November 23 2018 on China Global Television Network
that the first floating city in the world would be built in China (CGTN, 201823n) —
not in French Polynesiia. This was 5 days after Blue Frontiers wrote a blog about
how, despite the problems in Tahiti, there were still conversations with a mayor in

the Tuamotu Archipelago (Blue Frontiers, 2018n).

Since Collins Chen was the liaison with French Polynesia, the contrast between
Collins Chen's behind the backs announcement and Blue Frontiers social media
outlets represented a key moment in the Project’s fading because it suggests that
this co-founder might have, almost certainly, been aware that the Project was not
viable either in other islands of Polynesia, but did not communicate it to the rest of
the Project founders outside of Polynesia. Added to this, both of these
announcements took place seven months after the president’s party released the
re-election agenda, which involved hang-given pamphlets and online posts that
read “no to the floating island” (see Tapura Huiraatira, 2018a, 2018b; Paruru ia

Atimaono, 2018 and figures 2 and 3). Many people in Tahiti were aware of this, but
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outsiders no. This representative, being the only member from French Polynesia
and living there, was the person in charge of local affairs and doing the liaison -
including sharing the information from what happened in the Island, such as the
pamphlet that was circulating. In sum, Blue Frontiers’ public facing contrasted with

the area Collins Chen was in charge of, dealing with Polynesian affairs.

Cross, the opposition's representative, spoke in some occasions about Collins
participation in the Project (Actu.fr, 2018). Once she mentioned that Collins Chen
acted in good faith in saying that Atimaono was an area of priority development for
the country. However, Cross then clarified that it was perhaps Collin Chen’s
business partners who were acting in good faith because Collins Chen, who had
previously been involved in a legal battle for the largest media group in Tahiti, and
accused of title theft by the CEO - although he won the legal battle due to
formalities (Tahiti-Infos, 2014b; Tahiti-Infos, 2014a, 2014b) - had said in an internal
meeting at Cross’ political party, the opposition, but of which he was a member,

that the deal was concluded - in quotation marks, she added.

A video in French discussing the project, posted the week prior to Amaru’s video,
was the fifth ripple which seemed to have helped the waves gain momentum.
Uploaded on January 23 to a Switzerland-based Facebook page (Nouvo RTS,
2017j23), the video quickly reached over 245,000 views, 1,500 shares and over
400 reactions. This video said that Silicon Valley millionaires wanted to build
floating islands. In a neutral, even supportive manner, it highlighted the
environmental sustainability aspect of the Project and its aim to be self-sufficient
in food and energy. It also mentioned the project’s goal of adapting to sea-level

rise, and its purpose of having reduced fiscal policies. However, the video
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explained that these advantages were only for millionaires and not for the main

demographic that would be affected by sea-level rise before the end of the century.

While it is not possible to state with certainty that this ripple directly influenced the
Facebook and Protests Waves,® it might have. Not only was this viral video posted
around the same time as the Facebook wave began, but it also shared viewpoints
mentioned in Amaru’s video and Cross’ protests. Likewise, many of the last
comments by Facebook users which commented on this video seemed to be from
French Polynesia, and some comments in Amaru’s video seemed to echo this
video. For example, one comment reads: “As if it were the Polynesians they were
going to save from the disappearance of the islands caused by global warming...”
(FacebookUser31, 2018). Another one commented: “How is this project relevant
for Polynesians? They are not millionaires” (Nuovo.fr, 2018). Indeed, one of the
last comments in the video was made by a profile name corresponding to a small
island hostel called Pension Kanahau Tania Amaru. While it was not possible to
know if it this hostel was connected to Sam Amaru, from the Facebook waves, the

timing, comments and last name correlate with him.

7.7. Conclusion

In this chapter, | used Sylvia Walby’s use of the concept of Waves to illustrate my
argument that the Floating Island Project exhibited three key features of complex
governance. The feature | discussed in this case study consisted of being
permeated by waves of cross-temporal and cross-spatial events. By narrating how
the wave of colonisation interfered with the waves of protests and Facebook,

almost two hundred years later, | showed how the Project was pervaded by the

0 Facebook no longer has public its API, which before used to allow do data analysis with
posts in the platform.
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cross-temporal and cross-spatial nature of waves. | used this concept to explain
the fading of the Floating Island. | complimented the chapter with additional
phenomena which imprinted momentum to the Waves. Many of these related to

trust in stakeholders. | also highlighted the importance of timing.

Indeed, some waves | described here peaked right before the French Polynesian
presidential elections of 2018. Their momentum reinforced negative views about a
project which was seen as a foreign enclave, reminding Polynesians of the
negative legacy of colonisation. The interaction among the three waves of this
chapter (colonisation, Facebook and protests) illustrated the networked, cross-
temporal and cross-spatial nature of rightly timed processes in complex systems. |
showed this cross-spatiality of waves by looking at the waves’ mutual shaping,
online-offline. More precisely, | explained how, when the digital space of Facebook
met the beach and streets where protests took place, waves peaked. In the end,

the Project faded.

In the next chapter, | put the findings of the empirical chapters into context. |
discuss the implications of complex governance on projects like this one that are
ideologically-driven. | discuss the possibilities, limitations and challenges of setting

them up and | present five best practices derived from the research.
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CHAPTER 8. CONCLUSION

8.1. Introduction

The goal of this thesis was to understand key issues around trying to set up
SeaZones using complexity theory. My goal was to find out in what ways might a
complex systems perspective contribute to understanding the governance,
creation and fading of the Floating Island Project in French Polynesia. | additionally
sought to explore ways in which complex systems theory might be used as lenses
to understanding special jurisdictions, with legal, digital and spatial
extraterritorialities nested or under the umbrella of nation-states. For that, |
specifically looked at several aspects related to the Floating Island Project, such

as its regulatory framework, stakeholders and its slow ‘fading’.

The specific way | approached the case study was by looking at the governance,
creation and ultimate demise of the Floating Island Project through three features
of complex governance: nested institutions, multiple levels of stakeholders, and
waves of cross-temporal events. Thus, the argument that ran throughout the thesis
was that the Floating Island Project exhibited three key features of complex
governance: first, it was structured as a nested system; Second, it concerned
stakeholders in multiple levels, including local and global. Third, it was pervaded
by waves of cross-temporal and cross-spatial events. Through the use of these
features, | identified various legal, institutional, political, social, cultural economic,
historic and environmental issues that are encountered when trying to set up an

new form of governance and a floating island.

In the thesis’s introductory chapter, | introduced the research questions, goals and

objectives. | presented the research problem, consisting of understanding the
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governance in the Floating Island using features of complex governance systems,
claiming that political science and governance have not yet embraced lessons from
complexity theory. My analysis of the SeaZone was my way to expand the field of
complex governance, a subfield within complexity and political science that studies
governance from the lenses of complex systems theory. In that chapter, | also

presented the scope and limitations of the research and outlined the chapters.

Chapter Two consisted of a literature review of complex governance and a
historical and conceptual overview where SeaZones originated. In the chapter, |
described complex systems, complexity’s origin as a field, and | briefly introduced
features of complex systems relevant for the thesis, namely nestedness, multiple
levels of stakeholders and waves. | additionally explained the complex governance
field and the concept of complex governance, as seen in the literature and as
employed in the empirical chapters. | pointed out that there is a void in the field
when discussing special jurisdictions and that SeaZones have never been
explored from a complex systems perspective. | then traced back the conceptual
history of the SeaZones. This form of governance is new and, therefore, it required
its own explication. By providing the reader with a better understanding of the ideas
where the Project originated, | was able to explain the form of governance of the

Floating Island.

For instance, | explained how the floating Island Project in French Polynesia is part
of a subset of Special Economic Zones and Startup Societies that emerged from
anarcho-capitalism (Friedman, 1989). Unlike other zones, their goal is not so much
economic growth but economic and political ‘freedom’ (Friedman, 2002). |
additionally specified how the Project’s form of governance, a SeaZone, would

have a combination of emerging and alternative forms of governance. This
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combination sought to decentralise governance from nation-states. The Project
expected to achieve this by placing an artificial island in the ocean of French
Polynesia, giving it special regulations and governing it with a cryptographic
token. Thus, | spelled out how the thesis engaged with the conceptual problem of
using complexity theory to understand SeaZone governance and issues around

setting one up.

In Chapter Three, | briefly introduced the case study of the Floating Island Project
in French Polynesia. | narrated its origin in the signature of a Memorandum of
Understanding between The Seasteading Institute and the French Polynesian
government. | presented the vision shared in the Project’s inaugural conference,
and described key aspects of it, such as its sustainability vision and cultural
inspiration. | additionally presented the Polynesian government’'s motivations for
signing the Memorandum of Understanding, such as sea-level rise concerns for
atoll islands in the Pacific. | briefly outlined the main developments in the Project’s

fading, including Polynesians’ opposition towards a foreign enclave.

In Chapter Four, | described the key aspects of the research design. | detailed how
the use of participatory observation and document analysis allowed me to address
my research questions and explore complex governance in the thesis. However, |
likewise, discussed the advantages and challenges of the research methods, and
reflected on ethical issues arising from my two hats as a participant-observer and
from having signed a non-disclosure agreement to conduct the research. | also

discussed strategies | took to overcome these limitations.

In Chapter Five, | used the concept of nestedness to understand the institutional

structure and regulatory framework of the Floating Island Project. | did this by
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showing how the regulatory framework of the SeaZone would be structured as a
nested system. This concept enabled me to grasp how the Project would be
situated within the municipality of Teva | Uta, which, in turn, is framed by French
Polynesia. Through the historical exposition of French Polynesia’s colonisation, |
revealed why this ‘overseas collectivity’ is institutionally nested within France. | also
explained the project’s nestedness via the strategy by The Seasteading Institute to
situate itself within a state. Moreover, | presented how additional supranational
institutions, such as the European Union and the United Nations, would also frame
the Project, by virtue of France being part of the European Union and by having
ratified united some United Nations treaties. Besides these formal government
stakeholders, | analysed how Blue Frontiers introduced other government
stakeholders into the Project's governance structure, by the Project’s observance
of international cryptocurrency regulations. These included the United States and
China. I additionally discussed some implications of dealing with nested, complex
governance systems, such as the presence of tangled regulations and ambiguous

jurisdictions.

The empirical observations about ambiguous regulations and ‘tangledness’ were
consistent with how the literature on complex governance describes the challenges
of complex governance systems. The chapter closed with a critigue of the
limitations of strategies targeting only formal government stakeholders.
Understanding this nested structure, comprising institutions within institutions,
enabled me to see the existence of ambiguous jurisdictions among France and
French Polynesia and tangled regulations that the Project would had to ‘navigate’
and ‘untangle’ to create the regulations and exemptions it sought for its SeaZone.

With this exploration of nestedness, the case study revealed that special
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jurisdictions, such as SeaZones, are as autonomous as the institutions in the

nested structure allow them to be.

Chapter Six focused on the governance and marketing strategy of the Floating
Island. In this chapter, | explored another feature of complex governance, namely
the existence of multiple levels of stakeholders, including local and global. Thus, it
centred its attention on other set of project stakeholders, non-government
stakeholders. My aim in this chapter was to show that the Project concerned local
both, especially locals. | claimed that the Project concerned locals by virtue of its
proximity to the Floating Island and it concerned global stakeholders by
incorporating Varyon investors. Through evidence of language in promotional
materials and social media channels, and superficial use of a sea-level rise
narrative, the research found that the Project focused too much on international
followers at the cost of locals, since it did not seek long-term involvement nor public
local grassroots support. To highlight problems with this, | used key themes in
Elinor Ostrom’s work, who is recognised for her contributions to successful
governance of socioecological systems, and more precisely, commons, such as
oceans. | further presented missed opportunities to involve locals in the Project’s
governance based on what would be hybrid property regimes in the Floating Island
Project and, most importantly, because resources in the Project’'s maritime area,
such as water, are transboundary. | used this idea to discuss missed opportunities
for the Project to involve local fishermen and fisherwomen, for instance, in the
planning of its potential utilities and infrastructure board. | additionally used
examples related to the Project’s cryptocurrency, Varyon, social media channels
and language of the marketing and purchasing document to show how the Project

targeted global stakeholders.
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In Chapter Seven, | demonstrated how the combination of various events
contributed to the demise of the Floating Island, which | referred to as ‘fading’. |
used the term ‘fading’ instead of ended or failed to convey the idea that the Project
had a slow death and that it never officially announced its cancellation. | employed
Sylvia Walby's concept of waves to show how waves of cross-temporal and cross-
spatial events pervaded the Floating Island. Despite its strength, the concept of
waves is not mainstream in complexity theory, nor complex governance. |
employed this concept because of its power to explain how cross-temporal events
that can affect complex systems and, most importantly, complex governance
systems. The three waves | analysed were: Polynesia’s colonisation, a series of
Facebooks videos, posts and comments about the Floating Island, and protests by
the opposition and a local collective of fishers at the Assembly, beach and streets.
I presented how each of these three waves interacted with and reinforced each
other. The chapter provided evidence for the implications of not engaging better,
in complex governance systems, with different levels of nestedness and multiple
stakeholders, in particular with locals, given the history-dependent nature of

complex systems.

Indeed, in the chapter, | demonstrated how, because of the cross-temporal and
networked nature of waves, events which begun two hundred years ago (the
colonisation of French Polynesia) met with contemporary events (Facebook posts
and protests), and gained enough momentum to generate social movements
against the Project. Through ‘waves’, | explained how Polynesians related the
Floating Island to French colonisation, associating the Project to an attempted
foreign enclave. Since French Polynesia had suffered negative effects from French
colonisation, such as being used as a nuclear tests site, foreign enclaves, as in

many places around the world, were a sensitive topic. | showed the connection
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between each of these waves by presenting evidence for how Polynesians brought
out the wave of colonisation as a reason for protesting, and stated they did not
want repetition of the past. | narrated how, as a result, in the first and second
guarters of 2018, the Floating Island Project fell prey to critiques and online and
offline protests by locals amid Polynesia’s presidential election climate. These
socio-political movements managed to influence engines of traditional governance
systems, such as winning elections, and the impact it had on creating a new form
of complex governance. With this, | additionally highlighted the importance of
timing, suggesting that the 2018 presidential elections contributed to, but was not

responsible for, this case’s unfolding.

| accompanied the description of the waves with four additional ‘ripples’ that gave
the right conditions for the Project’s fading. One of these ripples consisted of news
articles that wrote negatively about the Project and its conceptual and political
inspiration, seasteads. These articles highlighted sensationalistic aspects relating
the Floating Island Project. For example, they repeated the narrative that Silicon
Valley millionaires want to set up micronations in international waters to escape
taxes. Another ripple that, | found out, contributed to the Project’s fading was that
several projects in French Polynesia have been cancelled after their leaders
promised they will create new jobs. This has led Polynesians to distrust foreign
companies. These and other ripples and the waves reflected four ways in which
Walby characterises waves. These include the ideas that they are networked with
other waves and are cross-temporal. Indeed, it was this networked and cross-
temporality nature of waves which enabled that the colonisation of Polynesia
combined with Facebook posts and protests, almost two hundred years later, and

ended the Project.
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This chapter wraps up the thesis. It first reflects on the implications of a complex
governance framework on ideologically-motivated projects. It then discusses the
possibilities, limitations and challenges for setting up special jurisdictions with
alternative forms of governance and extraterritorialities. It then extracts five best
practices from the research, such as projects being locally-led and involving and
planning for multiple stakeholders in several levels, especially the local one. It then

outlines the contributions and concludes with key remarks and future work.

8.2. Implications of Complex Governance on Setting Up Projects
Ideologically-Motivated

This case study consisted of a private special jurisdiction that required the approval
of a host nation to locate on a common-pool resource. The Project would navigate
nestedness and untangle regulations to simplify existing regulatory frameworks.
For the Project’s drivers, the purpose of doing this was being able to implement
forms of governance which one day could lead to seasteads and forms of
governance alternative to nation-states, such as those sought in anarcho-
capitalism. However, the empirical observations of this case study showed the
limitations of trying to set up complex governance systems that are too tied to
particular political economies. This observation is theoretically relevant to thinking

about complex governance, and | want to push it forward in this section.

The limitations of thinking complex governance from an ideological standpoint
becomes evident when realising that seemingly distant theories of governance,
namely Ostrom and the Friedmans, meet in the Floating Island. Here, while the
Floating Island Project originated in seasteading and anarcho-capitalism, its
governance had elements of state, market and collective governance. This is partly

seen in its nested framework. The Project had elements of state governance
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because of the regulatory framework required the approval of the French
Polynesian government. It would have elements of market governance because it
would be governed via a private entity. And it would have elements of collective

governance because of the existence of hybrid property and ownership regimes.

I acknowledge that this idea might be controversial. It may even go against what
most people believe about seasteading, SeaZones, anarcho-capitalism and
Ostrom, supporters and detractors. | am aware that it is not common to stress that
a project with origins in anarcho-capitalism, a form of governance which tends to
be associated to free-market libertarianism, shares elements with Ostrom; an
author sometimes related to left-wing libertarian ideas (Wall, 2014), socialism, and
even anarcho-communism (Carson, 2013). However, part of Ostrom’s work was
precisely an attempt to move away from theoretical dichotomies in complex
socioecological systems. After all, she recognised a third way to govern natural
resources besides the market and the state. In my recognition that elements of
these distinct forms of governance can coexist in one project which also has
anarchic origin, while not being any of them entirely, | am acknowledging the
existence of a fourth, a fifth, if you wish, a polycentric, complex governance system.
And While the SeaZone was not exactly a common property arrangement such as
those described in Ostrom’s work, it did try to set up rules for managing common

resources.

The overlapping of market, state and collective governance in the SeaZone was
not a theoretical anomaly. Instead, it can be understood as a derivation of the
Project’s complexity. The coexistence is interesting, insofar it helps ground forms
of governance that, like seasteading, have been tagged as being too

idealistic. What is most importantly, dealing with this coexistence requires being
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practical, rather than dogmatic. A practical attempt for creating SeaZones begins
by asking who is already living near the existing location. It is the responsible thing
to do, calling to Puig de la Bellacasa’s approach to making visible neglected
stakeholders. And then it moves to traditional floating real-estate projects. This is
a serious idea to consider for seasteading supporters fixed on the idea that
seasteading starts, not with floating real estate and more zones on land, but with
politically autonomous floating communities in territorial or international waters.
Disregarding the regulatory aspect of floating communities and seeking traditional
floating real estate projects could be a smoother step towards creating SeaZones.
A more likely alternative is beginning with a port. Most ports already have a

maritime area and some form of free trade zone.

What | am trying to argue is the Project should have engaged with the implications
of its complex governance and with a territory, instead of acting in ways that made
the Project seem a mere step towards anarcho-capitalism. While | do not condemn
this political economy, | do recognise that the execution of the Project fell short in

dealing with the Project’s extraterritorialities. Allow me to explain:

In addition to being legally and spatially nested, this aquatic special jurisdiction, in
particular, would also have digital extraterritoriality. It would have legal
extraterritoriality because their regulations would have been different from the rest
of French Polynesia. It would have been a spatial extraterritory because the ocean,
its location, is an extraterritorial place — although territorial waters to a much smaller
degree than international ones. Likewise, it would have been a digital extraterritory
because the SeaZone sought to provide governance via a digital, cryptographic
token, Varyon, and digital systems are extraterritorial places too. Despite the

possibilities of these extraterritorialities, the research showed the extent to which
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traditional governance systems shape the autonomy of extraterritories. Therefore,
any discussion that seeks to understand the limitations, possibilities and
challenges of creating extraterritorial systems is not complete, for better or worse,
without considering the role and prevalence of traditional, legacy, governance
systems, such as nation-states and even political parties. It seems, therefore, that
the more extraterritorialities a project seeks to have, the more of these traditional
governance systems it needs to align to move forward. Doing so is possible and
can be done, but it is a rather difficult task to do. It has to be done in the right way
since the beginning. By this, | do not attribute the ‘fading’ of the Floating Island to
features of complex governance. Instead, | am saying that, If not engaged in the
correct way, with care, features can end up becoming challenges. With this, | want
to highlight an idea that complexity scientists have been stating for some time:

complexity needs to be taken seriously.’*

Taking complexity seriously seems particularly important for small companies like
Blue Frontiers, with little startup capital and limited experience as developers and

lobbyists. Unlike governments, the finite financial runway of companies means they

I To mention an additional example of the extent to which complexity pervaded the Project,
using two concept of complex systems | did not address on this thesis, uncertainty and
path-dependency, the opposition to the Floating Island could be seen as a way for some
Polynesians to bifurcate from unequal institutional path-dependencies that they have been
locked-in for the past two hundred years. Polynesians trying to break away from path-
dependency led to an uncertain status about the Project's future, where the Assembly
never pronounced itself about the Project. Thus, there was uncertainty about its status.
Likewise, there were mixed views about the Project: favourable and negative ones coming
from the government, negative ones coming from the population, and optimistic ones from
the local representative. These made it unpredictable to know what was going to happen
with the Floating Island. The unpredictability intensified around the presidential elections.
These features, uncertainty and unpredictability, are also key features of complex systems
and, it seems with this thesis, are important for complex governance too. Institutional path-
dependency of traditional governance systems is incredibly strong. So much so that even
a thesis like this one, which | thought at first it would be about an emerging/alternative form
of governance, unwillingly and to my own surprise as a complexity researcher, who should
have expected surprises, ended emphasising how traditional forms of governance are, to
a large extent, in control.
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often cannot conduct long business developments cycles. Creating grassroots
support then becomes a way to balance lack of experience in the field. Now, some
companies could choose to try to escape dealing with complexity and taking a post-
anarchic route (see: Newman, 2015), acting as if the state did not exist. This would
mean simply setting up a floating project anywhere where residents do as they
please. Yet, post-anarchism, while it works in contexts like preventing animal
abuse, is not a successful route for establishing long-term special jurisdictions, like

seasteads.

For example, after my data collection process ended, an ex-Blue Frontiers
volunteer and former forum manager of The Seasteading Institute, and his now-
wife, Chad Elwatorski and Supranee Thepdet, moved to a floating home in the
Contiguous Zone of Thailand for two months, built by their Company Ocean
Builders. While the Contiguous Zone is not per se territorial waters, it is not
international waters either. Thai jurisdiction still applies for taxes, immigration and
other aspects in the contiguous zone. Elwartowski either did not do his research,
or if he did, he disregarded it (see Elwatorski, 2019). When asked about what
would he do if a Thai gun boat would approach, he said everyone there had military
experience. A Thai gunboat, indeed, overtook the floating home. It revoked
Elwartowski’s visa and considered applying the death penalty or life in prison to
the couple on the grounds that they had tried to interfere with Thailand’s
sovereignty (Sakot, 2019). Of course, the couple had to flee. Ocean Builders
announced in December 2019 that they are now working on floating homes called

‘seapods’ in Panama (Ocean Builders, 2019).

In a nutshell, when the governance framework is complex, it is valuable to work

side-by-side with existing institutions and states. While governments frame and
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limit projects, they also enable them. And while seeking autonomy in a host-nation
when being a private entity is not trivial (Moberg, 2015), to make things simpler, it
might be better to first seek only one or two extraterritorialities at the same time.
Three, as in 1) a aquatic floating platform, 2) that functions on a special economic

zone, 3) governed on the blockchain, might be too disruptive and difficult to explain.

A better understanding of the tensions among various extraterritorial systems is
crucial to comprehend extraterritoriality, one of this century’s main governance
trends. Some of the Project’s tensions in this regard were visible, for instance,
when Facebook’s digital extraterritoriality affected the legal and spatial
extraterritoriality the Project desired. It can also be seen in how the oceanic spatial
extraterritoriality desired by the Floating Island was blocked by dynamics mediated
on the internet and on land. Likewise, land-based governance was affected and

often mediated by digital systems.

To navigate the tension of extraterritoriality, there are different views around how
desirable it is for Zones to be close or far to the host nations. For Moberg (2015)
and Strong and Himber (2009), the success of special Zones lies in this separation
with the host nation. For institutions like the World Bank, ideally, there would be
more backwards and forward linkages between the enclave and the host
nation. However, both views about “separation” agree on the relevance of legal
autonomy and spatial closeness. Going back to nestedness and the idea that the
more nested a system is, the more projects must navigate regulations and politics,
| want to point out that the extraterritoriality tension brings out a ‘paradox’. This
paradox relates to autonomy and navigating nestedness. Paradoxically, navigating
nestedness needs to be done in the search for more autonomy and to improve

governance and overcome bureaucracy. However, tangled networks of regulations
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shape the limits of extraterritorial systems’ achievable autonomy. Consequently,
the extent of autonomy in the extraterritorial systems like SeaZones depends upon
how much the ‘simplification’ of complex governance results in frameworks that
previous to such navigation have allowed for legal, digital and spatial
extraterritorialities to be possible. And this entails a process of navigation in the

guest for autonomy in the first place.

Part of today’s extraterritoriality comes from the networks creating them. However,
this is ultimately explained by what underlies this is complexity, local processes:
local interactions, self-organised behaviours, more diversity, nested hierarchies,
and, ultimately, nonlinearity. And this is one important reason why one of this
thesis’ take-home messages is that special jurisdictions being set up are better led
by people of the Project’s location, even when funding is international. Locals know
the culture, the people, the past, and, most importantly, they understand if a project
will be welcomed or not. They also have more interest in making a project

respectful, although this is not always the case.

Tension aside, it cannot or should not be underestimated that localized special
jurisdictions with extraterritoriality carry a powerful momentum. They are ‘trendy’.
This is partly because of the advocacy of important non-profits in the space but
also because they feed on other important contemporary tendencies. Kantor and
Savitch (2002, 2010) name some examples: decentralising economies,
interconnected cities, globalisation, free markets, private enterprises and reduced
government intervention. Innovations with digital extraterritoriality expand what is
possible with these already complex forms of governance. As a result, we are
subsumed in more complex, networked world, economically, socially, and

culturally. This, in turn, leads private actors and governments to invest in
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infrastructure at unprecedented rates, leading to what authors such as Khanna
(2016) call ‘the connectivity revolution’. This is when the world functions through
the connectivity of infrastructure networks, as opposed to political borders. Urry
engages with a related topic of today’s connected world, in his work of offshoring
(see Urry, 2014) too, although a bit more critically. Like Khana, Urry and myself
many, indeed, argue that the twenty-first century world in the is becoming more
complex. Gershenson (2007:2), for instance, writes: “Every year there are more
people, more computers, more devices, more cars, more medicines, more

regulations, more problems”.

Localisation and its relation to extraterritoriality is a topic which deserves serious
consideration when dealing with increasingly complex governance. This is
because there seems to be a positive feedback loop between extraterritoriality and
features of complex governance. Extraterritorialities seem to be local solutions to
increased complexity. This is because, despite trying to simplify local regulations,
special jurisdictions create more global links, making societies systemically more
complex. Likewise, digital extraterritoriality facilitates communication with less
mediation. This creates more networks on a global scale. Some ways to deal with
increased complexity is through more extraterritorialities. Thriving special
jurisdictions push countries to create more of them. Similarly, spatial
extraterritoriality propels legal and digital extraterritoriality by giving them spaces
for them to exist and be developed. In this way, extraterritorial systems created for
making jurisdictions, governments, financial transactions and human interactions
more ‘simple’ also make the world systematically more complex. Exploring or
identifying more of these tensions can help further understand the possibilities,

limitations and challenges of creating special jurisdictions nested within states.
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The interplays among multiple levels, structures, systems, networks and dynamics
of extraterritorial systems bring out more features of complex systems. Hence,
increasing legal, digital and spatial extraterritorialities requires forms of governance
that are able to deal with these ‘complexifications’. Indeed, one can argue that
many special Zones today skilfully navigate complexity by creating localised
regulations suited to specific, small territories. As a result, they are able to compete
in global markets. According to Sassen (2000b), smaller jurisdictions already

reshape the frontier between the national and the global.

Today’s globalisation induced transformation of nation-states, and their mutual
shaping, has been a recurrent topic for contemporary thinkers, such as Appadurai
(1991, 1993, 1995), Sassen (1996, 2000) and McGrew (2014). Several authors
have, indeed, discussed the idea that smaller jurisdictions will replace nation-states
as economic, political and financial epicentres (see: Khanna, 2010, 2016; Bell,
2017; Frazier, 2018; Sassen, 2001; Appadurai, 1990, 1991, 1993). Among these
jurisdictions we find cities (McKinsey, 2011), global cities (Sassen, 2000:151),
clusters of cities ‘megalopolis’ (Yu-ping and Heligman, 1994) and global city-
regions (Vogel et al., 2010). Even organisations such as United Cities and Local
Governments (n.d.) relate to this idea. In the words of Potts & McDonald (2013:1)
when contemporary sociotechnical systems allow citizens to choose public goods
club, regardless of their territorial location, this undermines “the exclusive role of
the territorial nation-state”. It seems that, as this happens, we are at the edge of a
new governance era. Cities, global cities (Sassen, 1994), Zones and megalopolies
now shape the global economy, many with less large state mediation. Complex
governance presents itself as a handy tool to understand this important

phenomenon today, but it requires to embrace complexity, as opposed to
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simplifying it under particular political economies or ideologies. Embracing and

dealing with complexity begins by grasping what happens at the local level.

8.3. Analysis and Best Practices

This thesis helped to visualise tensions that emerge when trying to set up a new
form of governance, namely a SeaZone, on a floating island. Here | present some
best practices, which are applicable to similar, yet different projects, including
Special Economic Zones in land, projects with alternative governance, digital,
spatial or legal extraterritorialities, and next generation of governance forms. Even
though today most still minimise or ignore their past, present and future impact, |
am particularly interested in new forms of governance, whereas in floating districts,
cities or in land, because what is behind them is the ‘complexification’ of rules (legal
extraterritoriality), interactions, territories (digital extraterritoriality), structures and

urban landscapes (spatial extraterritoriality).

The following best practices can guide the work of projects that have either a
floating architecture component, a special regulations component and other types
of extraterritorialities. With this, my hope is that this research can help future
SeaZone, special jurisdictions and floating cities projects avoid repeating the same
mistakes as the Floating Island. More specifically, this thesis can also potentially
serve individuals, private companies, practitioners, consultants, investors, public
servants, non-governmental organisation members and local partners involved in
attempts to establish projects with similar characteristics. Most importantly, | these
best practices can also help local communities identify projects which will not be

convenient for them from an early stage.
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That said, these best practices are written firstly with project practitioners and
developers in mind for two main reasons. First, this section and the best practices
are my own way to reflect on my future work after the PhD. | will continue to work
in this field, although from a business development angle. Therefore, | expect that
this section will help project developers, consultants, and practitioners in the
industry, including myself, craft projects that align with and that are planned for the
community they are being built in or invited into. | would have liked to read these
recommendations four years prior to being hired as a contractor of the Floating
Island. The second reason why these best practices have practitioners in mind is
that, in the last twenty years, private and non-state companies have set up the
majority of new special jurisdictions (FIAS, 2008). The most interesting special
jurisdiction projects today, those that go beyond manufacturing and focus on
services, also tend to be private. It is in these privately led projects where
consultants, practitioners and non-governmental organisations have more say,
influence and manoeuvrability. These projects are also more likely to adopt best

practices in the interest of a project’s economic prosperity.

It is important to note that the language used in this section and last chapters does
not exclude projects that go to a location where they are being invited to, like the
Floating Island. This is because many of the newest, most innovative special
jurisdictions today are being created in Latin America, Africa and the Middle East
by non-local companies working together or through permits of local governments.
The interests of these two not always fit the views of the local population. However,
it is impossible to make a respectful and thriving project if it does not go beyond
the government and developers’ interests to include informal stakeholders (human
and non-human) in their plans. It is necessary and beneficial to do so. It can also

be profitable. Ostrom was right when she wrote that: “If we do not find the means
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to enhance the capabilities of local, indigenous institutions to govern and manage
smaller common-pool resources effectively, the absence of such institutions in the
twenty-first century will lead to an even greater acceleration of the destruction of

valuable natural resources (Ostrom, 1994:2).”

Now, unlike previous seastead examples, the Floating Island Project attempted a
‘Trojan Horse method’. It was a 'back door strategy' for floating communities to gain
some autonomy away and within a nation-state. Other seasteading-like attempts,
such as Operation Atlantis, New Utopia or Ocean Builders, failed because they
were explicitly anarchist or micronations. In contrast, having a special framework
seemed a more practical path. While nothing ensures success when setting up a
special jurisdiction, on the water or on land, a better understanding of the
institutions framing the projects, their stakeholders and sensitive events in the
potential location’s past can smoothen their path from design to implementation.
Most importantly, doing so makes it more likely that the project matches the vision
and expectations of both, the local community and partners with respect to a new
project. This is an important way to mobilise care towards stakeholders that are
usually neglected when foreign projects go to new locations. Framed by this
approach to project-planning, one that has local stakeholders’ expectations at the

centre, | move on to presents some best practices derived from the research.

Best Practice No.l. Special jurisdictions should emphasize on involving
locals and crafting a project for them. In cases where the projects are not
locally led, they should have significant local participation, especially in
managerial roles.

In this thesis, Ostrom’s work was used to criticize the little emphasis placed by the

Floating Island on activities that involved local stakeholders. In more than one way,
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the way the project was conceived in, executed in, reproduced in and embodied a
latent orientalism. It involved a western power bringing knowledge that was
believed to not be currently found in French Polynesia. Polynesia was portrayed
as not possessing certain characteristics normally found in the origin countries of
many seasteaders. In this way, the Project embodied several of the critiques to
orientalism that have been pointed out by authors such as Praveen, based on the
work of Said and Spivak: “the west is considered a place of scientific progress and
development, while the orient was deemed remote, unchanging, primitive and
backward” (Praveen, 2016: 48). The project, indeed, did not do a good job in
understanding and portraying an idea that Polynesia more fairly. It used an all-
encompassing characterisation of the location. It also did not dig deep to discover
whether the specific knowledge the project wished to bring to French Polynesia
was even desired by its local population. In a way, the Floating Island Project’s
targeting of global stakeholders, despite concerning local and global ones, can be
seen as the Project remaining faithful to its origins in seasteading. As shown in
earlier chapters, some foundational seasteading publications show poor language
choice when they refer to location searches in countries with developing
economies. In various texts, the language in the literature preceding SeaZones
portrayed a superiority mindset towards the global south and a lack of

acknowledgement to the fact that ‘third world countries’ are inhabited.

While Blue Frontiers did not use the same terminology of some foundational
seasteading texts, the Project’'s absence of strategies aimed at involving locals
followed the entitlement of some foundational seasteading authors that view
territorial waters of third world countries as unclaimed. This is backed by how its
marketing focused on governance and appealed to a global audience with

libertarian messages, such as decentralising governance, while seeking a location
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in a place interested in sea-level rise. In doing so, the Floating Island Project erred
by portraying itself as a step before seasteading’s anarcho-capitalism, focusing too
much on the market of governance and not on the governance that would help the
Project facilitate a popularizing kind of real estate that could be beneficial to both
sides. In a nutshell, the Project was planned in such way that contradicted was
trying to set up: a SeaZone, a form of governance nested within French Polynesia,
a place where local stakeholders have nature and the ocean attached to their

identities, and who also vote.

My use of Ostrom was complemented by the concept of Waves. Waves were key
to show the relevance of local, informal stakeholders in the creation of the Floating
Island. Waves also showed the extent to which the location’s and local
stakeholders’ past should have been considered in the Project’s planning. The
empirical chapters demonstrated how the actions of informal, local stakeholders of
the Floating Island overshadowed the formal legal strategy of submitting studies to
the government for the Assembly to approve them. This showed the importance of
local stakeholders, even when they are not formally considered as part of a zone
project. They still can have more incidence than formal and/or international ones,

even when a project targets them.

Similarly, the local culture needs to be more than a source for architectural
inspiration. Locals must either drive or be part of decision-making processes and
governance of these zone projects. If zone projects with an active global
component do not fulfil this, they will almost certainly face obstacles. It is difficult
to quantify a specific proportion of local versus international participants of a
floating zone or any project similar to this one. However, it should be higher than

a 25% minority and 1/5th of the managerial roles. That said, if local partners are
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not trusted by the population, it will be very difficult for a zone with international

funding or participation to grow local trust, as it happened with the Floating Island.

Several authors in the literature focused on the creation of special jurisdictions
have addressed the topic of local participation before. Frazier and McKinney
(2019b), for instance, argue that the ultimate test for whether a zone is an enclave
is if locals want it, benefit from it (especially economically) and if there are
representatives of the local community with rule-making power in projects. Frazier
and McKinney add that, especially when projects are foreign, they should ask
locals for their inputs in every stage of the process. Traditional methods, such as
conducting surveys, reveal if a community is open to a project and how they best
would like to participate in it. From the perspective of a developer, these methods
can also help prevent wasting energy and resources on a site which will end up
being not viable. Moberg (2015) adds additional reasons for prioritizing local
participation. She explains that involving the local community in a zone’s
governance is also a way to keep governments in check. And if local partners are

trustworthy, it also contributes to promoting transparency.

Best Practice No. 2. Special jurisdictions should conduct activities that

generate honest grassroots support in the local community.

Besides having local stakeholders involved in a project’s governance and activities,
zones should also try to generate honest, public support in the local community.
Grassroots support should complement legal studies and marketing strategies.
These matter a lot, especially when projects seek to create extraterritoriality.
Grassroots support happens by engaging with non-elite members of the local

community. While media, press and a good architectural render take a project far,
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as was the case with other floating city projects which emerged afterwards, such
as Oceanix’s, grassroots support can take a project much farther when seeking for
a location. Grassroots are crucial for projects seeking to locate on the commons,
including lagoons. This is because having grassroots support also facilitates the
design and implementation of programs which can give back to the community.
Having honest grassroots makes it easier to understand potential synergies

between a project and a location.

One of the most noteworthy things zone projects can do to generate honest
grassroots is, at first, to simple listen to specific local needs.”? This provides
insights for designing programs that directly benefit the location and to find middle
points, if it is possible, among all participants. Even, or especially, market-driven

projects, should not underestimate the implications of Ostrom’s work.

There are additional steps zone projects can take. One way that could even help
safeguard against politician’s wills turning against projects is to involve several
offices of the government. That way, retracting support for the project unexpectedly
could be a bit harder. Moberg (2015) explains why doing this might work:
“Politicians enjoy public support and thus electoral votes if they can take credit for
good SEZ policies. If the link between politics and economic outcomes is clear,
they have a stake in designing good policies, including growth promoting SEZs”
(Moberg, 2015b:15). Moberg adds: “When voters in a democratic system realise
what benefits SEZs can bring, they will demand more say about SEZ policies and

keep the spotlight on policy-makers working on SEZ policies (Moberg, 2015b:17)".

72 Listening can also be hearing about local dynamics, including the opinions that locals have
about politicians and representatives of projects in a location.
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Having multiple parties involved in and leading a project also opens decision-
making to more participants and distributes the image and responsibility of a
project’s team. Doing so makes it less likely that one party or individual stains the
reputation of a project. However, it can also increase the chances. Frazier and
McKinney (2018; 2019) suggest several best practices for zone and Startup
Societies creation along these lines. One of them is to build a consortium. In the
Floating Island, while Blue Frontiers had multiple strategic partnerships (Blue
Frontiers, ND), with the exception of Blue21, it was not clear what role of most of
them had - if any — other than sharing logos on websites. This practice was
common among blockchain companies during the cryptocurrency bubble of 2018.
But partnerships should be more than that. Their work together should be oriented
towards the construction of projects and/or a unified project goal that is beneficial

for all involved, but especially to locals who are not part of the project.

Best Practice No. 3: Projects should know they are dealing with complex
governance systems, composed by multiple levels of stakeholders, a nested
structure and history-dependent systems

This case study showed the relationship between nested governance systems and
multiple levels of stakeholders. The empirical chapters showed how the Floating
Island focused on the mezzo level in the nested governance structure, the state.
Locally, this meant interacting only with formal government stakeholders instead
of engaging more with those informal, yet key, stakeholders of the community (see
Actu.fr, 2018). The Waves that took place during the Project’s fading showed how
important it is to engage with multiple stakeholders, within and outside nested
governance systems, when creating special jurisdictions. With this, the thesis’s
findings back several important notions about complex systems, including ideas

such as those mentioned by Solé et al. (2013), relating to how poor initial conditions
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make it less efficient to navigate in the ‘possibilities landscape’ of a system. In this
case, while it is not possible to predict how the project would have unfolded had it
interacted more with multiple levels of stakeholders, not doing it negatively

impacted the Floating Island.

Being very aware of where a project starts is important, considering, as the thesis
showed, the extent to complex governance systems are history-dependent. Here,
some starting points were French Polynesia's lack of autonomy derived from
colonisation, the literature preceding SeaZones which exalted colonising marine
'tabula rasas', and international critiques to seasteading, such as the "millionaires
wanting to evade taxes on an island". All these set unfavourable initial conditions

for the project.

The importance of the initial conditions is related to the irreversibility of complex
systems. Because complex governance systems are time-coupled, the starting
point matters. Indeed, the initial conditions are one of the most influential factors in
the development of Zone and other types of alternative governance and
extraterritorial systems. In a way, one way complexity best serves this study by
helping to reveal the obvious: history matters. It matters so much that one reading
of this research could be, as it relates to complexity, that path-dependency can
lead to unpredictable outcomes and manifest itself in uncertainty, regardless of

whether people are trying to break path-dependencies or to remain in them.

In this case, institutional path-dependency started with the colonisation of French
Polynesia. Clientelism became ingrained in French Polynesia's institutions and its
government. This was followed by detrimental practices towards the environment

and the opportunism of foreign governments and companies in Polynesia which
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go to French Polynesia for its resources, something that many Polynesians, for
obvious reasons, do not approve. A path of economic inequality then became
linked to nationality and identity. Understandably, this has led Polynesians to be
antagonistic towards the repetition of colonial and neo-colonial practices where
foreigners determine the future of their lagoons. Hence why Polynesians protested
against the Floating Island Project to avoid repeating this path to expatriates
holding higher socioeconomic status in their islands. This contributed to what for
many was the unexpected collapse of the Floating Island, given the extensive
media attention and international relevance it received after the signature of the
Memorandum of Understanding. While there was never certainty about the Project,
the Floating Island received so much attention that many, including me at the
beginning, were assured that it would succeed. However, as Gerrits and Verweij
(2018) explain in relation to complex infrastructure projects, things tend not to

unfold as planned.

The concept of waves helped me see how trying to break from these institutional
path-dependencies played a part in the emergence of self-organised online and
offline protests, fundamental to the Floating Island’s demise. After all, places have
history and societies have memory. While this might seem obvious, the literature
from where the Project originates, in particular, the literature of seasteads,
presents location searching for floating communities as a matter of finding a third

world country willing to host a project.

Thus, the best practice derived from this experience is that special jurisdictions
should try to navigate more strategically the implications of dealing with complex
governance systems. Instead of meeting with a single level of governance, projects

should remember that, in democratic systems like French Polynesia, governments
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respond to local concerns. Likewise, in many cases voters are informed by
international media systems. This sounds obvious. Yet, it seems that many

projects whose mission is to create new forms of governance have overlooked it.

In sum, my recommendation for nested, special jurisdictions that are rooted in the
idea of decentralising governance from nation-states, like SeaZones, or those
trying to create innovative zones is to be aware that they must operate within the
centralised systems they seek to decentralise. The systemic decentralisation of
governance requires, for better or worse, centralised systems. Decentralisation

can only happen through the systems that initiators attempt to decentralise.

Focusing specifically on Zone projects, floating and not, my previous point means
that, for as long as we live in a Westphalian system, the autonomy of private special
jurisdictions and of floating real estate projects begins, is bound to, and ends with
the complex governance systems that result from them being tied to the nation-
state. This is because of how the issue relates to another relevant implication of
nestedness today: sovereignty, commonly understood as states’ exclusive power

over a territory since the Westphalia Treaty in 1648.

Now, the Floating Island Project did not seek a sovereign type of autonomy when
establishing the SeaZone. However, sovereignty was important for the case study
specifically in three ways: first, the Project would nest in a complex governance
structure with multiple sovereign and other less sovereign entities; Second, having
the support of a country was The Seasteading Institute’s motivation for signing the
agreement with the Polynesian government; Third, the Project attempted to gain
legitimacy by following foreign sovereign states’ cryptocurrency regulations.

Likewise, the nesting of the Project within sovereign entities limited the Project also
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in three main ways. First, French Polynesia’s voters led the government to
withdraw support. Second, United states’ regulations limited the pool of Varyon
buyers. Third, Polynesia’s own lack of sovereignty became a key factor in local

antagonism towards this foreign Project.

One lesson from this: the implications of having a nested system should never be
underestimated. However, it is interesting to note that the same issues motivating
and challenging the creation of seasteads, hamely elections and sovereignty, can
challenge creating special jurisdictions, such as SeaZones. But the nested
institutional framework is more than simply a potential limitation for these projects.
It is their enabling factor. In the Floating Island, it was the Memorandum with
French Polynesia which granted initial legitimacy to the Floating Island as a
possible decentralising system. However, it was during the peak of waves and
internal processes within Polynesia, the place whose governance Blue Frontiers

would to decentralise, that the attempt to create the Floating Island faded away.

To restate this best practice: creating special jurisdictions and other extraterritorial
systems, including floating islands, needs to take the implications of complex
governance, nested governance systems and multiple levels of stakeholders, and
what they care for, into account. Extraterritorial projects, regardless of their specific
extraterritoriality should pay close attention to and engage with diverse
stakeholders at several levels; formal and informal, government and non-

government, local and global, but especially local.

Best Practice no. 4. Splicing levels together and thinking through territory
Projects nested within nation-states that seek to decentralise governance, like the

SeaZone, should seek a ‘true’ middle ground between existing hierarchical
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institutions and the decentralisation of governance they are after. This means
recognising the hybrid nature of these systems and using strategies that involve
both bottom-up and top-down governance systems. This means dealing with the
entire spectrum of governance: hierarchal and heterarchical structures, fixed,
adaptive and flexible processes, decentralised, distributed and centralised
systems, and also with bottom-up and top-down control, local and global
interactions, self-organisation, alternative and traditional governance. Being aware
of the complexity of a project’'s governance and framework can lead to better
strategies. Rather than privileging one or other levels, the challenge for future
complex governance projects will be to splice the levels together, to find ways of
merging more traditional governance (often top-down) systems and new forms of
governance. This entails dealing with traditional systems and their issues, such as

elections, but without forgetting the more global vision of a project.

The Floating Island Project in particular did not do that. While seeking to distance
from traditional modes of governance, it focused too much on project participants
who were removed from the Project’s possible location and whose concerns were
more focused on autonomous governance than environmental issues, the
location’s concern. In the Floating Island, we can approach this as a question of
nestedness and autonomy, a problem of the particular extraterritorialities of the

Project.

Given nestedness, the Floating island Project’'s autonomy to act as a SeaZone
would have depended on the extent to which it was allowed to physically (with the
floating island) and legally (with the special regulatory framework) nest within
Polynesia while not being detached from its legal and physical infrastructure, and

the nested institutional framework surrounding it. But it seems from this case study
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that, because of nestedness, the more extraterritorial a governance system is, the
more institutions it has to ‘navigate, the more regulations it must untangle. This
adds to the already challenging introduction of a foreign, legal, digital and spatial
extraterritory in a place where people manifested to have different concerns from
Blue Frontiers and average seasteaders. It is almost impossible at this point not to
remind readers that even if projects are partly driven by a digital and spatial
extraterritorial component and are aware of their international support, territoriality
is still important because these extraterritorial projects can only exist in relation to

geographical space.

Cases like this one show that the way projects engage with topics such as
nationality and territory of origin should be crafted carefully. Practitioners should
be aware that, despite globalisation, or because we live in a globalising world, there
are underlying power dynamics in almost everything we do, including the
messages we send about how we see projects moving forward. This is particularly
true for where a location’s nationality and culture significantly differ from those of

the company leading a project. This takes me to my next point.

Best Practice No. 5 Crafting a coherence in message

In the literature which spurred the Floating Island Project, a key concept is that
using water as the territory would lead to bottom-up, better forms of governance.
However, in this case study, the plans for the SeaZone did not differ much from
top-down, centralised governance, despite the aim of having water as its territory.
This happened, among other reasons, because the Project was approached in a
very centralised way. Blue Frontiers sought to have a monopoly of the Project and
its view on water: its operation, infrastructure, construction and, most importantly,

its governance. The emphasis on governance did not match what water signified
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for residents of Tahiti. Sea-level rise, which lead to the opportunity in Polynesia,
was not a core part of the Project’s public-facing vision, outside of Polynesian-

focused marketing.

The confusing message was clear. While sea-level rise was present in some of the
Project’s documents and marketing materials (see Blue Frontiers, n.d.-c; 2018e),
an in-depth exploration of these suggested that this concern was more an
afterthought arising from conversations with the Polynesian government, rather
than an objective core to the project's governance mission. Before the Project
faded, scholars such as Ranghanatan (2019) had highlighted this and criticised the
Project for its toned-down libertarianism. Ranghanathan (2019) contrasts the
“politically neutral” view of the Floating Island with an initial writing on a
Seasteading Institute letter for contacting potential host nations. She contrasts the
letter’s very radical message to Blue Frontier's more moderated version for the

Floating Island Project:

Several high profile technology billionaires in the United States have
advocated for the formation of legally independent territories, to
promote new economic and social opportunities. These include Peter
Thiel, co-founder of our nonprofit think tank, The Seasteading Institute,
which promotes the creation of independently -governed floating cities
— seasteads — to experiment with policies and technologies that could
spur economic development around the world. | would like to set up a
meeting with you.

(TSI, 2014: 45).
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The waves of events that pervaded the Floating Island reflected followed-up the

mismatch highlighted by Ranghanathan.

Itis, therefore, best for special jurisdictions to coherently link their goals with steps
to get there. If there is a social mission behind a project that involves stakeholders
different from those making a project, it must be its core rather than a rhetorical
tool for local support. If there is not a social reason as part of a project’s mission,
then projects should try to avoid adding something that is not true to their interests.
This makes messaging much more straight-forward and creates an easier to digest

image for non-ideologically aligned individuals.

Here, the offer to prioritise 25% of the Floating Island’s residences to Polynesians
did not change that, on average, the ‘matters of care’ -using Puig de la Bellacasa’s
(2017) notion, of Polynesians and seasteaders tend to be different. This explains
why the 25% measure for Polynesian residents was perceived as superficial and
not as a true community engagement strategy. This had more weight than

international marketing, initial government support and beautiful architecture.

One way to craft a simpler message, for a SeaZone specifically, could be to focus
on the real estate aspect, rather than emphasising on specific governance features
that projects will deploy. Concepts such as freedom and decentralisation, while
popular among governance niches and particular political economies, are not very
friendly for governments. They make otherwise feasible projects with governance
impact less digestible. Starting with small goals is, thus, more desirable. For
example, one can propose creating a sustainable floating co-working/co-living
space where entrepreneurs can work on blockchain and sustainability projects,

such as carbon credits. This vision sells easier than decentralising governance and
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helping communities adapt to sea-level rise. Having specific goals facilitates this

messaging.

Itis especially important, when the governance framework is complex, ambiguous,
tangled, has multiple stakeholders and digital, spatial and legal aspects, for
SeaZones and special jurisdictions in general to be particularly clear in stating what
they want. If projects are not coherently crafted, they can sink in the midst of
contradictions similar to those faced by the Floating Island. To hame one example:
the Floating Island Project sought to create more diversity in forms of governance
by placing human settlements on the ocean. However, it targeted a particular type
of demographic, taking few, minor steps to engage with the cultural diversity of the
desired location. It seemed as if the desire for diversity in governance did not
translate into cultural diversity in the Project’s creation. Even when projects aim for
forms of governance based on deterritorialisation and extraterritorialities, they

should not forget the weight and importance of nationality and culture.
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8.4. Contributions

This is the first doctoral thesis about the only attempt, so far, to create a floating
Special Economic Zone, and the first one to study a SeaZone or seasteading-like
project, from a complex system perspective. More specifically, | have used the
complex governance field to understand and describe several aspects of the
Floating Island Project, including its proposed form of governance, creation and
fading. In doing so, | showed with empirical evidence the presence of several
features of complex governance in the case study. These features were namely
nested institutions, multiple levels of stakeholders and waves of cross-temporal
events. Therefore, this thesis bridged the gap between the literature of special
jurisdictions and complexity by bringing out fundamental features of complex
systems which matter when creating floating Special Economic Zones. In doing
this, the thesis made several original contributions, many of them to the field of

complex governance.

In identifying and being able to conceptually describe and understand these
phenomena, the thesis’ main contribution to knowledge was to identify various
legal, institutional, political, social, cultural economic, historic and environmental
issues relating to the Floating Island that are encountered when trying to set up an
new form of governance and a floating island. | shall, however, note that, by
assuming that SeaZones exhibit complex governance features, | also assumed
that there were complexity science approaches to understanding how we might
begin to make sense of a series of events and processes that shaped the Floating
Island Project. Ironically, the fading of the Floating Island helped me understand
the scholarship of the complex governance field, where only a handful of

publications discussed special jurisdictions from a complex systems perspective.
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This is because the case study showed that, to a large extent, new forms of
governance emerging in parallel to or within nation-states are still almost entirely
under their control and influence. The prominence of traditional governance
systems, such as elections and the nation-state, over the Floating Island goes a
long way to explain why the complex governance field has not paid sufficient

attention to special jurisdictions, such as SeaZones and Special Zones.

This thesis extended the complex governance field by examining a form of
governance not yet fully explored by the literature, SeaZones. Thus, a second
contribution of the thesis, specific to the complex governance field, was to expand
the field by using a framework composed by particular features of complex systems
(nestedness, waves, multiple levels of stakeholders) in relation to a form of
governance that the field had not yet studied. The thesis showed how the case
study exhibited key characteristics pointed out in the literature when dealing with
complex governance: intertwined levels of multiple governance institutions and
dealing with regulations that in many cases are tangled. The research also showed
how multiple levels of diverse stakeholders were involved in the creation,

governance and fading of the SeaZone.

Through the use of complex governance, | was additionally able to explain different
ways in which the Floating Island and SeaZone concerned different demographics.
This is important for the complex governance field because it shows the impact
and influence that multiple levels of stakeholders, and their various perspectives of
what they want, can have over the creation of a special jurisdiction or a project that
involves floating architecture. That said, this and many of this thesis’ findings also

apply for land-based special jurisdictions.
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The framework, and the concept of waves, additionally provided evidence showing
the impact of history-dependence when creating a complex governance
system. Now, it is not a new finding to argue that socio-political systems involve
multi-level stakeholders or that they are nested. Nor is it novel to argue that a series
of ‘waves’ shaped the events that were to unfold; Sylvia Walby has made this point
already. However, it is novel to bring these aspects together specifically in relation

to SeaZones and the creation of special jurisdictions and floating projects.

Indeed, this thesis also contributed to the field of seasteading, and the emerging
field of special jurisdictions, by investigating, from a complex systems perspective,
the governance, stakeholders, and even problems that arise in the planning and
attempt to set up a SeaZone. Figuring out what happens when trying to take one
a seasteading-like project in territorial waters from design to implementation had
not been done before. Therefore, the third thesis contribution, specifically relating
to the fields of seasteading and SeaZones, is to have found complex systems-
related factors that affect their creation. Moreover, no one had yet reflected in a
scholarly way on what shaped the fading of the Floating Island Project. Neither had
there been a scholarly piece that explained why the presumed logical pass from
SeaZones in territorial waters to seasteading in international waters is not as
simple as several authors in the field believe. This is one way in which the thesis
pushes the boundaries of knowledge in in seasteading. After all, seasteads
measure autonomy by the possibility to choose and detach from a governance
service provider. But on SeaZones, movements of floating houses are just a matter
of changing neighbours, not governments. Dynamic geography floating zones
cannot occur with only one because that means there is only a single SeaZone
Authority to choose from. Hence why here | showed how autonomy in a SeaZone

strongly depends on enclaved extraterritoriality, even though extraterritoriality
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depends on autonomy too because without a certain autonomy, extraterritorial
special jurisdictions do not exist. Thus, we then have a chicken and egg problem.
It is this same nestedness that, in a way, challenges creating autonomy via
extraterritorialities which also makes creating a floating special jurisdictions and

other Startup Societies worth pursuing.

Now, in relation to Zones, an important contribution of this thesis is to unfold new
factors that can play a part in the successful creation or lack of success of a special
jurisdiction and floating island. Specifically in relation to zones, the zone literature
previous to this research (Farole, 2011; Moberg, 2015a) had previously identified
several factors determine the success in creation of special jurisdictions. For the
World Bank (FIAS, 2008:51), the success of a Zone depends on its legal framework
and on the incentives for private Zone developers and operators. It also explains
that it depends on the integration of the Zone within the economy of the host
country and its correlation with national policy frameworks (FIAS, 2008). Other
factors found in the literature include the characteristics of the location (Nema and
Pokhariyal, 2008), infrastructure and proximity to urban hubs (Pradeep and
Pradeep, 2008; Farole and Akinci, 2011), and Zones’ openness to professionals
from everywhere in the world (Yuan and Eden, 1992). Factors that make Zones
unsuccessful, which previous literature identified, include not offering enough fiscal
incentives, having incompetent administrative bodies, lacking operational

autonomy and offering incentives such as subsidises for rent (FIAS, 2008).

This thesis was first in providing additional, complexity-based reasons that can
determine whether a zone project and floating island succeeds in moving from
design to implementation. In a nutshell, this is how well do the developers manage

to understand that they are dealing with a complex governance system and,
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consequently, how do they choose to strategically navigate nested institutional
frameworks, engage with stakeholders in multiple levels and are able to try to
prevent, to the extent to which it is possible, waves that might surface in the

creation of these projects.

Additionally, in most of these cases, success in the literature tends to be
determined from the perspective of the jurisdiction creators, not the local
population. This thesis distances from the majority of the literature that discusses
creating these type of projects by linking success to how much a project benefits a
local population. That said, the thesis also recognized the limitations of my own
perspective, as an outsider, to determine what the local population in this case

considered as success.

In brief, research like this one advances knowledge in three main ways. First, by
examining a new kind of case study and form of governance, the Floating Island
Project and the SeaZone. Second, by using the features of complex system theory
nestedness, multilevel stakeholders and waves to better understand the
governance and ‘fading’ of the Floating Island, the first attempt to make a floating
Special Economic Zone. Thus the research directly expands two, if not three, fields,

complex governance, zones and seasteading.

8.5. Concluding Remarks and Future Work

This empirical investigation allowed me to identify various legal, institutional,
political, social, cultural, social, economic historic and environmental issues that
are encountered when trying to set up an alternative form of governance and

floating island. In doing this, | pointed out, from a complex systems perspective,
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key issues that appeared in the governance, creation and demise of an alternative
form of governance that is often in the media despite that no SeaZone exists yet.
This thesis, thus, extended the knowledge about a type of governance that had not
been explored in the literature of complex governance. More precisely, the thesis
expanded the complex governance field by showing how features of complex
systems - nestedness, multiple levels and waves - shaped the governance,
creation and fading in this attempt to establish a SeaZone. The complexity
perspective on the Floating Island Project also provides a new angle, about the
case study and SeaZones, new to the literature about seasteading. It also seeks
to call for an ethical perspective for acting in similar projects with more
responsibility. | want to summarise this research’s significance through a nautical

analogy:

The field of floating special economic zones and special jurisdictions on floating
islands, SeaZones, is new. We are in new waters. These waters are turbulent and
have not been explored. There is no map for them. This research did not make the
map. However, it explained some parts of the boat, of their assemblage, of the
ocean, and how they relate. More importantly, the research also found rocks and
icebergs that future boats could crash into by explaining the intertwined,
environment-sensitive and history-dependent nature of these rocks and icebergs.
Therefore, this research can help future projects and local communities create
better boats to navigate the complexity of these new waters and the waves. This
research is key for future alike projects, despite that, today, projects similar to the
Floating Island are blips on the world’s radar. However, in the coming years and

decades, we will see other innovative maritime projects with special regulations.
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More likely than not, SeaZones, floating cities and seasteads will see the light of
day. Once set up, they will be worth millions, if not billions, of dollars, and will be
home to millions of people. They will create and transform, on a systemic level,
some cities and, by extension, governance and urbanisation as we know them
today. Then, the importance of cases like the Floating Island, and the results of not
understanding the implications of dealing with complex governance systems, could
become tragic. And while today, self-governed private communities floating on the
ocean sound closer to science fiction, legal, digital and spatial extraterritorialities
are rapidly becoming more popular. This applies for floating real estate and

architecture, floating islands and zones.

In 2019 alone, there were 500 new Special Economic Zones in development
(UNCTAD, 2019:xiii). China is also working on a $4 trillion projects connecting 100
Special Zones in Asia, Europe and Africa, the Belt and Road Initiative. Added to
that, economic projections for the market size of the blue economy are around 24
trillion (Hoegh-Guldberg et al.,, 2015:5). Moreover, today there are serious
engagements for creating new spaces to inhabit and the number of companies
working on them is growing. Some companies, like SpaceX, are even NASA-
backed, and have clear intentions for terraforming Mars, others for creating lunar
colonies and underwater research stations. There have also been government-led
and private capital-led ideas for buying sovereignty in territories from other
countries. One example is Kiribati. This Pacific Island nation bought land on Fiji for
climate refugees. And while ideas such as Trump’s 2019 suggestion to buy
Greenland from Denmark was not taken seriously, Prince Michael from
Liechtestein (2019) recalls that buying land used to be a legitimate state strategy
for expansion. When seeing altogether, or better or worse, these extraterritoriality

attempts cannot be ignored.
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Works like this one provide examples of problems that emerge in new, water-based
urbanisation trends. As such, this research can help future SeaZone projects, local
communities other special jurisdictions and Startup Societies avoid erring in the
same way as the Floating Island. It can be used to better understand the behaviour
of the currents, tides, waters and the coasts where these boats will anchor in.
Becoming familiar with the waves is as fundamental as being familiar with the
coasts. After all, this thesis showed that the autonomy of these floating special
jurisdictions is dependent on the will of the nation they are enclaves in. And while
technically projects can legally exist through a state’s approval, it is green light of

the population what legitimates them.

Some areas of future work derived from the thesis can engage with tensions
present in the case study, but which | did not explore here (extraterritoriality, path-
dependency, self-organisation, diversity, etc.). They could also approach the case
study from angles | did not emphasise here. One of them is how the Floating Island
reflected critigues made to seasteading before. Authors such as Simpson (2016b),
for instance, had criticised that the seasteading demographic of supporters is
mostly composed by men. The Floating Island reflected this. Blue Frontiers,
indeed, had no CEO, but five male managing directors, all with equal decision-

making power.

To avoid repeating this and other power dynamics which surfaced in different
aspects of the case study, | am particularly interested in engaging with a different
approach to floating islands and maritime projects by looking at them as part of an
integrated approach to understand environmental issues. These approaches

would not only consider governance, potential tenants and territories but also the

271



meanings given by the peoples who neighbour and inhabit them. With this in mind,
someone can decide to expand on the thesis’ recommendations by exploring how
complex governance can better inform inclusive climate action. This can happen
when projects have environmental missions that are part of their cores and create,
for instance, maritime or coastal Zones dedicated exclusively to sustainable issues
or to blue cleantech. These type of Zones could become hubs for planning and
designing sea-level rise adaptation and governance in ways that benefit all

stakeholders, human and non-humans, involved.

This topic could not be of greater importance today. Many special jurisdictions are
planned on greenfield zones where ‘no one’ lives. In the case of water, | have
shown how even when there are no humans living on a plot of water, there are
human neighbours, stakeholders, nearby. But | do not want to close this thesis
without pushing this idea forward, restating what | hinted somewhere in the thesis.
This is the idea that zone projects need to put at the centre non-human
stakeholders too. For this, we need to plan and execute projects in ways
permeated by preconditions of care for our world. | use in the same way of Puig de
la Bellacasa’s (2017:198) perspective when she quotes Tronto and Fisher:
‘everything that we do to maintain, continue and repair “our world” so that we can
live in it as well as possible. That world includes our bodies, ourselves, and our
environment, all of which we seek to interweave in a complex, life sustaining web’

(Tronto, 1993: 103 (her emphasis).”

But caring, as Puig de la Bellacasa adds, “is more than an affective-ethical state:
it involves material engagement in labours to sustain interdependent worlds,
labours that are often associated with exploitation and domination...the meanings

of caring are not straightforward. Interdependency is not a contract but a condition;
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even a pre-condition” (Puig de la Bellacasa, 2017:198). With this in mind, the
projects we participate in are an opportunity to actively intervene in favour of
neglected, excluded stakeholders of the globalising world; those who cannot speak
nor stand for themselves, or those who can’t but won’t, human and, especially non-
human. Their wellbeing can, and should, be at the centre of our projects, our

governance, our economics, our architecture.

That said, this research will, indeed, guide my own practice when doing business
development for floating architecture and Special Jurisdiction projects after the
PhD. | have now set up my own company and have named it Seaphia, a
combination of “sea” and the Ancient Greek word for wisdom, “sophia” (Zo@ia).
With this name, | hint the type of services my company will provide. | will bring to
the space the type of wisdom that comes when you operate under similar principles
to this thesis’ best practices. For Seaphia, | have understood, as this research has
shown, that the success of floating innovative developments lies on: a) projects
bring led by locals, b) trust and reputation of the parties and members involved, c)
good government relationships, d) economic self-sufficiency and e) a well-scouted
location. However, a good location not only means favourable geography, weather,
tides, waves and other oceanographic conditions. For a project to have a good
location, locals need to be onboard and its future neighbours, human and non-
human, should directly benefit from it. With this, there is no need for a map. The

map will reveal itself.

273



9. REFERENCES

Actu.fr (2017, October 3). lle flottante : Blue Frontiers veut partager ses
connaissances. Retrieved December 10, 2019, from Actu.fr website:
https://actu.fr/societe/ile-flottante-blue-frontiers-veut-partager-ses-
connaissances_27933617.html

Actu.fr (2018, February 15). Tina Cross en croisade contre les iles flottantes.
Pedrix. Actu.Fr. Retrieved from https://actu.fr/politique/tina-cross-en-
croisade-contre-les-iles-flottantes_27965887.html

Aencyclopedia Britannica. (n.d.-a). Pacific Islands - Independence movements |
Britannica. In  Encyclopeedia  Britannica.  Retrieved  from
https://www.britannica.com/place/Pacific-Islands/Independence-
movements

Agar, M. (2004). We Have Met the Other and We’re All Nonlinear: Ethnography as
a Nonlinear Dynamic System. Complexity, 10(2), 16-24.

Ahn Joo-Won & Y. lee. (2017). A Study on Special Marine Economic Zones in
Japan and China. Ocean Business, 37, 83-102. Retrieved from
http://scholar.dkyobobook.co.kr/searchDetail.laf?barcode=401002591
3256

Al Wardi, S. (1998). Tahiti et la France. Le partage du puvoir. Paris: L’Harmattan.

Al Wardi, S. A. (2009). Twenty Years of Politics in French Polynesia. The Journal
of Pacific History, 44(2), 195-208.

Aldrich, R. (2000). The decolonisation of the Pacific islands. Itinerario, 24(3-4),
173-191.

Allen, P. M. (1998). Evolving complexity in social science. Systems: New
paradigms for the human sciences, 3-38

Amaru, S. (2019, January 30). Au moins j’ai fait ma part, et j'espére que vous allez
faire le votre en partageant pour que ce gouvernement de pourri le voit
et arréte leur conneries. Retrieved December 10, 2019, from
Facebook.com website:
https://www.facebook.com/sam.amaru.7/posts/10211142419412624

Ambesange Praveen, V. (2016). Postcolonialism: Edward Said & Gayatri
Spivak. Research Journal of Recent Sciences. E-ISSN, 2277, 2502.

Anderson, P. (1999). Perspective: Complexity theory and organization science.

Organization science, 10(3), pp. 216-232.

274



Andrews, R. N. L. (1999). Managing the environment, managing ourselves: A
history of American environmental policy. New Haven and London:
Yale University Press.

APF. Assemblée Polynésie Francaise. (1985, May 23). Délibération n° 85-1034
AT du 23 mai 1985 portant création d’'un établissement public a
caractére commercial et industriel dénommé: Etablissement
d’aménagement et de gestion du domaine d’Atimaono Paru au Journal
Officiel 1985 n° 18 du 20/06/1985 a la page 750. Retrieved December
8, 2019, from Lexpol website:
http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAfficheTexte.php?texte=179593

APF. Assemblée Polynésie Francaise. (1994). Délibération n° 94-6 AT du 3 février
1994 définissant le cadre de la couverture sociale généralisée
applicable aux résidents du territoire de la Polynésie frangaise Paru
au Journal Officiel 1994 n° 6 du 10/02/1994 a la page 274. Retrieved
December 10, 2019, from
http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAfficheTexte.php?texte=181024

APF. Assemblée Polynésie Francaise. (1995, March 24). Délibération n° 95-55 AT
du 24 mars 1995 portant modification du code des imp6ts directs
(incitations a la construction immobiliere) Paru au Journal Officiel 1995
n° 14 du 06/04/1995 a la page 794. Retrieved December 8, 2019, from
Lexpol website:
http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAfficheTexte.php?texte=181199

APF. Assemblée Polynésie Francaise. (1996, November 21). Délibération n°® 96-
141 APF du 21 novembre 1996 portant réglementation des
investissements étrangers en Polynésie francaise Paru in extenso au
Journal Officiel 1996 n° 49 du 05/12/1996 a la page 2110. Retrieved
December 8, 2019, from Lexpol website:
http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAfficheTexte.php?texte=181284

APF. Assemblée Polynésie Francaise. (1999, May 27). Délibération n° 99-90 APF
du 27 mai 1999 portant dispositions relatives au code des postes et
télécommunications en Polynésie francaise. Retrieved December 8,
2019, from Lexpol website:
http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAfficheTexte.php?texte=181953

APF. Assemblée Polynésie Francaise. (2001, September 11). Délibération n°
2001-165 APF du 11 septembre 2001 relative a la carte d’identité de
commercgant pour les étrangers (NOR: SAA0101279DL) Paru au

275



Journal Officiel 2001 n° 38 du 20/09/2001 a la page 2381. Retrieved
December 8, 2019, from Lexpol website:
http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAfficheTexte.php?texte=178600

APF. Assemblée Polynésie Francaise. (2012a, January 29). Délibération n° 87-11
AT du 29 janvier 1987 portant institution d’'un régime de retraite des
travailleurs salariés de la Polynésie francaise Paru au Journal Officiel
1987 n° 7 du 12/02/1987 a la page 242. Retrieved December 23, 2019,
from Cloud.pf website:
http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAfficheTexte.php?texte=179835

APF. Assemblée Polynésie Francaise. (2012b). Lexpol - Délibération n° 95-55 AT
du 24/03/1995. Délibération n° 95-55 AT du 24 mars 1995 portant
modification du code des impbts directs (incitations a la construction
immobiliére) Paru au Journal Officiel 1995 n° 14 du 06/04/1995 a la
page 794. Retrieved December 10, 2019, from
http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAffiche Texte.php?texte=181199

APF. Assemblée Polynésie Francaise. (2014). Délibération n° 2004-34 APF du 12
février 2004 portant composition et administration du domaine public
en Polynésie francaise (NOR: AFD0400179DL) Paru au Journal
Officiel 2004 n° 8 du 19/02/2004 a la page 574. Retrieved December
8, 2019, from Lexpol website:
http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAfficheTexte.php?texte=179145

Appadurai, A. (1990). Disjuncture and difference in the global cultural economy.
Theory, culture & society, 7(2-3), 295-310.

Appadurai, A. (1991). Global ethnoscapes: Notes and queries for a transnational
anthropology. In R.G Fos. Recapturing anthropology: Working in the
present (48-65). Santa Fe: School of American Research.

Appadurai, A. (1993). "Patriotism and its futures." Public culture 5(3). 411-429.

Appadurai, A. (2001). La modernidad desbordada. Buenos Aires: Fondo de
Cultura Econdmica.

Ashby, R. (1956). Introduction to Cybernetics. London: Chapman & Hall.

Atzori, M. (2015). Blockchain Technology and Decentralized Governance: Is the
State Still Necessary? (December 1, 2015). Available at SSRN:
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2709713

Avaaz. (2018, February 2). Paruru la Atimaono. Retrieved December 7, 2018, from
Avaaz website:

https://secure.avaaz.org/frlcommunity_petitions/Contre_le_projet_dile

276


http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAfficheTexte.php?texte=178600

s_flottantes_du_gouvernement_de_la Polynesie PARURU_IA ATIM
AONO_1

Babikova, Z., Gilbert, L., Bruce, T. J. A., Birkett, M., Caulfield, J. C., Woodcock, C.,
Johnson, D. (2013). Underground signals carried through common
mycelial networks warn neighbouring plants of aphid attack. Ecology
Letters, 16(7), 835—843. https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12115

Bach, J. (2011). Modernity and the Urban Imagination in Economic Zones. Theory,
Culture & Society, 28(5), 98-122. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1177/0263276411411495

Baker Gallegos, J. (2012, June 15). Invictus: Elinor Ostrom’s Gift. Retrieved
December 7, 2018, from World Bank Blogs website:
https://blogs.worldbank.org/sustainablecities/invictus-elinor-ostrom-s-
gift

Balloun, O. S. (2012). The True Obstacle to the Autonomy of Seasteads: American
Law Enforcement Jurisdiction Over Homesteads on the High Seas.
University of San Francisco Maritime Law Journal, 24(409).
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1754234

Bar-Yam, Y. (1997). The dynamics of complex systems. The Advanced Book
Studies in Nonlinearity Series. Bounder: Westview Press.

Bar-Yam, Y. (2000). Complexity Rising: From Human Beings to Human
Civilization, a Complexity Profile.

Barabasi, A-L; & Bonabeau, E. (2003). Scale-Free Networks. Scientific American
288(5), 60—69.

Barabasi, A. (2014). Network Science. The Barabasi-Albert Model. In Network
Science. Chapter 5. (1-45). Retrieved from
http://barabasi.com/f/622.pdf

Battiston, F., Nicosia, V., & Latora, V. (2017). The new challenges of multiplex
networks: Measures and models. The European Physical Journal
Special Topics, 226(3), 401-416

Batty, M. (2013). The new science of cities. Mit Press

Batty, M. (2018). Inventing future cities. Cambridge: MIT Press.

Bedau, M. A. (2007). Artificial life. In Philosophy of biology. Handbook of the
Philosophy of Science. (585-603). North-Holland.

Bell, T. W. (2012). Principles of contracts for governance services. Griffith Law
Review, 21(2), 472-498

277



Bell, T. W. (2017a). Law, Governance and International Relations of Seasteads. In
V. Tiberius (Ed.), Seasteads. Opportunities and Challenges for Small
New Societies (pp. 159-170). Zurich: Vdf Hochschulverlag AG an der
ETH Zrich.

Bell, T. W. (2017b). Your next government?: From the nation state to stateless
nations. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2017.

Bell, T. W. (2018). Special International Zones in Practice and Theory. Chapman
Law Review, 21. Retrieved from
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract _id=3271942

Berardo, R. and Lubell, M. (2019), The Ecology of Games as a Theory of
Polycentricity: Recent Advances and Future Challenges. Policy
Studies Journal, 47: 6-26. doi:10.1111/psj.12313

Berardo, R., Olivier, T., & Lavers, A. (2015). Focusing events and changes in
ecologies of policy games: evidence from the Parana River Delta.
Review of Policy Research, 32(4), 443-464.

Big Think. (2017, September 29). Seasteading 101: How to Build the World’s First
Society-at-Sea. Retrieved December 7, 2018, from Big Think website:
https://bigthink.com/videos/marc-collins-seasteading-101-how-to-
build-the-worlds-first-floating-nation

Biggs, M. (2001). Fractal waves: Strikes as forest fires. Sociology Working
Papers,(November 2001). Available at: http://www. sociology. ox. ac.
uk/swps/2001-04. html

Bitcoin Magazine. (2017, August 10). What Is an ICO? Retrieved December 5,
2018, from Bitcoin Magazine website:
https://bitcoinmagazine.com/guides/what-ico/

Bitcoin. (n.d.). Retrieved from https://en.bitcoin.it/wiki/Main_Page.

Block, W. E., & Nelson, P. L. (2015). Water Capitalism: The Case for Privatizing
Oceans, Rivers, Lakes, and Aquifers. Lexington Books.

Blue21 (2017). Environmental Assessment Framework for Floating Development.
In Blue Frontiers website. Retrieved from
https://firebasestorage.googleapis.com/v0/b/blue-
frontiers.appspot.com/o/docs%2FEnvironmental _Assessment.pdf?alt
=media&token=ef9af379-98fd-4fa3-a75b-bb196b217408

Blue Frontiers (n.d.-a). Blue Frontiers. Retrieved May 7, 2019, from Facebook.com

website:

278


https://firebasestorage.googleapis.com/v0/b/blue-frontiers.appspot.com/o/docs%2FEnvironmental_Assessment.pdf?alt=media&token=ef9af379-98fd-4fa3-a75b-bb196b217408
https://firebasestorage.googleapis.com/v0/b/blue-frontiers.appspot.com/o/docs%2FEnvironmental_Assessment.pdf?alt=media&token=ef9af379-98fd-4fa3-a75b-bb196b217408
https://firebasestorage.googleapis.com/v0/b/blue-frontiers.appspot.com/o/docs%2FEnvironmental_Assessment.pdf?alt=media&token=ef9af379-98fd-4fa3-a75b-bb196b217408

https://www.facebook.com/pg/BlueFrontiersOfficial/about/?ref=page_i
nternal

Blue Frontiers (n.d.-b). Blue Frontiers French Website. Retrieved May 7, 2019,
from Blue-frontiers.com website: https://www.blue-frontiers.com/fr/

Blue Frontiers (n.d.-c). Blue Frontiers website. Retrieved from https://www.blue-
frontiers.com/en/

Blue Frontiers. (2017a). French Polynesia Infographic. Retrieved December 7,
2019, from  Blue-frontiers.com  website:  https://www.blue-
frontiers.com/en/frenchpolynesia

Blue21 (2017b, September 25). Blue Frontiers - Floating Development For French
Polynesia: Concept Design. Retrieved from
https://firebasestorage.googleapis.com/v0/b/blue-
frontiers.appspot.com/o/docs%2FBlue_Frontiers_Architecture_Conce
pt_Design.pdf?alt=media&token=36214e6e-ef07-4ce2-9f05-
ea76f3fa3715

Blue21 (2017c, February 24). Former President of French Polynesia meets Blue21
in Rotterdam. Retrieved from https://www.blue21.nl/former-president-
of-french-polynesia-meets-blue21-in-rotterdam/

Blue Frontiers (2017a). French Polynesia Infographic. Retrieved December 7,
2019, from  Blue-frontiers.com  website:  https://www.blue-
frontiers.com/en/frenchpolynesia

Blue Frontiers (2017b). Blue Frontiers Tahitian Floating Island Design Animation
2017 [YouTube Video]. Retrieved from
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zXzKBQ6-Vec

Blue Frontiers (2017c, December 15). What is the Floating Island Project in French
Polynesia. Retrieved from:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9cpEVArWCAA&t=2s

Blue Frontiers (2017d, December 24). Blue Frontiers Tahitian Floating Island
Design Animation 2017. Retrieved form:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zXzKBQ6-Vec

Blue-Frontiers (2017e, December 15). State of the Art Report: Energy & Water
Final input and recommendations for Phase 1. Retrieved from
https://firebasestorage.googleapis.com/v0/b/blue-
frontiers.appspot.com/o/docs%2FState-of-the-art_report_-
_Energy_& Water.pdf?alt=media&token=776c2124-854a-4d5f-a5e8-
2e64573e83ea

279


https://www.facebook.com/pg/BlueFrontiersOfficial/about/?ref=page_internal
https://www.facebook.com/pg/BlueFrontiersOfficial/about/?ref=page_internal
https://www.blue-frontiers.com/fr/
https://www.blue-frontiers.com/en/
https://www.blue-frontiers.com/en/
https://firebasestorage.googleapis.com/v0/b/blue-frontiers.appspot.com/o/docs%2FBlue_Frontiers_Architecture_Concept_Design.pdf?alt=media&token=36214e6e-ef07-4ce2-9f05-ea76f3fa3715
https://firebasestorage.googleapis.com/v0/b/blue-frontiers.appspot.com/o/docs%2FBlue_Frontiers_Architecture_Concept_Design.pdf?alt=media&token=36214e6e-ef07-4ce2-9f05-ea76f3fa3715
https://firebasestorage.googleapis.com/v0/b/blue-frontiers.appspot.com/o/docs%2FBlue_Frontiers_Architecture_Concept_Design.pdf?alt=media&token=36214e6e-ef07-4ce2-9f05-ea76f3fa3715
https://firebasestorage.googleapis.com/v0/b/blue-frontiers.appspot.com/o/docs%2FBlue_Frontiers_Architecture_Concept_Design.pdf?alt=media&token=36214e6e-ef07-4ce2-9f05-ea76f3fa3715
https://www.blue21.nl/former-president-of-french-polynesia-meets-blue21-in-rotterdam/
https://www.blue21.nl/former-president-of-french-polynesia-meets-blue21-in-rotterdam/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zXzKBQ6-Vec
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9cpEvArWCAA&t=2s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zXzKBQ6-Vec

Blue-Frontiers (2017f, December 15). State of the Art Report: Food Systems Final
input and recommendations for Phase 1. Retrieved from
https://firebasestorage.googleapis.com/v0/b/blue-
frontiers.appspot.com/o/docs%2F State-of-the-art_report_-
_Food_Systems.pdf?alt=media&token=3d19c¢681-0321-4086-bea7-
d1le4c0da010

Blue Frontiers (2018b, January 10). Reflecting on a stellar 2017 and an even more
exciting 2018 to come! Retrieved December 7, 2018, from Medium
website: https://medium.com/@bluefrontiers/blue-frontiers-look-bright-
and-a-look-back-at-our-2017-accomplishments-8179081e10f6

Blue-Frontiers (2018c, February 7). Environmental and Economic Analysis of
Floating Islands in French Polynesia. Medium. Retrieved from
https://medium.com/@bluefrontiers/environmental-and-economic-
analysis-of-floating-islands-in-french-polynesia-ach39268266b

Blue Frontiers. (2018d). Varyon website. Retrieved May 7, 2019, from Varyon.io
website: http://www.varyon.io

Blue Frontiers (2018e). Varyon white paper. Retrieved from https://www.blue-
frontiers.com/whitepaper.pdf

Blue Frontiers (2018f). Blue Frontiers Universal Information Services. Media
Coverage Repor. Retrieved March 7, 2019, from Blue-frontiers.com
website: https://www.blue-frontiers.com/en/media

Blue Frontiers (2018g, April 19). Blue Frontiers announces the name of their
upcoming ICO funding token: Seacoin. Reddit Seasteading. Retrieved
from
https://www.reddit.com/r/seasteading/comments/845cjl/blue_frontiers
_announces_the_name_of _their/dxnntlb/

Blue Frontiers (2018h). Varyon — Increasing Variation in Governance [YouTube
Video]. Retrieved from
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LwCu4luSmvc

Blue Frontiers (2018i). Blue Frontiers Flyover. [Youtube channel] Retrieved from
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=37DsgkozE7s

Blue Frontiers (2018j, July 3). Varyon — Buying, Staking, Referenda for Seasteads
& SeaZones. Retrieved May 7, 2019, from Medium website:
https://medium.com/@bluefrontiers/varyon-buying-staking-referenda-

for-seasteads-seazones-97c47el197fff

280


https://firebasestorage.googleapis.com/v0/b/blue-frontiers.appspot.com/o/docs%2FState-of-the-art_report_-_Food_Systems.pdf?alt=media&token=3d19c681-0321-4086-bea7-d11e4c0da010
https://firebasestorage.googleapis.com/v0/b/blue-frontiers.appspot.com/o/docs%2FState-of-the-art_report_-_Food_Systems.pdf?alt=media&token=3d19c681-0321-4086-bea7-d11e4c0da010
https://firebasestorage.googleapis.com/v0/b/blue-frontiers.appspot.com/o/docs%2FState-of-the-art_report_-_Food_Systems.pdf?alt=media&token=3d19c681-0321-4086-bea7-d11e4c0da010
https://firebasestorage.googleapis.com/v0/b/blue-frontiers.appspot.com/o/docs%2FState-of-the-art_report_-_Food_Systems.pdf?alt=media&token=3d19c681-0321-4086-bea7-d11e4c0da010
https://medium.com/@bluefrontiers/blue-frontiers-look-bright-and-a-look-back-at-our-2017-accomplishments-8179081e10f6
https://medium.com/@bluefrontiers/blue-frontiers-look-bright-and-a-look-back-at-our-2017-accomplishments-8179081e10f6
https://medium.com/@bluefrontiers/environmental-and-economic-analysis-of-floating-islands-in-french-polynesia-acb39268266b
https://medium.com/@bluefrontiers/environmental-and-economic-analysis-of-floating-islands-in-french-polynesia-acb39268266b
http://www.varyon.io/
https://www.blue-frontiers.com/whitepaper.pdf
https://www.blue-frontiers.com/whitepaper.pdf
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LwCu4IuSmvc
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=37DsqkozE7s

Blue Frontiers (2018k, July 16). Results of the Varyon presale. Retrieved May 7,
2019, from Medium website:
https://medium.com/@bluefrontiers/results-of-the-varyon-presale-
68f9bbc6685d

Blue Frontiers (2018l). r/Varyon - Presale Announcement: Presale entry is now 1
ETH. Retrieved May 7, 2019, from Varyon reddit website:
https://www.reddit.com/r/Varyon/comments/8l1rvd/presale_announce
ment_presale_entry_is_now_1_eth/.

Blue Frontiers and Blue2 (2017). Evaluation d’un Site de Projet au Sud du Tahiti,
Polynésie Francaise. In Blue frontiers website. Retrieved from Blue
Frontiers website: https://firebasestorage.googleapis.com/v0/b/blue-
frontiers.appspot.com/o/docs%2FEvaluation_sites_potentiels.pdf?alt=
media&token=2c240354-fbac-4b6d-a777-40b9ff25aeaf

Blue-Frontiers (2018m, May 6). How to Participate in the Varyon ICO. Medium.
Retrieved from https://medium.com/@ bluefrontiers/how-to-participate-
in-the-varyon-ico-43d4857b5a8f

Blue-Frontiers (2018n, October 28). What's Next for Blue Frontiers: Keep Calm
and Varyon. Medium. Retrieved from
https://medium.com/@bluefrontiers/whats-next-for-blue-frontiers-
keep-calm-and-varyon-348f8d619031

Bolin, A. (2004). French Polynesia. Retrieved December 13, 2018, from
Sexarchive.info website:
http://www.sexarchive.info/ GESUND/ARCHIV/IES/FRENPOL.HTM#D
EMOGRAPHICS%20AND%20A%20HISTORICAL%20PERSPECTIV
E

Bonabeau, E.; Theraulauz, G. (1995). ‘Why Do We Need Artificial Life?. In Ch.
Langton, Artificial Life: An Overview (303-325). Cambridge, MIT Press.

Bouissou, J.C. (2017, November 17). Jean Christophe Bouissou sur TNTV. Blue
Frontiers Youtube ChannelRetrieved from
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tuGUESpWBIo

Bouissou, J.C. (2018, February 1). Bonjour. Facebook page. Retrieved from
<iframe
src="https://www.facebook.com/plugins/video.php?href=https%3A%?2
F%2Fwww.facebook.com%2Fjeanchristophematahuira.bouissou%2F
videos%2F1840939062644360%2F&show_text=0&width=560"
width="560" height="315" style="border:none;overflow:hidden"

281


https://www.reddit.com/r/Varyon/comments/8l1rvd/presale_announcement_presale_entry_is_now_1_eth/
https://www.reddit.com/r/Varyon/comments/8l1rvd/presale_announcement_presale_entry_is_now_1_eth/
https://firebasestorage.googleapis.com/v0/b/blue-frontiers.appspot.com/o/docs%2FEvaluation_sites_potentiels.pdf?alt=media&token=2c240354-fbac-4b6d-a777-40b9ff25aeaf
https://firebasestorage.googleapis.com/v0/b/blue-frontiers.appspot.com/o/docs%2FEvaluation_sites_potentiels.pdf?alt=media&token=2c240354-fbac-4b6d-a777-40b9ff25aeaf
https://firebasestorage.googleapis.com/v0/b/blue-frontiers.appspot.com/o/docs%2FEvaluation_sites_potentiels.pdf?alt=media&token=2c240354-fbac-4b6d-a777-40b9ff25aeaf
https://medium.com/@bluefrontiers/whats-next-for-blue-frontiers-keep-calm-and-varyon-348f8d619031
https://medium.com/@bluefrontiers/whats-next-for-blue-frontiers-keep-calm-and-varyon-348f8d619031
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tuGuESpWBIo

scrolling="no" frameborder="0" allowTransparency="true"
allowFullScreen="true"></iframe>

Bowen, Glenn A. 2009. ‘Document Analysis as a Qualitative Research Method’.
Qualitative Research Journal 9(2): 27-40.
https://doi.org/10.3316/QRJ0902027.

Braha, D, Suh, Eppinger, S., Michael Caramanis, and Dan Frey. (2006). Complex
Engineered Systems. In Unifying Themes in Complex Systems, 227—
274. Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer Berlin Heidelberg.

Brennan, G., Buchanan, J. (1985) The Reason of rules: Constitutional political
economy. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Brenner, N. (2009). Urban governance and the production of new state spaces in
Western Europe, 1960-2000. In The disoriented state: Shifts in
governmentality, territoriality and governance (pp. 41-77). Springer,
Dordrecht

Brenner, N. 2001. The limits to scale? Methodological reflections on scalar
structuration. Progress in Human Geography, 25, 591-614.

Bryant-Tokalau, Jenny. 2018. Adaptation to Climate Change in the Pacific Islands:
Theory, Dreams, Practice and Reality. In Indigenous Pacific
Approaches to Climate Change (33-57). Cham: Springer International
Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-78399-4_3.

Bulkeley, H. 2005. Reconfiguring environmental governance: Towards a politics of
scales and networks. Political Geography, 24, 875-902.

Burgin M., & Dodig-Crnkovic G. (2013) From the Closed Classical Algorithmic
Universe to an Open World of Algorithmic Constellations. In Dodig-
Crnkovic G., & Giovagnoli R. (eds) Computing Nature (241-253).
Studies in Applied Philosophy, Epistemology and Rational Ethics, vol
7. Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg

Bushman, R., Chen, Q., Engel, E., & Smith, A. (2004). Financial accounting
information, organizational complexity and corporate governance
systems. Journal of Accounting and Economics, 37(2), 167-201.

Byrne, D. S. (1998). Complexity theory and the social sciences: an introduction.
Abingdon: Routedge.

Byrne, D., & Callaghan, G. (2013). Complexity theory and the social sciences: The
state of the art. Routledge

Byrne, D., & Uprichard, E. (2012). Useful complex causality. The Oxford handbook

of philosophy of social science, 109.

282



CAC - Cyberspace Administration of China. (2019a, January 10). Blockchain

Information Service Management Regulations. XH4EEE RS EIEN

E-PHPRMELZLMEENERISNAZE. Retrieved January 10,

2019, from Cac.gov.cn website: http://www.cac.gov.cn/2019-
01/10/c_1123971164.htm

Cairney, P. (2012). Complexity theory in political science and public policy. Political
Studies Review, 10(3), 346-358

Camazine, S.; Deneubourg, J.-l.; Franks, N.; Sneyd, J.; Theraulaz, G.; bonabeau,
E. Self-Organization in biological systems. Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2002.

Caramel, L. (2014, July 1). Besieged by the rising tides of climate change, Kiribati
buys land in Fiji. ~ The  Guardian. Retrieved  from
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2014/jul/01/kiribati-climate-
change-fiji-vanua-levu

Carli, J. (2016, December 10). Oceantop Living in a Seastead - Realistic,
Sustainable, and Coming Soon. Retrieved December 10, 2019, from
Huffington Post website:
https://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/oceantop-living-in-a-seastead-
realistic-sustainable _us 584c595ae4b0016e50430490

Carlisle, K. & Gruby, R. (2017). ‘Polycentric Systems of Governance: A Theoretical
Model for the Commons’. Policy Studies Journal, August.
https://doi.org/10.1111/psj.12212.

Carson, K. (2013). Governance, Agency and Autonomy: Anarchist Themes in the
Work of Elinor Ostrom. Retrieved from https://c4ss.org/wp-
content/uploads/bkp/01/Anarchist-Themes-in-the-Work-of-Elinor-
Ostrom.pdf

Castellani, B., & Hafferty, F. W. (2009). Sociology and complexity science: a new
field of inquiry. Springer Science & Business Media

Cauvin, J. (2014). Jacques Cauvin — the oyster's my world. Retrieved December
8, 2019, from the oyster’s my world website:
https://theoystersmyworld.com/tag/jacques-cauvin

CC. Conseil Constitionnel. (2013).Décision n° 2013-357 QPC du 29 novembre

2013. Visite des navires par les agents des douanes.

283


https://theoystersmyworld.com/tag/jacques-cauvin

CC. Conseil Constitutionnel. (1994). Décision n° 94-346 DC du 21 juillet 1994 Loi
complétant le code du domaine de I'état et relative a la constitution de
droits réels sur le domaine public.

CC. Conseil Constitutionnel. (2018b). Texte intégral de la Constitution du 4
octobre 1958 en vigueur. Retrieved December 10, 2019, from Conseil
constitutionnel website: https://www.conseil-constitutionnel.fr/le-bloc-
de-constitutionnalite/texte-integral-de-la-constitution-du-4-octobre-
1958-en-vigueur

CDD. Code des douanes - Article 286 | Legifrance. (2019). Retrieved December
8, 2019, from Gouv.fr website:
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichCodeArticle.do?idArticle=LEGIAR
TI000006615785&cidTexte=LEGITEXT000006071570&date Texte=vi
g (article about free zones)

CDE. Code de I'environnement de la Polynésie francaise. (2017). Loi du pays n°
2017-25 du 5 octobre 2017 relative au code de I'environnement de la
Polynésie Francaise. Paru in extenso au Journal Officiel 2017 n° 66
NS du 05/10/2017. Retrieved from:
http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAfficheTexte.php?texte=503933

CE. Conseil d’Etat. (2002). Avis no 368.248 — 10 septembre 2002 (pp. 213-216).
Retrieved December 10, 2019, https://www.conseil-
etat.fr/Media/actualites/documents/reprise-_contenus/rapports-
annuels/rapportpublic2003

CERN (2004). Protocol on the privileges and immunities of the European
Organization for Nuclear Research. Retrieved December 10, 2019,
https://cds.cern.ch/record/1035110/files/cer-002693576.pdf

Cerny, P. G. (2009). Neoliberalisation and place: deconstructing and
reconstructing borders. InThe disoriented state: shifts in
governmentality, territoriality and governance (pp. 13-39). Springer,
Dordrecht

CESEDS. Code de l'entrée et du séjour des étrangers et du droit d’asile. |
Legifrance. (2019). Retrieved August 4, 2018, from Gouv.fr website:
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichCode.do?cidTexte=LEGITEXTO00
0006070158

CGI. Code général des imp6ts, Legifrance. (2019). Retrieved December 8, 2019,

from Gouv.fr website:

284


http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAfficheTexte.php?texte=503933

https://lwww.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichCode.do?cidTexte=LEGITEXTO0O
0006069577

CGTN. (2018). Live: How would China be without globalization? ;&8 7 2Bkt ,

BIETLT R4 48E?  China  Global Television Network.

[YouTube Video]. Retrieved from
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PclQzU4MMYA

Chandler, S. (2018, June 10). Bitnation, Liberland, Puertopia and Other
Micronations Are Gaining Independence via Crypto, but Crypto Alone
May Not Be Enough. Cointelegraph. Retrieved from
https://cointelegraph.com/news/bitnation-liberland-puertopia-and-
other-micronations-are-gaining-independence-via-crypto-but-crypto-
alone-may-not-be-enoug

Charles R., Hale, T. & Andonova, L. (2017) The Comparative Politics of
Transnational Climate Governance, International Interactions, 43(1), 1-
25, DOI: 10.1080/03050629.2017.1252248

Chase-Dunn, C., Kawano, Y., & Brewer, B.D. (2000). Trade globalization since
1795: Waves of integration in the world-system, American Sociological
Review, 65, 77- 95.

Chinn, H. (2017, December 8). The incredible floating cities we could be living on
in the not-too-distant future. Retrieved December 7, 2019, from
Inews.co.uk website: https://inews.co.uk/news/technology/floating-
cities-waterstudios

Christie, D. R. (2007). From Stratton to USCOP: Environmental law floundering at
sea. Washington Law Review Association, 82, 533.

CIA, Central Intelligence Agency. (2017). The World Factbook — Central
Intelligence Agency. Retrieved September 9, 2019, from Cia.gov
website: https://lwww.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-
factbook/rankorder/2004rank.html

Ciel et Terre. (2011). Ciel et Terre — specializing in floating solar panels since 2011.
Retrieved September 9, 2019, from Ciel et Terre International website:
https://www.ciel-et-terre.net

Cilliers, P. (2001). Boundaries, hierarchies and networks in complex systems.
International Journal of Innovation Management, 5(02), 135-147

Cilliers, P. 1998. Complexity and postmodernism. London and New York:
Routledge.

285



Clarke S.E. (2007) “Thinking Federally” from a Governance Perspective. In:
Pagano M.A., Leonardi R. (eds) The Dynamics of Federalism in
National and Supranational Political Systems 55-85. Palgrave
Macmillan, London

Clayton (2018). Testimony. Chairman’s Testimony on Virtual Currencies: The
Roles of the SEC and CFTC. Chairman Jay Clayton. Washington D.C.
Feb. 6, 2018 Before the Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs

CM. Conseil des ministres. (1985, July 29). Arrété n° 751 CM du 29 juillet 1985
autorisant la société Fare Boat a stationner six habitations flottantes
sur le domaine public maritime a Bora Bora (ISLV) - régularisation
Paru au Journal Officiel 1985 n° 24 du 20/08/1985 a la page 1096.
Retrieved  December 8, 2019, from Lexpol website:
http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAfficheTexte.php?texte=156282

CM. Conseil des ministres. (2009a). Lexpol - Arrété n° 160 CM du 30/01/2009.
Arrété n° 160 CM du 30 janvier 2009 portant affectation de la terre
“‘domaine Atimaono partie”, cadastrée commune de Papara, section
CP n°® 3, au profit de I'Etablissement de gestion et d'aménagement de
Teva (EGAT) (NOR: DAF0802624AC) Paru au Journal Officiel 2009
n° 6 du 05/02/2009 a la page 580 dans la partie arretes du conseil des
ministres. Retrieved December 10, 2019,
http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAffiche Texte.php?texte=217665

CM. Conseil des ministres. (2011a). Lexpol - Arrété n° 285 CM du 17/03/1997.
Arrété n° 285 CM du 17 mars 1997 portant application de la
délibération n° 96-141 APF du 21 novembre 1996 portant
réglementation des investissements étrangers en Polynésie francaise
Paru au Journal Officiel 1997 n° 13 du 27/03/1997 a la page 608.
Retrieved December 10, 2019, from
http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAfficheTexte.php?texte=129458

CM. Conseil des ministres. (2011b). Code du travail. Arrété n° 925 CM du 8 juillet
2011 relatif a la codification du droit du travail (NOR:
TRAV1101291AC) Paru in extenso au Journal Officiel 2011 n° 29 du
21/07/2011 a la page 3741Lexpol - Loi du Pays n° 2011-15 du
04/05/2011. Retrieved December 10, 2019, from
http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAfficheTexte.php?texte=339998

286


http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAfficheTexte.php?texte=129458

CM. Conseil des ministres. (2014, June 5). Arrété n° 5129 MLA du 5 juin 2014
portant affectation du domaine Atimaono, cadastré commune de
Papara et commune de Teva | Uta, section de commune de Mataiea,
au profit de I'Etablissement de gestion et d'aménagement de Teva.
Retrieved December 23, 2019, from Cloud.pf website:
http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAfficheTexte.php?texte=442231.

CM. Conseil des ministres. (2015). Lexpol - Arrété n° 1334 CM du 08/09/2015.
Arrété n° 1334 CM du 8 septembre 2015 relatif a I'acquisition, la
gestion et la cession du domaine public et privé de la Polynésie
frangaise (NOR: DAF1520402AC-1) Paru in extenso au Journal
Officiel 2015 n° 74 du 15/09/2015 a la page 9392. Retrieved December
10, 2019, from
http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAfficheTexte.php?texte=456982

CM. Conseil des ministres. (2018a). Lexpol - Arrété n° 285 CM du 01/03/2018.
Arrété n° 285 CM du ler mars 2018 portant retrait de la qualité
d’opérateur de télécommunications a la société Smart Tahiti Networks
(NOR: ADN1820523AC-1) Paru in extenso au Journal Officiel 2018
n° 20 du 09/03/2018 a la page 4736. Retrieved December 10, 2019,
from http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAfficheTexte.php?texte=514648

CM. Conseil des ministres. (2018b). Lexpol - Arrété n° 466 CM du 22/03/2018.
Arrété n° 466 CM du 22 mars 2018 relatif a la partie “Arrétés” du code
de I'environnement de la Polynésie frangaise (NOR : ENV1722502AC-
1) Paru in extenso au Journal Officiel 2018 n° 20 NS du 11/04/2018 a
la page 1180. Retrieved December 10, 2019, from
http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAfficheTexte.php?texte=515575

CM. Conseil des ministres. (2019b). Lexpol - Arrété n° 712 CM du 14/05/2019.
Arrété n° 712 CM du 14 mai 2019 rendant exécutoire le plan général
d’aménagement (PGA) révisé de la commune de Papara (NOR:
SAU1920908AC-1) Paru in extenso au Journal Officiel 2019 n°® 32 NS
du 17/06/2019 a la page 3326. Retrieved December 10, 2019, from
http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAfficheTexte.php?texte=534187

CM. Coonseil des Ministres. (2019e, July 1). Arrété du 19 ao(t 1987 relatif a
'organisation de la commission mixte des fréquences et de la
commission exécutive d’assignation des fréquences | Legifrance.

Retrieved December 10, 2019, from Gouv.fr website:

287



https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichTexte.do?cid Texte=LEGITEXTO00
0006057677&dateTexte=20180701

Coburn, T. (2014). ‘Charter Citizen’. E-Flux Journal #52 (February). Retrieved
from
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Tyler_Coburn/publication/30790
5507_Charter_Citizen/links/57d13b8808ae5f03b48a7303/Charter-
Citizen.pdf.

Cogolati, S. (2016). Global Public Goods or Commons as a Lens to Development?
A Legal Perspective. Leuven Centre for Global Governance Studies
Working Paper, 179.

Conan, N. (2018). Hawaii Public  Radio. February  28.
https://www.hawaiipublicradio.org/post/pacific-news-minute-french-
polynesia-nixes-utopian-floating-island-plan#stream/0

Conolly, S. (2018). Seasteading and Neoliberal Utopia. Panel 10.1. Neoliberal
Utopia and the Startup-Society. In The Society for Utopian Studies
Conference (12). http://utopian-
studies.org/conference2018/files/2018/10/2018-abstracts-final.pdf.

Cooke, P., and Fangzhu Z. (2012): China: beyond the global production line. In P.
Cooke; Parrilli, M.D.; & Curbelo, J.L. (Eds), Innovation, Global Change
and Territorial Resilience (246-272). Cheltenham: Edward Elgar
Publishing.

Cox, M., Arnold, G. & Villamayor, T. (2010). A review of design principles for
community-based natural resource management. Ecology and Society
15(4): 38. [online] URL:
http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol15/iss4/art38/

Cross, V. H. (2018a, April 7). Atimaono is not Silicon Valley 2. Retrieved December
10, 2019, from Facebook.com website:
https://www.facebook.com/photo.php?fbid=1404454239699731&set=
pcb.1404181646393657&type=3&theater

Cross, V. H. (2018b, April 7). Our ocean is not a playground for libertarians.
Retrieved December 10, 2019, from Facebook.com website:
https://www.facebook.com/photo.php?fbid=1404454826366339&set=
pcb.1404181646393657 &type=3&theater

Crutchfield, J. (1994) 'Is Anything Ever New? Considering Emergence'. In G.
Cowan, D. Pines and D. Meltzer (Eds.). Complexity, Metaphors,
Models, and Reality (515-537). Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

288


https://www.facebook.com/photo.php?fbid=1404454239699731&set=pcb.1404181646393657&type=3&theater
https://www.facebook.com/photo.php?fbid=1404454239699731&set=pcb.1404181646393657&type=3&theater

D'SOUZA, R. and NAGENDRA, H., (2011). Changes in Public Commons as a
Consequence of Urbanization: The Agara Lake in Bangalore, India.
Environmental management, 47(5), pp. 840-50.

Dalloz 1974. Critéere essentiel pour caractériser le navire selon une partie de la
doctrine. V. R. Rodiere, Droit maritime : Dalloz 1974, n° 31. — G. Ripert,
Traité de droit mari- time, t. |, 4e éd : Rousseau, 1950.

Danielsson, B. (1990). Poisoned Pacific: the legacy of French nuclear testing.
Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 46(2), 22-31.

Davidson, S., De Filippi, P., & Potts, J. (2016). Economics of Blockchain. SSRN
Electronic Journal. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2744751

De Graaf, R. (2009). Innovations in Urban Water Management to Reduce the
Vulnerability of Cities: Feasibility, Case Studies and Governance
(Doctoral thesis). Technische Universiteit Delft, Delft, Netherlands.
Available from Food and Agriculture Organization of the United
Nations. Retrieved from: http://agris.fao.org/agris-
search/search.do?recordID=AV20120157764.

De Graaf, R. (2012). Adaptive urban development. Rotterdam: Rotterdam
University.

De Graaf, R., Roeffen, B., Dal Bo Zanon, B., Czapiewska, K., Deltasync. (2018).
Mapping Opportunities for Floating Urban Developments in Port Cities
Transitions to More Sustainable Concepts of Urban Water
Management View Project Blue Revolution: The Potential of Floating
Developments to Address Global Challenges View Project’. Retrieved
from https://www.researchgate.net/publication/331530923.

de La Bellacasa, M. P. (2017). Matters of care: Speculative ethics in more than
human worlds (Vol. 41). U of Minnesota Press

Deere-Birkbeck, C. (2009). Global governance in the context of climate change:
the challenges of increasingly complex risk parameters. International
Affairs, 85(6), 1173-1194.

Defever, F., Reyes, J.D., Riafio, A., Sanchez-Martin, M.E. (2018). ‘Special
Economic Zones and WTO Compliance: Evidence from the Dominican
Republic’. Economica, June.

de la Bellacasa, M. P. (2012). ‘Nothing comes without its world’: thinking with
care. The Sociological Review, 60(2), 197-216.

289



Del Vicario, M., Vivaldo, G., Bessi, A., Zollo, F., Scala, A., Caldarelli, G., &
Quattrociocchi, W. (2016). Echo chambers: Emotional contagion and
group polarization on facebook. Scientific reports, 6, 37825.

Delpero, C. (2015, December 7). 8 things to know about climate economics.
Retrieved December 7, 2019, from World Economic Forum website:
https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2015/12/8-things-to-know-about-
climate-economics

Delta-Sync. (2013). Seasteading Implementation Plan Final Concept Report. In
Seasteading Implementation Plan Final Report. Retrieved from
DeltaSync website:
http://2oxut21weba5oiviniw6igeb.wpengine.netdna-cdn.com/wp-
content/uploads/2015/12/DeltaSync-Final-Concept-Report.pdf

Dening, G. (2007). Sea people of the west. Geographical Review 97.2. 288-301.

Devadas, V., & Gupta, V. (2011). Planning for Special Economic Zone: A Regional
Perspective. Institute of Town Planners, India Journal, 8(2), 53-58

Dietz, T., Ostrom, E., & Stern, P. C. (2003). The struggle to govern the commons.
science, 302(5652), 1907-1912

Dobbs, K., Day, J., Skeat, H., Baldwin, J., Molloy, F., McCook, L.,& Wachenfeld,
D. (2011). Developing a long-term outlook for the Great Barrier Reef,
Australia: A framework for adaptive management reporting
underpinning an ecosystem-based management approach. Marine
Policy, 35(2), 233-240.

Dodig-Crnkovic, G. (2011). Dynamics of information as natural computation.
Information, 2(3), 460-477.

Dryzek, J. S. (1994). Discursive democracy: Politics, policy, and political science.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Duit, A., & Galaz, V. (2008). Governance and complexity—emerging issues for
governance theory. Governance, 21(3), 311-335

Easterday, L., D. Papademas, L. Schorr and C. Valentine (1982) ‘The Making of a
Female Researcher: Role Problems in Fieldwork’, in R.G. Burgess
(ed.) Field Research: A Sourcebook and Field Manual, pp. 62-7.
London: Routledge

Easterling, K. (2014). Extrastatecraft: The power of infrastructure space.
Miamisburg: Verso.

290



Eberbach, E., Goldin, D., & Wegner, P. (2004). Turing’s ideas and models of
computation. In C. Teuscher, Alan Turing: Life and Legacy of a Great
Thinker (pp. 159-194). Berlin Heidelberg: Springer.

Elwar. (2018). [ANN][ICO][VAR] Blue Frontiers (VARYON) - Sustainable floating
islands. Retrieved December 8, 2019, from Bitcointalk.org website:
https://bitcointalk.org/index.php?topic=3708700.15;wap2

Elwar. (2019, February 4). First seastead has been set up in international waters |
Ocean Builders. Retrieved December 8, 2019, from Ocean.builders
website: https://ocean.builders/first-seastead-has-been-set-up-in-
international-waters

Elwatorski, C. (2019, March 25). Startup Societies Podcast - Chad Elwartowski -
The First Seastead [YouTube Video]. Retrieved from
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=40TmvTGyNVQ

Emmeche, C (1997) Aspects of complexity in life and science. Philosophica, 59(1),
47 — 68.

EMSI. (2017). Emsi Impact Analysis The Floating Island Project. Retrieved from
Blue Frontiers website website:
https://firebasestorage.googleapis.com/vO/b/blue-
frontiers.appspot.com/o/docs%2FEconomic_Impact_Analysis.pdf?alt
=media&token=eff96c09-9179-4cd5-854b-c6afb70f8cac

EU - European Union. (2012). Consolidated versions of the Treaty on European
Union and the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union.
Retrieved December 10, 2019, from
https://doi.org/http://europa.eu.int/eur-
lex/lex/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX::EN:HTML

EU - European Union. (n.d.). Glossary of summaries - EUR-Lex. Public Health.
Retrieved December 10, 2019, from Europa.eu website: https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/summary/glossary/public_health.html

European Court of Human Rights. Funke v. France. (February 25, 1993).

Farole, T. (2011). Special economic zones in Africa: comparing performance and
learning from global experiences. The World Bank.

Farole, T., & Akinci, G. (2011). Special economic zones: progress, emerging
challenges, and future directions. The World Bank.

Feichtner, 1. (2019). ‘Mining for Humanity in the Deep Sea and Outer Space: The
Role of Small States and International Law in the Extraterritorial

291



Expansion of Extraction’. Leiden Journal of International Law 32 (02):
255-274. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0922156519000013.

FIAS. 2008. ‘Special Economic Zones. Performance, Lessons Learned, and
Implications for Zone Development.’ World Bank Group. The Multi-
Donor Investment Climate Advisory Service of the World Bank Group.

FitzGerald, Jerome. 2006. Sea-Steading. A life of hope and freedom on the last
viable frontier. Bloomington: iUniverse.

Floating Power Plant. (2013b). Floating Power Plant - Invest in the future of energy.
Retrieved December 8, 2019, from Floatingpowerplant.com website:
http://lwww.floatingpowerplant.com

Francis Vallat. (2017e). Francis Vallat: A Floating Island in Tahiti: What Future?.
First Seasteading Tahiti Gathering. The Seasteading Institute
[YouTube Video]. Retrieved from
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LcSAroNPb5s&list=PLDgJp6D Tk
MyGSMsWLWOP3J8I5QD-7NzgF&index=19.

Frazier, M. (2016). Leading with a Gift: Moving from Multicultural Tensions to an
Era of World Cities. In Berlin Future Forum on Transculturalism.
October 13-16. Berlin.
https://www.academia.edu/29722120/Leading_with_a_Gift_Moving_fr
om_Multicultural_Tensions_to_an_Era_of World_Cities.

Frazier, M. (2018). Emergence of a New Hanseatic League: How Special
Economic Zones Will Reshape Global Governance. Chap. L. Rev., 21,
333

Frazier, M., & Mckinney, J. (2019a). Better Practices Report Institute for
Competitive Governance ICG. Retrieved from Institute for Competitive
Governance website:
https://staticl.squarespace.com/static/5a59844190bccebf644a0f9e/t/
5cbe60a737a4310001635eb0/1555980458497/Better+Practices+Rep
ort+-+Mark+Frazier+%26+Joseph+McKinney.pdf

Frazier, M. & McKinney, J. (2019b). Founding a Startup Society: A Step by Step
Guide. Startup Societies Foundation.

Freeman, Diane Larsen, and Lynne Cameron. 2008. ‘Research Methodology on
Language Development from a Complex Systems Perspective’. The
Modern Language Journal 92(2): 200-213.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4781.2008.00714 .x.

French Constitution (1958).

292


https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5a59844190bccebf644a0f9e/t/5cbe60a737a4310001635eb0/1555980458497/Better+Practices+Report+-+Mark+Frazier+%26+Joseph+McKinney.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5a59844190bccebf644a0f9e/t/5cbe60a737a4310001635eb0/1555980458497/Better+Practices+Report+-+Mark+Frazier+%26+Joseph+McKinney.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5a59844190bccebf644a0f9e/t/5cbe60a737a4310001635eb0/1555980458497/Better+Practices+Report+-+Mark+Frazier+%26+Joseph+McKinney.pdf

Friedman, D. D. (1989). The machinery of freedom: guide to a radical capitalism.
Chicago: Open Court.

Friedman, M. (2009). Capitalism and freedom. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.

Friedman, P. (2002). Dynamic Geography: A Blueprint for Efficient Government
(2002). Retrieved December 8, 2019, from Patrifriedman.com website:
http://patrifriedman.com/old_writing/dynamic_geography.html

Friedman, P. (2009). Beyond Folk Activism. Cato Unbound. A Journal of Debate.

April 6.
Friedman, P., & Gramlich, W. (2009). Seasteading: A Practical Guide To
Homesteading The High Seas. Retrieved from

https://www.gwern.net/docs/economics/2009-friedman-
seasteadingapracticalguide.pdf

Friedman, P., & Taylor, B. (2010, December). Seasteading: Institutional Innovation
on the Open Ocean. In Australasian Public Choice Society
Conference.

Friedman, P., & Taylor, B. (2011, April). Barriers to entry and institutional evolution.
In Association of Private Enterprise Education Conference, Nassau

Friedman, P., & Taylor, B. (2011, April). Seasteading and institutional evolution. In
Association of Private Enterprise Education Conference, Nassau, the
Bahamas (pp. 10-12)

Fritch, E. (2018, February 19). Mise au point du président Fritch pour mettre un
terme a la polémique sur les iles flottantes. -Tapura Huiraatira
Retrieved December 8, 2019, from Facebook website:
https://www.facebook.com/watch/?v=2062255597342982

Fuchs, C. (2006). The Self-Organization of Social Movements’. Systemic Practice
and Action Research 19(1): 101-137. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11213-
005-9006-0.

G.A.UN. General Assembly United Nations. (2018, Autumn 9). French Polynesia
Petitioners Blame France for Years of Suffering Fallout from Nuclear
Tests, as Fourth Committee Continues Decolonization Debate |
Meetings Coverage and Press Releases. GENERAL ASSEMBLY
FOURTH COMMITTEE SEVENTY-THIRD SESSION, 3RD MEETING
(PM). GA/SPD/663 9 OCTOBER 2018. Retrieved December 10, 2019,
from Un.org website:

https://www.un.org/press/en/2018/gaspd663.doc.htm

293



Gagné, N. (2015). Brave New Words: The Complexities and Possibilities of an"
Indigenous” Identity in French Polynesia and New Caledonia. The
contemporary pacific, 27(2), 371-402

Galea, F. (2009). Artificial Islands in the Law of the Sea. University of Malta,
Valetta.

GB2A. (2017). Rapport Juridigue. Paris.

GCEC. (2014). The Global Commission on the Economy and Climate. Retrieved
from https://newclimateeconomy.report/2016/wp-
content/uploads/sites/2/2014/08/NCE-Global-Report_web.pdf

Gell-Mann, M. (1995) The quark and the jaguar: Adventures in the simple and the
complex. London: Macmillan.

Gelles, D. (2017, November 13). Floating Cities, No Longer Science Fiction, Begin
to Take Shape. The New York Times. Retrieved from
https://www.nytimes.com/2017/11/13/business/dealbook/seasteading-
floating-cities.html

Gerrits, L. M. (2012). Punching clouds. Litchfield Park: Emergent Publications.

Gerrits, L., and Verweij, S.. (2018). The Evaluation of Complex Infrastructure
Projects: A Guide to Qualitative Comparative Analysis. Cheltenham:
Edward Elgar.

Gershenson, C, and Heylighen, F. (2005). How can we think the complex. In K.
Richardson, Managing organizational complexity: philosophy, theory
and application (47-62). IAP.

Gershenson, C. (2007). Design and Control of Self-Organizing Systems. New
England Complex systems Institute and Vrije Universiteit Brussel.
Mexico City: Coilt Arxives.

Geyer, R., & Cairney, P. (Eds.). (2015). Handbook on complexity and public policy.
Cheltenham. Edward Elgar Publishing.

Geyer, R., & Rihani, S. (2012). Complexity and public policy: A new approach to
21st century politics, policy and society. Routledge

Giordano, M. (2003). The Geography of the Commons: The Role of Scale and
Space.

Goldin, D., Smolka, S. A., & Wegner, P. (Eds.). (2006). Interactive computation:
The new paradigm. Berlin: Springer Science & Business Media.

Gbémez Lee, M. |. y Maxfield, N. (2017). El papel de la sociedad civil en la Cumbre
de la Tierra: gobernanza compleja. OPERA, 21, (135-156). DOI:
https://doi.org/10.18601/16578651.n21.08

294



Gbomez-Cruz, N. (2013). Vida artificial: Ciencia e ingenieria de sistemas complejos.
Bogotéa: Universidad del Rosario.

Gomez, S., Diaz-Guilera, A., Gomez-Gardenes, J., Perez-Vicente, C. J., Moreno,
Y., & Arenas, A. (2013). Diffusion dynamics on multiplex networks.
Physical review letters, 110(2), 028701.

Génzalez, J.M. (2015). Fundacién de micro-estados flotantes en alta mar: el
proyecto «Seasteading». La Ley. 3618. 3 June.

Gordon, Deborah (Deborah M.). 2010. Ant Encounters : Interaction Networks and
Colony Behavior. Princeton University Press.

Gouilloud, M.R. (1993). Droit maritime (2e éd). New York: Pedone. 40

Gramlich, W. (1998). SeaSteading -- Homesteading the High Seas. Retrieved
December 8, 2019, from Gramlich.net website:
http://gramlich.net/projects/oceania/seasteadl.html

Gramlich, W., Friedman, P., & House, A. (2002). Getting Serious About
SeaSteading. Retrieved December 8, 2019, from Gramlich.net
website: http://gramlich.net/projects/oceania/seastead2/index.html

Gray, D. E. (2014). Doing research in the real world (3rd ed.) London, UK: Sage.

Griffiths, J. (2017, January 18). Costner’'s Waterworld never looked this good.
Couriermail. Retrieved from
https://www.couriermail.com.au/realestate/development/stunning-
plans-unveiled-for-worlds-first-floating-city-in-french-polynesia/news-
story/bdb80f72498b07a71d86409d0a5caf56

Group, Stratton. (1969). Our Nation and the Sea. A Plan for National Action. Report
of the Commission on Marine Science, Engineering and Resources.
Washington, D.C: United States Government Printing Office.

Guber, R. (2001). La etnografia. Método, campo y reflexibidad. Bogota: Norma.

Guillion, J. S. (2016). Writing ethnography. Rotterdam: Sense Publishers.

Haarstad, H. (2016). Where are urban energy transitions governed?
Conceptualizing the complex governance arrangements for low-
carbon mobility in Europe. Cities, 54, 4-10.

Haken, H. (2006). Information and self-organization : A macroscopic approach to
complex Systems. Berlin: Springer.

Hamann, H. (2018). Swarm robotics: A formal approach. Berlin: Springer.

Hamilton, M., & Lubell, M. (2018). Collaborative governance of climate change
adaptation across spatial and institutional scales. Policy Studies
Journal, 46(2), 222-247

295



Hammersley, M., & Atkinson, P. (1995). Ethnography: Principles in practice.
Abingdon: Routledge

Hardin, G. (1968). The tragedy of the commons. The population problem has no
technical solution; it requires a fundamental extension in morality.
Science, 162(3859), 1243-1248

Hart, J. (2011). Storycraft: The complete guide to writing narrative nonfiction.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Heylighen, F., Cilliers, P. & Gershenson, C. (2006). Complexity and philosophy."
arXiv preprint cs/0604072.

Hayek, F. A. (1945). ‘The Use of Knowledge in Society’. The American Economic
Review 35 (4. September): 519-530. https://doi.org/10.2307/1809376.

Hayek, Friedrich A. (1978). The mirage of social justice. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.

Haynes, P. (2008). Complexity theory and evaluation in public management: A
gualitative systems approach. Public Management Review, 10(3), 401-
419

Haynes, P. (2015). Managing complexity in the public services. Routledge

He, C. (2002). Information costs, agglomeration economies and the location of
foreign direct investment in Chinal. Regional studies, 36(9), 1029-
1036

Hencken, R. (2014, December 30). Seasteading 3.0: Executive End of Year
Message. Retrieved May 7, 2019, from
https://www.seasteading.org/24712/

Hencken, R. (2017). Randy Hencken: Who Are We & Why Are We Here?
[YouTube Video]. Retrieved from
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0x0BwXphtMk&t=12s

Herbert, S. 2000. ‘For Ethnography’. Progress in Human Geography 24 (4): 550—
568. https://doi.org/10.1191/030913200100189102.

HG Legal Resources. (n.d.). What is a Flag of Convenience? Retrieved December
5, 2019, from Hg.org website: https://www.hg.org/legal-articles/what-
is-a-flag-of-convenience-31395

Hickman, S. (2012). Flagging Options for Seasteading Projects. Retrieved from
The Seasteading Institute website:
http://seasteadingorg.wpengine.com/wp-
content/uploads/2015/12/Flagging-Options-for-Seastead-Projects-
Sean-Hickman.pdf

296



Hidalgo, C. A., & Hausmann, R. (2009). The building blocks of economic
complexity. In Proceedings of the national academy of sciences,
106(26), 10570-10575.

Hoegh-Guldberg, O. et al. (2015). Reviving the ocean Economy: the case for
action. WWF International, Gland, Switzerland.

Holland, J. (1995). Hidden order: How adaptation builds complexity. Boston:
Addison-Wesley.

Holland, J. H. (2000). Emergence: From chaos to order. OUP Oxford

Holling, C. S. (2001). Understanding the complexity of economic, ecological, and
social systems. Ecosystems, 4(5), 390-405.

Holling, C. S., & Meffe, G. K. (1996). Command and control and the pathology of
natural resource management. Conservation biology, 10(2), 328-337

Hubner, J. A. 2018. ‘The Anatomy of Nationalism: A Fresh Appraisal Based on
Recent Case Studies.’ Libertarian Papers 10 (2): 137-178.

Hunter, B. (2018, July 27). What Seasteading Means for Health Care Innovation |
Brittany Hunter. Retrieved December 8, 2019, from Fee.org website:
https://fee.org/articles/seasteading-and-health-care-islands-of-
innovation/

Hurrell, A. (2007). On global order: power, values, and the constitution of
international society. OUP Oxford

ICOtokenseconomy. (n.d.-e). Regulation of Cryptocurrency Around the World,
friendliness rating index by country. Retrieved December 8, 2019, from
Tokens-economy.com website: https://ico.tokens-economy.com

ICRIS (2018). ICRIS CSC Companies Registry, The Government of the Hong
Kong Special Administrative Region.
https://www.icris.cr.gov.hk/csci/cns_basic_comp.do

IEOM. (2018). Polynésie Francaise 2018. Rapport Annual. Retrieved from IEOM.
Institut d’Emission d’Outre-Mer website:
https://www.ieom.fr/IMG/pdf/ra2018_polyne_sie_f.pdf

lles Flottantes en Polynésie (2017, Feb 2). lles Flottantes en Polynesie pour ou
countre. Retrieved from
https://www.facebook.com/pg/ilesflottantesfenua/community/?ref=pag
e_internal

lles flottantes Fenua. (2016). About page. lles flottantes Fenua. Retrieved

December 7, 2019, from Facebook.com website:

297


https://www.facebook.com/pg/ilesflottantesfenua/community/?ref=page_internal
https://www.facebook.com/pg/ilesflottantesfenua/community/?ref=page_internal

https://www.facebook.com/pg/ilesflottantesfenua/about/?ref=page_int
ernal

Imada, T. (2008). Self-Organization and Society. Berlin, Springer Verlag.

IMF. (2019d, July). World Economic Outlook Database April 2019. Retrieved
December 7, 2019, from Imf.org website:
https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/weo/2019/01/weodata/weorept.as
px?sy=2018&ey=2018&scsm=1&ssd=1&sort=country&ds=.&br=1&pr
1.x=55&prl.y=9&c=512%2C946%2C914%2C137%2C612%2C546%
2C614%2C962%2C311%2C674%2C213%2C676%2C911%2C548%
2C193%2C556%2C122%2C678%2C912%2C.

IMO. International Maritime Organization. (1989). IMO, International Convention
On Salvage, 1989. Retrieved December 10, 2019, from Jus.uio.no
website:
https://www.jus.uio.no/Im/imo.salvage.convention.1989/doc.html

lordache, O. (2012b). Self-Evolvable systems: machine learning in social media.
Berlin-Heidelberg: Springer.

Jessop B, (1997). The governance of complexity and the complexity of
governance: preliminary remarks on some problems and limits of
economic guidance". A. Amin & J. Hausner In Beyond Markets and
Hierarchy: Interactive Governance and Social Complexity (111-147).
Cheltenham: Edward Elgar.

Jessop, B. (2003). Governance and meta-governance: on reflexivity, requisite
variety and requisite irony. In Bang, H. P. (Ed.). Governance as social
and political communication (101-116). Manchester: Manchester
University Press.

Jessop, B. (2004). Multilevel governance and multilevel metagovernance. In
Bache, I. and Flinders, M.(Eds.),Changes in the EU as integral
moments in the transformation and reorientation of contemporary
statehood. Multi-Level Governance (49-74). Oxford: OUP.

Johannesson, E. (2017). An analysis of the Paris Agreement. A study of the
agreement in the light of the theory of the eight design principles by
Elinor Ostrom (Doctoral thesis). Upsala University, Upsala, Sweden.
Retrieved from: http://www.diva-
portal.org/smash/get/diva2:1187950/FULLTEXTO1.pdf.

298


https://www.facebook.com/pg/ilesflottantesfenua/about/?ref=page_internal
https://www.facebook.com/pg/ilesflottantesfenua/about/?ref=page_internal

Kahler, M. (2016) Complex governance and the new interdependence approach
(NIA), Review of International Political Economy, 23(5), 825-839, DOI:
10.1080/09692290.2016.1251481

Kapoor, |. (2004). Hyper-self-reflexive development? Spivak on representing the
Third World ‘Other’. Third world quarterly, 25(4), 627-647.

Katz, Jack. 2002. ‘From How to Why'. Ethnography 3 (1): 63-90.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1466138102003001003.

Kauffman, S. (2000). Investigations. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Keohane, R. O., & Nye, J. S. (2000). Realism and complex interdependence.
Longman: Boston, MA.

Keohane, R. O., & Nye, J. S. (2001). Power and interdependence: World politics
in transition 3rd Ed.). New York: Longman. “1977”

Khanna, P. (2010). Beyond city limits. Foreign Policy, (181), 120

Khanna, P. (2016). Connectography: Mapping the future of global civilization. New
York: Random House.

Kiribati Gov. (2012). About Kiribati | Climate Change. Retrieved February 18, 2019,
from Climate.gov.ki website: http://www.climate.gov.ki/about-kiribati/

Kirimtat, Ayca, Berk Ekici, Cemre Cubukcuoglu, Sevil Sariyildiz, and Fatih
Tasgetiren. 2019. ‘Evolutionary Algorithms for Designing Self-
Sufficient Floating Neighborhoods’. In J. Davim & S. Datta,
Optimization in Industry. Management and Industrial Engineering (121-
147). Springer, Cham.

Klein, D., Daza, R. & Mead, H. (2013). Elinor Ostrom Ideological Profiles of the
Economics Laureates. Econ Journal Watch 10(3), September: 536-542

Klein, N. (2018). The battle for paradise: Puerto Rico takes on the disaster
capitalists. Chicago: Haymarket Books

Klijn, E.H., & Koppenjan, J. (2015). Governance networks in the public sector.
Abingdon: Routledge.

Kozinets, R. V. (2016). ‘Netnography’. In The Blackwell Encyclopedia of Sociology
(1-2). Oxford, UK: John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

Krugman, P. (1996). The self-organizing economy (Vol. 122). Oxford: Blackwell

Kulp, S., & Strauss, B. H. (2017). Rapid escalation of coastal flood exposure in US
municipalities from sea level rise. Climatic Change, 142(3-4), 477-489

Kuzdas, C., Wiek, A., Warner, B., Vignola, R., & Morataya, R. (2015). Integrated
and participatory analysis of water governance regimes: The case of
the Costa Rican dry tropics. World Development, 66, 254-268.

299



Labuschagne, A. (2003). Qualitative research-airy fairy or fundamental?. The
qualitative report, 8(1), 100-103

La Présidence. (n.d.). Le gouvernement de la Polynésie Francaise. Retrieved
December 8, 2019, from La Présidence de la Polynésie francaise
website: https://www.presidence.pf/le-gouvernement-2

Latere. (2017, October 18). Condamnée pour “diffamation”, Valentina Cross perd
contre Nuihau Laurey - Polynésie la lére. Polynésie La lére.
Retrieved from https://lalere.francetvinfo.fr/polynesie/condamnee-
diffamation-valentina-cross-perd-contre-nuihau-laurey-522977.html

lalere. (2019, July 4). Pas de village tahitien « made in » Nouvelle-Zélande... -
Polynésie la 1lére. Retrieved December 10, 2019, from Polynésie la
lére website:
https://lalere.francetvinfo.fr/polynesie/tahiti/punaauia/pas-village-
tahitien-made-in-nouvelle-zelande-727596.html

Lagendijk, A., Arts, B., & Van Houtum, H. (2009). Shifts in governmentality,
territoriality and governance: an introduction. In The Disoriented State:
Shifts in Governmentality, Territoriality and Governance (pp. 3-10).
Springer, Dordrecht

Lallemant-Moe, H.R. (2017a). Le Régime Juridique Des lles Flottantes, Entre
Fantasme et Réalité En Polynésie Francaise. Etudes July: 1-4.

Lallemant-Moe, H.R. (2017hb). Opinion Seasteading Institute. Jurismana [Youtube
channel]. Retrieved from https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=W6i-
sDVZxKO0&list=PLZvPE4gGo_Rfe2Wac4PuTWO0b4aNiEPNmb&index
=2&t=0s

Lamas-Pardo, M., Iglesias, G., & Carral, L. (2015). A review of Very Large Floating
Structures (VLFS) for coastal and offshore uses. Ocean Engineering,
109, 677-690. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.oceaneng.2015.09.012

Langton, Ch. (1995). Artificial Life: An Overview. Cambridge: MIT Press.

Lansing, J. S. (2015). Complexity: an emerging trend in social sciences. Emerging
Trends in the Social and Behavioral Sciences: An Interdisciplinary,
Searchable, and Linkable Resource, 1-15

Lansing, J. S., & Cox, M. P. (2019). Islands of order: a guide to complexity
modeling for the social sciences. Princeton University Press

Laungaramsri, P..Commodifying sovereignty: Special economic zones and the

neoliberalization of the Lao frontier." In Y. Sanasonbat, Impact of

300


https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=W6i-sDVZxK0&list=PLZvPE4gGo_Rfe2Wac4PuTW0b4aNiEPNmb&index=2&t=0s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=W6i-sDVZxK0&list=PLZvPE4gGo_Rfe2Wac4PuTW0b4aNiEPNmb&index=2&t=0s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=W6i-sDVZxK0&list=PLZvPE4gGo_Rfe2Wac4PuTW0b4aNiEPNmb&index=2&t=0s

China’s Rise on the Mekong Region (117-146). Palgrave Macmillan,
New York, 2015.

Lee, T. B. (2010). The Problem with Seasteading | Bottom-up. Retrieved December
8, 2019, from Timothyblee.com website:
http://timothyblee.com/2010/08/26/the-problem-with-seasteading

Levin, S. A. (1998). Ecosystems and the biosphere as complex adaptive systems.
Ecosystems, 1(5), 431-436.

Li, J., & Kwauk, M. (2003). Exploring complex systems in chemical engineering—
the multi-scale methodology. Chemical Engineering Science, 58(3-6),
521-535.

Lister, N., & Muk-Pavic, E. (2015). Sustainable artificial island concept for the
Republic of Kiribati. Ocean Engineering, 98, 78-87

Livingston, H. D., & Povinec, P. P. (2000). Anthropogenic marine radioactivity.
Ocean & Coastal Management, 43(8-9), 689-712.

Locke, J. (2013). Two Treatises of Government. 1689. The anthropology of
citizenship: A reader, 43-46

Loi du pays n° 2004-192 du 27 février 2004 portant statut d’autonomie de la
Polynésie Francaise - L'Assemblée nationale et le Sénat, Conselil
constitutionnel, Le Président de la République. Retrieved December 8,
2019 from
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichTexte.do?cidTexte=JORFTEXTO00
0000435515&categorieLien=id

Loi du Pays n° 2014-12 du 26 mai 2014 instituant un dispositif d’aide en faveur
des grands investissements hoteliers et touristiques (NOR:
DIP1400649LP). (2014). Retrieved from
http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAfficheTexte.php?texte=441897

Loi du Pays n° 2014-32 du 17 novembre 2014. Country Law n ° 2014-32 of 17
November 2014 (portant modification de dispositions fiscales et
douaniéres dans le cadre des grands projets réalisés dans les zones
de développement économique prioritaire et modernisation du droit
domanial). Retrieved from http://www.impot-
polynesie.gov.pf/sites/default/files/documents-
telechargeables/lpndeg2014-32_du_17-11-2014.pdf

Loi du pays n° 2017-25 du 5 octobre 2017 relative au code de I'environnement de
la Polynésie francaise (NOR: ENV1720587LP) Paru in extenso au

301


http://timothyblee.com/2010/08/26/the-problem-with-seasteading
http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAfficheTexte.php?texte=441897
http://www.impot-polynesie.gov.pf/sites/default/files/documents-telechargeables/lpndeg2014-32_du_17-11-2014.pdf
http://www.impot-polynesie.gov.pf/sites/default/files/documents-telechargeables/lpndeg2014-32_du_17-11-2014.pdf
http://www.impot-polynesie.gov.pf/sites/default/files/documents-telechargeables/lpndeg2014-32_du_17-11-2014.pdf

Journal Officiel 2017 n° 66 NS du 05/10/2017 a la page 6381.Lexpol -
Loi du Pays n° 2017-25 du 05/10/2017. Retrieved December 10, 2019,
from http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAfficheTexte.php?texte=503933

Loi n° 2003-660 du 21 juillet 2003 de programme pour l'outre-mer. Loi Girardin. Loi
n° 2003-660 du 21 juillet 2003 de programme pour l'outre-mer.

Retrieved from
https://lwww.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichTexte.do?cidTexte=JORFTEXTO00
0000605656

Loi n° 86-824 du 11 juillet 1986 de finances rectificative pour 1986 Version
consolidée au 23 décembre 2019. (2019, July 11). Retrieved
December 23, 2019, from Gouv.fr website:
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichTexte.do?cidTexte=JORFTEXTO00
0000512460&categorieLien=cid

Loi n°® 94-631 du 25 juillet 1994 complétant le code du domaine de I'Etat et relative
a la constitution de droits réels sur le domaine public. (1994). Retrieved
December 10, 2019,
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichTexte.do?cidTexte=LEGITEXTO0O
0005616265&date Texte=20180925

Loi n° 95-1311 du 21 décembre 1995 autorisant la ratification de la convention
des Nations unies sur le droit de la mer (ensemble neuf annexes) et de
'accord relatif a I'application de la partie XI de la convention des
Nations unies sur le droit de la mer du 10 décembre 1982. (1995).
Retrieved from
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichTexte.do?cid Texte=JORFTEXTO00
0000191075&categorieLien=id

Lubell, M., Mewhirter, J. M., Berardo, R., & Scholz, J. T. (2017). Transaction costs
and the perceived effectiveness of complex institutional systems.
Public Administration Review, 77(5), 668-680.

Luzeaux, D. (2013). Modeling and Simulation of Complex Systems: Pitfalls and
Limitations of Interpretation. Simulation and Modeling of Systems of
Systems, 207-252

Lynch, C. R. (2017). Vote with Your Feet: Neoliberalism, the Democratic Nation-
State, and Utopian Enclave Libertarianism’. Political Geography 59
(July): 82-91. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.POLGEO.2017.03.005.

Mainzer, K. (2007). Thinking in complexity: The computational dynamics of matter,

mind, and mankind. Berlin: Springer.

302


http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAfficheTexte.php?texte=503933
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichTexte.do?cidTexte=JORFTEXT000000605656
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichTexte.do?cidTexte=JORFTEXT000000605656
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichTexte.do?cidTexte=JORFTEXT000000512460&categorieLien=cid
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichTexte.do?cidTexte=JORFTEXT000000512460&categorieLien=cid

Maldonado, C. E. (2009). Complejidad: revolucion cientifica y teoria. Bogota:
Editorial Universidad del Rosario.

Maldonado, C.E., & Gémez Cruz, N.A. (2011). El mundo de las ciencias de la
complejidad. Bogota: Editorial Universidad del Rosario.

Marris, E. "Why fake islands might be a real boon for science." Nature News 550,
no. 7674 (2017): 22

McDonald, T. (2013). The Unbundled State (2013). Retrieved December 9, 2019,
from Panarchy.org website:
https://www.panarchy.org/macdonald/unbundledstate.html

McDonald, Trent. (2015). The Unbundled State. Economic Theory of Non-
Territorial Undundling. In G.A. Tucker, & P. de Bellis, Panarchy.
Political Theories of Non-Territorial States, edited, 113-—139.
Abingdon: Routledge.

McGrew, A. (2017). Globalization and Global Politics. In J. Baylis. The
Globalization of World Politics, 3 (19-40). Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

McKean, M. & Ostrom, E. (1995). Common Property Regimes in the Forest: Just
a Relic from the Past?. Digital Library Of The Commons. Retrieved
December 8, 2019, from Indiana.edu website:
http://dic.dlib.indiana.edu/dlc/handle/10535/3777

McKelvey, B. (1999). Avoiding complexity catastrophe in coevolutionary pockets:
Strategies for rugged landscapes. Organization Science, 10(3), 294-
321.

McKenzie, E. (2011). Beyond privatopia: Rethinking residential private
government. Washington: Urban Institute Press.

McKinsey & Company. (2011). Urban world: Mapping the economic power of cities.
Retrieved from McKinsey Global Institute website:
https://mondohonline.files.wordpress.com/2011/08/mgi_urban_world__
full_report.pdf

McMaken, R. (2017, October 9). Did the Indians Understand the Concept of Private
Property? | Ryan McMaken. Retrieved December 8, 2019, from Mises
Institute  website: https://mises.org/wire/did-indians-understand-
concept-private-property

McPherson, M. & Sith-Lovin, L., & Cook, J.M. (2001). Birds of a Feather:
Homophily in Social Networks. Annual Review of Sociology 27 (1):
415-444. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.27.1.415.

303



Menegus, B. (2017, September 5). Some Crypto-Capitalists Just Want to See the
World Burn. Gizmodo. Retrieved from https://gizmodo.com/some-
crypto-capitalists-just-want-to-see-the-world-burn-1798667463

Merriam Webster Dictionary. (2016). Definition of Utility token. Retrieved
December 9, 2019, from Merriam-webster.com website:
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/utility%20token

Merriam, S. B. (1988). Case study research in education: A qualitative approach.

San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Metcalfe, T. (2017, November 21). World'’s first floating village to breathe new life
into old dream. NBC News. Retrieved from
https://www.nbcnews.com/mach/science/world-s-first-floating-village-
breathe-new-life-old-dream-ncna822906

Mezza-Garcia, N. (2018a, January 27). The Story of Seasteading in French
Polynesia, told by one of the founders of Blue Frontiers. Retrieved
December 8, 2019, from Blue Frontiers Medium website:
https://medium.com/@bluefrontiers/the-story-of-seasteading-in-
french-polynesia-told-by-one-of-the-founders-of-blue-frontiers-
2021dc80daf4

Mezza-Garcia, N. (2018b, February 1). Une réponse a Sam Amaru. Retrieved
December 8, 2019, from Facebook website:
https://www.facebook.com/nathaliemezzagarcia/videos/88755950808
8966

Mezza-Garcia, N. (2019). Self-Organized Collective Action in the Floating Island
Project. In F. Cante & W. T. Torres (Eds.), Nonviolent political
economy: theory and applications (76- page). Abingdon: Routledge.

Miéville, C. (2007a). Floating utopias: Freedom and unfreedom of the seas. In
Davis, M., and Monk, D.B. (Eds). In Evil Paradises. Dreamworlds of
Neoliberalism (336). London: New Press.

Miles, W. F. (2005). Democracy Without Sovereignty: France's Post-Colonial
Paradox. The brown Journal of World affairs, 11(2), 223-234.

Mitchell, M. (2011). Complexity: A guided tour. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Mitleton-Kelly, E. (2003a). Complex systems and evolutionary perspectives on
organisations: the application of complexity theory to organisations.
Amsterdam: Elsevier Science Ltd.

Mitleton-Kelly, E. (2003b) Ten principles of complexity and enabling

infrastructures. In E.Mitleton-Kelly, Complex systems and evolutionary

304


https://medium.com/@bluefrontiers/the-story-of-seasteading-in-french-polynesia-told-by-one-of-the-founders-of-blue-frontiers-2021dc80daf4
https://medium.com/@bluefrontiers/the-story-of-seasteading-in-french-polynesia-told-by-one-of-the-founders-of-blue-frontiers-2021dc80daf4
https://medium.com/@bluefrontiers/the-story-of-seasteading-in-french-polynesia-told-by-one-of-the-founders-of-blue-frontiers-2021dc80daf4

perspectives on organisations: The application of complexity theory to
organisations (23-50). Elsiever.

MLA. Le ministre du logement, des affaires fonciéres, de 'économie numérique et
de lartisanat. (2014). Lexpol - Arrété n° 5129 MLA du 05/06/2014.
Arrété n° 5129 MLA du 5 juin 2014 portant affectation du domaine
Atimaono, cadastré commune de Papara et commune de Teva | Uta,
section de commune de Mataiea, au profit de I'Etablissement de
gestion et d'aménagement de Teva. Retrieved December 10, 2019,
from http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAfficheTexte.php?texte=442231

Moberg, Lotta. (2015a). The political economy of special economic zones:
Concentrating economic development. Abington: Routledge.

Moberg, Lotta. (2015b). The Political Economy of Special Economic Zones.
Journal  of Institutional Economics 11 (1)  167-190.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1744137414000241.

Mok, H.-F., V.G. Williamson, J.R. Grove, K. Burry, S.F. Barker, and A.J. Hamilton.
(2014). Strawberry fields forever? Urban agriculture in developed
countries: A review. Agronomy for Sustainable Development 34(1):
21-43

Monkelbaan, J. (2019). Overview of Governance Theories That Are Relevant for
the SDGs. In J. Monkelban, Governance for the Sustainable
Development Goals (21-48). Springer, Singapore.

Morcdl, G. (2001). ‘What Is Complexity Science? Postmodernist or Psotpositivist?’
Emergence 3 Q): 104-1109.
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327000EM0301_07.

Morgol, G. (2014). Complex governance networks: An assessment of the
advances and prospects. Complexity, Governance & Networks, 1(1),
5-16.

Morin, Edgar. (2006). El método: I, II, 1lI, 1V, V, VI. Céatedra.

MOU (2017, January 13). Memorandum of Understanding between The
Seasteading Institute and the French Polynesian Government. an
Francisco. Retrieved January 26, 2017, from
http://2oxut21weba5oiviniw6igeb-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-
content/uploads/2017/01/Memorandum-of-Understanding-MOU-
French-Polynesia-The-Seasteading-Institute-Jan-13-2017.pdf.

305



Moustafa, K. (2018). Ships as Future Floating Farm Systems?. Plant Signaling &
Behavior 13 (4): e1237330.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15592324.2016.1237330.

MPF (2018j, January 9). (Ministre du développement des ressources primaires
des affaires fonciéres et de la valorisation du domaine). Arrété n° 350
MPF du 9 janvier 2018 portant affectation de diverses parcelles
dépendant du domaine Atimaono, cadastrées commune de Papara, au
profit de I'Etablissement de gestion et d’aménagement de Teva
(EGAT) - Tearii Alpha. Paru in extenso au Journal Officiel 2018 n° 5
du 16/01/2018 a la page 1951 dans la partie Ministére du
développement des ressources primaires, des affaires foncieres, de la

valorisation du domaine et des mines. Retrieved December 8, 2019,

from Lexpol website:
http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAfficheTexte.php?texte=512609&idr=125
&np=6

Mrgudovic, N. (2012). The Evolving Approaches to Sovereignty in the Pacific
French Territories. Commonwealth and Comparative Politics, Vol.
50(4). 456-473

Mucha, P. J., Richardson, T., Macon, K., Porter, M. A., & Onnela, J. P. (2010).
Community structure in time-dependent, multiscale, and multiplex
networks. Science, 328(5980), 876-878.

Munoz-Erickson, T. A. (2014). Co-production of knowledge—action systems in
urban sustainable governance: The KASA approach. Environmental
Science & Policy, 37, 182-191.

Mutabdzija, D., & Borders, M. (2011a). Building the Platform, Challenges,
Solutions and Decisions in Seasteading Law. Retrieved December 10,
2019, from The Seasteading Institute. Law and Policy
website:http://seasteadingorg.wpengine.com/wp-
content/uploads/2015/12/legal_paper_seasteading_building_the_platf
orm_august_2011.pdf

Mutabdzija, D., & Borders, M. (2011b, December 24). Charting the Course: Toward
a Seasteading Legal Strategy. Retrieved December 10, 2019, from
The  Seasteading Institute. Law and Policy website:
https://www.seasteading.org/law-and-policy/

Nakamoto, S. (2008). Bitcoin: A peer-to-peer electronic cash system

306


https://www.seasteading.org/law-and-policy/

National Research Council (NRC) (2012) Sea-Level rise for the coasts of
California, Oregon, and Washington: Past, present, and future.
Washington, DC: The National Academies Press.

NationMaster. (2019). French Polynesia Economy Facts & Stats. Retrieved
December 8, 2019, from Nationmaster.com website:
https://www.nationmaster.com/country-info/profiles/French-
Polynesia/Economy

Nema, P., & Pokhariyal, P. (2008). SEZs as Growth Engines-India vs China.
Available at SSRN 1279023 (Pradeep)

Neumeyer, K. (1981). Sailing the Farm. Berkeley: Ten Speed Press.

Newbury, C. W. (1980). Tahiti Nui: Change and survival in French Polynesia,
1767-1945. Honolulu: University of Hawai'i Press.

Newman, S. (2015). Postanarchism. Cambridge: Polity Press.

Nicolis, G., and Nicolis, C. (2012). Foundations of complex systems. Singapore:
World Scientific.

Nicolis, R.J., Wong, P.P., 1.J. Losada, J.-P. Gattuso, J. Hinkel, A. Khattabi, K.L.
Mclnnes, Y. Saito, & A. Sallenger (2014). Coastal systems and low-
lying areas. In Field, C.B., V.R. Barros, D.J. Dokken, K.J. Mach, M.D.
Mastrandrea, T.E. Bilir, M. Chatterjee, K.L. Ebi, Y.O. Estrada, R.C.
Genova, B. Girma, E.S. Kissel, A.N. Levy, S. MacCracken, P.R.
Mastrandrea, and L.L.White (eds.), Climate Change 2014: Impacts,
Adaptation, and Vulnerability. Part A: Global and Sectoral Aspects.
Contribution of Working Group Il to the Fifth Assessment Report of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (361-409). Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

North, M. J., & Macal, C. M. (2007). Managing business complexity: Discovering
strategic solutions with agent-based modeling and simulation. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Nozik, R. (1974). Anarchy, state and utopia. New York: Basic Books.

Nuovo.fr. (2018i, January 23). Tles flottantes auto-suffisantes. Retrieved December
8, 2018, from NUOVO.FR Facebook website:
https://www.facebook.com/NouvoFR/videos/vb.352387077653/10155
290014292654/?type=2&theater. January 23.

O'Reilly, P. (1977). La danse & Tahiti (Vol. 22). CITY: Nouvelles Editions latines.

O'Sullivan, D. (2004). Complexity science and human geography. Transactions of
the Institute of British Geographers, 29(3), 282-295.

307



O’Brien, H. (2017, April 17).The Floating City, Long a Libertarian Dream, Faces
Rough Seas. CityLab Retrieved from
https://www.citylab.com/design/2018/04/the-unsinkable-dream-of-the-
floating-city/559058/

Ocean builders (2019, December 8). Ocean Builders is building in Panama
Retrieved December 9 2019, from https://ocean.builders/panama-new-
home/

Oltvai, Z. N., & Barabasi, A. L. (2002). Life's complexity
pyramid. Science, 298(5594), 763-764

Ormerod, P. (2007). Why most things fail: Evolution, extinction and economics.
John Wiley & Sons

Ormerod, P. (2012). Positive linking: how networks can revolutionise the world.
Faber & Faber

Ostrom, E. (1990). Governing the commons: The evolution on institutions of
collective action. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Ostrom, E. (1994), Neither market nor state: Governance of common-pool
resources in the twenty-first century. In Proceedings of the
International Food Policy Research Institute. Bloomington: Indiana.
June 2, 1994.

Ostrom, E. (2002). Achieving progress in solving collective action
problems. Making progress: Essays in progress and public policy, 165-
190.

Ostrom, E. (2005). The complexity of collective action theory.

Ostrom, E. (2008). The challenge of common-pool resources. Environment:
Science and Policy for Sustainable Development, 50(4), 8-21.

Ostrom, E. (2009). Understanding institutional diversity. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
university Press.

Ostrom, E. (2009b). A polycentric approach to climate change. Policy Research
working paper WPS, 5095

Ostrom, E. (2010). Beyond markets and states: polycentric governance of complex
economic systems. American economic review, 100(3), 641-72

Ostrom, E. (2012a). The future of the commons-beyond market failure and
government regulation. In E. Ostrom, C. Chang, M. Pennington, & V.
Tarko, In The future of the commons-beyond market failure and

government regulation. . London: Institute of Economic Affairs.

308


https://www.citylab.com/design/2018/04/the-unsinkable-dream-of-the-floating-city/559058/
https://www.citylab.com/design/2018/04/the-unsinkable-dream-of-the-floating-city/559058/

Ostrom, V. (1999). Polycentricity (part1). In M.D. McGinnis, Polycentricity and local
public economies: Readings from the workshop in political theory and
policy analysis (52-74). Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press.

Ostrom, V. 1972. ‘Polycentricity’. In 1972 Annual Meeting of the American Political
Science Association. Washington Hilton Hotel. Washington D.C.
September 5 - 9.: American Political Science Association.
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.195.5926 &r
ep=repl&type=pdf.

Oxford Dictionary. (2017a, April 12). Oxford Dictionaries on Twitter. Retrieved
December 8, 2019, from Twitter website:
https://twitter.com/oxfordwords/status/852145088029274112

Oxford Dictionary. (2017b). Seasteading | Definition of Seasteading by Lexico.
Retrieved December 8, 2019, from Lexico Dictionaries | English
website: https://www.lexico.com/en/definition/seasteading

Pacific Ventury (2019). When innovation must rhyme with inclusion ... Or when
Rabelais was still right!. https://www.pacificventury.com/post/when-
innovation-must-rhyme-with-inclusion-or-when-rabelais-was-still-right

Pagano, M. A. (2007). In the eye of the beholder: the dynamics of federalism in
national and supranational political systems. In M. Pagano, The
Dynamics of Federalism in National and Supranational Political
Systems (1-18). Palgrave Macmillan, London.

Pancracio, J.P. Le droit de la mer face aux nouvelles technologies. patrick
chaumette espaces marins : surveillance et prévention des trafics
illicites en mer, {(gomylex), pp.207-220, 2016, espaces marins :
surveillance et prévention des trafics illicites en mer, 978-84-15176-72-
5. (hal-01525229)

Papa Ko (2018). Georges Ateo dit Ko ou Papa Ko. - Feia Rava'ai No Mataiea -
Collectif Des Pécheurs de Mataiea. Retrieved December 10, 2019,
from Facebook Watch website:
https://www.facebook.com/feiaravaai/videos/2041703886152435/

Papadopoulos, Y. (2003). Cooperative forms of governance: Problems of
democratic accountability in complex environments. European Journal
of Political Research, 42(4), 473-501.

Paruru ia Atimaono-Facebook (2018). Tapura Huiraatira pamphlet. Retrieved
December 12, 2019, from

309


https://www.pacificventury.com/post/when-innovation-must-rhyme-with-inclusion-or-when-rabelais-was-still-right
https://www.pacificventury.com/post/when-innovation-must-rhyme-with-inclusion-or-when-rabelais-was-still-right

https://www.facebook.com/photo.php?fbid=2094956304057715&set=
gm.2073879939293214&type=3&theater&ifg=1

Pattel, N. (2015). What Does A Brand Evangelist Do, And Do You Need One?
Forbes Magazine Retrieved from
https://www.forbes.com/sites/neilpatel/2015/12/31/what-does-a-
brand-evangelist-do-and-do-you-need-one/

Paul, O. (2005). Why Most Things Fail. Pantheon Books: New York

Pauli, G. A. (2010). The blue economy: 10 years, 100 innovations, 100 million jobs.

Paradigm publications.

Peck, J. (2011). ‘Neoliberal Suburbanism: Frontier Space’. Urban Geography 32
(6): 884—919. https://doi.org/10.2747/0272-3638.32.6.884.
Pennington, M. (2012). Elinor Ostrom, common-pool resources and the classical
liberal tradition. In V. Tarko, E. Ostrom, C. Chang, & M. Pennington.
The Future of the Commons: Beyond Market Failure and Government
Regulation (21-47). London: Institute for Economic Affairs.

Pepena. (2016). Fafaaite. Retrieved from
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WHqR45z4-ss

Perennou, L. (2017). Architecture flottante en Polynésie Francaise? Adaptation
aux exigences contemporaines d’'un modeéle universel et sauvegarde
des identités culturelles (Master dissertation). ENSAP Bordeaux.
Retrieved from: http://seasteadingorg.wpengine.com/wp-
content/uploads/2015/12/LenickPerennou_memo_2017.pd

Philosophical Society, Vol. 106, No. 6. (Dec. 12, 1962), pp. 467-482.

PM - Premier ministre. (2010). Décret n°® 2010-1434 du 19 novembre 2010 relatif
a l’entrée et au séjour des citoyens de I'Union européenne mentionnés
a larticle 14 de l'ordonnance n° 2000-372 du 26 avril 2000 et des
membres de leur famille en Polynésie francaise | Legifrance. Retrieved
from
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/eli/decret/2010/11/19/0MEO1012477D
ljoltexte

Polynesian-Leaders-Group. (2015, July 6). The Polynesian P.A.C.T. Polynesia
Against Climate Theats. Taputapuatea Declaration on Climate
Change. Papeete. Retrieved December 8 2019, from
http://www.samoagovt.ws/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/The-
Polynesian-P.A.C.T.pdf.

310


https://www.forbes.com/sites/neilpatel/2015/12/31/what-does-a-brand-evangelist-do-and-do-you-need-one/
https://www.forbes.com/sites/neilpatel/2015/12/31/what-does-a-brand-evangelist-do-and-do-you-need-one/

Pop, Virgilu (2009). Who owns the Moon?: Extraterrestrial aspects of land and
mineral resources ownership. Space Regulations Library. Bucuresti:
Springer.

Post, D. G., & Eisen, M. B. (2000). How long is the coastline of the law? Thoughts
on the fractal nature of legal systems. The Journal of Legal Studies,
29(S1), 545-584.

Potts, J., & MacDonald, T. J. (2013). The future of cities as non-territorial public
goods clubs. Retrieved from
https://s3.amazonaws.com/academia.edu.documents/38784936/The_
future_of cities_as_non-territorial_public_goods_clubs.pdf?response-
content-
disposition=inline%3B%20filename%3DThe_future_of cities_as _non
-territorial.pdf&X-Amz-Algorithm=AWS4-HMAC-SHA256&X-Amz-
Credential=AKIAIWOWYYGZ2Y53UL3A%2F20191209%2Fus-east-
1%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-Amz-Date=20191209T224456Z&X-
Amz-Expires=3600&X-Amz-SignedHeaders=host&X-Amz-
Signature=e54db0a2ba2feal25215af09af60d318833bf7894462355f4
10f65dfbd8e9d81

Présidence. (2017, June 6). Heiva | Tahiti. Retrieved from
http://archives3.presidence.pf/files/0-2017/2017-06-06-
Heiva_i_Tahiti_2017_ dossier_de_presse.pdf.

Prigogine, I; Nicolis, G. (1977). Self-Organization in non-equilibrium systems.
Hoboken: Wiley.

Prigogine, I. (1978). ‘Time, Structure, and Fluctuations.” Science 201(4358): 777—
85. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.201.4358.777.

Prigogine, I. (1980). From being to becoming. San Franscico: Freeman.

Prigogine, I., & Stengers, I. (1983). La nueva alianza: Metamorfosis de La ciencia.
Madrid: Alianza Editorial.

Prigogine, I., & Stengers, |. (1997). The end of certainty. New York: Simon and
Schuster.

Prigogine. I. (1977). Time, Structure and Fluctuations. Nobel Lecture. Retrieved
from http://www.materias.unqg.edu.ar/bgq02/int/04 Nobel Lecture -
Prigogine.Time, Structure And Fluctuations.pdf

Prince Michael of Liechtenstein. (2019f, August 27). President Trump’s offer to buy
Greenland was no joke. Retrieved December 8, 2019, from

Geopolitical Intelligence Services website:

311


https://doi.org/10.1126/science.201.4358.777

https://www.gisreportsonline.com/greenland-and-washingtons-
offer,2965,c.html

Queenoftheisles. (n.d.-i). The Queen & the Republic of Minerva. Retrieved
December 8, 2019, from Queenoftheisles.com website:
http://iwww.queenoftheisles.com/HTML/Republic%200f%20Minerva.ht
mi

Quiggin, J. (2010, August 14). Libertopia, with asterisks. Retrieved December 8,
2019, from Crooked Timber website:
http://crookedtimber.org/2010/08/14/libertopia-with-asterisks

Quirk, J. (2017b). Joe Quirk: Why We Love French Polynesia. Retrieved December
9, 2019 from
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zkxtbJQX40c&list=PLQIyH_KkO03b
9tJEA7BmMe18CRgtcVxcldY&index=2

Quirk, J. (2018a, March 5). Your Questions Answered. Blue Frontiers Medium.
Retrieved from https://medium.com/@bluefrontiers/your-questions-
answered-949bf4c9bf7b

Quirk, J. (2018b, July 23). Seasteading An interview with Joe Quirk, President of
the Seasteading Institute. (M. Lutter, Interviewer). Retrieved from
https://www.chartercitiesinstitute.org/post/seasteading

Quirk, J., with Friedman, P. (2017). Seasteading : how floating nations will restore
the environment, enrich the poor, cure the sick, and liberate humanity
from politicians. New York: Free Press.

Ranganathan, S. (2019). ‘Seasteads, Land-Grabs and International Law’. Leiden
Journal of International Law 32 (02): 205-214.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S092215651900013X.

Reham M. M. Mohie EI-Din. (2015). Futuristic Cities, Aqua Cities. Architecture and
Mechanical Engineering. In International Conference on IT,
Architecture and Mechanical Engineering (ICITAME'2015) May 22-23.
Dubai (UAE)

Rescher, N. (1998). Complexity: A philosophical overview. Piscataway:
Transaction Publishers.

Reyes, D. (2013). The Philippine Shipbuilding Industry. Retrieved from OECD
website:  http://www.oecd.org/sti/ind/Daniel  Reyes  Philippines
Shipbuilding Industry.pdf

Riley, K. C. (2007). To tangle or not to tangle: Shifting language ideologies and the

socialization of charabia in the Marquesas, French Polynesia. In

312


http://crookedtimber.org/2010/08/14/libertopia-with-asterisks
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zkxtbJQX40c&list=PLQlyH_Kk03b9tJEA7Bme18CRgtcVxcIdY&index=2
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zkxtbJQX40c&list=PLQlyH_Kk03b9tJEA7Bme18CRgtcVxcIdY&index=2
https://www.chartercitiesinstitute.org/post/seasteading

Makihara, M., & Schieffelin, B. B. (Eds.). Consequences of contact:
Language ideologies and sociocultural transformations in Pacific
societies, 70-95. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

RNZ News. (2018b, April 8). Hundreds march in Tahiti against building of floating
islands. Retrieved December 10, 2019, from Radio New Zealand
website: https://www.rnz.co.nz/international/pacific-
news/354491/hundreds-march-in-tahiti-against-building-of-floating-
islands

RNZ. (2018a, February 20). Locals oppose Tabhiti floating island project. Radio
New Zealand. Retrieved from
https://www.rnz.co.nz/international/programmes/datelinepacific/audio/
2018632896/locals-oppose-tahiti-floating-island-project

RNZ News. (2019, July 3). NZ company fails to secure Tahiti’s top tourism contract.
Radio New Zealand. Retrieved from
https://www.rnz.co.nz/international/pacific-news/393618/nz-company-
fails-to-secure-tahiti-s-top-tourism-contract

RNZ (2019, October 10). Moruroa nuclear site could collapse, MP warns UN. Radio
New Zealand. Retrieved from https://www.rnz.co.nz/international/pacific-

news/400637/moruroa-nuclear-site-could-collapse-mp-warns-un

Rodriguez-Pose, A. (2008). The Rise of the “City-region” Concept and its
Development Policy Implications. European Planning Studies, 16(8),
1025-1046. https://0-doi-
org.pugwash.lib.warwick.ac.uk/10.1080/09654310802315567

Roeffen, B. (2018, April 22). Climate Science and Seasteading Solutions: Bart
Roeffen - Blue Frontiers Podcast EO08. Blue Frontiers Podcast.
Retrieved from https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=BjQRtX-_-UE

Romer, P. (2009, July). Why the world needs charter cities. Retrieved December
8, 2019, from Ted.com website:
https://www.ted.com/talks/paul_romer_why_the_world_needs_charter
_cities

Romer, P. (2010). "Technologies, Rules, and Progress: The Case for Charter
Cities," Working Papers id:2471, eSocialSciences.

Room, G. (2016). Agile actors on complex terrains: Transformative realism and

public policy. Abingdon: Routledge.

313


https://www.rnz.co.nz/international/pacific-news/354491/hundreds-march-in-tahiti-against-building-of-floating-islands
https://www.rnz.co.nz/international/pacific-news/354491/hundreds-march-in-tahiti-against-building-of-floating-islands
https://www.rnz.co.nz/international/pacific-news/354491/hundreds-march-in-tahiti-against-building-of-floating-islands
https://www.rnz.co.nz/international/pacific-news/393618/nz-company-fails-to-secure-tahiti-s-top-tourism-contract
https://www.rnz.co.nz/international/pacific-news/393618/nz-company-fails-to-secure-tahiti-s-top-tourism-contract
https://www.rnz.co.nz/international/pacific-news/400637/moruroa-nuclear-site-could-collapse-mp-warns-un
https://www.rnz.co.nz/international/pacific-news/400637/moruroa-nuclear-site-could-collapse-mp-warns-un

Rowe, D. & Bavinton, N. (2011) Tender for the night. After-dark cultural
complexities in the night-time economy, Continuum, 25(6), 811-825,
DOI:10.1080/10304312.2011.617875

Ruwart, M. J. (1993). Healing Our World: The Other Piece of the Puzzle. SunStar
Press.

Ryan, J., Dunford, G., & Sellars, S. (2006). Micronations: The lonely planet guide
to home-made nations. London: Lonely Planet.

Rzevski, G. (2011). Self-Organization versus Control in Complex Social Systems.
In Conference on Complex Systems: Control and Modelling Problems

Said, E. (2002). Orientalismo. De Bolsillo.

Sakot, T. (2019, April 17). Phuket News: Manhunt launched for American over
‘seastead’ fiasco. The Phuket News. Retrieved from
https://www.thephuketnews.com/manhunt-launched-for-american-
over-seastead-fiasco-71121.php#Gwqgwdjl7VrKyKsCe.97

Salary Explorer (n.d.). Retrieved from http://www.salaryexplorer.com/salary-
survey.php?loc=76&Iloctype=1.

Salminen, J. (2015). The role of collective intelligence in crowdsourcing
innovations (Doctoral thesis). Lappeenranta University of technology.
Retrieved from:
https://lutpub.lut.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/117691/Salminen
A4.pdf?sequence=2. Last Accesed: 7th December 2019.

Salsbury, P. (2003). Distributed Floating Cities: A Laboratory for Exploring Social
Utopias’. In A.B. Shostak (Ed), Viable Utopian Ideas: Shaping a Better
World (99-101). Abingdon, New York: Routledge.

Sanderson, I. (2009). Intelligent policy making for a complex world: pragmatism,
evidence and learning. Political studies, 57(4), 699-719

Sassen, S. (1994). Global city. New York, London, Tokyo: Princeton University
Press.

Sassen, S. (2000). New frontiers facing urban sociology at the Millennium. The
British Journal of sociology, 51(1), 143-159.

Savitch, H. V., & Kantor, S. (2002). Cities in the International Marketplace: The
Political Economy of Urban Development in North America and
Western Europe. New York, NY: Princeton University Press.

SAT. Secretariat of the Antartic Treaty. (1959). The Antartic treaty. Retrieved
December 23, 2019, from Www.ats.aq website:

https://www.ats.ag/e/key-documents.html

314



Sawyer, K. R. (2005). Social emergence: societies as complex systems.
Cambridge, NJ: Cambridge University Press.

Schlager, E., & Ostrom, E. (1992). Property-rights regimes and natural resources:
a conceptual analysis. Land economics, 249-262.

Schlatter, R. (1951). Private property: The history of an idea. New Brunswick, NJ:
Rutgers University Press

Schneider, E., & Kay, J.. 1994. ‘Complexity and Thermodynamics: Towards a New
Ecology’. Futures 26 (6): 626—647. https://doi.org/10.1016/0016-
3287(94)90034-5.

Schneider, V. (2012). Governance and complexity. Levi-Faur, D. (Ed.) In The
Oxford handbook of governance. Oxford University Press. Pp. 129-
142.

Schuster, P. (2004) The Disaster of Central Control. Complexity, 9, 13-14.

SEC - Securities and Exchange Commission (2000, February 4). LITIGATION
RELEASE NO. 16425 / February 4, 2000. Retrieved December 23,
2019, from Sec.gov website:
https://www.sec.gov/litigation/litreleases/Ir16425.htm

SEC - Securities and Exchange Commission. (2013, October). SEC.gov | The
Laws That Govern the Securities Industry. Retrieved February 27,
2019, from Sec.gov website: https://www.sec.gov/answers/about-
lawsshtml.html

SEC- Securities and Exchange Commission (2017). SEC FORM D. Notice of
Exempt Offering of Securities. Retrieved December 8, 2019, from
Sec.gov website:
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1708025/000170802518000
003/xslFormDX01/primary_doc.xml

Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment Programme (2016). Strengthening
environmental impact assessment. guidelines for Pacific island
countries and territories. Apia, Samoa: SPREP.

Serlet, T. (2017, April 27). Startup Societies Foundation - Dejima: Exit Island.
Retrieved December 8, 2019, from Startupsocieties.org website:
https://www.startupsocieties.org/blog/dejima-exit-island

Sharp, A. (1964). Ancient voyagers in Polynesia. Berkeley: University of California
Press.

Siegmund-Schultze, M., Rodorff, V., Kdppel, J., & do Carmo Sobral, M. (2015).

Paternalism or participatory governance? Efforts and obstacles in

315



implementing the Brazilian water policy in a large watershed. Land Use
Policy, 48, 120-130

Simon, H. A. (1962). The architecture of complexity. Proceedings of the American
Philosophical Society, Vol. 106, No. 6. (Dec. 12, 1962), pp. 467-482.

Simpson, 1. (2016). Operation atlantis a case-study in libertarian island
micronationality. shima-the international journal of research into island
cultures, 10(2), 18-35.

Simpson, I. (2016b). If 'm not a ship, I'm a boat that could be: Seasteading and
the post-social political imagination (Master dissertation). Concordia
University. Retrieved from
https://spectrum.library.concordia.ca/981163/1/Simpson_MA_S2016.
pdf. Last accessed: 7th December, 2019.

Skelcher, C. (2005). Jurisdictional integrity, polycentrism, and the design of
democratic governance. Governance, 18, 89-110.

Smucker, T. A., Wisner, B., Mascarenhas, A., Munishi, P., Wangui, E. E., Sinha,
G., ... & Lovell, E. (2015). Differentiated livelihoods, local institutions,
and the adaptation imperative: Assessing climate change adaptation
policy in Tanzania. Geoforum, 59, 39-50.

Soderberg, C. (2015). Policy Coherence in Swedish Water Governance: Who
Navigates—Who Steers?. In Statsvetenskapliga férbundet. Arsmoéte.:
Workshop 10: Environmental Politics 13/10/2015-15/10/2015.

Soderberg, C. (2016). Complex governance structures and incoherent policies:
implementing the EU water framework directive in Sweden. Journal of
environmental management, 183, 90-97

SOLAS (1974). International Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea SOLAS
1974.International ~ Maritime  Organization.  Retrieved  from
ttp://www.imo.org/en/about/conventions/listofconventions/pages/inter
national-convention-for-the-safety-of-life-at-sea-(solas),-1974.aspx

Solé, R. (2009). Redes complejas: Del genoma a Internet. Barcelona: Tusquets
Editores.

Solé, R. V., Valverde, S., Casals, M. R., Kauffman, S. A., Farmer, D., & Eldredge,
N. (2013). The evolutionary ecology of technological innovations.
Complexity, 18(4), 15-27

Solé, R., & Goodwin, B. (2000). Signs of life: How complexity pervades biology.
New York, NY: Basic Books.

316



Song, G.E. (2015). ‘A Study on Success Factors of Marine Special Economic
Zone’. Journal of Korea Port Economic Association 31 (1): 51-68.

Spivak, Gayatri Chakravorty. "¢, Puede hablar el subalterno?." Revista colombiana
de antropologia 39 (2003): 297-364.

SPREP. Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment Programme. (2016d).
Annual Report 2016 A Resilient Pacific Environment Sustaining Our
Livelihoods and Natural Heritage in Harmony with Our Cultures.
Retrieved from
https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/AnnRep2016.pdf

Stanley, D. (1996). South Pacific Handbook. Chico CA: Moon Handbooks

Startup Societies Foundation. (n.d.). Startup Societies Foundation website.
Retrieved December 8, 2019, from Startupsocieties.org website:
https://www.startupsocieties.org

Steinberg, P. E., Nyman, E. & Mauro J., Caraccioli. (2012). ‘Atlas Swam: Freedom,
Capital, and Floating Sovereignties in the Seasteading Vision'.
Antipode 44 (4): 1532-1550. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
8330.2011.00963.x.

Stepney, S., & Walsh, R. (2018). From Simplex to Complex Narrative?.
In Narrating Complexity (pp. 319-322). Springer, Cham

Stopnitzky, S., Hogan, J., Petrie, G., Amar, E., Mutabdzija, D., Marty, M. &
Gutierrez, R. (2011). ‘Seasteading Location Study: Ship-Based and
Large-Scale City Scenarios Seasteading Report Location Study’. The
Seasteading Institute. http://seasteadingorg.wpengine.com/wp-
content/uploads/2015/12/Seasteading_Location_Study.pdf.

Storlazzi, C.D., Gingerich, S.B., van Dongeren, A., Cheriton, O., Swarzenski, P.W.,
Quataert, E, ... & McCall, R. (2018). Most atolls will be uninhabitable
by the mid-21st century because of sea-level rise exacerbating wave-
driven flooding. Science advances, 4(4), eaap9741.

Stratford, E., Farbotko, C. & Lazrus, H. (2013). Tuvalu, sovereignty and climate
change: considering fenua, the archipelago and emigration. Island
Studies Journal, 8 (1), 67-83

Strauss, E. S. (1984). How to start your own country. Boulder, CO: Paladin Press.

Strong, M. and R. Himber (2009), ‘The Legal Autonomy of the Dubai International
Financial Centre: A Scalable Strategy for Global Free-Market
Reforms’, Economic Affairs, 29(2): 36-41.

317



Sun, K. P. (2004). Maritime Delimitation and Interim Arrangements in North East
Asia (Vol 40). Leiden: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers

Swan, M. (2015). Blockchain: Blueprint for a new economy. Sebastopol: O'Reilly
Media, Inc.

Tahiti-Infos (2014a, May 13). Bras de fer pour le contréle de La Dépéche, Franc,
J. Tahiti Infos. Retrieved from https://www.tahiti-infos.com/Bras-de-fer-
pour-le-controle-de-La-Depeche_al101081.html

Tahiti-Infos (2014b, August 8). Affaire SCP Chin Foo: victoire judiciaire sur la
forme pour Marc Collins. Tahiti Infors. Retrieved from
https://www.tahiti-infos.com/Affaire-SCP-Chin-Foo-victoire-judiciaire-
sur-la-forme-pour-Marc-Collins_al106973.html

Tahiti-Infos (2017, October 2). Les experts des fles flottantes viennent présenter
leurs technologies, Frank J. Tahiti Infos. Retrieved from
https://www.tahiti-infos.com/Les-experts-des-iles-flottantes-viennent-
presenter-leurs-technologies al65197.html

Tahiti-Infos (2018b April 7). Les pécheurs de Mataiea en marche contre les iles
flottantes. Tahiti-Infos. Retrieved from https://www.tahiti-
infos.com/Les-pecheurs-de-Mataiea-en-marche-contre-les-iles-
flottantes_al170638.html

Tahiti-Infos (2018c, April 9). Territoriales : les protecteurs de I'environnement
interpellent les candidats. Tahiti Infos. Retrieved from
https://www.tahiti-infos.com/Territoriales-les-protecteurs-de-I-
environnement-interpellent-les-candidats_al170663.html

Tabhiti-Infos (2019, May 6). Village Tahitien : silence jusqu'a expiration du délai a
Kaitiaki Tagaloa Retrieved from https://www.tahiti-infos.com/Village-
Tahitien-silence-jusqu-a-expiration-du-delai-a-Kaitiaki-
Tagaloa_al181239.html

Tahiti-Infos. (2018a, February 26). lles flottantes: la convention est “caduque”
martele le Tapura. JPV. Retrieved December 10, 2019, from Tahiti
Infos website: https://www.tahiti-infos.com/lles-flottantes-la-
convention-est-caduque-martele-le-Tapura_al69459.html

Talbi, E. G. (2009). Metaheuristics: from design to implementation (Vol. 74).
Hoboken, NJ. John Wiley & Sons.

Taleb, N. N. (2007). The black swan: The impact of the highly improbable. New
York: Random House.

Tannehill, L. (1970). Market for liberty. Ludwig von Mises Institute

318


https://www.tahiti-infos.com/Les-experts-des-iles-flottantes-viennent-presenter-leurs-technologies_a165197.html
https://www.tahiti-infos.com/Les-experts-des-iles-flottantes-viennent-presenter-leurs-technologies_a165197.html
https://www.tahiti-infos.com/Les-pecheurs-de-Mataiea-en-marche-contre-les-iles-flottantes_a170638.html
https://www.tahiti-infos.com/Les-pecheurs-de-Mataiea-en-marche-contre-les-iles-flottantes_a170638.html
https://www.tahiti-infos.com/Les-pecheurs-de-Mataiea-en-marche-contre-les-iles-flottantes_a170638.html
https://www.tahiti-infos.com/Territoriales-les-protecteurs-de-l-environnement-interpellent-les-candidats_a170663.html
https://www.tahiti-infos.com/Territoriales-les-protecteurs-de-l-environnement-interpellent-les-candidats_a170663.html
https://www.tahiti-infos.com/Village-Tahitien-silence-jusqu-a-expiration-du-delai-a-Kaitiaki-Tagaloa_a181239.html
https://www.tahiti-infos.com/Village-Tahitien-silence-jusqu-a-expiration-du-delai-a-Kaitiaki-Tagaloa_a181239.html
https://www.tahiti-infos.com/Village-Tahitien-silence-jusqu-a-expiration-du-delai-a-Kaitiaki-Tagaloa_a181239.html

Tapura Huiraatira Officiel. (2018, February 15). TUPLD est-elle vraiment opposée
au projet d’lles flottantes? Retrieved December 8, 2019, from
Facebook.com website: https://www.facebook.com/notes/tapura-
huiraatira-officiel/lupld-est-elle-vraiment-oppos%C3%A9e-au-projet-
d%C3%AEles-flottantes-/2060249914210217

Tapura Huiraatira. (2018a, April 13). Nos Engagements Prioritaires. Retrieved
January 16, 2019, from Tapura2018 website:
http:/tapura2018.net/index.php/2018/04/13/nos-engagements-
prioritaires

Tapura Huiraatira. (2018b, April 14). Nos Engagements Prioritaires. Retrieved
January 16, 2018, from Tapura Official website:
http://tapura2018.net/index.php/2018/04/13/nos-engagements-
prioritaires/?fbclid=IwAR3_JuwndOYYpXqaKOvvtaBjg9PYc8sL4VR_
M5EChVV2nQvgm91LSLQMgfk

Taylor, B. (2010). Governing Seasteads: An Outline of the Options. In The
Seasteading Institute. Retrieved from
http://seasteadingorg.wpengine.com/wp-
content/uploads/2015/12/Taylor_2010_GoverningSeasteads.pdf

Teisman, G. R., & Edelenbos, J. (2011). Towards a perspective of system
synchronization in water governance: a synthesis of empirical lessons
and complexity theories. International Review of Administrative
Sciences, 77(1), 101-118. https://doi.org/10.1177/0020852310390121

Teisman, G., & Gerrits, L. (2014). The emergence of complexity in the art and
science of governance. Complexity, Governance & Networks, 1(1), 17-
28.

Teisman, G., van Buuren, A., & Gerrits, L. M. (Eds.) (2009). Managing complex
governance systems. Abingdon: Routledge.

Ter Wal, A. L., & Boschma, R. A. (2009). Applying social network analysis in
economic geography: framing some key analytic issues. The Annals of
Regional Science, 43(3), 739-756.

The Seasteading Institute (nd-a). Floating Island Project. Retrieved December 8,
2019, from The Seasteading Institute website:
https://www.seasteading.org/floating-city-project

The Seasteading Institute (n.d-b). Tahiti Seasteading Gathering 2017. Retrieved
December 12, 2019, from The Seasteading Institute website:
https://www.seasteading.org/tahiti-seasteading-gathering-2017/

319


https://www.seasteading.org/floating-city-project
https://www.seasteading.org/tahiti-seasteading-gathering-2017/

The Seasteading Institute. (2009, February 12). A bunch of rich white guys? So
were the founding fathers — and their success brought freedom to
everyone. Retrieved December 8, 2019, from The Seasteading
Institute  website: https://www.seasteading.org/a-bunch-rich-white-
guys-so-were-founding-fathers-and-their-success-b

The Seasteading Institute. (2011, October 2). Newsletter, October 2011. Retrieved
December 8, 2019, from The Seasteading Institute website:
https://www.seasteading.org/newsletter-october-2011

The Seasteading Institute. (2012). Marc Joffe on Seasteading Medical Tourism at
the Seasteading Conference 2012 [YouTube Video]. Retrieved from
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CpV7g-HMEFE

The Seasteading Institute. (2014). The Seasteading Institute. The Floating City
Project. Research Conducted between March 2013 and March 2014’.
Retrieved from The Seasteading Institute website:
http://www.seasteading.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/Floating-
City-Project-Report-4_25 2014.pdf.

The Seasteading Institute. (2015, December 23). Vision / Strategy. Retrieved
December 8, 2019, from The Seasteading Institute website:
https://www.seasteading.org/about/vision-strategy

The Seasteading Institute. (2015b, December 24). Law and Policy. Retrieved
December 8, 2019, from The Seasteading Institute website:
https://www.seasteading.org/law-and-policy

The Seasteading Institute. (2016, February 15). Tom Bell. SeaZones Compared to
Nation States? Tom W. Bell Explains (J. Quirk, Interviewer). Retrieved
from  https://www.seasteading.org/podcast-seazones-compared-to-
nation-states-tom-w-bell-explains/

The Seasteading Institute (2017a). Government of French Polynesia Signs
Agreement with Seasteaders for Floating Island Project. The
Seasteading Institute blog. Retrieved from:
https://www.seasteading.org/government-french-polynesia-signs-
agreement-seasteaders-floating-island-project/

The Seasteading Institute. (2017b, March). Frequently Asked Questions. Retrieved
December 8, 2019, from The Seasteading Institute website:
https://www.seasteading.org/frequently-asked-question

The Seasteading Institute. (2019, February 4). Chad Elwartowski and

#bitcoingirlthailand are living on the first seastead in international

320


https://www.seasteading.org/about/vision-strategy
https://www.seasteading.org/podcast-seazones-compared-to-nation-states-tom-w-bell-explains/
https://www.seasteading.org/podcast-seazones-compared-to-nation-states-tom-w-bell-explains/
https://www.seasteading.org/government-french-polynesia-signs-agreement-seasteaders-floating-island-project/
https://www.seasteading.org/government-french-polynesia-signs-agreement-seasteaders-floating-island-project/
https://www.seasteading.org/frequently-asked-question

waters. It's cheaper than the average family home. Follow link to buy
one of your own and join the neighborhood of freedom-loving floating
folk founding a New Blue World. Retrieved December 10, 2019, from
Facebook.com website:
https://www.facebook.com/seasteading/posts/chad-elwartowski-and-
bitcoingirlthailand-are-living-on-the-first-seastead-in-
int/10156984889382760

Thevenot, V. (2017, May 18). Le cabinet GB2A a signé une convention avec
'association The Seasteading Institute | GB2A. Retrieved September
22, 2017, from GB2A-projets.fr website: https://gb2a-projets.fr/non-
classe/le-cabinet-gbh2a-a-signe-une-convention-avec-lassociation-the-
seasteading-institute

Thompson, M., Rayner, S., & Ney, S. (1998). Risk and governance part II: Policy
in a complex and plurally perceived world. Government and
Opposition, 33(3), 330-354.

TNRBF (2019). Le Tableau national de répartition des bandes de fréquences
(TNRBF). Retrieved December 23, 2019, from
https://www.anfr.fr/fileadmin/mediatheque/documents/tnrbf/ TNRBF_2
019-04-11.pdf

TNTV Tahiti Nui Télévision. (2018a, February 2). Vidéo - Les habitants de Mataiea
s’unissent contre le projet d’ile flottante « TNTV Tahiti Nui Télévision.
Retrieved December 10, 2019, from TNTV Tahiti Nui Télévision
website:  https://www.tntv.pf/tntvnews-tahiti/polynesie/societe/video-
les-habitants-de-mataiea-sunissent-contre-le-projet-dile-flottante

TNTV Tabhiti Nui Télévision. (2018b, February 2). Vidéo - ile flottante: “il n’y a
absolument aucun accord aujourd’hui”, rassure Marc Collins « TNTV
Tahiti Nui Télévision. Retrieved December 10, 2019, from TNTV Tabhiti
Nui Télévision website:
https://www.tntv.pf/tntvnews/polynesie/societe/video-ile-flottante-il-ny-
a-absolument-aucun-accord-aujourdhui-rassure-marc-collins

Tully, J. (2017). Aboriginal property and western theory: Recovering a middle
ground. In Facing Each Other (2 Volumes) (pp. 53-80). Routledge

Turing, A. M. (1990). The chemical basis of morphogenesis. Bulletin of
mathematical biology, 52(1-2), 153-197.

U.S. Department of Energy. (2016e, August). 2015 Wind Technologies Market

Report. Retrieved from energy.gov website:

321


https://www.anfr.fr/fileadmin/mediatheque/documents/tnrbf/TNRBF_2019-04-11.pdf
https://www.anfr.fr/fileadmin/mediatheque/documents/tnrbf/TNRBF_2019-04-11.pdf

https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/08/f33/2015-Wind-
Technologies-Market-Report-08162016.pdf

UCLG. (n.d.-b). UCLG - United Cities and Local Governments. Retrieved
December 22, 2019, from UCLG - United Cities and Local
Governments website: http://www.uclg.org

Uhl-Bien, M., Marion, R., & McKelvey, B. (2007). Complexity leadership theory:
Shifting leadership from the industrial age to the knowledge era. The
leadership quarterly, 18(4), 298-318.

UNCLOS (1982). United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea of 10
December 1982. Retrieved December 8, 2019, from Un.org website:
https://www.un.org/Depts/los/convention_agreements/convention_ov
erview_convention.htm

UNCTAD (2019). Special Economic Zones. World Investment Report. Chapter 1V,
120-206.

Underdal, A. (2010). Complexity and challenges of long-term environmental
governance. Global Environmental Change, 20(3), 386-393.

UNEP, FAO, IMO, IUCN, World Fish Center, GRID, Arendal. (2012). in a Blue
World. Retrieved from
https://www.undp.org/content/dam/undp/library/Environment%20and
%20Energy/Water%20and%200cean%20Governance/Green_Econo
my_Blue_Full.pdf

United Nations (2018a). Special Committee on the Situation with regard to the
Implementation of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to
Colonial Countries and Peoples. Draft resolution submitted by the
Chair  Question of French Polynesia. United Nations
A/AC.109/2018/L.24 General Assembly. Retrieved December 23
2019, from https://digitallibrary.un.org/record/1630555/files/A_AC-
109 2018 L-24-EN.pdf.

United Nations (2019). Sustainable Floating Cities Can Offer Solutions to Climate
Change Threats Facing Urban Areas, Deputy Secretary-General Tells
First High-Level Meeting. DSG/SM/1269-ENV/DEV/1936-HAB/248

United Nations. (1947). United Nations and United States of America. Agreement
regarding the Headquarters of the United Nations. Retrieved from
https://treaties.un.org/doc/Publication/lUNTS/Volume%2011/volume-
11-1-147-English.pdf.

322


https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/08/f33/2015-Wind-Technologies-Market-Report-08162016.pdf
https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/08/f33/2015-Wind-Technologies-Market-Report-08162016.pdf
https://www.undp.org/content/dam/undp/library/Environment%20and%20Energy/Water%20and%20Ocean%20Governance/Green_Economy_Blue_Full.pdf
https://www.undp.org/content/dam/undp/library/Environment%20and%20Energy/Water%20and%20Ocean%20Governance/Green_Economy_Blue_Full.pdf
https://www.undp.org/content/dam/undp/library/Environment%20and%20Energy/Water%20and%20Ocean%20Governance/Green_Economy_Blue_Full.pdf

United Nations. (1961). United Nations. Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs.
Retrieved from https://www.unodc.org/pdf/convention_1961_en.pdf

United Nations. (1998). Kyoto Protocol to the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change. Retrieved from
https://unfccc.int/resource/docs/convkp/kpeng.pdf

United Nations. (2009f). UNTC. Etatau: 10-12-2019 05:01:29EDT. TITLE : XXI. 1.
Convention on the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone. Geneva,
29 April  1958; Retrieved December 10, 2019, from
https://treaties.un.org/doc/Treaties/1963/01/19630103%2002-
00%20AM/Ch_XXI_01_2_3 4 5p.pdf (Art 6)

United Nations. (2018b, June 22). Special Committee on Decolonization Approves
22 Draft Resolutions, Decisions as It Concludes Two-Week Session |
Meetings Coverage and Press Releases. Retrieved December 8,
2019, from Un.org website:
https://www.un.org/press/en/2018/gacol3327.doc.htm

United Nations. (2019, April 3). Sustainable Floating Cities Can Offer Solutions to
Climate Change Threats Facing Urban Areas, Deputy Secretary-
General Tells First High-Level Meeting | Meetings Coverage and Press
Releases. Retrieved April 3, 2019, from Un.org website:
https://www.un.org/press/en/2019/dsgsm1269.doc.htm

United States Senate. Retrieved from
https://www.sec.gov/news/testimony/testimony-virtual-currencies-
oversight-role-us-securities-and-exchange-commission#_ftn1

UNOOSA. (1979). RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY
34/68. Agreement Governing the Activities of States on the Moon and
Other Celestial Bodies. Retrieved December 23, 2019, from
Unoosa.org website:
http://www.unoosa.org/oosa/en/ourwork/spacelaw/treaties/moon-
agreement.html

Uprichard, E. (2017) 'Complexity'. In B.S. Turner, K.-S. Chang, C.F. Epstein, P.
Kivisto, J. M. Ryan, W. Outhwaite, (eds). The Wiley Blackwell
Encyclopedia of Social Theory. Blackwell

Uprichard, E., & Byrne, D. (2006). Representing complex places: a narrative
approach. Environment and Planning A, 38(4), 665-676

Urry, J. (2003). Global complexity. Cambridge: Polity.

Urry, J. (2014). Offshoring. John Wiley & Sons

323


https://www.unodc.org/pdf/convention_1961_en.pdf
https://www.un.org/press/en/2018/gacol3327.doc.htm

Vaccari, C. (2013). From echo chamber to persuasive device? Rethinking the role
of the Internet in campaigns. New Media & Society, 15(1), 109-127.

Vairaaroa, H. (2017, May 24). La Dépéche. Place Vaiete, un steak-frites et on se
retient - PDF Free Download. Docplayer.Fr. Retrieved from
https://docplayer.fr/54763864-Place-vaiete-un-steak-frites-et-on-se-
retient.html

Valencia, M. J. (1989). Northeast asia: Petroleum potential, jurisdictional claims,
and international relations. Ocean Development and International Law.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00908328909545879

Van Maanen, J. (2011). Tales of the field: On writing ethnography. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Velasco Gonzélez, P. R. (2017). The authority of the steam: Power dynamics of
digital production in the Bitcoin blockchain (Doctoral thesis). University
of Warwick. Retrieved from:
https://ethos.bl.uk/OrderDetails.do?uin=uk.bl.ethos.752490. Last
accessed: December 7th, 2019.

Vella, K. & Baresi, U. (2017) Understanding How Policy Actors Improvise and
Collaborate in the Great Barrier Reef, Coastal Management, 45(6),
487-504, DOI: 10.1080/08920753.2017.1373453

Veracini, L. (2011) Introducing, Settler Colonial Studies, 1:1, 1-12

Veracini, L. (2015). Settler Colonialism is not Finished. In L. Veracini, The Settler
Colonial Present (pp. 68-94). Palgrave Macmillan, London

Veracini, Lorenzo. (2016). Displacement as Method: Seasteading, Tiny Houses
and “Freemen on the Land”. In N. Cook, A. Davidson; & L. Crabtree,
Housing and Home Unbound: Intersections in Economics,
Environment and Politics in Australia (134-150). Abingdon: Routledge.

Vice-président. (1983, August 24). Lexpol - Arrété n° 1211 AU du 24/08/1983.
portant réglementation du stationnement pour les habitations flottantes
sur le domaine public maritime. G. Flosse. Retrieved December 8,
2019, from Lexpol website:
http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAfficheTexte.php?texte=191578

Vice-président. (1984, July 12). Arrété n° 1305 AU du 12 juillet 1984 complétant
larrété n° 1211 AU du 24 aolt 1983 portant réglementation du
stationnement pour les habitations flottantes sur le domaine public
maritime Paru au Journal Officiel 1984 n° 43 du 15/09/1984 a la page

324



1311. Retrieved December 8, 2019, from Lexpol website:
http://lexpol.cloud.pf/LexpolAfficheTexte.php?texte=110190
Wachhaus, A. 2014. ‘Governance Beyond Government’. Administration & Society

46 (5): 573-593. https://doi.org/10.1177/0 095399713513140.

Wachhaus, T. A. 2012. ‘Anarchy as a Model for Network Governance’. Public
Administration Review 72(1): 33-42. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-
6210.2011.02481.x.

Wachs, A. (2017, October 27). Seasteaders to bring a libertarian floating
community to the South Pacific. Retrieved December 10, 2019, from
Archpaper.com website: https://archpaper.com/2017/10/seasteading-
institute-floating-libertarian-ocean-cities/#gallery-0-slide-0

Walby, S. (2003a). Complexity theory, globalisation and diversity. In Conference
of the British Sociological Association. York: University of York.
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.469.8698&r
ep=repl&type=pdf

Walby, S. (2003b). Modernities/globalisation/complexities. British Sociological
Assaociation, University of York

Walby, S. (2003c). The myth of the nation-state: Theorizing society and polities in
a global era. Sociology, 37(3), 529-546.

Walby, S. (2009). Globalization and inequalities: Complexity and contested
modernities. Newcastle upon Tyne: Sage Publications.

Wall, D. (2014, June 10). Elinor Ostrom, The Commons and Anti-Capitalism -
Resilience. Retrieved December 8, 2019, from Resilience website:
https://www.resilience.org/stories/2014-06-10/elinor-ostrom-the-
commons-and-anti-capitalism

Wang C.M., Wang B.T. (2015) Great Ideas Float to the Top. In: Wang C., Wang B.
(eds) Large Floating Structures. Ocean Engineering & Oceanography,
vol 3. Springer, Singapore

Wang, C.M., and Z.Y. Tay. (2011). Very Large Floating Structures: Applications,
Research and Development. In Procedia Engineering 14 (January):
62—72. Netherlands. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.PROENG.2011.07.007.

Weeman, K., & Lynch, P. (2018, June 13). New study finds sea level rise
accelerating — Climate Change: Vital Signs of the Planet. Cooperative
Institute for Research in Environmental Sciences and NASA’s Goddard
Space Flight Center. Retrieved December 8, 2019, from Climate
Change: Vital Signs of the Planet website:

325


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2011.02481.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2011.02481.x
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.469.8698&rep=rep1&type=pdf
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.469.8698&rep=rep1&type=pdf

https://climate.nasa.gov/news/2680/new-study-finds-sea-level-rise-
accelerating

WENE  (2012). World Encyclopaedia  of  National Economies.
https://www.encyclopedia.com/places/australia-and-oceania/pacific-
islands-political-geography/french-polynesia. Retrieved on December
14th 2018.

Wesley, A., & Pforr, C. (2010). The governance of coastal tourism: Unravelling the
layers of complexity at Smiths Beach, Western Australia. Journal of
Sustainable Tourism, 18(6), 773-792.

WHO - World Health Organization (2019, October 8). Health ministers endorse
WHO five-year plan to make the Western Pacific the healthiest, safest
region. Retrieved December 8, 2019, from Who.int website:
https://www.who.int/westernpacific/news/detail/08-10-2019-health-
ministers-endorse-who-five-year-plan-to-make-the-western-pacific-
the-healthiest-safest-region

WHO - World Health Organization. (2017). Pacific Island Countries and Areas -
WHO  Cooperation  Strategy 2018-2022. Retrieved from
https://iris.wpro.who.int/bitstream/handle/10665.1/14097/WPRO-
2017-DPM-027-pic-eng.pdf

Wilensky, U., & Resnick, M. (1999). Thinking in levels: A dynamic systems
approach to making sense of the world. Journal of Science Education
and technology, 8(1), 3-19

Wolfram, S. (2002). A new kind of science (Vol. 5). Champaign: Wolfram Media.

World Bank. IBRD-IDA. (2018). GDP per capita, PPP (current international $) |
Data. Retrieved December 8, 2019, from Worldbank.org website:
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.PCAP.PP.CD?view=cha
rt

World Population Review. (2019k). French Polynesia Population 2019
(Demographics, Maps, Graphs). Retrieved December 8, 2019, from
Worldpopulationreview.com website:
http://worldpopulationreview.com/countries/french-polynesia-
population

Wright, G.C. (2008). Mururoa protest : the story of the voyages by HMNZ ships
Otago and Canterbury to protest against the French atmospheric

nuclear tests at Mururoa Atoll in 1973. Auckland: Archway Books.

326


https://iris.wpro.who.int/bitstream/handle/10665.1/14097/WPRO-2017-DPM-027-pic-eng.pdf
https://iris.wpro.who.int/bitstream/handle/10665.1/14097/WPRO-2017-DPM-027-pic-eng.pdf

Wyborn, C. (2015). Cross-scale linkages in connectivity conservation: Adaptive
governance challenges in spatially distributed networks.
Environmental Policy and Governance, 25(1), 1-15

WWEF & ZSL. (2019). Living Blue Planet Report. Species, Habitat and Human Well-
Being. Retrieved from
https://assets.wwf.org.uk/downloads/living_blue_planet_report_2015.
pdf

WWE. (2015, July 10). A clearer shade of blue. Retrieved December 8, 2019, from
wwf.Panda.org website:
https://wwf.panda.org/homepage.cfm?249111/What-a-blue-economy-
really-is

Yates, K. L., Payo, A. P., & Schoeman, D. S. (2013). International, regional and
national commitments meet local implementation: A case study of
marine conservation in Northern Ireland. Marine Policy, 38, 140-150.

Yu-ping, N. & Heligman, L. (1994). Growth of the world’s megalopolises. In R.
Fuchs, E. Brennan, J. Chamie, F-Ch, Lo, & J. Uitto (Eds). Megacity
Growth and the Future (17-31). Tokio: United Nations University Press.

Yuan, J. D., & Eden, L. (1992). Export processing zones in Asia: A comparative
study. Asian survey, 32(11), 1026-1045

Zia, A. & Koliba, Ch. (2011) Accountable Climate Governance: Dilemmas of
Performance Management across Complex Governance Networks,
Journal of Comparative Policy Analysis: Research and Practice, 13(5)
479-497. DOI: 10.1080/13876988.2011.605939

327



	List of Appendixes
	Acknowledgements
	Declaration of Used Work
	Abstract
	CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION
	1.1. Introduction
	1.2. Research Goal, Objectives and Questions
	1.3. Problem: Understanding the Floating Island Project Using Complex Systems Theory
	1.4. Scope and Limitations
	1.5. Outline of the Thesis

	2. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK ON COMPLEX GOVERNANCE
	2.1. Introduction
	2.2. Complexity
	2.3. Complexity in Social Science
	2.4. Complex Governance
	2.5. SeaZones
	2.6. Conclusion

	CHAPTER 3. CASE STUDY: THE FLOATING ISLAND PROJECT IN FRENCH POLYNESIA
	CHAPTER 4. METHODOLOGY
	4.1. Introduction
	4.2. Methodology
	4.3 .Data Collection Methods
	4.3.1. Participant Observation
	4.3.2. Document Analysis

	4.4. Research Design
	4.5. Advantages and Challenges of the Methodology
	4.6. Ethics
	4.7. Conclusion

	PART II. EMPIRICAL CHAPTERS
	CHAPTER 5. INSTITUTIONAL NESTEDNESS
	5.1. Introduction
	5.2. Nestednes
	5.3. Origin of Nestedness in French Polynesia’s History
	5.4. Nestedness in The Seasteading Institute’s strategy
	5.5. Domestic and Supranational Institutions
	5.6. Untangling Regulations
	5.7. Additional Government Stakeholders and Limitations of Formal Strategies
	5.8. Conclusion

	CHAPTER 6. LOCAL AND GLOBAL NON-GOVERNMENT STAKEHOLDERS
	6.1. Introduction
	6.2. Complex Governance in Socioecological Systems
	6.3. Local “Informal” Stakeholders
	6.4. Global (Non-Local) Stakeholders
	6.5. Missed Opportunities for Involving Locals
	6.6. Conclusion

	7. CROSS-TEMPORAL AND CROSS-SPATIAL WAVES
	7.1. Introduction
	7.2.Theory: Waves
	7.3. Wave 1: Colonisation
	7.4. Wave 2: Facebook
	7.5. Wave 3: Protests
	7.6. Accompanying Ripples
	7.7. Conclusion

	PART III. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
	8.1. Introduction
	8.2. Implications of Complex Governance on Setting Up Projects Ideologically-Motivated
	8.3. Analysis and Best Practices
	8.4. Contributions
	8.5. Concluding Remarks and Future Work

	9. REFERENCES
	Insert from: "WRAP_Coversheet_Theses_new.pdf"
	http://wrap.warwick.ac.uk/153079


