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If Ocean Management is your Regime, which Objectives are consistent 
with its Scope? 

 

Abstract: This analysis looks beyond the ocean management process to discuss which aspects of 
societal objectives is compatible with ocean management. Regimes and concepts of ocean 
management are associated with high ambitions to achieve environmental, economic, and social 
objectives, yet ocean management involves a confined scope. This analysis investigates the objective 
of protecting the marine environment through the reduction of environmental pressures, and assesses 
to what extent this is consistent with the scope of ocean management. Further, the consistency of 
certain economic and social objectives are briefly outlined. On this basis, the paper draws some 
conclusions on the potential of ocean management.  

Key words: integrated ocean management, marine spatial planning, ecosystem-based ocean 
management, ocean governance, marine ecosystem management 

Author: Lena Schøning 

1. Introduction 
We are standing on the verge of the UN Decade of Ocean Science for Sustainable Development (2021-
2030) [1], while important research programs, such as the proposed EU Horizon Europe, target healthy 
oceans [2] and ocean governance [3]. Multiple concepts and regimes concern the management of a 
coastal and marine area [[4] p.95, [5] p.468 and 473], whether in the name of integrated ocean 
management [[5], [4]], or marine spatial planning [[6], [7]]. High ambitions are associated with these 
concept and regimes. 

The question remaining is why it is appropriate to group management efforts in a regime premised on 
a geographically confined coastal and marine area. Which societal objectives are appropriately 
addressed by compartmentalizing the co-management of coastal communities, marine activities and 
a marine space in one regime? Generally, ocean management concepts and regimes are explained as 
important for overall societal objectives, often expressed as sustainable development [[7] p.1, [8] 
p.160], sustainable ocean economy [[9], [10]], conservation and sustainable use in an equitable way 
[[11], [12] p.37] or a threefold set of environmental, economic and social objectives [[7] p.1, [4] p.100]. 
For example, the EU Marine Spatial Planning Directive defines marine spatial planning as a “process … 
to achieve ecological, economic and social objectives” [6]. Yet, the assumption of this analysis is that 
management efforts systematized in ocean management regimes are no universal remedy [[7] p.13, 
[13] p.349-350], but may be appropriate for dealing with some limited aspects of such broad 
objectives. The potential objective to be scrutinized in this paper is the protection of the marine 
environment through the reduction of environmental pressures. Further, the analysis will briefly 
outline the extent to which certain economic and social objectives are compatible with the ocean 
management regime.  

Consequently, the analysis looks beyond a (perfect) ocean management process, to focus on how 
ocean management (was it perfectly implemented) has the potential to contribute to aspects of 
societal objectives. The scholarly literature often focuses on procedural aspects of ocean management 
[[7] p.1, [8]p.162, [10], [14], [15], [16] p.190-193, [17], [12] p.36], as the “process … to” [6] part of the 
EU Marine Spatial Planning Directive definition also suggests. Studies focusing on “realities” of ocean 
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management are rarer [18] p.263. This analysis aims to complement these studies by exposing what 
those processes concern.  

Yet, one could question why the analysis discusses objectives in generalized terms, since the 
“ecological, economic, and social objectives (…) are usually specified through a political process” [19] 
p.18, and management objectives are a matter of societal choice, e.g. as proclaimed by the first Malawi 
principle of the ecosystem approach [11].  In a recent study discussing integrated ocean management 
(IOM) and drawing lessons from a set of case studies, Winther et al. state how  

A final lesson is that due regard needs to be given to context. It is critically important to tailor 
IOM to the characteristics and needs of the region in question. The concrete economic 
activities, community needs, societal goals and environmental pressures should be the point 
of departure for the development of IOM. This is a shared experience across all the case studies 
[10] p.. 

Winther et al. hold that integrated ocean management should be tailored to the characteristics and 
needs of the region in question, which this paper certainly endorses. Nonetheless, across communities, 
community needs and societal goals have many similarities. For example, all communities are facing 
environmental pressures of a global scale. Moreover, whether the needs and objectives are particular 
or generic, only some of them are compatible with the scope of ocean management.  

Ocean management concepts and regimes often position the environmental objective prominently, 
whether phrased as protection of the (marine) environment [[20] p.39, [8] p.160, [4] p.100, [14] p.417], 
or as ensuring the resilience of marine ecosystems [10] p.1. For reasons of space, this analysis focuses 
on a core aspect of the environmental objective – the reduction of environmental pressures. Yet, it 
should be noted that in ocean management the focus on reducing environmental pressures in ocean 
management is a vast topic in itself. Consequently, the analysis provides a helicopter perspective that 
is low in resolution (details unfocused), and ought to be read as such. 

Next, section 2 introduces the mandate or scope of ocean management, before section 3 introduces 
the environmental pressures, and section 4 discusses the compatibility. Then, section 5 provides a brief 
outline of the consistency of some economic and social objectives with the scope of ocean 
management, before section 6 concludes the analysis.    

2. The Scope of Ocean Management 
Ocean management is often conceptualized as integrated [21] p.3, holistic [12], interconnected [22] 
p.352, or ecosystem-based (considering “the entire system” [23] p.142). For some, “management 
efforts (…) structured around a single place or ecosystem, with the health and productivity of that 
ecosystem or group of ecosystems as the nucleus of management” amounts to ecosystem-based 
management [[24] p.356, [25] p.465]. While these conceptualizations may leave the impression that 
they are all-encompassing, ocean management certainly does not contribute to environmental 
objectives alone. Rather, all management efforts have some more or less, direct or indirect, 
environmental effects. Accordingly, management efforts that may be deemed relevant for 
environmental objectives may be spread across the entire larger management complex of regimes in 
which the ocean management regime is embedded. This complexity explains the usefulness of a 
exposing what ocean management is and the specific objectives to which it contributes.  

A primary focus of ocean management is activities taking place at sea [26] p.31. A place-based 
approach is often highlighted [27], such as per Craig and Hughes stating how “[m]arine spatial planning 
or place-based management … seeks to address all human uses of a particular marine environment in 
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a comprehensive governance regime” [28] p.113. Similarly, yet more specifically, the ocean 
management that this analysis investigates captures the management of coastal communities, the co-
management of marine (or maritime) activities of a confined coastal and marine space, and the 
“managing” of a geographically confined coastal and marine area. The marine activities include, for 
example, fisheries, tourism, offshore aquaculture, seabed mining, and offshore energy production. 
Shipping, however, enjoys privileges at sea that make this marine activity less eligible for co-
management [29].  The co-management of marine activities captures ways of integrating management 
of marine activities stretching from cooperation to common instruction. The “managing” of the coastal 
and marine space involves a mandate to restrict activities present in that area. One alternative to 
ocean management is sectoral management. Another is management of activities, communities, and 
areas combined and co-managed according to a different combination than that of ocean 
management, such as combining coastal and non-coastal communities, marine and land-based 
activities, or marine and terrestrial space.   

This analysis takes a narrow approach to management as that which is based on formal legal authority. 
The actors with legal authority over humans and human activities [30]p.289, and consequently over 
coastal communities and marine activities, are nation states (states). States are also the actors with 
legal entitlements over coastal [30]p.289 and marine spaces [31] (subject to some restrictions 
concerning shipping etc. [29]) except for the high seas, where states enjoy such rights collectively [32]. 
Accordingly, this analysis approaches management as management conducted by states or through 
the delegation of state power [4] p.3. States typically do not delegate authority to manage humans, 
activities, or spaces to regional ocean management initiatives, i.e. those involving more than one state. 
For example, the integrated management of the coastal zones of the Mediterranean includes 
procedural obligations such as knowledge-sharing and coordination, and certain restrictions that each 
state undertake upon themselves [33]. Yet, an example of states’ delegation of power over activities 
to the EU is the EU Common Fisheries Policy [34]. 

On the high seas, where no state enjoys sovereignty [35], any mandate to manage collectively on 
behalf of states is positively defined by subject-matter, such as the regional fisheries management 
organization ICCAT, which manages Atlantic tuna fisheries [36]. Nonetheless, international and 
regional arrangements are less relevant in light of the set scope of ocean management that concerns 
the co-management of humans, human activities, and marine spaces. Subject to the limits of their 
mandate, each arrangement could coordinate efforts that they manage individually. Thus, the 
management approach is relevant to the extent that these arrangements facilitate ocean management 
to be implemented by states. 

In addition to the limited scope of ocean management, any individual ocean management regime is 
constrained by the framework of constitutional, institutional, cultural, ideal, and regulatory context 
[20] into which it is embedded [[4] p.97, [22] p.354]. The framework might be more or less crowded 
[20] or strong [9] p.27–28 depending on national and regional regulatory density, leaving less space 
for a scope of ocean management. These specific frameworks restrict the scope and consequently 
affect the potential of ocean management beyond those inherent restrictions that are a consequence 
of the limited scope.   

Thus, the questions to be pursued is why a management regime would co-manage coastal 
communities, marine activities, and marine spaces. Sections 3 and 4 discuss whether the purpose is to 
protect the marine environment by reducing environmental pressures.  



4 
 

3. Introducing the Environmental Pressures  
Protecting the marine environment means protecting the continuous reiterative complex life cycles of 
marine ecosystems and their components that are interconnected with larger socio-economic 
systems. Their continuous cyclical nature implies that protecting the marine environment is an 
objective that will not be met once and for all, but rather requires constant attention. Emphasizing the 
complexity of environmental issues, scholars have described them as  a “wicked problem”[37],  “a 
mess” [38], and a “hot situation”[39]. Consequently, protecting marine ecosystems is correspondingly 
difficult, demanding a complexity of management regimes and efforts. Although this analysis 
recognizes these complexities, in order to address it the analysis focuses on a single aspect of arguably 
high importance, i.e. the reduction of  environmental pressures.  

Multiple scientific reports on the status of the global marine environment indicate the urgency of 
addressing human threats to the ocean [40], [41], [42], calling for a reduction or mitigation (used 
interchangeably to broadly capture the reducing, hindering or preventing) of these threats or 
pressures. Therefore, reducing environmental pressures implies responding to environmental 
problems, unlike adapting to their consequences or assessing their impact. Whereas scholars generally 
subscribe to how ocean management is relevant for the protection of the marine environment [e.g. 
[4], [9], [14], [20]], some scholars even specify, for example, that marine spatial planning is relevant to 
the mitigating of climate change as well as to “reducing non-climate stressors and pressures (for 
example, pollution, over-fishing and habitat loss” [43] p.4. Finally, focusing on the environmental 
pressures (which results from humans and human activities) is beneficial for the analysis, which will 
assess the compatibility of these with ocean management. Per the definition, ocean management also 
captures certain humans and human activities (coastal communities and marine activities).   

Any defined marine area subject to ocean management is impacted to some extent by different 
pressures. Exactly what these are depend on where the area is located since a dominant pressure could 
be local or regional. Nonetheless, due to the existence of global pressures [[40],[41]], global capacity 
constraints [[44], [45]], ocean currents, and the fluid nature of the sea, any confined marine area, 
regardless of where it is situated, depends on the marine environment at a larger scales. The 
macroecological perspective even questions the relevance of anything but the global scale [46]. 
Similarly, in a study of integrated ocean management Winther et al. highlights “the need to consider 
the totality of pressures on the entire ocean space“ [10] p.1452. Thus, the pressures to be assessed for 
consistency with ocean management is the main environmental pressures on the global marine 
environment (which, however, also captures some local pressures as will be explained).  

Building on two scientific reports, this section now briefly identifies these pressures. These are the First 
Global Integrated Marine Assessment, also known as “World Ocean Assessment I” (WOA1) [40] and 
the IPBES Global Assessment on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES report) [41]. Other ways 
of categorizing problems and objectives exist, such as the Sustainable Development Goals [47], the 
Ocean Health Index [48] and earth system governance [49] (building on planetary boundaries [44]). 
Compared to these broader and more complex perspectives, WOA1 and IPBES have the benefit of 
highlighting environmental pressures on the marine environment at a given scale.  

WOA1 identifies seven main pressures that are not ranked. Simplified to key words, these seven are: 
(1) Climate change; (2) Fishing and harvesting; (3) Marine pollution; (4) Increased demand for marine 
space; (5) Underwater noise; (6) Interfering constructions; and (7) Non-native species [40] ch. 54. In 
alignment, this taxonomy of main pressures is roughly similar to what the IPBES report consider as the 
direct drivers on the global marine environment. These five direct drivers are: (1) Fisheries and other 
harvesting of marine organisms; (2) Change in area use on land and at sea, including development of 
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infrastructure and aquaculture in the coastal zone; (3) Climate change; (4) Pollution and waste; and (5) 
Invasive and alien species [41] p.105. The first direct driver (fisheries and other harvesting of marine 
organisms) is considered by IPBES as the one with greatest impact on the marine environment. 
Considering that the IPBES second direct driver (change of area use) include the sixth pressure of 
WOA1 (interfering structures), and since the fourth of IPBES direct driver (pollution) includes the fifth 
pressure of WOA1 (noise), these two sets of main pressures or direct drivers are roughly similar. These 
sets of main pressures or direct drivers are rough categories, which are certainly subject to debate. 
They are nonetheless based on scientific assessments, which is why this analysis relies upon them.  

Biodiversity loss is not listed in any of the taxonomies, despite its importance and current alarming 
status [41] p.3. However, biodiversity loss is excluded due to the approach, which focuses on the 
environmental pressures on the marine environment rather than their impacts. Biodiversity loss is 
certainly important and likely to be a consequence of all the main pressures or direct drivers, yet 
remains beyond the focus of this analysis.  

Further, beyond these lists of main pressures on the global marine environment, the confined area 
could be subject to regional and local pressures, dependent on its location. One example of a regional 
pressure not included amongst the aforementioned pressures is the eutrophication of the North West 
Pacific region [50] and the Baltic Sea [51]. Yet, for reasons of scope, regional dominant pressures not 
included amongst the aforementioned pressures are not included in the analysis. Local pressures are, 
to some extent, included. Some scholars include local pressures within a broader category of local 
stressors that include “two types: potential drivers of change (human activities such as fishery, 
shipping, mining), or pressures (such as pollution, human-induced introduction of alien species, change 
in predator density)” [[52] p.3, [53]]. The second type capture pressures broadly similar to those 
aforementioned pressures (which result from the aggregation of local pressures), thus they will not be 
discussed separately. In this analysis, the first type (human activities such as fishery, shipping, mining) 
are not included merely because they are present in the confined marine area, but in so far as they 
constitute or induce main pressure. Nonetheless, the mere presence of local activities constitutes a 
pressure on its own simply by the occupation of space. The aforementioned “increased use of space” 
pressure capture this aspect.  

Last, the analysis will assess the compatibility of the totality of (or collective or cumulative) pressures 
on the confined area and the extent to which mitigating these pressures collectively is consistent with 
the scope of ocean management.  

4. Compatibility of Pressures with Ocean Management 
This section now analyses the extent to which reducing each of these environmental pressures falls 
inside or outside the boundaries of ocean management. Thus, the question is whether co-management 
of coastal communities, marine activities and marine spaces is a scope suitable to reducing or 
mitigating each of those pressures.  

Based on the WOA1 and IPBES taxonomies in combination, and as the IPBES report identifies it as the 
top one with greatest impact, arguably the one main environmental pressure for a management 
regime concerned with protection of the marine environment, is fisheries and the harvesting of marine 
organisms. Is reducing this pressure compatible with ocean management: to co-manage fisheries with 
other marine activities, coastal communities, and marine spaces? It might immediately appear 
practical to manage a pressure stemming from one sector sectorally – as opposed to co-managing it 
alongside, for example, tourism and renewable energy production – in order to benefit from, for 
example, sectoral expertise. In practice, Scott highlights how “typically, fisheries management is 
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excluded from oceans policy at both the national and regional levels” [5] p.467, and Jansen et al. how 
”fisheries are usually not or not fully integrated into today's marine spatial plans” [54] p105.  

Further, ocean management captures only parts of the available responses and mechanisms to reduce 
the pressure caused by fisheries and harvesting. The range of measures to mitigate this pressure 
includes direct regulation of fisheries, import and export regulation, but also market mechanisms (such 
as influencing demand through labelling, informational or educational means) including by 
international cooperation. As ocean management only includes citizens of the coastal communities of 
our confined marine area, it does not extend to markets and citizens beyond those coastal 
communities, to the larger community and state into which it is embedded. Nonetheless, one area-
based approach relevant to ocean management does exist, which targets protecting the fish as 
opposed to managing fisheries. Where fisheries and other marine activities present in the confined 
area induce pressures on, for example, a vulnerable area such as a spawning or nursery area, area-
based restrictions could be envisioned. An example of such measure is the Norwegian Marine 
Management Plans, where petroleum exploration is restricted in such areas in the Norwegian Sea [55] 
p.132-134. Area-based measures designed for this purpose, such as a marine protected area, could 
accordingly be relevant for marine activities beyond fisheries. If placed in the territorial sea or EEZ, 
area-based measures could be authorized by the coastal state. On the high seas, however, such 
measures demand a mandate by states over the relevant activities. In any event, area-based measures, 
relevant for fisheries and other marine activities, could be compatible with the scope of ocean 
management. Beyond such measures, reducing the pressure caused by fisheries and harvesting 
generally is more appropriately managed outside the scope of ocean management.  

Beyond fisheries, most of the WOA1 main pressures and IPBES direct drivers do not stem solely from 
marine activities or do not concern marine space alone. Three of the direct drivers as per the IPBES 
report (change in area use on land and at sea; climate change; pollution and waste) and four of the 
WOA1 main pressures (climate change; marine pollution; increased demand for marine space; 
interfering constructions) stem from both land-based and marine activities. The question emerges of 
whether it is appropriate to consider reduction or mitigation of these pressures as caused by the 
marine activities, in combination within ocean management, thus separate from the land-based 
pressures and as opposed to taking a sector-specific approach. This is now discussed for each of these 
pressures.  

Climate change is increasingly being included into marine management, and from multiple 
perspectives [[52], [43]]. Yet, the specific question here is whether mitigation of climate change suits 
the scope of ocean management. Some scholars claim that ocean management can can help close 
mitigation gaps [[56] p.1372, [57] p.311] while others consider how marine spatial planning can 
support climate change mitigation “if properly considering the climate dimension” [43] p.4-5. Yet, in 
contrast, others emphasize how effective climate mitigation action requires different [than place-
based marine ecosystem management] and international solutions”[13] p.350. In all likelihood, 
multiple approaches are relevant, yet the question is whether ocean management is one such 
appropriate approach. Under the perspective that any sector should mitigate or reduce CO2 emissions, 
a sectoral approach guided by sectoral expertise is one appropriate approach. Yet, where sectors 
provide substitutional goods or services, such as food from the sea and food from land, sectoral 
approaches are appropriately complemented by cross-sectoral approaches.  Some claim that ocean-
based climate change mitigation  “could contribute as much as 21% of the emission reduction required 
in 2050 to limit warming to 1.5°C and 25% for a 2°C target”, yet these “Ocean-based mitigation options 
must be accompanied by deep cuts in emissions across terrestrial GHG sources.”[58] p.4. Thus, 
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complementary approaches across the land-sea interface are relevant, yet also outside the scope of 
ocean management.  

Further, scholars argue that ocean management could mitigate climate change by promoting the 
allocation of areas for renewable energy infrastructures or production [[43] p.6, [57] p.306]. Unlike the 
economic objective of facilitating new activities, if expansion of renewable energy shall lead to 
reduction of emissions, it must be embedded in an overall plan showing a carbon budget with declining 
emissions, for example, combining the expansion with the phasing out of fossil fuels used for energy 
[58] p.4. Such an overall plan on the composition (and consumption) of energy sources is outside the 
scope of ocean management as such a plan includes non-marine activities, citizens, and infrastructure 
beyond the coastal communities. Furthermore, Santos et al. argue that ocean management could 
mitigate climate change by prioritizing areas for eco-friendly use and restricting them for polluting 
activities [43] p.6. Yet, the appropriate level of prioritizing activities may not be between marine 
activities, but between sectors providing substitutional goods and services.  

Furthermore, beyond emission reduction, “fundamental knowledge (…) [exist] to justify the inclusion 
of blue carbon protection, restoration and creation” [59] p.9 in climate change mitigation. Blue carbon 
is organic carbon that is captured and stored by the oceans and coastal ecosystems. Therefore, the 
confined marine area of ocean management provides potential for natural carbon sequestration to 
the extent that ocean and coastal ecosystems are protected, restored or created. To the extent that 
the restricting or banning of activities and expanding communities, such as through area-based 
measures, is done appropriately within the geographical boundaries of the confined marine area, there 
exists potential for this climate change mitigation approach in ocean management. If, however, such 
area-based measures are more appropriately planned for and implemented at a larger scale, such as 
nationally or by region, it extends beyond the marine and coastal area that is included in the scope of 
ocean management. 

The next pressure to be assessed concerning compatibility with ocean management is pollution. 
Several types of pollution exist relevant for the confined area, such as toxic substances and plastics 
[40], many of which are transported over a long range. Management approaches to the reduction of 
pollutants entering the marine environment could target the design, production, import, export, and 
consumption of goods and services, and systems for reuse and proper waste management. 
Additionally, under the perspective that any sector should reduce waste and pollution to the extent 
possible, a sectoral approach guided by sectoral expertise could be complementary and appropriate. 
These approaches demand implementation at scales beyond ocean management. Nevertheless, some 
phases of the life cycles of pollutants may coincide with our confined marine area, as in the case of 
riverine inputs [60] or already accumulated waste. Approaching these could be relevant for ocean 
management.  

The next pressures to be investigated in light of ocean management are those categorized by WOA1 
as “increased demand of coastal and marine space” and “interfering constructions” and by IPBES as 
“change in area use on land and at sea, including development of infrastructure and aquaculture in the 
coastal zone”. To the extent that the coastal communities and marine activities induce such an 
increasing demand on the area, reducing this pressure could suit the scope of ocean management. The 
extent to which the demand and use of the confined area should be restricted (or transformed), and 
by which activity, concerns the co-management of marine activities, coastal communities and marine 
space, and is therefore a relevant topic for ocean management. To the extent that the pressure 
extends beyond our confined area and could be more appropriately co-managed with adjacent land or 
marine areas, if falls beyond the scope of ocean management.  
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The remaining main pressures or direct drivers result from marine activities. These are the two WOA1 
pressures “underwater noise” and “distribution of non-native species”, and the last direct driver of the 
IPBES report (invasive and alien species), which is similar to the latter WOA1 main pressure. As per 
WOA1, the underwater noise stems from shipping, sonar, and seismic activities [40] p.2. The question 
remains of whether the shipping, sonar and seismic activities should be co-managed for the purpose 
of mitigating this pressure. As ship source pollution is subject to global scale standardization [61], it 
seems demanding to co-manage it with activities subject to state authority. Under the perspective that 
any activity should reduce the noise it generates, a sectoral approach relying on sectoral expertise is 
appropriate. If the goal is to ensure, for example, that the total level of noise in certain parts of the 
confined area does not exceed some tolerable level, ocean management could be relevant. Thus, 
establishing the tolerable level and “distributing” the tolerated noise between the activities, for 
example, through area-based restrictions, is compatible with co-managing marine activities and 
coastal communities for ocean management.  

As per WOA1, non-native species are introduced in a large part through aquaculture, shipping, and 
marine debris [[40] summary p.32, ch. 12 p.13, ch. 16 p.34, and ch. 25 p.5–6]. Marine debris coincides 
with the pollution pressure, as discussed earlier in this section. Aquaculture and shipping induce this 
pressure in very different ways (such as escaped farmed fish vs. ballast water disposal), thus a sectoral 
approach seem more appropriate. Yet, as with the previous pressure, under the perspective that 
establishing a level of tolerability for all or parts of the confined area is reasonable, establishing the 
tolerable level and potentially restricting the activities so that they stay within the level could be 
envisioned as a relevant topic for ocean management.  

The final pressure category to be discussed is the totality of pressures; thus, the question remains of  
whether reducing the totality of pressures on the confined marine area is consistent with the scope of 
ocean management. As the discussions so far has shown, only a selection of approaches to reducing 
or mitigating main environmental pressures is compatible with the scope of ocean management. Thus, 
a combined approach to these pressures is equally inappropriate with managing the coastal 
communities, marine activities, and marine spaces. Yet, behind each pressure are several indirect 
drivers that are more or less generic for all pressures. For example, IPBES categorizes values, 
demography, technology, economy, and governance as indirect drivers [41]. Targeting these 
fundamental issues underlying the pressures could lead to their mitigation and reduction, yet these 
issues seem more appropriately targeted beyond the scope of ocean management.   

To summarize, this overall account has shown that the scope of ocean management is consistent only 
to a limited extent with mitigating main environmental pressures. Management efforts to mitigate or 
reduce many of the main pressures fall outside the ocean management scope. These are more 
appropriately organized by an approach that extends beyond coastal communities, co-management 
of marine activities, or marine spaces. Rather, sectoral approaches, approaches designed to the scale 
and characteristics of each pressure, or approaches targeting designers, producers, importers, 
exporters, markets, citizens or structures beyond coastal communities and marine activities are more 
appropriate.  

The environmental pressures that ocean management could reduce or mitigate are the area-based 
measures relevant for the “increased demand of marine space” pressure. Moreover, area-based 
measures are relevant to the reduction of limited aspects of the other main pressures. Yet, it should 
be noted that authority over coastal and marine space, at least in regions of strong governance, is 
subject to sectoral and regulatory frameworks, including licensing and concession regimes that may 
leave little space for ocean management. In any event, the potential of ocean management to protect 
marine ecosystems is limited [[4], [62]]. 
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5. A Brief Outline of Economic and Social Objectives 
This analysis has focused on the environmental contribution of ocean management. Yet, it remains to 
emphasize that ocean management regimes are not just an environmental vehicle but embrace a 
threefold set of societal objectives, also including economic and social objectives. Further, it is “not 
possible to give equal priority to all aspects of sustainable development”[[63] p.8, [8] p.186] in ocean 
management. Some rather emphasize ocean management mainly as “vehicles for economic growth” 
[[9] p.9, [64]], although these vehicles still requires understanding ecological sustainability [64] p.625. 
Thus, a brief sketch of how contributing to economic and social objectives is consistent with the scope 
of ocean management will now be provided. 

The economic objective could be understood as the facilitation of existing and expanding marine 
activities. Such facilitation requires economic actors’ physical access to marine areas and resources 
(such as for operation and infrastructure, and for a depository for emissions and waste products), 
which at least in regions of strong governance depends on sectoral and regulatory frameworks 
comprising, for example, sectoral concession regimes, safety standards, tax regimes, emissions and 
waste regimes. Unless sector-specific concession regimes are delegated to ocean management, 
physical access to marine areas are in large part outside the scope of ocean management. Facilitating 
activities also demands inter-sectoral distribution between activities (unlike actors) that roughly 
resembles concepts of multi-use [64] or integrated-use [18] p.261. The interactions that result from  
the use of the same area by multiple activities could be consistent with the ocean management scope 
[65] p.19. Some argue that “it may be impossible to characterize and quantify all the different 
interactions and subsequent tradeoffs between sectors.” [24] p. 361. For the specific ocean 
management regime, those interactions and tradeoffs should be specified to the extent possible, as 
they may comprise the main justification for ocean management. Other aspects of the economic 
objective, such as facilitating financial access (to make investments in infrastructure, production 
facilities, and equipment) fall outside the scope of ocean management. Thus, this overall outline 
indicates that some economic aspects could be consistent with ocean management, whereas others 
are subject to different regulation.  

If social objectives are understood as meeting social (human) needs, they could include the rough sub-
objectives as outlined by Raworth [[66], [9] p.10] that capture food and water, energy and housing, 
access to health, education, income and work, peace and justice, political voice, gender equality, and 
networks (roughly resembling “basic human rights of people” [23] p.142, yet different from discussing 
social dimensions through the use of concepts [23] p.142 and [67]). As the scope of ocean management 
includes only coastal communities, the social objective only captures the needs of these peoples. To 
the extent the coastal communities depend on marine or coastal resources for, typically, food, water 
and energy, income and work, these sub-objectives could fit with ocean management. Distribution of 
these or other resources between coastal and other communities fall outside the scope. Further, the 
remaining categories of health, education, peace and justice, political voice, gender equality, and 
networks are likely more appropriately are dealt with outside the scope of ocean management, for 
example, sectorally or organized under a larger regime such as a national regime [23] p.142. If more 
in-depth studies would support this brief outline, it could indicate that social objectives have a marginal 
place within ocean management, suitable only to specific topics for specific communities.  

6. Conclusions and Outlook 
This analysis has highlighted the limited scope of ocean management including the inherent property 
that it is premised on a geographically confined marine area. Yet, ocean management regimes are 
associated with high ambitions, most prominently environmental ones. Arguably, a core component 
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of the environmental objective is to respond to environmental problems or, as specified for the 
purpose of this analysis, to mitigate or reduce environmental pressures. The analysis concludes that 
ocean management is consistent only to a limited extent with mitigating main environmental 
pressures, thus its potential to protect the marine environment is limited.  

This conclusion could question the relevance of ocean management, insofar as the scope is similar to 
that of this analysis, as a regime less important and less suitable to environmental objectives, which 
are more appropriately pursued by other approaches. If ocean management is your regime, then its 
likely environmental objective is some more restricted environmental aspects that could and should 
be exposed and explained. If the arguable core component of marine environmental protection that is 
to respond to environmental problems (unlike adapting to their impacts [62]) – is out-of-scope, this 
should be specified.   

Further, the outline of economic and social objectives has questioned the limited relevance of ocean 
management. In any event, ocean management’s potential to meet a threefold set of societal 
objectives is limited. Yet, the analysis has not focused on procedural aspects of ocean management. 
Kidd et al. explain the importance of process:   

Related to this multiple integration ambition and the various challenges that result is the view 
that the MSP [Marine Spatial Planning] process may be more important than the output of 
MSP as such, not least with respect to issues related to fairness and representation. [68] p.2 
(reference omitted).  

The conclusions of this analysis have a bearing on these processes. The fairness and representation 
that those processes lead to is restricted to the scope. Thus, ocean management could provide for 
fairness and representation with regard to some area-based measures, relevant to some aspects of 
reducing environmental pressures, as well as certain economic and social aspects. Contrastingly, other 
efforts to respond to environmental pressures, to provide access to resources, and social distribution 
are subject to different processes.  

Although specific questions relevant for ocean management certainly deserve attention, management, 
and research, the limitations in the scope and potential of ocean management is not always clarified. 
On the contrary, ocean management is often conceptualized as integrated [21] p.3, holistic [12], 
interconnected [22] p.352, or ecosystem-based (considering “the entire system” [23] p.142). These 
conceptualizations do not emphasize the inherent limitations of ocean management revealed by this 
analysis. Yet, the integrated or holistic dimension may implicitly refer to other dimensions. In any 
event, these concepts generally refer to a threefold set of environmental, economic, and social 
objectives or a combined objective such as sustainable development or sustainable ocean economy 
(and the “holistic range of strategic objectives that it should pursue” [9] p.9). This analysis concludes 
that not all problems or objectives are relevant for an ocean management regime.  

Consequently, if ocean management is a pre-defined premise, attention should be paid to the specific 
framework into which it is embedded and the scope or mandate vested in it. Paying attention to these 
subject-matter boundaries could avoid leaving the impression of an ambitious regime beyond what it 
mandates. 

If, however the predefined premise is societal objectives or environmental pressures, then these 
should arguably steer the choice and boundaries of one or more management regimes. A consequent 
question remains: What are the relevant management regimes for environmental pressures? This 
question demands analysis of environmental problems beyond the brief helicopter view analysis of 
this paper, targeting both individual pressures, common causes of these pressures, and how the global 
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capacity constraints [[44], [45]] could be managed by the multiple management regimes of the world. 
Arguably, these (non-marine) questions demand stronger focus from research councils, researchers, 
and decision-makers inside and outside ocean management.   
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