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1. Introduction
1.1.

Purpose of the Review

The purpose of this report is to review and analyse the current international marine governance system and
its science-policy interface, and how ocean literacy concepts and approaches can contribute to it. This report
is building on Deliverable 5.1, and together with it will constitute the basis for the WP5 (mobilizing
governance) initiatives with policy-makers.
After a first introduction on science-policy interface current literature, and on the international ocean
governance the review uses the process of the negotiation and approval of the Sustainable Development
Goal 14 (Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas and marine resources) as case study.
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2. Models for a Science-Society-Policy interface in global environmental
governance
Environmental policymaking has been equated with the art of making the right decisions based on an
insufficient understanding of the underlying problems. Given the tremendous complexities of the earth
system, there is a general agreement that effective global environmental governance must rely on scientific
information on both the kind of problem at stake and the options for decision-makers to cope with it. Hence
science-policy interfaces are considered as key elements of environmental governance (van de Hove, 2007).
Increasing knowledge, however, does not seem to lead to more sustainable societies (Hart and Calhoun,
2010). Although the use of science is unlikely to be the only barrier to sustainable outcome, limitation to the
effective use of science within policy are a significant problem for natural resource management.
There are a number of ways to model the science-policy interface which reflects different ways of thinking
about both science and policy. The simplest model is the idea of a linear producer-user relationship between
science and policy, with science providing knowledge for policy-makers to use (Sarewitz and Pielke Jr, 2007).
More common is the idea that science and policy are two separate communities that can overlap (Slob at al.,
2007). This implies that the differences between the communities will give rise to communication problems
and differing, and often conflicting, expectations. In this case improving the interface is done by increasing
the overlap between science and policy so that the communities share more ideas and understanding
(Tomilinson and Davis, 2010). People or organization working at the overlap can be described as knowledge
brokers (Cullen, 1990) or boundary organizations (Guston, 2001).
An example of knowledge broker organizations is non state actors that are increasingly being considered an
important partner of the scientific community in the quest for sustainability. This is in line with the call for
refashioning scientific expertise into a more transparent, accountable and democratic enterprise.
Participatory, citizens, stakeholder and democratic science are the buzz words used to signify the
ascendancy of the participatory paradigm in science policy (Bäckstrand, 2003).
In this perspective, citizens and the public have a stake in the science-policy interface which can no longer be
seen as an exclusive domain for scientific experts and policy-makers only. This prompts the questions of how
to find a balance between specialized expert knowledge and public participation in science. Science-policy
interface needs to be reframed to include the triangular interaction between scientific experts, policymakers and citizens, where the citizen is not only the recipient of policy but an actor in the science-policy
nexus. An alternative model of this interface is proposed, a model that suggests that there is triple interface
and those drivers to good environmental governance come from science, policy and society and, most of all,
from the interactions amongst them.
Along these lines Kasperson (2011) has emphasized the need of using new metaphors when describing these
interactions, from the linear metaphor of the bridge between science and policy communities to the spider’s
web metaphor describing the science policy interface in terms of mediating networks. Parallels can be clearly
drawn between the idea of web and the ideas of policy networks that underpin governance. Science is not
seen anymore as an external driver to policy process but it becomes an instrument used within the
governance network.
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1

Figure 1 Two metaphors for science-society-policy interface (from Kasperson, 2011)

Effectiveness of science-society-policy interface
According to the epistemic community 2 approach, environmental regimes are driven not only “by state
power, but by the application of scientific understanding about ecological systems to the management of
environmental policy issues with which decision makers are unfamiliar” (Haas, 1992). Therefore, knowledge
which is consensual and trusted, is a requirement for successful environmental cooperation.
The rise of global environmental regimes has also meant that models for scientific advice on the domestic
level now are extended to multilateral scientific assessments. Examples are those produced by the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, and the recently
released World Ocean Assessment. The discipline of International Relations (IR) has addressed the
institutional aspects of the provision of scientific advice in global environmental politics. The rise of the so1

See also EC funded initiatives on Science-Policy Interface: SPIRAL project, STAGES

2

An epistemic community is a knowledge-based transnational network of professionals holding political power through
cognitive authority (Hass, 1992)
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called ‘negotiated science’ is an important figure in diplomatic endeavors linked with global issues as climate
change or biodiversity. Scientific assessments are, therefore, increasingly organized on a multi-national and
multi-disciplinary basis. In IR the majority of the studies related to science-policy interface have focused on
two main issues:
•
•

What are the conditions of effective uptake of scientific expert knowledge in international regimes?
The contingent, normative, and uncertain context for scientific expertise

The focus is on how science can assist in mitigating global environmental risks through diplomacy and
multilateral negotiation. The central argument is that consensus among transnational networks of scientific
experts is instrumental in facilitating international policy coordination and agreement. That is to say that the
precondition for the effective use of science is that there is a share understanding of the nature of the
problem among the authorized experts, and that this consensus is transmitted to international institutions.
However, when looking at the literature on effectiveness of scientific assessments it appears clear that well
established knowledge on global issues is not enough. A number of scholars (Heink at al., 2015) call for the
need of enhancing credibility, relevance and legitimacy 3 as a measure of effective science-policy interface.
However, the question of how to enhance those three criteria remains unanswered. This is because these
criteria express a relation between an object (‘the assessment’) and a group of persons (‘the policy-makers’).
What makes knowledge credible, relevant and legitimate depends on the properties of the information
being imparted, the process by which this information is conveyed and the personal disposition and
perception by the recipients. This is also probably due to the lack of links between democratic citizen
participation with scientific assessment. Failures in collaborative production of knowledge in scientific
assessment have been mainly observed when knowledge was transferred through the traditional pipeline
mode in which scientists set the research agenda, do the research, and then transfer the results to potential
users, assuming that they diffuse automatically through the practice community (Weichselgartner and
Kasperson, 2010)
From Science-Policy to Science-Society-Policy Interface
Research in risk society (Beck, 1992, 1994) has addressed the prospect for democratic expertise in policy
making as well as examined the prospect of enacting civic or citizen science. Alongside the focus on the
relationship between science and policy in international environmental governance, there is a growing
emphasis on the relationship between the science and the public. Both policy and science have recently
claimed that public inclusion is a requirement for creating policies which are socially robust, politically
legitimate, and trustworthy in the eyes of the public (Nowotny at al., 2001; Renn, 2008).
Civic science can be defined as the efforts by scientists to reach out to the public, communicate scientific
results, and contribute to scientific literacy. Citizen science, on the other hand, denotes a science that is
developed and enacted by citizens who are not trained as scientists.
Civic science has two important dimensions which are participation and representation:
1. Participation highlights the importance of bringing citizens and civil society to the heart of the
scientific endeavour.

3

Credibility can be defined as the scientific and technical believability to a defined user, Relevance can be regarded as a
measure for the relation of an issue to a policy issue or a decision to be made, and Legitimacy is the condition of being
in accord with established principles
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2. Representation aims at reversing the skewed representation in the production of science, e.g. the
lack of representation of women and indigenous people in scientific enterprise or the poor
representation of scientists from developing countries in international scientific assessments
Summarizing the enhancement of citizen and civil society participation can be conceived for:
1. enhancing the public understanding of science by improved communication, scientific literacy and
outreach
2. counteracting the uncertainty in scientific knowledge associated with global environmental issues
by involving NGOs, the public and the private sectors to include other types of knowledge to make
the decision-making process more open and transparent
3. the democratization of science, as people should be able to deliberate on issues that affect their
lives, and citizens and scientists should be mobilized together to shape policy.
Researchers in science communication and risk management have strongly emphasized that public
involvement cannot be fostered simply by means of information campaigns, going from science and policy to
the public. On the contrary, communication is needed in which citizens are welcome to take part as active
subjects having experiences, knowledge, and perspectives that are important to make regulation more
robust, effective and trusted. Bringing science closer to society entails cultivating both scientific citizenship
and socially sensitive expertise (Elam and Bertilsson, 2003; Lidskog, 2008).
It has to be noted that the concept of civic science fits particularly with the concept of sustainable
development and sustainability science. “Sustainability science must be created through the processes of coproduction in which scholars and stakeholders interact to define important questions, relevant evidence,
and convincing forms of argument. In addition, sustainability science has to be accountable beyond peer
review, and include a variety of actors in the assessment process (Funtowicz and Ravetz, 2003). This also
means bridging the gaps and digital divide between North and South and providing developing countries
with opportunities to participate in scientific assessment on equal terms. Scientific capacity building and
partnerships between developed and developing countries are crucial components 4. Sustainability science
envisions an increased transparency and participation in science and technology in order to foster legitimacy
of the scientific endeavor. Science also needs to enhance its communicative skills and outreach to initiate
broader public involvement in science and technology.
Also, the European Commission (EC) in its Science and Society Action Plan 5 calls for a two-way dialogue
between science and society ‘where each listens as much as talks’, and recognizes the importance of a
‘democratizing expertise’. Furthermore, in a Communication on the Collection and Use of Expertise the EC,
recognizing the difficulties involved in the use of science in policy-making concludes that:
“Increasingly, then, the interplay between policy-makers, experts, interested parties and the public at large
is a crucial part of policy-making”.

4

One could refer to the IOC Capacity Development strategy: http://www.ioccd.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=8&Itemid=104
5
https://ec.europa.eu/research/swafs/pdf/pub_gender_equality/ss_ap_en.pdf
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3. International Ocean Governance
It is out of the scope of this review to describe the details of the current international ocean governance
beyond the framework provided in section 1. Its aim is rather to highlight the existence of a dynamic
constellation of actors and institutions that are tackling emerging ocean issues through new processes and
mechanisms and by proposing new types of coalitions. In this context it is clear that the role of scientific
information or input into these processes can no longer be analyzed through the former approach of
scientists as knowledge providers and policy-makers and society as knowledge users.

3.1

International Ocean Governance: new regimes and emerging trends

In the Rio+20 declaration the ‘Future We Want’ the United Nations Member States stressed the importance
of “the conservation and sustainable use of the ocean and seas and of their resources for sustainable
development, including through contribution to poverty eradication, sustained economic growth, food
security and creation of sustainable livelihoods and decent work, while at the same time protecting
biodiversity and the marine environment and addressing the impacts of climate change”. Unfortunately,
despite the long list of initiatives and aspirations we are far from reaching the goal of ocean sustainability
(Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission, 2012).
Progress has been very limited in many of priority areas, some of which are new whilst others are emerging.
Problems, for example, include the fact that very little of the world’s ocean is monitored or protected;
coastal habitats continue to be lost or degraded; the majority of global fish stocks are under pressure;
invasive species are expanding; hypoxic zones are increasing; the ocean is acidifying; sea level is rising.
Technological advances and the impact of climate change, as well as increased intensification of human
development have also driven major increases in the nature, and scale of challenges facing ocean and
coastal areas (World Ocean Assessment, 2016). Ocean ecosystem services are being subjected to human
activity that is having a measurable impact in reducing ocean health and productivity. A reduction can also
be attributed to global climate warming that is increasing ocean stratification and reducing nutrient mixing,
thereby reducing the natural productivity services that can lead to significantly diminished food security
from fisheries, particularly in the warmer latitudes around the globe
Even if there are emerging opportunities for the global ocean community to enhance and promote ocean
sustainability through concepts like blue growth and blue economy, practices and approaches like marine
and maritime spatial planning, there is a general consensus that the current international ocean governance
framework is not effective enough. Some of the issues are related to:
•

•
•
•
•
•

6

Too numerous, overlapped, fragmented, sectoral regulations operating at international (UNCLOS),
regional (Regional Seas Convention), national (Ministries in individual countries), or sub-national
level
Lack of clear regulations in the high seas
Over reliance on sectoral approaches to resource management
Ineffective regional cooperation
Inequitable resource allocation
Inability to overcome political roadblocks 6

See Global Ocean Commission Policy Option Paper #10
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Figure 2 International Ocean Governance Structure scheme (From Global Ocean Commission Report, 2014)

Problems are also aggravated by a general lack of knowledge about the global ocean system. Moreover,
even if ocean issues are global and affect all Nations, many developing nations still lack the scientific and
management technologies and knowledge to effectively manage their marine areas.

OBIS
JCOMM
Working
groups on
emerging
issues (e.g.
ocean
acidification)

ASSESSMENTS

MARINE SCIENCE

GOOS
World
Ocean
Assessment
IPCC
IPBES

INTERNATIONAL REGIMES AND POLICIES

Fortunately, the demand of structured information from the UN Regular Process for global reporting and
assessment of the state of the marine environment, including socioeconomic aspects 7 (approved by the
United Nations General Assembly in 2010) and the Intergovernmental science-policy Platform on Biodiversity
and Ecosystem Services (IPBES) have started to mobilize the regional structures to produce and deliver good
scientific assessments.

Sustainable
Development
Goals
UNFCCC
Convention on
Biological
Diversity
UNCLOS

Figure 3 Examples of information flow from ocean science and observation to international ocean policies (adapted from Ryabinin,
2015)
7

World Ocean Assessment: http://www.un.org/depts/los/global_reporting/WOA_RegProcess.htm
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Several initiatives and organizations make the effort to coordinate their marine research programme at an
international level.
The Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission (IOC) of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and
Cultural Organisation (UNESCO) is mandated for the global coordination and execution of programmes for
research and observation of the oceans, exchange of oceanographic data and information, services and
training (table 1).
Ocean Science Section

Ocean acifdification / ocean carbon

Ocean-Acidification
International Ocean Carbon Coordination Project (IOCCP)

Climate Change and adaptation

WCRP World Climate Research Programme
GCRMN Climate Change and ecosystems, coral reefs
GLOBEC Climate Change and ecosystem dynamics
ACC Africa Adaptation Climate Change in Africa

Harmful algal blooms

IOC-HAB Harmful Algal Bloom Programme
GEOHAB Global Oceanography and Ecology of Harmful Algal
Blooms

Marine spatial planning

IOC MSP Marine Spatial Planning Initiative

Integrated coastal zone management

ICAM Integrated Coastal Area Management
SPINCAM Southeast Pacific Data and Information Network in
Support to Integrated Coastal Area Management
Integrated Coastal Research – nutrient management and
Nutrients and Coastal Impacts Research Programme (N-CIRP)

Operational data collection
and observation of the oceans

Marine biodiversity

OBIS Ocean Biogeographic Information System

Global environmental reporting

UN-Reg Process UN Regular Process and Assessment of
Assessments (World Ocean Assessment)

Global Ocean Observing System (GOOS)
Joint Technical Commission for Oceanography and Marine Meteorology (JCOMM, jointly with WMO)
International Oceanographic Data and Information Exchange (IODE); includes the Ocean Biogeographic
Information System OBIS

Data networks, data portals,
data centres

IODE National Oceanographic Data Centres;
IODE Regional Ocean Data and Information Networks (ODINs): ODINAFRICA,
ODINECET, ODINWESTPAC, ODINBLACKSEA

ODINCARSA, ODINCINDIO,

IODE Ocean data Portal, World Ocean Database 2009 (WOD09)

Table 1 Programmes for marine research, data management and training at IOC-UNESCO (Source: Compendium for Coast and Sea,
Mees et al., 2015)
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At the global level, a number of research networks and programmes focus on marine research (see table 2):
Organisation

Description

POGO

Partnership for Observation of the Global Oceans

WAMS

World Association of Marine Stations

CoML

Census of Marine Life

IGBP

International Biosphere-Geosphere programme, sponsor of the projects: Integrated
Marine Biogeochemistry and Ecosystem Research (IMBER), Land Ocean Interactions in
the Coastal Zone (LOICZ) and the International Surface Ocean - Lower Atmosphere
Study (SOLAS)

WCRP

World Climate research Programme, sponsor of: Variability and Predictability of the
Ocean-Atmosphere System (CLIVAR)

GEOTRACES

International Study of Marine Biogeochemical Cycles of Trace Elements and their
Isotopes

Future Earth Programme

Science and Technology Alliance for Global Sustainability, a collaborative effort of
different partners including the International Council for Science (ICSU) and its
Scientific Oceanic Research Committee (SCOR), UNESCO, UNEP, WMO.

DIVERSITAS

Integration of biodiversity research at the global level; participation of different UNpartners

IPBES

Intergovernmental Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services; participation of
different UN-partners

OECD

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development: research on Marine
Biotechnology (OECD 2013) and economic use of the oceans (Future of the Ocean
Economy).

Table 2 Global marine research programmes (Source: Compendium for Coast and Sea, Mees et al., 2015)

In an attempt to develop effective science-policy-society interfaces to inform and sustain both existing (e.g.
UNCLOS), and new international ocean policies and regimes (Sustainable Development Goals, Areas Beyond
National Jurisdiction) and to tackle emerging ocean issues (e.g. ice free artic, geo-engineering, marine
plastics) international organizations, state actors and non state actors are promoting initiatives and
partnerships which are developing at an unprecedented pace in the ocean domain. Some of them are
described below.
State Actors:
• Greater attention to ocean issues by state actors is evidenced by the fact that some countries have
appointed an Ambassador for the Ocean. This is the case for Sweden and Palau. Furthermore, in the
USA the official responsible for ocean policy has the rank of Ambassador, and the European
Commission has a Commissioner for Maritime Affairs. (relevant to add that the current comm is
responsible for fisheries AND environment?)
• In 2014 the USA Secretary of State John Kerry launched the Our Ocean initiative. This global effort
aims at gathering together world leaders, business executives, scientists, and environmental activists
in an attempt to deal with major threats to the ocean. The first our ocean conference was held in
2014 in Washington. In 2015 the conference was held in Valparaiso (Chile).
Three pillars of the 2015 conference were:
14
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• Sustainable Fisheries
• Marine Pollution
• Ocean Acidification
In 2016 the conference will be held in USA and in 2017 in Europe.
•

Another interesting initiative is the G7 Action Plan on marine litter (under the presidency of
Germany). During the G7 summit in Elmau at the start of June 2015, the G7 heads of state and
government decided on a G7 action plan to combat marine litter and expressly committed
themselves to concrete measures. Practical measures to reduce waste from land- and sea-based
sources were set out as well as initiatives aiming to remove the existing waste from the ocean. The
plan contains clear statements on the political aspects and subject areas to be addressed.
Representatives of the G7 countries as well as stakeholders from NGOs, industry, business and the
scientific community attended a follow-up workshop to agree on next steps to take for its
implementation.

•

Finally, Sweden and Fiji agreed to organize and co-host the first of five triennial conferences in an
attempt to help drive momentum to achieve the UN's Sustainable Development Goal on oceans.
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Non-state actors (Think Tank, NGOs, Foundations, Associations):
•

Global Ocean Commission: The objective of the Commission is to formulate politically and
technically feasible short-, medium- and long-term recommendations to address four key issues
facing the high seas:
o

overfishing

o

large scale loss of habitat and biodiversity

o

the lack of effective management and enforcement

o

deficiencies in high seas governance.

The Commission’s work focuses on four key tasks:
o
o
o

Examine key threats, challenges, and changes to the ocean in the 21st century, and identify
priority issues.
Review the effectiveness of the existing legal framework for the high seas in meeting the
unique challenges and threats of the 21st century and beyond.
Engage with interested parties around the world, including groups of people with direct
interests in ocean issues as well as the general public.

•

Global Ocean Forum The Global Ocean Forum is an international, independent, non-profit
organization whose mission is to promote good governance of the ocean, healthy marine
ecosystems, and sustainable development by:
o Advancing the global ocean agenda toward sustainable development for the well-being of
humanity, in the context of climate change;
o Working as a catalyst to mobilize knowledge resources and organizational action;
o Fostering a mutually supportive global network of ocean leaders;
o Raising the international profile of the ocean, coasts, and islands at global, regional, and
national levels;
o Monitoring the implementation of global commitments related to ocean, coasts, and small
island developing States; and
o Mobilizing decision makers, stakeholders, and the public on global issues related to the
ocean, coasts, and islands through dialogue and information sharing.

•

World Ocean Council The World Ocean Council is an international, cross-sectoral industry leadership
alliance on "Corporate Ocean Responsibility". The World Ocean Council (WOC) brings together the
diverse ocean business community to collaborate on stewardship of the seas. This coalition is
working to improve ocean science in support of safe and sustainable operations, educate the public
and stakeholders about the role of responsible companies in addressing environmental concerns,
more effectively engage in ocean policy and planning, and develop science-based solutions to crosscutting environmental challenges that cannot be solved by one company or industry, such as:
invasive species, ocean noise, marine mammal impacts, marine debris, the Arctic, and others. The
WOC is engaging a wide range of ocean industries, including: shipping, oil and gas, fisheries,
aquaculture, tourism, renewable energy (wind, wave, tidal), ports, dredging, cables and pipelines,
carbon capture and storage, as well as the maritime legal, financial and insurance communities, and
others.
16
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•

World Ocean Network is an international association working to raise public awareness about the
importance of the Ocean for humanity and about the impact that our everyday actions can have on
the marine environment. The association brings together organizations involved in public outreach
and which are committed to taking action. This includes aquariums, museums, science centres
educational charities and non-governmental institutions and organizations. By participating in the
Network organizations operating at local community level can showcase their initiatives and inspire
others around the world. By the same token, by acting through local organizations the World Ocean
Network is able to carry out its science outreach campaigns, reaching millions of people, raising
public awareness and disseminating information about ocean preservation to a broad audience.

•

Finally, worth mentioning in this context is the international community committed to promote
ocean literacy through education and awareness. The National Marine Educators Association
(NMEA) is a member-based organization of classroom teachers, informal educators, university
professors, scientists, from around the world working together to advance the understanding and
protection of our freshwater and marine ecosystems. NMEA is USA-based and it is a national
organization powered by 17 individual, regional chapters who provide the on-the-ground efforts that
support and promote national initiatives in education and conservation such as ocean literacy.
NMEA has a 37 year history and hosts annual conferences in different locations across North
America. NMEA has also recently inspired the creation of the European Marine Science Educators
Association and collaborates regularly with similar associations based in Australia (MESA), Japan, and
beyond (see for example the International Pacific Marine Educators). The European Marine Science
Educators Association (EMSEA) is an informal non-profit organization which provides a platform for
ocean education and promoting ocean literacy within Europe. The rational of EMSEA is educational
and scientific. The particular goals and activities of EMSEA are the following:
o
o
o

Stimulate dialogue between European and international marine educators and scientists
Provide training and teaching materials to support marine educators
Raise educators awareness of ocean issues and the need for a sustainable future for our
coasts, seas and oceans.

This is done through the organisation of workshops and conferences for marine educators and by
building a web portal with links to providers of marine educational and research-based materials to
provide a forum for members feedback and communication.
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Figure 4 The Global Ocean Governance Landscape (elaboration by the authors)
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3.2

EC DG MARE public consultation on International Ocean Governance

The legal framework in International Ocean Governance
Currently, governance of the high seas is based on the 1982 UN Convention on the Law of the Sea
(UNCLOS) 8. Prior to UNCLOS, seas beyond national jurisdiction were considered to be free to all and
belonging to none according to the freedom-of-the-seas doctrine put forward in the seventeenth century.
However, as technology opened up new ways to exploit the ocean’s resources, activity in the ocean
continued to grow and tensions rose between nations over conflicting claims to ocean space and resources.
It was acknowledged that the freedom-of-the-seas doctrine needed to be updated to account for
technological changes and our altered relationship with the ocean. In 1982 UNCLOS was adopted following 9
years of discussions involving representatives of over 160 sovereign States. The Convention was an
unprecedented attempt by the international community to regulate the resources and uses of the ocean and
issues featured include navigational rights, territorial sea limits, economic jurisdiction, legal status of
resources on the seabed beyond the limits of national jurisdiction, passage of ships through narrow straits,
conservation and management of living marine resources, protection of the marine environment, a marine
research regime and a binding procedure for settlement of disputes between States 9.
2016 marks 34 years since UNCLOS came into being and in that time many more changes have taken place
and continue to take place regarding our relationship with the ocean. For example, in 2015 an exploitation
license has been granted by the International Seabed Authority (ISA) to the Canadian company Nautilus
Minerals for the world’s first commercial deep sea mining operation to take place in the Bismarck Sea of
Papua New Guinea 10’ 11. With continued pressure being placed on the ocean by human activities, the
effectiveness of the current system of international ocean governance is being called into question. For
example, the Global Ocean Commission report considers the mismatch between the value of the high seas to
humanity and the ‘inadequate and anachronistic’ way in which the high seas is currently governed. One of
the overall reasons given for this mismatch is that when UNCLOS was negotiated, the high seas was
protected by its inaccessibility. However, today virtually nowhere is beyond the reach of activities such as
industrial fishing vessels and offshore oil and gas drilling. The main problems with current governance of the
high seas are summarized in the report through the following 3 points:
•

The current regime is too sectoral in nature with the regulation of industries and activities such as
fisheries, shipping and seabed mining being dealt with separately. In addition, despite the large
number of separate agreements and institutions dealing with the sectors, they largely lack
regulatory and enforcement power. Therefore, transparency, accountability and compliancereporting are weak, and few mechanisms exist to assess or manage the cumulative effects of
multiple industrial activities on the same ocean environment. An example of a resulting difficult area
to govern is fishing in the high seas. Managed primarily through regional arrangements under the
auspices of Regional Fisheries Management Organizations (RFMOs), challenges to management and
regulation include a lack of cooperation between States; conflicting interests in resource utilization
and conservation; fragmented responsibilities; lack of political will; lack of enforcement; and
perverse economic incentives for ‘free riders’ to cheat the system.

8

http://www.un.org/depts/los/convention_agreements/texts/unclos/unclos_e.pdf
http://www.un.org/depts/los/convention_agreements/convention_historical_perspective.htm
10
http://www.deepseaminingoutofourdepth.org/media-release-worlds-first-deep-sea-mining-proposal-ignoresconsequences-of-its-impacts-on-oceans/
11
http://www.deepseaminingoutofourdepth.org/a-critique-of-nautilus-minerals-report-in-solwara-1-project/
9
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•

Enforcement of UNCLOS largely relies on the doctrine of flag State responsibility.
This can be a weakness when flag States are unable or unwilling to take responsibility for the vessels
under their flag. In addition, the regulations that do exist rely on implementation measures by the
States that have signed up to UNCLOS but don’t apply to those who haven’t and there is little
capacity for enforcement or for applying sanctions when infringements occur.

•

The context of modern ocean governance has changed markedly since UNCLOS was negotiated.
The threats facing the high seas are global and international cooperation is essential if they are to be
tackled effectively. As stated by Tӧpfer et al., (2014), ‘now ocean management must respond to the
ever-increasing challenges of a globalized world, including a growing population, profound pressures
on ecosystems, rapid technological advances and the growing complexity of governance systems.’

In summary, the Global Ocean Commission report considers that the current governance system for the
management of human activities impacting the high seas is no longer fit for purpose to ensure long-term
sustainability or equity in resource allocation, nor to create the conditions for maximizing economic benefits
from the high seas.
DG MARE Consultation results
The findings of the Global Ocean Commission report reflect wider acknowledgement of the need to
readdress international ocean governance. In this regard, the European Commission Directorate General for
Maritime Affairs and Fisheries (DG MARE) recently held a public consultation on international ocean
governance from June to October 2015, acknowledging the Global Ocean Commission report in the
consultation document 12. The aim of the consultation was to gather input on how the EU could contribute to
achieving better international governance of the ocean and seas to the benefit of sustainable blue growth 13.
Specifically, the consultation sought views on the effectiveness of the current ocean governance framework,
on possible gaps, and on ways to improve both at international and regional levels. The consultation began
by requesting agreement or disagreement with a general problem definition before consulting on causes of
the problems and what needs to be done to make international ocean governance more effective. Suggested
causes of ineffective ocean governance were: gaps in the existing international ocean governance
framework; inefficient use and implementation of the existing international ocean governance framework,
or insufficient coordination among its components; and a lack of knowledge about the oceans.
A total of 154 responses to the consultation were received from governments, public bodies, business
representatives, associations, NGOs, academia and citizens. Most responses came from public authorities
(26%), followed by citizens (19%), NGOs (17%) and businesses (17%). 14
Consultation responses were summarized under the topics of the ocean governance framework, ocean
knowledge and the role of the EU in shaping ocean governance.
The ocean governance framework

12

http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/maritimeaffairs_fisheries/consultations/ocean-governance/doc/consultationdocument_en.pdf
13
http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/maritimeaffairs_fisheries/consultations/oceangovernance/index_en.htm?subweb=347&lang=en
14
http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/maritimeaffairs_fisheries/consultations/ocean-governance/doc/ocean-governancesummary_en.pdf
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The overall view of respondents was that current international ocean governance is not effective enough in
ensuring sustainable ocean management. Evidence provided for this view includes increased pollution,
overexploitation, climate change and acidification. According to respondents’ views, this is not necessarily
because the current framework isn’t the right one, but rather because of inefficient implementation and
insufficient coordination. Therefore, better coordination of the many existing governance bodies together
with implementation and enforcement of existing agreements is seen as the first step needed to improve
ocean governance.
Implementation
Respondents referred to a number of examples of instruments that have been signed but not ratified or
effectively implemented yet, such as the United Nations Fish Stocks Agreement. Actions cited to address the
implementation gap were promoting good application of existing agreements within the maritime fora,
sanction mechanisms and capacity-building.
Coordination
The prevalence of a sectoral approach over a more integrated one is seen as the reason for the fragmented
nature of the current ocean governance framework and a collaborative approach is needed to deal with the
increasing competition for marine space. Better coordination between organizations is required at both
global and regional level and coordination must be both horizontal (i.e. between UN agencies and regional
organizations) and vertical (between the global, regional and national levels) in nature. More transparency
was suggested for the decision-making process to increase stakeholders’ participation in the new
governance structure.
A critique of the consultation document was the lack of reference to the regional framework considering the
interdependence between international and regional ocean governance and the key role that Regional Seas
Conventions (RSCs) and Regional Fisheries Management Organizations (RFMOs) play in the protection of the
marine environment and the sustainable management of fish stocks. Perceived shortcomings of RSCs are
seen as being their geographical fragmentation, the lack of implementation, the lack of capacities and the
lack of coordination between entities. On the other hand, RFMOs are considered one of the most advanced
models of governance.
Legal Gaps
Legal gaps exist when it comes to areas beyond national jurisdiction and in the regulatory framework
applicable to new activities. Respondents agreed on the need for an international legal instrument under
UNCLOS on the conservation and sustainable use of marine biological diversity in areas beyond national
jurisdiction (BBNJ) with suggested areas accounted for including marine protected areas in the high seas,
environmental impact assessments for activities in the high seas and the legal status of marine genetic
resources together with the application of existing international legal instruments for fisheries. Notably, the
shipping sector is keen to maintain the principle of freedom in the high seas and rights of navigation. Existing
legal gaps were also highlighted concerning emerging activities such as offshore renewable energy, deepwater hydrocarbon exploitation and seabed mining, which require proper regulation.
Respondents suggested that future action should be guided by the application of the ecosystem approach,
the precautionary and polluters-pay principles and by a broader cross-sectoral approach. Some respondents
also referred to SDG14, stating that its implementation should be considered as part of the improvement of
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ocean governance and that this and other SDGs related to the ocean need to be taken account of in future
actions.
Ocean knowledge
Many respondents agreed that there is a lack of knowledge about the ocean which weakens the functioning
of international ocean governance and which is essential for assessing impacts of maritime activities on
biodiversity and developing evidence-based policies. This hinders economic sectors in addressing challenges
such as ocean warming and reducing greenhouse gas emissions. As well as a lack of knowledge on the
impacts of human activities, respondents also pointed to the lack of knowledge on marine ecosystems and
ecosystem services provided which would contribute to an ecosystem-based approach to planning activities.
Increased knowledge of the high seas and deep-sea habitats is also highlighted as being important.
A related challenge is the coordination of data collection, ensuring data sharing among stakeholders and
securing research funding, with the EU seen as having an important role to play in providing funds for ocean
research. While recognizing the need for additional knowledge, many respondents see the problem as being
more about the effective use of existing data and making this data available as well as identifying what exists
and where the concrete needs are. The European system of EMODnet (the European Marine Observation
and Data Network) 15 is considered by some respondents as a good example and the creation of a global
EMODnet is suggested.
The role of the EU in shaping ocean governance
Many of the respondents consider that the EU has a large role to play in improving international ocean
governance. This is because the EU is an active player in relevant fora and negotiations at global and regional
levels; it is a global player in maritime activities and; it has the expertise to contribute to achieving better
international governance.
Leadership
The EU is a major actor in all international and regional maritime organizations. The majority of respondents
stressed the need for the EU to play an active role in the (Biological diversity in areas Beyond National
Jurisdiction) BBNJ negotiations and some respondents also referred to the role that the EU could play in
promoting SDG 14 and other SDGs. Respondents also suggested that the EU, as a global economic player,
should play a role in ensuring a level playing field for maritime stakeholders to contribute to supporting
innovation and developing sound competition between businesses, participate actively in developing rules
for emerging activities and take the lead in order to make progress on issues such as the fight against IUU
fishing and the promotion of decent working conditions in maritime sectors.
Expertise
Respondents considered that the EU has proved its ability to contribute to developing a coherent approach
to good ocean governance through its development of tools to better manage maritime activities, promote
sustainable growth and protect the marine environment in line with international commitments. The tools
cited included the Integrated Maritime Policy, the Integrated Coastal Zone Management instrument, the
Marine Strategy Framework Directive, the Maritime Spatial Planning Directive and the new Common
Fisheries Policy.

15

http://www.emodnet.eu/
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Cooperation with third partners
Respondents suggested that the EU should cooperate closely with developing countries that lack the
capacity to apply existing agreements and sustainable development to their maritime activities. In this way,
expertise could be provided that would allow them to seize opportunities connected with the ocean and
participate in international and regional fora.
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4. The role of ocean literacy in ocean governance and its science-societypolicy interface.
The following words from the Global Ocean Commission report 16 lend support to efforts in increasing ocean
literacy and improving the science-policy interface, ‘The task of saving the global ocean is one that no
government or company or individual can achieve alone.’ Similarly, in a speech given on 2 December 2015 at
a European Parliament Intergroup on Seas, Rivers, Islands & Coastal Areas event titled, ‘ What can Europe do
for a better International Ocean Governance?’, Joao Aguiar Machado, the Director-General of DG MARE
summarized the emerging trends resulting from the consultation. In addition, he noted our shared
responsibility to take global action to protect our seas and develop the blue economy in a sustainable way,
emphasizing that ensuring healthy oceans is not just a task for the EC but for all of us 17.
Ocean literacy is an understanding of the ocean’s influence on you and your influence on the ocean. An
ocean-literate person 18:
- Understands the importance of the ocean to humankind
- Can communicate about the ocean in a meaningful way
- Is able to make informed and responsible decisions regarding the ocean and its resources
Ocean literacy embodies the idea that if humans were more ocean literate we could be more likely to
respect the limits of the marine ecosystems. Ocean literacy programmes have been for the moment mainly
developed in the USA so it is difficult to demonstrate its role in international ocean governance, however,
drawing insights from existing experiences and also from experiences of other communities such as those of
ecological literacy or climate literacy, some lines of reflection can be defined.
Much progress in marine research has been achieved since Rio 1992, but it is still necessary to address the
gaps and emerging issues that jeopardize the management and sustainability of regional seas and ocean.
However, as mentioned in the seventh Fundamental Principle of ocean literacy, the ocean is still largely
unexplored and many lack the understanding of the interconnectedness between the ocean and humans
(principle 6).
Conventional environmental wisdom in the Western world holds that people who are educated about
ecosystems and their interaction with human social systems will be keener to protect the environment.
However, the climate change debate along with public debate on other global environmental crises, such as
biodiversity loss or ocean acidification, contradicts this theory. Surprisingly, research on individual behaviour
concludes that polarization of views over climate disruption increases with improvement in scientific literacy
and numeracy. Among people who identify themselves with strong individualism, concern about climate
risks varies inversely with scientific knowledge (Kahan et al., 2012). The selective use of knowledge to avoid
self-censure is well known among social scientists. The importance of these research findings for the
environmental community in general, and also for the ocean one, is the understanding of how to
communicate better and to present scientific findings in terms of trade-offs when they threaten the
dominant values and institutions of the status quo.

16

Global Ocean Commission Report (2014) From Decline to Recovery, A Rescue Package for the Global Ocean. Available
to download from http://www.globaloceancommission.org/
17
http://searica.eu/en/documents/category/11-2015-12-02?download=78:151202-mr-joao-aguiar-machado-dg-mare
18
See Sea Change Factsheet:
http://www.seachangeproject.eu/images/SEACHANGE/Media_Centre/SEACHANGE_Factsheet_web.pdf
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While education and traditional advertising can be effective in creating awareness, numerous studies
document that behaviour change rarely occurs as a result of simply providing information, but through
initiatives delivered at the community level focusing on removing barriers to an activity while simultaneously
enhancing the activity’s benefits 19.
In this sense, both formal and informal ocean education endeavours, should be conceived as
transdisciplinary forms of ocean literacy, i.e. not being confined to ocean science, but also including
experiential learning, knowledge of personal and social responsibility, and understanding of the roles of
governance and communication in moving from knowledge to action.
A major barrier to public and policy mobilization on ocean issue is the psychological distance in moving from
abstract ocean data (e.g. sea surface temperature or sea level rise) to more immediate concerns about local
issues and impacts. The challenges related to communicating about ocean science lies in the complexity of
the ocean system (with its strong three dimensional aspect, i.e. the surface, the water column, water
currents, and the seafloor), its multiple linkages with humans, and the fact that a large proportion of the
ocean is not ‘visible’ (e.g. the high seas). According to Milkoreit (2015), the imbalance between the available
and the necessary scientific knowledge places important, yet unnoticed cognitive, constraints on the current
global environmental regime efforts creation. Drawing on insights and cultural cognition theories, Milkoreit
argues that people rely extensively on cultural meanings when they form risk perception or assess riskrelated information. Therefore, current institutions and practices of science communication should adopt a
radically different approach. It might be worth considering novel forms of increasingly visceral and graphic
science communication. Where numbers, data and charts fail to draw attention, visuals, experiences, story
and narrative could become tools for science communicators. It is a matter of understanding the minds of
science users by helping them imagine the possible worlds their decisions are shaping.
Good ocean governance in the twenty-first century requires stewardship of life-support system and
ecosystem services, accountability, transparency, informed opinion, national and local governmental
commitment, interdisciplinary coordination and cooperation, development of integrated ocean policies.
Major issues that need to be taken into account in designing processes and institutions to improve ocean
governance therefore include consideration of the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

inclusivity – harnessing the collective energies and capacities of agencies and stakeholders
financing for governance activities (e.g., planning, implementation, monitoring, program evaluation,
and research)
effective mechanisms to reconcile conflicts
identifying/reconciling policy priorities, goals and objectives
ensuring accountability while providing for shared responsibility
removing cultural, structural, and legislative barriers
creating meaningful opportunities for public and other stakeholder participation
avoiding duplication of effort
incorporating transboundary and international considerations

The challenge of ocean literacy is therefore, to join science with the emotional attachment to nature with
the indispensable role of governance in connecting worlds of thought and action for the purpose of
19

Mackenzie-Mohr, D. (2011) Fostering Sustainable Behaviour: An Introduction to Community-Based Social Marketing. New Society
Publishers
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promoting ocean sustainability. Developing and sustaining innovative approaches to ocean governance will
require improvements in ocean literacy.
This challenge requires a form of governance which is made of formal and informal networks of
governmental, nongovernmental, and international organizations using strategies that go far beyond the
conventional policy-making. Such forms of governance require and depend on the empowerment of
communities and networks of business, universities, research centres, civic groups to share the responsibility
for addressing urgent threats. Interesting examples of these types of partnerships are emerging around the
blue growth concept. These partnerships aim to represent a meeting point between the demand and the
offer of scientific knowledge and information, i.e. between the scientific community and the private sector,
and organize common activities in the marine and maritime sector.
Another interesting example of these types of partnerships is the Ocean and Climate Platform 20. The Ocean
and Climate Platform was established from an alliance of non-governmental organizations and research
institutes, with support from the IOC-UNESCO. The Platform includes scientific organizations, universities,
research institutions, non-profit associations, foundations, science centres, public institutions and business
organizations. The platform was mainly established to integrate the ocean in the climate debate, and to
contribute to the negotiation of the UNFCCC COP21, held in Paris in December 2015. The platform aims to
also increase public awareness about the importance of the ocean in the global climate system, to promote
scientific knowledge about the links between ocean and climate, and to inform public and private policy
makers on ocean and climate issues.
Increasingly, ocean governance will be about empowering collaboration to tackle emerging issues and define
new strategies which will depend on how problems are framed and narratives are constructed. Real world
strategies imply multiple approaches and a mix of strategies, market (e.g. carbon pricing) and policy ones
(e.g. incentives for renewable energy) together with information and education campaigns, and promotion
of new technology and research.
Ocean literacy approaches could become a facilitator for this kind of governance by incorporating explicitly
social and economic concerns about ocean issues and resources management, and political literacy about
governance, in particular deliberative and democratic forms of governance.
To summarize, one could say that ocean literacy should be conceived within a larger ocean sustainability
framework, promoting not only the understanding of ocean knowledge but also the understanding of how to
govern marine ecosystems in a sustainable manner.

20

www.ocean-climate.org, other interesting examples can be found at www.cmcc.it, and http://www.bluesociety.org
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5. Case study: Sustainable Development Goal 14
In order to provide an illustration of the evolving ocean governance processes and modes the Sea Change
project decided to use as a case study the process of definition and negotiation of the Sustainable
Development Goal (SDG) 14: Conserve and Sustainably Use Oceans, Seas and Marine Resources for
Sustainable Development (See Appendix 1 for SDG14 targets).

5.1

From RIO+20 to the definition of SDGs

Unlike the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), the UN has conducted the largest consultation
programme in its history to gauge opinion on what the SDGs should include. Establishing post-2015 goals
was an outcome of the Rio+20 summit in 2012, which mandated the creation of an open working group to
come up with a draft agenda. The open working group (OWG), with representatives from 70 countries, had
its first meeting in March 2013 and published its final draft, with its 17 suggestions, in July 2014. The draft
was presented to the UN general assembly in September. Member state negotiations followed, and the final
wording of the goals and targets, and the preamble and declaration that comes with them, were agreed in
August 2015. Alongside the OWG discussions, the UN conducted a series of “global conversations”. These
included 11 thematic and 83 national consultations, and door-to-door surveys. The UN also launched an
online ‘My World’ survey asking people to prioritise the areas they would like to see addressed in the goals.
The results of the consultations were fed into the OWG’s discussions.
Regarding the ocean, although a broad range of ocean-related issues were addressed in Agenda 21, in the
Johannesburg Plan of Action (JPOI) 21, and in the Barbados Programme of Action, no MDG was explicitly
dedicated to the ocean. Ocean-related targets were defined for MDG7 (Ensure environmental sustainability).
In its target 7.B and in its two ocean-related indicators: 7.4 proportion of fish stocks within safe biological
limits and 7.6 proportion of terrestrial and marine areas protected. Ocean and seas were centrally
emphasized in the Rio+20 outcome document, “The future we want”. When the work of the OWG began in
2013, there was a need for extensive mobilization of Member States and civil society to articulate the
centrality of oceans for sustainable development. Some viewed oceans and seas as mainly an environmental
issue, not fully aware of their economic and social importance. Starting in summer 2013, a strong push by
Member States, led by the Pacific Small Island Developing States and Timor-Leste, and supported by civil
society articulated the need for an oceans goal for planetary survival and for global and national economic
and social well-being. The many opportunities for civil society input afforded by the co-chairs of the OWG of
the United Nations, who ran a truly “open process”, contributed to the adoption of SDG 14, which came to
be supported by a very large number and range of nations—developing and developed, coastal and inland,
small islands and continental nations.
The package of ocean and seas issues reflected in SDG 14, “Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas
and marine resources for sustainable development” 22, with its seven targets and three provisions on means
of implementation is a very important one. The goal itself, its targets and means of implementation reinforce
and give renewed focus and urgency to existing international prescriptions on oceans and seas emanating
from the 1992 United Nations Conference on Environment and Development, the 2002 World Summit on
Sustainable Development, the 2012 United Nations Conference on Sustainable Development (Rio+20), and
the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, which came into force in 1994.
21

The Agenda 21 and the Johannesburg Plan of Action are the two main implementation documents of respectively the
UN Summit of Rio in 1992 and in Johannesburg in 2002. The Barbados Programme of Action is related to Sustainable
Development of Small Island Developing States (SIDS)
22
http://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/oceans/
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The adoption of an SDG on the ocean was not taken for granted as two main proposals were discussed. The
first set of proposals aimed to develop a stand-alone SDG on oceans, and the second set aimed to include
ocean-related aspects in different SDGs.
Proposals for a stand-alone SDG on oceans recognized the fundamental importance of oceans for
sustainable development, and they stressed that ocean issues require focused attention due to their
complex nature and significant contribution to the three dimensions of sustainable development. The
following proposals were put forward.
Sustainable development goal for oceans and coasts to face the challenges for our future ocean with four
targets: (1) ensure basic life-sustaining and regulating functions of the oceans; (2) ensure a healthy and
productive marine environment to sustain all provisioning and non-provisioning services of oceans and
coasts; (3) build resilient coastal communities through mitigation and adaptation strategies, innovation and
sustainable development, by sharing benefits and responsibilities; (4) engage in integrated and multi-level
ocean governance.
Ensure the health, protection and preservation of oceans, seas, and marine ecosystems with three targets:
(1) establish a representative network of marine protected areas (MPAs) covering 20–30% of the ocean’s
area; (2) enact a moratorium on all fish stocks that are overfished, no longer resilient or in decline; (3)
establish and implement an agreement concerning the protection of marine biodiversity in areas beyond
national jurisdiction. No timelines and only one indicator were defined.
Healthy seas and oceans (blue economy) with five priority areas: (1) protection of marine biodiversity; (2)
elimination of unsustainable fishing practices; (3) reduction of marine pollution; (4) monitoring of ocean
acidification; (5) conservation of biodiversity in areas beyond national jurisdiction. Each area is associated
with targets and recommendations.
The supporters of the inclusion of ocean-related aspects in different SDGs argued that the ocean should be
dealt with in a cross-cutting manner and therefore ocean-related aspects should be part of other SDGs, in
the form of targets. The main priority areas identified are: food security and environmental sustainability
(including management of natural resources); healthy and productive ecosystems; biodiversity protection;
and respect for planetary boundaries.
Since these two main proposals were extensively discussed by a variety of actors and in a number of formal
and informal meetings, for the purpose of this report it was decided to gather the opinion of those who
participated in the process to gain insight into what made this process unique and what were the factors,
and the actors, that contributed to its success.

5.2

Methods

The in-depth interview method was used. In-depth interviewing is a qualitative research technique that
involves conducting individual interviews with a small number of respondents to explore their perspectives
on a particular idea, program, or situation. In-depth interviews are useful when one wants detailed
information about a person’s thoughts and behaviors or wants to explore new issues in depth. Interviews are
often used to provide context to other data (such as outcome data), offering a more complete picture of
what happened and why.
The process for conducting in-depth interviews follows the same general process as is followed for other
research: plan, develop instruments, collect data, analyze data, and disseminate findings. This process was
implemented as outlined below:
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1. Plan:
a. Identify the stakeholders who will be involved
i. In our case it was decided to interview representatives of each of the main
stakeholder groups who participated in the process:
1. Policy-makers, diplomats and negotiators
2. Scientists
3. Non-state actors (e.g. Think tanks and NGOs)
b. Identify what information is needed and from whom
A review of documents, statements, interviews and presentations given by the
different stakeholders was undertaken to gather insights on the process and define
which particular issues should have been the focus of the interviews
c. Prepare the list of stakeholders to be interviewed
2. Develop instruments:
a. Develop the interview protocol, i.e. the rules that guide the administration and
implementation of the interviews
i. Some of the interviews where administrated face-to-face and others through
telephone or skype. All the interviews were recorded.
b. Develop an interview guide that lists the questions or issues to be explored during the
interview
i. Preference was given to open-ended rather than close-ended (e.g. question 2.Can
you describe the process of the definition and negotiation for SDG14?), factual
questions and opinion questions were both asked (e.g. question 3.Who were the
main actors involved and what were their roles from your perspective?) , and probes
were used when needed.
ii. The main categories of the questions were related to:
1. The description of the actors involved in the process and their roles
2. Their interactions
3. The role of (scientific) knowledge to inform the process
4. The inclusiveness of the process, and the role of the civil society
iii. The list of questions is reported in Appendix 1
3. Collect the data:
a. Set up interviews with stakeholders
i. The purpose of the interview was explained. An introductory document on the Sea
Change project and on the specific task was sent in advance (See Appendix 1). Why
the stakeholder was chosen was also explained, as well as the expected duration of
the interview
ii. The informed consent of the interviewee was sought, the purpose of the interview
was re-explained and confidentiality issues were also discussed
iii. The key information of the interview was summarized immediately after and some
information provided was verified when needed.
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5.3

Interview results

In total, 11 in-depth interviews were conducted, three with representatives of the scientific community, four
with negotiators from both Member States and intergovernmental organizations, and four representatives
of non-state actors. The selection of the interviewees was done in an attempt to have equal representation
of all the stakeholder categories involved in the process. The key results of the interviews conducted are
summarised below.
Characteristics of the process and main actors
The first part of the interview focused on the process itself, on the actors’ roles and strategies, and on the
conditions that made the approval of a stand-alone SDG on the ocean possible.
It was agreed by all participants that what characterised this process, in comparison with other UN ones, was
the fact that it was a much more open process that involved a wide variety of participants. Very
interestingly, one of the scientists interviewed commented that:
‘…that was one of the reasons why I had a little piece in it because usually when the diplomats and the UN
experts engage in such processes people like myself would not normally be part of the negotiation or even
part of the process. Setting up this open consultation allowed to cast a wide range of opinions of individual
experts, NGOs groups or others could engage in this process and that was new…’
Likewise, there was general agreement on who the main actors involved were and their role. All participants
mentioned the fact that the main group of UN Member States that promoted SDG 14 were the Small Islands
Developing States (SIDS), and in particular those from the Pacific. The difference that made the ocean goal a
reality was not scientific expertise, or the recognition of the importance of the ocean as such, but was
actually a coalition of SIDS who decided that for them the most important goal or aspects of the SDG process
was an explicit ocean goal. They agreed that they would participate in the UN process by stating that an
ocean goal is, as it were, the ‘number one’ consideration for their survival and if the UN were to ignore that,
it would be like ignoring the very existence of some of the SIDS. One of the interviewees belonging to the
negotiators group mentioned that:
“The SIDS countries made clear the very existence value they attach to the ocean”
Another interviewee mentioned that:
“The SIDS were able to create a strong coalition of Member States around their proposal. When it was clear
that the number of the SDGs would have not been kept to 10, no one objected anymore on the importance of
a stand-alone goal on the ocean”.
Level of Understanding of the Importance of the Ocean
Regarding the understanding of the issues at stake, there was some disagreement among the respondents.
For some of them there is a good understanding of the importance of the ocean for sustainable
development. This can also be seen by looking at the outcome document of the Rio+20 summit which has a
lot of reference to the ocean. Others mentioned that many of the negotiators involved closely in the
negotiation process agreed on the importance of the ocean but in relation to other issues (e.g. poverty
eradication, biodiversity, climate change), and not on the importance of the ocean as such. This is the reason
why many Member States participating in the OWG favoured the idea of dealing with the ocean in a crosscutting manner as opposed to the idea of having a stand-alone goal on it. In any case, from the responses it
was clear that there exists only some general understanding of the ocean issue, and definitely not in-depth
understanding.
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Negotiating Strategies
Regarding the strategies used by the negotiators, the argument used was related to threats to the ocean, i.e.
the ocean is under threat, and this would immediately put economies and local communities under threat.
Once the agreement of an SDG on the ocean was clear the other strategy used was to keep it simple and to
not go much beyond what was already approved or agreed previously in other UN processes 23, i.e. not
coming up with something new but instead strengthening those goals which had been already approved but
never really implemented. One of the negotiators mentioned in fact that the discussion of sensitive issues,
such as areas beyond national jurisdiction (ABNJ) were too conflicting and left aside in this process.
There was also general agreement on the good collaboration among the different actors and interested
parties. Ocean communities and NGOs organised quite a few campaigns on the ocean and around the SDGs
negotiation. The importance of side events, ocean champions and ocean leaders was stressed as well. Three
interviewees, interestingly one from each of the three stakeholder categories, mentioned the important role
of the Global Ocean Commission for the organization of side events during the negotiation. One interviewee
said:
“It was important to bring stakeholders together (in these side events) to work towards effective solutions,
and to learn from local solutions, such as those from small-scale artisanal fishers to then scale those up.
Policy–science interfaces are important for effective implementation, as well as the UN who should continue
to promote increased cooperation and (cross-sectoral) coordination among all stakeholders at local, national,
regional and global levels. This is crucial for working towards a new global partnership for sustainable
development, especially in the areas of technical and scientific cooperation, information sharing and resource
mobilization”.
The Role of the Public
Regarding the role of the general public and the media, and the increasing recognition by them of ocean
issues and threats, one of the respondents mentioned:
“Negotiators would never put something in where they feel there is no political support in the community
because they're politicians. Awareness raising for the ocean is always critical because it safeguards what we
have. If somebody at the last round would have said, we can still try to keep the number of SDGs to 10 and
then maybe the ocean can go, there would have been a need to safeguard against this manoeuvring. These
activities are important but I think they have been more important to also remind States who don't have an
explicit connection to the ocean to see that the ocean is an important area that needs some attention”.
It was also mentioned that having big players like the European Union and the USA who have developed
strong policies to protect the marine environment, such as the Marine Strategy Framework Directive, was
very important.

23

Target 14.5 on marine protected areas echoes commitments made as long ago as 2002 at the World Summit on
Sustainable Development (WSSD) in Johannesburg, South Africa and again more recently in Nagoya, Japan under the
auspices of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) in 2010 (Aichi Target 11). Harmful fishing subsidies (Target
14.6) have been discussed ad nauseam within countless international fora, including the World Trade Organization
(WTO). And countries have already entered into legally-binding commitments to reduce, prevent and abate marine
pollution (Target 14.1) under several global and regional agreements, some dating back to the 1970s
read more: http://sd.iisd.org/guest-articles/sdg-at-sea/
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Attitudes of coastal versus land-locked countries
Regarding the different attitudes and approaches of coastal vs land-locked countries no one mentioned such
issues. However, one respondent said:
“Remember we have only negotiated goals with some targets. We are not at the implementation stage yet.
When it comes to implementing and spending money I can definitely see that this will come up”.
Differences if the process were to be repeated
Regarding the possibility of doing something different if given the possibility of participating in a similar
process again one representative of the scientific community pointed out that:
“I think as the scientific community wasn't formally part of the negotiation I don't think it was very much
aware of what was going on. There were some who followed the process closely but most of the ocean
science folks were not really involved. They didn't have much of an interest so I think if we knew this ahead of
time we could have certainly done a better job, for example in setting up a good set of targets, being more
ambitious. So we were not really ready from the scientific community for these types of negotiations because
for many of us it seems that's more ocean actions and it is not about ocean science. I think we've seen that
was probably a mistake so people like myself were trying to do a bit of catch up because I think it is important
to be involved. We have a lot of ambitions in terms of ocean observations, in terms of ocean understanding,
in terms of ocean prediction which is costly and doing that in support of a SDG could be a good way of
referring to what we do, so I think I would make a link more strongly if such a negotiation was done in the
future”.
Implementation of the SDG14
When discussing the implementation of the SDG14 all respondents agreed that this will be a challenge, and
that the approval of the SDG is only the official recognition, an important step though, at the highest UN
level of the importance of the ocean.
One of the interviewees said:
“This has nothing to do with actions, all the actions will happen at the local, regional and national level, and
in that sense, in order to have things done there is a lot of awareness-raising that needs to be done, and in
particular awareness raising on the solutions. We can talk about what is bad but it is not that exciting. What
is exciting is talking about what are the solutions that will turn the ocean space into a better one. That's
where there is a need to gather good ideas, communicate them out to the decision-makers in the regions, at
the local level”.
Another respondent said:
“Until now, the ocean has remained marginalized in a silo for many years and has not received the attention
it deserves. SDG 14 can give the ocean the visibility it needs. With SDG 14, governments and civil society can
build together a focused Ocean Movement that brings ocean recovery into the heart of sustainable
development. SDG 14 will increase accountability, especially if a series of UN Ocean conferences are held
every three years (from 2017 to 2029) to monitor and review how well SDG 14 is implemented”.
Barriers during the negotiation process
Regarding the barriers encountered in the process, reference was made to the way the ocean is dealt with in
the UN system, i.e. in a sectoral manner with different ocean communities referring to different UN
agencies, e.g. the scientific community refers to the IOC/UNESCO, or representatives of the maritime
community and regulatory community might refer to the ISA or the IMO. Others refer to the fact that,
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although it was important to have a stand alone goal on the ocean, it was difficult then for some of the
participants in the process to understand the links to other international policies. An integration in ocean
policy, in ocean science, and in the ocean community, with an increased collaboration across neighbouring
countries is needed to promote a more homogenous manner to deal with the ocean space. If this is not
achieved this will constitute a major barrier in the SDG14 implementation. This is very much in line to what
emerged from the EU consultation on international ocean governance.
Along these lines it was also said that the process itself reflected the sectoral way in which the ocean is dealt
with. Many activities were organized but with very little coordination. What is needed is a way to unite the
global ocean community to give it a platform to act more in unity rather than working from different
angles 24.
One of the interviewees said:
“So I think we have a lot of work as we go towards implementation that has to be done by the ocean
community, and it is that space where particularly ocean literacy will play an enormous role, by
communicating at a deeper level where the challenges and solutions for the ocean space sit, and I think that
would be something that should be done in your EU project and in other projects. We should sit together and
have a deep think about what to do to have effective implementation”.

24

“The ocean is missing its accountability moment; a time when the international community as a whole unites, sees
what we are doing to the ocean and steers action. Regardless of its flaws and limitations, if there had not been such an
accountability moment for the climate, political momentum in the last 20 years and the resulting action would have
been almost non-existent. This is what the ocean needs and what SDG 14 and the proposed triennial UN Ocean
conferences can offer” (Rémi Parmentier, Deputy Executive Secretary, Global Ocean Commission)
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6. Review Findings
The purpose of this review is to examine the existing science-society-policy interface and review current
international ocean governance, using the definition and negotiation of SDG14 as a case-study of emerging
ocean governance processes. Based on reviewing the literature and on interviews conducted, the main
findings of the review are that:
•

•

•

•

•

•

•
•

•

•

•

•

The Literature and practice on SPI calls for changes in knowledge sharing among the two domains. A
more trans-disciplinary approach should be adopted where scientists and practitioners co-design
and co-produce applicable research within an environment of sustained engagement (Weaver et al.,
2014)
The disconnect between science and policy can be understood as also a knowledge-governance gap
caused by structural, functional, cultural and political disjuncture between knowledge and
governance which constrain enablers from implementing knowledge into management regimes.
(Cash at al., 2006)
A central advance is a new understanding of how effective science-based decision-support for
global-change related problems rests on the collaboration and dialogue between scientists (of all
disciplines) policy-makers and civil society members, aimed at producing knowledge that is
practically relevant, usable, credible and legitimate and actionable.
There is a need not only to focus on decision-support tools, such as scenarios, indicators, and
economic valuation, to decision-support processes, such as participation mechanism that bring
scientists, practitioners, and other interested parties in close collaboration.
This will also require a great commitment to joint problem-formulation between disciplines. The
nature of the problems related to global change risks and responses means social science cannot
merely be an add-on to research agendas driven only from the biophysical side and vice-versa.
The current ocean governance is characterized by the existence of new actors, institutions and
processes. We observe the emergence of new approaches in ocean governance which are
particularly needed to tackle new and emerging ocean issues.
There is a call for new mechanisms to close the knowledge-behaviour-action gap.
Here there is a clear role for ocean literacy in ocean governance as social and adaptive learning
approach. Social learning implies the capacity to reframe major problems by incorporating values,
culture and politics. Social learning can contribute an integrative function by enhancing network
governance, alleviating uncertainty and building the structural conditions for governance.
The Ocean health – Human health nexus could be as a very important illustrative example of an issue
where people and their communities, institutions and governments are at the center: humans can
be drivers or are affected by, and they have the capacity to find responses
Finding solutions will require to move from the understanding of the immediate drivers, such as
pollution, to a deeper insight into the underlying causes, such as the behaviors and interaction of
individuals, communities, markets, nations and all types of institutions.
The existing system of international ocean governance is viewed as no longer being fit for purpose,
with reasons including current threats to the ocean combined with the sectoral nature of the current
regime. Based on this widely held view, the European Commission has conducted a public
consultation and is using the results to consider how best to develop a more coherent,
comprehensive and effective EU policy strategy on improving the international ocean governance
framework.
Through in-depth interviews with key stakeholders, insights were gained on the elements that
allowed realization of SDG14. For example, results from the interviews found that the difference in
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making the ocean goal a reality was not scientific expertise, or the recognition of the importance of
the ocean as such, but was actually a coalition of SIDS who decided that for them the most
important goal or aspects of the SDG process was an explicit ocean goal.
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7. Recommendations
This review has provided a summary of the complex aspects involved in science-policy interface and the
framing of marine governance.
Topic

Interview Finding

Recommendation

Level of understanding of
the importance of the
ocean

There exists only some general
understanding of the ocean issue,
and definitely not an in-depth
one.

Continue sustained efforts to
increase ocean literacy and
communicate about the ocean to
raise awareness as a deep
understanding of the ocean is still
lacking.

Success factors in
negotiating Strategies

Negotiators relied on how threats
to the ocean would affect people
(ie. putting economies and local
communities under threat) to
make their case for SDG14. This
could be seen as fitting under the
heading of Oceans and Human
Health

Use the Oceans and Human Health
framework to communicate about
the ocean and draw attention to it.
People relate to this.

The SIDS made clear that an SDG
on the ocean was related to their
very existence

Develop better ways to show that
the existence of the entire
population is linked to the ocean

Build on consensus, on previous
Avoid conflicts and focus on
achievements and broadly
accepted agreements (even if this common broad goals where
consensus is already achieved
means leaving relevant
components out of the
negotiation)

The role of the public

The role of the scientific

“Negotiators would never put
something in where they feel
there is no political support in the
community because they're
politicians. Awareness raising for
the ocean is always critical
because it safeguards what we
have”
The input into the process of the
scientific community was minor,
mainly because of lack of

Increase ocean literacy in policymakers and the public.

The scientific community should
be more involved in political
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community

interest, and knowledge of the
process itself

debates and bring its own
expertise

Implementation phase of
SDG14

“…actions will happen at the
local, regional and national
level,…….What is exciting is
talking about what are the
solutions that will turn the ocean
space into a better one. That's
where there is a need to gather
good ideas, communicate them
out to the decision-makers in the
regions, at the local level”.

Move beyond barriers. Eg. Carry
out consultation workshops on
solutions that can be
communicated to policy-makers.
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8. Conclusion
Even if it is outside the scope of the Sea Change project to address all of the identified current issues with
the science-society-policy interface and international ocean governance framework, the findings and
recommendations of this review can be used to help shape further Sea Change activities. In particular, the
two following WP5 tasks, which will start the consultation process with policy-makers and decision-makers,
should aim at experimenting new models and mechanisms to remove barriers and find solutions for an
effective science-society-policy interface.
In particular, a trans-disciplinary approach will be used to identify not only the elements of marine
governance system but to understand links and relationships between actors and factors of the system.
New in-depth interviews will be conducted to co-develop conceptual models identifying key issues and
linkages between ocean and human health, and what information and knowledge gaps are currently existing
that could be part of a future research agenda. The interviews will also aim at collecting policy and decisionmakers’ perceptions on the effectiveness of existing knowledge transfer and communication mechanisms.
Finally, the workshops will have a strong focus on local issues related to the Ocean Health – Human Health
nexus and will focus on funding feasible solutions to existing problems. The workshop will gather a variety of
interested parties, including the private sectors. The workshops will try to develop, by using social marketing
and ocean literacy approaches and tools, ways to close the knowledge-action-governance gap.
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9. List of acronyms
ABNJ

Areas Beyond National Jurisdiction

BBNJ

Biological diversity in areas Beyond National Jurisdiction

CBD

Convention on Biological Diversity

DG MARE

Directorate General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries

EC

European Commission

EU

European Union

EMODnet

European Marine Observation and Data Network

FAO

Food and Agricultural Organization

G7

Group of 7

EMSEA

European Marine Science Educators Association

ILO

International Labour Organization

IMO

International Maritime Organization

IPCC

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

IOC

Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission

ISA

International Seabed Authority

JPOI

Johannesburg Plan of Action

MDG

Millennium Development Goal

MPA

Marine Protected Areas

NGO

Non Governmental Organization

OWG

Open Working Group

SDG

Sustainable Development Goal

RFMO

Regional Fisheries Management Organisations

SIDS

Small Island Developing States

UNCLOS

United Nations Convention on the Low Of the Sea

UNDP

United Nations Development Programme

UNEP

United Nations Environmental Programme

UNFCCC

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change

UNESCO

United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization

UNGA

United Nations General Assembly
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UNSG

United Nations Secretary General

WOC

World Ocean Council

WOA

World Ocean Assessment
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11. Appendices
Appendix 1
Goal 14: Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas and marine resources
•
•
•
•

•
•

•
•

•
•

By 2025, prevent and significantly reduce marine pollution of all kinds, in particular from land-based
activities, including marine debris and nutrient pollution
By 2020, sustainably manage and protect marine and coastal ecosystems to avoid significant adverse
impacts, including by strengthening their resilience, and take action for their restoration in order to
achieve healthy and productive oceans
Minimize and address the impacts of ocean acidification, including through enhanced scientific
cooperation at all levels
By 2020, effectively regulate harvesting and end overfishing, illegal, unreported and unregulated
fishing and destructive fishing practices and implement science-based management plans, in order
to restore fish stocks in the shortest time feasible, at least to levels that can produce maximum
sustainable yield as determined by their biological characteristics
By 2020, conserve at least 10 per cent of coastal and marine areas, consistent with national and
international law and based on the best available scientific information
By 2020, prohibit certain forms of fisheries subsidies which contribute to overcapacity and
overfishing, eliminate subsidies that contribute to illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing and
refrain from introducing new such subsidies, recognizing that appropriate and effective special and
differential treatment for developing and least developed countries should be an integral part of the
World Trade Organization fisheries subsidies negotiation
By 2030, increase the economic benefits to Small Island developing States and least developed
countries from the sustainable use of marine resources, including through sustainable management
of fisheries, aquaculture and tourism
Increase scientific knowledge, develop research capacity and transfer marine technology, taking into
account the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission Criteria and Guidelines on the Transfer
of Marine Technology, in order to improve ocean health and to enhance the contribution of marine
biodiversity to the development of developing countries, in particular small island developing States
and least developed countries
Provide access for small-scale artisanal fishers to marine resources and markets
Enhance the conservation and sustainable use of oceans and their resources by implementing
international law as reflected in UNCLOS, which provides the legal framework for the conservation
and sustainable use of oceans and their resources, as recalled in paragraph 158 of The Future We
Want

Appendix 2
Introduction on the project:
Sea Change is an EU H2020 funded project that aims to establish a fundamental “Sea Change” in the way
European citizens view their relationship with the sea, by empowering them, as Ocean Literate citizens, to
take direct and sustainable action towards a healthy ocean and seas, healthy communities and ultimately a
healthy planet. By using the concept of Ocean Literacy, Sea Change will create a deeper understanding
amongst European citizens of how their health depends on the health of our seas and ocean. Sea Change will
move to bring about real actions using behavioural and social change methodologies. Building upon the
latest social research on citizen and stakeholder attitudes, perceptions and values, the Sea Change
partnership will design and implement mobilisation activities focused on education, community, governance
actors and directly targeted at citizens. These actions will be assessed for their effectiveness which, in turn,
will allow the project to improve its techniques and spread a “Sea Change” in behaviour across Europe
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Work Package (WP) 5 aims and contribution of this interview:
WP5 aims at researching and developing effective tools and methods for establishing a science-society-policy
interface (SPI) in order to support information policy-making and governance of the ocean in the most
effective ways possible.
The starting point is analyzing existing SPI to evaluate what worked and what didn’t.
In this context the definition and approval of SDG 14, Conserve and Sustainably Use Oceans, Seas and
Marine Resources for Sustainable Development, can be considered a successful story. The ocean was
centrally emphasized in the Rio+20 outcome document, “The future we want”. However, since ocean and
seas had hardly figured in the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), when the work of the Open Working
Group began in 2013, there was a need for extensive mobilization of Member States and civil society to
articulate the centrality of ocean for sustainable development.
We are interested in having your opinion, as key actor in this process, on why and how this success was
possible.
Questions:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

What was your role during the negotiation of the SDG14?
Can you describe the process of the definition and negotiation for SDG14?
Who were the main actors involved and what were their roles from your perspective?
Do you think there was a good understanding of the issues at stake (consequences of
overexploitation of marine resources, linkages between healthy ocean and human welfare, the
central role of the ocean for sustainable development) by all participants in the process?
Which strategies and tools were used by the different actors to negotiate for SDG14?
What worked well? Please elaborate.
Do you think there was a fruitful interaction among all actors involved?
Would you consider this negotiation process different in comparison to other ones related to the
ocean, in your experience? i.e. do you think that there were unique conditions in place in the case of
SDG 14 that facilitated its adoption?
Who or what do you credit the success of the adoption of SDG14 to?
How important was the (indirect) role of the wider public, e.g. through media, NGOs and politicians?
Would it have been possible without the mind change that took place among the public at large (e.g.
plastic debris in ocean issue)?
Did you feel a difference between actors in terms of whether they represented coastal versus
landlocked states?
Considering your role in the process, is there anything that you would do differently next time?
What strategies, interventions, tools, etc., would you recommend be sustained and/or scaled up in
national or local decision and policy-making process?
What were some barriers, if any, that you encountered during the development of SDG14?
Overall how would you judge this process? I am referring in particular to efficiency, communication
among different actors, and inclusiveness of all interested parties
What are, in your opinion, the main issues to be considered for the SDG 14 implementation?
Is there anything else you would like to add?
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