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Editorial on the Research Topic
Social science perspectives on marine biodiversity governance

A departure and a start point for critical marine
biodiversity governance research

This Research Topic offers both a departure point, and a start point, for thinking about
how the ever-growing field of marine social science (Bavinck and Verrips, 2020; Bennett,
2019; McKinley et al., 2020) attends more specifically to marine biodiversity as an area of
examination. The escalating demand for marine social scientists to be integrated into large-
scale research consortia—tasked with providing the “social science perspective” to
contextualize or translate natural science knowledge for decision-makers—necessitates
critical reflection on the actual scope and nature of this contribution.

The necessity of critically reflecting on social science perspectives on marine biodiversity
governance - the title of our special section - is amplified by the expanding architecture of
international marine biodiversity governance, encompassing evolving legal frameworks,
institutional bodies, and diplomatic negotiations shaping the way life in the ocean is
understood and governed, and will be in the decades to come. This is manifested in the
recent adoption of the Agreement on the Conservation and Sustainable Use of Marine
Biological Diversity of Areas beyond National Jurisdiction (BBN] Agreement) on 19 June
2023, the 2022 Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework with its target to
conserve 30% of Land, Waters and Seas and the high-level dialogue at the United
Nations Ocean Conferences, promoting ocean conservation and the implementation of
Sustainable Development Goal 14 (Life Below Water) (e.g., Rabitz et al., 2025).

However, multilateral marine biodiversity governance is shaped and threatened by
unilateral action, geopolitical struggle, territorial disputes, and new blue paradigms (Bueger
and Mallin, 2023; Wilson Rowe, 2025). Moreover, marine biodiversity governance is not
only threatened, but may pose a threat to the lived realities of the world’s ocean peoples

01 frontiersin.org


https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fmars.2025.1724090/full
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fmars.2025.1724090/full
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fmars.2025.1724090/full
https://www.frontiersin.org/research-topics/37704
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/marine-science
https://www.frontiersin.org
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.3389/fmars.2025.1724090&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2025-11-06
mailto:alice.vadrot@univie.ac.at
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2025.1724090
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.frontiersin.org/marine-science#editorial-board
https://www.frontiersin.org/marine-science#editorial-board
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2025.1724090
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/marine-science

Peters and Vadrot

depending on its design, implementation and enforcement
(Satizabal et al., 2024, Satizabal et al., 2025), as well as the
financial dimensions driving it (Gruby et al., 2023; Havice et al,,
2021; Mallin and Barbesgaard, 2020). This requires further critical
questions to be asked about its inception, development and
realization and who and what benefits, or suffers. Accordingly,
then, current dynamics require deeper analytical engagement with
the underlying complexities of human-ocean interactions, including
the recognition that we cannot easily ‘fix’ environmental problems
(Peters and Satizabal, 2022), by translating natural science findings
into policy recommendations and readily available solutions for the
“ocean we want” as announced by the United Nations Decade of
Ocean Science for Sustainable Development (UNDOS). It is
essential to ask who the ‘we’ is, that we are talking about
(Gongalves et al.,, 2022; Sammler and Peters, 2023) and how
social scientists can contribute to a reflexive, policy-relevant and
engaged ocean science (Vadrot et al., 2022b). Whose vision of the
future ocean prevails?

It should be noted that a central theme running through marine
biodiversity research, policy, and practice, is how to underpin ocean
protection with knowledge and (scientific) data about the changing
marine environment as a baseline for evidence-based policy-making
(Lubchenco et al., 2019, Sullivan et al., 2017). From a natural science
perspective, marine biodiversity constitutes a highly dynamic area of
inquiry within both general environmental research and the
specialized domain of ocean science (Pendleton et al., 2020). This
field encompasses a wide spectrum of spatial and temporal scales
aimed at assessing global patterns of change in marine biological
variation (e.g., Cochrane et al, 2016; Hillebrand et al., 2023).
Although the term “biodiversity” emerged in the mid-1980s
(Wilson 1985), its substantial uptake and sustained increase in
prominence occurred from the 1990s onward (Tolochko and
Vadrot 2021a). Marine biodiversity research involves significant
financial investment, large-scale research teams, ambitious
objectives, and extensive international collaboration through
longitudinal monitoring programs (Vermeulen, 2013). This
necessitates a data-intensive scientific approach, requiring the
integration of various disciplines and data collection
methodologies including novel tools such as digital twins of the
ocean to construct cohesive representations of marine systems and
the monitoring of marine life (Vadrot and Wanneau, 2024). Natural
scientists often emphasize that they have a societal responsibility to
present data objectively and to participate in policy by developing
indicators on the state of the marine environment (i.e. Flensborg
et al,, 2023), or by translating and sharing data for the purpose of
preserving a common good (Sullivan et al., 2017). Social scientists
urge consideration of the forces shaping data (rending the notion of
objectivity as necessarily problematic), as well as questioning the
concept of a "common good" (good for whom?). Nonetheless, the
need for "objective" information and the fact that the data are
changing rapidly call for dynamic interaction between science,
policy and society (Lubchenco 1995, 8, see also e.g. Cvitanovic
et al,, 2021; Karcher et al., 2024) and the continuous availability of
“basic information about the system and people’s choices for
altering future system states” (Lubchenco et al., 2019: 107).

Frontiers in Marine Science

10.3389/fmars.2025.1724090

Yet whilst there is a growing call for societally-relevant research,
and it may be imagined to be new, the wider marine social sciences
already have a decades long trajectory engaging with the
complexities of human-ocean interactions in various ways. Their
study has both intensified and grown in the past years with a
renewed acknowledgement of the importance of understanding
social dimensions of worlds at, in, under, and related to, the seas
and oceans, and the planning, policy, legal and regulatory basis for
governing such socio-ecological worlds (Bavinck and Verrips, 2020;
Bennett, 2019; McKinley et al., 2020). As Bennett notes (2019),
acknowledging that the seas are ‘peopled’ in a variety of ways is
essential to any study of them. People (us), live (and die) at sea,
work and play at sea, build worlds, routines, and rituals at sea. Their
(our) actions on land impact the sea (environmentally through
circuits of carbon production, agriculture run-off, or waste disposal,
to the impacts of economic ordering that reshape oceanic networks
and trade). Their (our) visions and advances transform the sea
(through extraction, technological development, design of
protection measures). In short, and a point long made by Pacific
Island scholars who acknowledge deep human entanglements with
ocean worlds (see Hau’Ofa, 2008), people and the sea are ever in
relation. Yet people are also agents of governing and governance —
of how the seas and oceans, their uses, impacts to/on them, and
their possible futures, may be managed and controlled. However,
social science perspectives remain marginal to the wider marine
sciences, a point also reflected in funding patterns (Partelow et al.,
2023). Science is politics by other means (Callon et al., 1986) and
may contribute to selective world building (Tolochko and
Vadrot 2021b).

One can only speculate for the reasons for the continued
underrepresentation of critical social science approaches in
studies of marine biodiversity, which could range from the
dominance of the natural sciences and modes of knowledge
formation (i.e. quantitative data analysis) that feeds into policy
domains and their perceived import vis-a-vis the (qualitative) social
sciences; to the apparent ‘cheapness’ of social science research vs. (at
times) lab-intensive, expedition focused marine research. Or,
perhaps more worryingly, there might be a desire to lock out
social science research that asks critical questions of history,
power, geopolitics, which offer the potential to unlock the
political, economic, socio-cultural forces reshaping oceans,
exposing the violent impacts of state action or private activity (or
combinations of both), which shake the very foundations of global
order (i.e. Campling, and Colas 2016; Mallin, 2025; Satizabal et al.,
2024). Such knowledge presents hard truths.

Indeed, it is remarkable, in many ways, that whilst people are
the agents for change — changing the climate and oceans, and to
potentially changing them positively through protection,
conservation and/or restoration - that social science research is
not representing a greater percentage of the marine sciences more
broadly - and especially marine biodiversity science. If ‘we’ want
science to make change, we must understand better its peopled
components, and then how people’s worlds intersect with marine
biodiversity - its use and abuse, and its governance; from
negotiating marine protected areas (Ruiz-Rodriguez and Vadrot,
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2025) to the equitable sharing of benefits from marine genetic
resource use (Dunshirn and Zhivkoplias, 2024, Blasiak et al., 2018).
Critical work on the BBN]J (this Topic, De Santo et al., 2019
Campbell et al., 2022, Langlet and Vadrot, 2023, Tessnow-von
Wysocki and Vadrot 2022, Vadrot et al., 2022a) demonstrates
that asking these questions is crucial. This is because,

...[t]he BBNJ agreement has been shaped by historically
embedded power relations and interests that are shaped by,
reflect, and have the potential to remake or transform the
intertwined global order of social, political, and economic
relations. It is part of a complex web of international
environmental agreements, diplomatic protocols, routines,
and UN procedures that have the tendency to black-box the
power struggles and global inequalities that perpetuate
agreement-making, fostering global sustainability
transformations and environmental justice (Vadrot et al,
2024; page 173-4).

Not exploring the socio-political dimensions of treaty
formation could mean missing vital understandings critical to
underpinning more successful modes of addressing marine

biodiversity change, difficult as the findings of such research may be.

An agenda, and a call to go beyond
the linear understanding of ocean
governance

This Research Topic has aimed to provide a forum for scholarship
interested in diverse material, geographical, political, ontological and
epistemological aspects of marine biodiversity governance: to build an
agenda for a more critical interrogation of marine biodiversity under
the wider remit of the marine social sciences. The objective of the Topic
has been to go beyond conventional views - to ask the aforementioned
difficult questions - and encourage critical perspectives on how
marine biodiversity is governed globally, regionally, at different
policy-making levels, in various maritime zones and ocean areas,
vertically, horizontally, and across boundaries. In doing so, it has
been intended as a space for thinking on questions of power,
inequality/inequity and justice. The Research Topic was also
designed to challenge some of the (mis)conceptions that social
science fulfils a role as a conduit for science communication (i.e.
sharing science with policy makers) or is a straightforward channel
towards solutions. Rather it showcases critical social science work on
marine biodiversity as rather its own science, which examines,
investigates, and scrutinizes governance, policy and planning realms
to get to the very heart of biodiversity regulatory frameworks, their
formation, operation, tendencies, problematics, and possibilities.

Indeed, in this Research Topic we call for a problematizing of
linear understandings of ocean governance (where processes and
practices of governing are understood to straightforwardly result in
societal and environmental change) and by furthermore troubling the
expectations that social science research should predominantly fix
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environmental problems by translating natural science findings into
policy recommendations and readily available solutions. We show
there are no quick fixes, but that critical scholarship from marine
social science disciplines - IR, Political Science, Human Geography,
Planning, Law, Political Ecology, Sociology and beyond - can help to
understand governance, towards ‘better’ (however that may be
defined, and by whom), futures. Central to this is exploring marine
biodiversity governance beyond ‘institutional fixes” and to open up a
debate on new emerging issues within the field of marine biodiversity
governance that desperately need critical social science perspectives
attentive to the issues previously mentioned.

Addressing pitfalls

Convening such a Research Topic is not without challenges, not
least within the frameworks of marine science that journals such as
Frontiers, operate within. There are expectations of what constitutes
‘science’, and also (as we have already intimated) the role of social
science and the part it plays in marine (biodiversity) science. As
convenors of this Topic, we have faced complexities in rationalizing
and justifying the approaches, methods of the work that is done
within this field, and its findings (which may not arrive, as previously
noted, at a fix’ or ‘solution’, or a definitive answer). Such dynamics
seem to beg the question of the point of such work. But this Topic -
and Frontiers’ openness to it — shows its relevance and aim to stress its
necessity, and stake its place, within biodiversity science. Indeed, as
already argued, a critical perspective that problematizes the
institutional, political, socio-economic, and legal frameworks within
which marine biodiversity governance is taking shape is arguably
much needed to avoid some of the pitfalls of how we have known and
governed the ocean in the past. Indeed, it is worth reflecting on the
fact that drives for policy, governance actions and new legal treaties,
as well as fresh or up-dated conventions and target goals continue
apace because governance continually fails. Only critical social science
perspectives on the peopled aspects responsible for failures can help
work towards futures where governance might work for multiple
peoples, across multiple contexts.

Realizing promises

So how might such a study realize its promises? One important
aspect is in making scholarship such as that which is contained in the
papers of this Research Topic ever more prevalent on the marine
science scene more broadly, within biodiversity science also, and in
working to publish it within the mainstream interdisciplinary
journals such as this. Indeed, the debates and discussions central to
some of the papers in this Research Topic are very much ‘at home’ in
critical social science journals, across disciplines. But they are less
visible in the major marine science outlets. This Topic has aimed to
take a step towards making critical scholarship evident in the
landscape - or seascape — of work on marine biodiversity as an
expanding highly dynamic area of inquiry within both general
environmental research and the specialized domain of ocean science.
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Part of cementing this shift is also understanding that critical
social science scholarship is part of a wider ‘oceanic turn’ more
broadly occurring across and within the social sciences and
humanities (DeLoughrey, 2016; de Carvalho and Leira, 2022;
Peters et al, 2022). This is part of theoretical - ontological -
shifts, which have opened the potential to acknowledge spatial
conditions that transcend boundaries of land and sea, taking
scholars and scholarship seawards (Anderson and Peters, 2014;
Steinberg 2001), away from the spaces more frequently associated
with human life (on land), which have often dominated in social
science research due to ‘easier’ access (Steinberg, 1999).
Acknowledging linkages between coasts and oceans, shores and
seas, interiors and exteriors, the sea — the majority feature of our
planet — is now a core interest of (Western) social scientists who
were previously prioritizing spaces where people appeared to be
most present and impacted - spaces of “permanent sedentary
habitation” (Steinberg, 1999, 367) - the cities, towns, streets,
workplaces, homes, of human life and livelihoods. It is worth
noting though, that the marginality of the sea is contextual, with
non Western scholarship long recognizing the sea as a social space,
where society and social worlds are entangled with water worlds (i.e.
Hau’Ofa, 2008; George and Wiebe, 2020).

Also important to building critical marine biodiversity work has
been a growing recognition of the import of interdisciplinary
scholarship where natural and social sciences combine to address
research questions that require a perspective that appreciates the deep
entanglements of natural and social worlds (Markus et al., 2018). In
such interdisciplinary work, space is potentially opening for more
research that is about, with, and for people and how people relate to
the marine realm: ie. the governance of marine spaces, their
planning, the lived experiences of coastal communities, uneven
power relations (from both acts of dispossession or ‘grabbing to
resistance and refusal (see Franco et al., 2014) and what is morally at
stake in the biodiversity crisis (Armstrong, 2026)). It is vital that in
such interdisciplinary work, genuine engagement with critical social
sciences and social scientists occurs, which may also require opening
space for discussing the epistemological and ontological assumptions
of our research approaches.

As marine biodiversity research continues as a rapidly emerging
field at the intersection between ocean science and environmental
studies, dominated by the natural sciences, growing environmental
concerns and expanding human interests in diverse aspects of marine
biodiversity - including its protection and sustainable use - open new
avenues for social science research. We must recognize and embrace
this, but do so with care and - as the papers in this Research Topic
make clear - a critical eye.

The papers: from the politics of data
to the role of geopolitics and power

This Research Topic has fostered cross-disciplinary dialogue
among social scientists, including sociologists, political scientists,
anthropologists, political ecologists, human geographers, and
scholars from science and technology studies (STS) to historical
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studies of science to address emerging issues within the field of
marine biodiversity governance to attend to a number of important
themes: the politics of data; the place of infrastructure in
biodiversity worlds; negotiations as they pertain to international
organisations, agreements and conventions, science-policy
relations, the role of geopolitics and power.

In ‘Mapping for connection, a life beyond mapping for control:
lessons from ‘mapping-as-performance’ with Empatheatre in South
Africa’, Whittingham and McGarry draw from postcolonial STS
and decolonial approaches to explore how mapping practices have
historically made the ocean a specific kind of governable object, by
those with the power to measure and map the ocean. Their piece,
richly drawing from archival records (a staple of social science and
humanities research) shows how “maps framed the ocean as a
controllable entity, obscuring socio-cultural dimensions of
biodiversity”. Then, building from a South African case study
they show countermapping processes that “challenge Western
ontologies” using a “Call and Response’ approach” where local
communities co-create maps reflecting their concerns and
relationships with the ocean, empowering “communities as active
agents in shaping their narratives” in contrast to the ‘top down’
mapping practices that dominate knowledge. They call this
mapping process ‘Empatheatre’. As noted above, the paper brings
into conversation the violences of traditional mapping practices and
opens space for understanding equity-driven alternatives for
working towards “inclusive governance structures” (ibid. 2024).

Following some similar themes of hierarchical knowledge
structures in ocean governance, Niner et al,, in ‘Reflections on the
past, present, and potential futures of knowledge hierarchies in ocean
biodiversity governance research’ explore how the “evolution of
marine science... (can) reinforce knowledge hierarchies in ocean
governance processes and associated research that set societal
patterns of prioritization and exclusion”, not least via Western
knowledge hierarchies. In this important, reflective piece on such
hierarchies, they not only survey the underlying global dynamics of
dominant processes, but challenge approaches which seek to embed
and incorporate non-Western and traditional knowledge into
power-laden frameworks that “reproduce knowledge hierarchies,
do not benefit knowledge holders” (ibid. 2024). As crucial debates
continue on the role of Indigenous rights, traditional knowledge,
and non-Western ways of knowing the ocean, this paper highlights
how “researchers must be aware of the history of knowledge
extraction, impositions and assumptions within their fields”
providing a call for marine scientists to think carefully on the
power and politics shaping knowledge-making. Importantly, they
do not offer easy solutions to such engrained challenges but note
how change will require new methods, as well as researcher
‘discomfort’ in a “commitment to understanding where powers
lie” to address or readdressing imbalances” (ibid. 2024).

Continuing to think on power imbalances, in “The landlocked
ocean: landlocked states in BBNJ negotiations and the impact of fixed
land-sea relations in global ocean governance’ Sebuliba writes of the
role of landlocked nations in the making of global treaties — the
recent Biodiversity in Areas Beyond National Jurisdiction treaty
(BBNJ) - taking stock of their role in relation to ‘common’ space
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and resources. Drawing from his own experience at the negotiations
at the United Nations, to the document itself, shows the “intricate
interplay of social, economic, cultural, geographical, and political
factors in determining who has access to ocean space and resources
and who does not” and what this means when writing a treaty, and
whose interests come to count most. In the article, Sebuliba
advocates for the place of landlocked nations and “more inclusive
and adaptable approaches in international policy debates”. Only
through his consideration, and study of, these nations, are we able
to see how global policies - presented as consensus — have uneven
dimensions that have shaped their formation and could, in principle
then, hamper their implementation.

Also dealing with the BBN]J in ‘The Voice of Science on Marine
Biodiversity Negotiations: A Systematic Literature Review’ Tessnow-
von Wysocki and Vadrot offer a comprehensive overview and
critical analysis of the academic debate concerning the BBNJ. In a
systematic review that examines “the main priority topics and
recommendations in a sample of 140 multidisciplinary,
geographically diverse publications” they pick apart “the complex
BBNJ negotiations” and the policy relevance of such work for
connecting science, policy and practice. They demonstrate the
value of reviews for highlighting the shape of debates and
understanding how academic discussion is taking shape and
where gaps in our knowledge might be. Indeed, they highlight the
necessity for further work on science-policy interfaces and the need
for transformative change as part of their analysis.

Taking a comprehensive view also in “Configuring the field of
global marine biodiversity conservation” Campbell et al. look across
the “emergence of the field of global marine biodiversity
conservation over the past fifteen years”. Similar to Sebuliba,
Tessnow-von Wysocki and Vadrot, they draw from negotiation
spaces and international meetings (using Collaborative Event
Ethnography (CEE)) to “describe the field of global marine
biodiversity conservation, but more importantly ... how that field
has been configured” through “orchestration, narrative,
performance, alliance, social objects, devices, and technologies,
formal outcomes, and formal procedures”. This critical approach
does not take negotiation spaces as neutral or value free, but
investigates the very materialities, practices and representations
that come to frame global debate in how we manage biodiversity
and project plans for conservation. Like all the previous papers, it
focuses intently on acknowledging that marine biodiversity
governance is constructed (or configured) in some ways, and not
others. This allows us to interrogate those configurations and ask if
there might be (better) alternatives.

Finally, in a more empirically specific case, ‘Policy suggestions
for tapping the potential of ocean carbon sinks in the context of
“double carbon” goals in China’ the Topic draws on one example by
Wei and Wang of the development of oceanic carbon sinks and the
complex dilemmas (in establishing technical systems, legislation
and trading regulations) that go hand in hand. It shows again how
marine governance is not simply existing but is made, and that there
are always compromises and complexities in doing so, and which
shape outcomes in use and in sustainable futures. The Research
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Topic urges further work that puts to work the deep ontological
questions of papers 1-5 together with empirical examples to really
expose the workings of governance to critique and scrutiny, with the
aim of forging - not fixes — but better understandings of the
dynamics shaping the management, regulation and governance of
marine biodiversity.

Looking into oceanic (research)
futures

The different papers in this special section illustrate the need to
critically reflect the political, socio-economic, and legal frameworks
within which marine biodiversity governance is taking shape. With
this Research Topic we have attempted to reflect on the drivers of
policy, governance actions and new international agreements,
particularly as multilateral governance has become increasingly
under threat. Plastics treaty negotiations failed this year in
Geneva, and the International Seabed Authority struggles to fulfill
its mandate to conserve the deep seabed for current and future
generation as common heritage of humankind. At the same time,
recent multilateral efforts to broaden the knowledge base and
ontologies needed to address biodiversity loss may give hope. In
2024, more than 100 member states to the Intergovernmental
Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services
have approved the transformative change assessment calling for
“fundamental, system-wide shifts in views, structures and practices”
(IPBES, 2024, p. 12) arguing that “[s]hifting dominant societal
views and values to recognize and prioritize human-nature
interconnectedness is a powerful strategy for transformative
change.” (IPBES, 2024, 16). However, marine biodiversity
governance, just like marine biodiversity itself, is ever evolving.
Accordingly, as noted earlier in this Topic introduction, there is a
continual need, even with developments, to critically reflect on who
is driving such change, under what auspices, for whom and also to
question frameworks that universalize ‘human’ experience, and may
lead to further inequalities when ‘solutions’ are sought. It is thus
critical social science perspectives on the peopled aspects of
biodiversity governance that can have value in working towards
the most ‘transformative’ futures of all. It is hoped that the keen
emphasis on knowledge production, construction, configuration —
and on alternatives that are not conceived as ‘other’ but should be
on equal footing — will assist towards ‘better’ governance. This
Research Topic starts this project, and we urge others to take it
forward, with social science approaches to biodiversity taking as
much of the centre stage in the marine sciences as natural
science disciplines.

Author contributions

KP: Writing - review & editing, Writing — original draft. AV:
Writing - review & editing, Writing — original draft.

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2024.1306386
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2020.614282
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2020.614282
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2023.1256164
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2024.1306386
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2020.614282
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2024.1298372
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2025.1724090
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/marine-science
https://www.frontiersin.org

Peters and Vadrot

Funding

The author(s) declare financial support was received for the
research and/or publication of this article. This work was supported
by the H2020 European Research Council (grant number 804599),
PI: AV.

Acknowledgments

Kim would like to thank Alice for numerous thoughtful and
supportive meetings over the past years and for instigating the idea
to convene this Topic together. Alice would like to thank Kim for
her brilliant critical mind, trustful scholarship and exchange.

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be
construed as a potential conflict of interest.

References

Anderson, J., and Peters, K. (2014). “/A perfect and absolute blank: Human
Geographies of Water Worlds,” in Water worlds: Human geographies of the ocean.
Eds. J. Anderson and K. Peters (Routledge, Abingdon), 3-19.

Armstrong, C. (2026). Advancing justice in marine biodiversity conservation. Mar.
Policy 183, 106906. doi: 10.1016/j.marpol.2025.106906

Bavinck, M., and Verrips, J. (2020). Manifesto for the marine social sciences.
Maritime Stud. 19, 121-123. doi: 10.1007/s40152-020-00179-x

Bennett, N. J. (2019). Marine social science for the peopled seas. Coast. Manage. 47,
244-252. doi: 10.1080/08920753.2019.1564958

Blasiak, R., Jouffray, ].B., Wabnitz, C. C. C., Sundstrém, E., and Osterblom, H. (2018).
Corporate control and global governance of marine genetic resources. Sci. Adv. 4,
eaar5237. doi: 10.1126/sciadv.aar5237

Bueger, C., and Mallin, F. (2023). Blue paradigms: understanding the intellectual
revolution in global ocean politics. Int. Affairs 99, 1719-1739. doi: 10.1093/ia/
ifad124

M. Callon, J. Law and A. Rip (Eds.) (1986). Mapping the Dynamics of Science and
Technology Sociology of Science in the Real World (London: Springer).

Campling, L., and Colas, A. (2016). Capitalism and the Sea: The Maritime Factor in
the Making of the Modern World. (Verso)

Cochrane, S. K. J., Andersen, J. H., Berg, T., Blanchet, H., Borja, A., Carstensen, J.,
et al (2016). What is Marine Biodiversity? Towards Common Concepts and Their
Implications for Assessing Biodiversity Status. Marine Ecosystem Ecology 3.
doi: 10.3389/fmars.2016.00248

Cvitanovic, C., Mackay, M., Shellock, R. J., Putten, E. L. v., Karcher, D. B., and Dickey-
Collas, M. (2021). Understanding and evidencing a broader range of ‘successes’ that can
occur at the interface of marine science and policy. Mar. Policy 134, 104802.
doi: 10.1016/j.marpol.2021.104802

de Carvalho, B., and Leira, H. (2022). “Introduction: staring at the sea,” in The sea
and International Relations. Eds. B. de Carvalho and L. Halvard (Manchester
University Press, Manchester), 1-25.

DeLoughrey, E. (2016). “The oceanic turn: submarine futures of the Anthropocene,”
in Humanities for the environment. Eds. J. Adamson and M. Davis (New York:
Routledge), 256-272.

De Santo, E. M., Asgeirsd(’)ttir, A., Barros-Platiau, A., Biermann, F., Dryzek, J.,
Gongalves, L. R, et al. (2019). Protecting biodiversity in areas beyond national
jurisdiction: An earth system governance perspective. Earth System Governance 2,
100029. doi: 10.1016/j.esg.2019.100029

Dunshirn, P., and Zhivkoplias, E. (2024). Conducting marine genetic research for
whom? Mapping knowledge flows from science to patents. NP] Ocean Sustain 3, 50.
doi: 10.1038/544183-024-00088-0

Frontiers in Marine Science

10.3389/fmars.2025.1724090

Generative Al statement

The author(s) declare that no Generative AI was used in the
creation of this manuscript.

Any alternative text (alt text) provided alongside figures in this
article has been generated by Frontiers with the support of artificial
intelligence and reasonable efforts have been made to ensure
accuracy, including review by the authors wherever possible. If
you identify any issues, please contact us.

Publisher’'s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors
and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated
organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the
reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or
claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or
endorsed by the publisher.

Flensborg, L. C., Maureaud, A. A, Bravo, D. N, and Lindegren, M. (2023). An
indicator-based approach for assessing marine ecosystem resilience. ICES J. Mar. Sci.
80, 1487-1499. doi: 10.1093/icesjms/fsad077

Franco, J., Vervest, P., Feodoroff, T., Pedersen, C., Reuter, R., and Barbesgaard, M.
(2014). The Global Ocean Grab: A Primer. Available online at: https://www.tni.org/files/
download/the_global_ocean_grab.pdf (Accessed October 22, 2025).

George, R. Y., and Wiebe, S. M. (2020). Fluid decolonial futures: Water as a life,
ocean citizenship and seascape relationality. New Political Sci. 424, 498-520.
doi: 10.1080/07393148.2020.1842706

Gongalves, L. R., May, C. K., and Webster, D. G. (2022). The decade of ocean science
for sustainable development: What is at stake? Earth System Governance 14, 100155.
Available online at: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/
$2589811622000131 (Accessed October 22, 2025).

Gruby, R. L., Miller, D. C., Enrici, A., and Garrick, D. (2023). Conservation
philanthropy: Growing the field of research and practice. Conserv. Sci. Pract. 5.
doi: 10.1111/csp2.12977

Hau’Ofa, E. (2008). We are the ocean: Selected works (Honolulu: University of Hawaii
Press).

Havice, E., Campbell, L. M., Campling, L., and Smith, M. D. (2021). Making sense of
firms for ocean governance. One Earth 4, 602-604. doi: 10.1016/j.oneear.2021.04.022

Hillebrand, H., Kuczynski, L., Kunze, C., Rillo, M. C,, and Dajka, J. C. (2023).
Thresholds and tipping points are tempting but not necessarily suitable concepts to
address anthropogenic biodiversity change—an intervention. Mar. Biodiversity 53, 43.
doi: 10.1007/s12526-023-01342-3

IPBES (2024). Summary for Policymakers of the Thematic Assessment Report on the
Underlying Causes of Biodiversity Loss and the Determinants of Transformative Change
and Options for Achieving the 2050 Vision for Biodiversity of the Intergovernmental
Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. Eds. K. O’Brien, L.
Garibaldi, A. Agrawal, E. Bennett, R. Biggs, R. Calderon Contreras, E. Carr, N.
Frantzeskaki, H. Gosnell, J. Gurung, S. Lambertucci, J. Leventon, C. Liao, V. Reyes
Garcia, L. Shannon, S. Villasante, F. Wickson, Y. Zinngrebe and L. Perianin (Bonn,
Germany: IPBES secretariat). doi: 10.5281/zenodo.11382230

Karcher, D. B., Cvitanovic, C., Colvin, R, and van Putten, I. (2024). Enabling
successful science-policy knowledge exchange between marine biodiversity research
and management: An Australian case study. Environ. Policy Governance 34, 291-306.
doi: 10.1002/eet.2078

Langlet, A, and Vadrot, A. B. (2023). Not ‘undermining'who? Unpacking the
emerging BBN]J regime complex. Mar. Policy 147, 105372. doi: 10.1016/
j.marpol.2022.105372

Lubchenco, J.. (1995). “The Role of Science in Formulating a Biodiversity Strategy”,
Science and Biodiversity Policy, a supplement to BioScience, vol 45, pp 7-9.

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2025.106906
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40152-020-00179-x
https://doi.org/10.1080/08920753.2019.1564958
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aar5237
https://doi.org/10.1093/ia/iiad124
https://doi.org/10.1093/ia/iiad124
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2016.00248
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2021.104802
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.esg.2019.100029
https://doi.org/10.1038/s44183-024-00088-0
https://doi.org/10.1093/icesjms/fsad077
https://www.tni.org/files/download/the_global_ocean_grab.pdf
https://www.tni.org/files/download/the_global_ocean_grab.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/07393148.2020.1842706
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2589811622000131
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2589811622000131
https://doi.org/10.1111/csp2.12977
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.oneear.2021.04.022
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12526-023-01342-3
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.11382230
https://doi.org/10.1002/eet.2078
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2022.105372
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2022.105372
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2025.1724090
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/marine-science
https://www.frontiersin.org

Peters and Vadrot

Lubchenco, J., Menge, B., Barth, J., Carr, M., Caselle, J., Chan, F,, et al. (2019).
Connecting science to policymakers, managers, and citizens. Oceanography 32, 106-
115. doi: 10.5670/0ceanog.2019.317

Mallin, F. (2025). Blue economy struggles—Capital and power in the global ocean:
introduction. J. Agrarian Change 25, €70014. doi: 10.1111/joac.70014

Mallin, F., and Barbesgaard, M. (2020). Awash with contradiction: Capital, ocean
space and the logics of the Blue Economy Paradigm. Geoforum 113, 121-132.
doi: 10.1016/j.geoforum.2020.04.021

Markus, T., Hillebrand, H., Hornidge, A. K., Krause, G., and Schliiter, A. (2018).
Disciplinary diversity in marine sciences: the urgent case for an integration of research.
ICES J. Mar. Sci. 75, 502-509. doi: 10.1093/icesjms/fsx201

McKinley, E., Acott, T., and Yates, K. L. (2020). Marine social sciences: Looking
towards a sustainable future. Environ. Sci. Policy 108, 85-92. doi: 10.1016/
j.envsci.2020.03.015

Partelow, S., Schliiter, A., Ban, N. C,, Batterbury, S., Bavinck, M., Bennett, N. J., et al.
(2023). Five social science intervention areas for ocean sustainability initiatives. NPJ
Ocean Sustainability 2, 24. doi: 10.1038/s44183-023-00032-8

Pendleton, L., Evans, K., and Visbeck, M. (2020). We need a global movement to
transform ocean science for a better world. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A 117, 9652-9655.
doi: 10.1073/pnas.2005485117

Peters, K., Anderson, J., Davies, A., and Steinberg, P. (2022). The Routledge
Handbook of Ocean Space. (Abingdon: Routledge).

Peters, K., and Satizabal, P. (2022). Histories, present, futures and the fixing’ and
‘saving’ of Anthropocene oceans. Seminar series Oltre L’Antopocene (Department of
History, Anthropology, Religion, Arts, Spectacle. Sapieza Universita di Roma).

Rabitz, F., Beaudoin, S., Jedd, T., Lehmann, L, Prip, C., de Queiroz-Stein, G., et al.
(2025). A turning point in global biodiversity governance? Environ. Politics, 1-10.
doi: 10.1080/09644016.2025.2565867

Ruiz-Rodriguez, S. C., and Vadrot, A. B. M. (2025). Negotiating marine protected
areas across knowledge systems: multilateral boundary work in practice. Int. Affairs
101, 879-902. doi: 10.1093/ia/iiaf004

Sammler, K., and Peters, K. (2023). Contesting the Ocean Decade: Plural Provocations
on the Universal Sea (Society and Space). Available online at: https://www.
societyandspace.org/forums/contesting-the-ocean-decade-plural-provocations-on-
the-universal-sea (Accessed October 22, 2025).

Satizabal, P., Noriega-Narvaez, G., Saavedra-Diaz, L. M., and Le Billon, P. (2025). Theatre
of enforcement at sea: The global fight against ‘illegal fishing’and the criminalisation of
fisher peoples and exploitation of fish workers. J. Agrarian Change, €70009.

Satizabal, P., Quinquilla, A., Franco, M., and Pedersen, C. (2024). “Ocean, water and
fisher peoples’ Tribunals,” in Cutting the nets of capital and weaving nets of solidarity

Frontiers in Marine Science

07

10.3389/fmars.2025.1724090

(TNI). Available online at: https://www.tni.org/files/2024-06/People%27s_Tribunals_
EN_WEB.pdf (Accessed October 22, 2025).

Steinberg, P. E. (1999). Navigating to multiple horizons: Toward a geography of
ocean-space. Prof. Geographer 51, 366-375. doi: 10.1111/0033-0124.00172

Steinberg, P. E. (2001). The Social Construction of the Ocean. Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge, New York.

Sullivan, J. M., Cerny-Chipman, E. B., Rosenberg, A. A., and Lubchenco, J.
(2017). “Bridging the Science-Policy Interface: Adaptive Solutions in the
Anthropocene”, in P. S. Levin and M. R. Poe (eds) Conservation for the
Anthropocene Ocean: Interdisciplinary Science in Support of Nature and People.
Academic Press, London.

Tessnow-von Wysocki, I, and Vadrot, A. B. (2022). Governing a divided ocean: the
transformative power of ecological connectivity in the BBNJ negotiations. Politics
Governance 10, 14-28. doi: 10.17645/pag.v10i3.5428

Tolochko, P., and Vadrot, A. B. M. (2021a). The usual suspects? Distribution of
collaboration capital in marine biodiversity research. Mar. Policy 124, 104318.
doi: 10.1016/j.marpol.2020.104318

Tolochko, P., and Vadrot, A. B. M. (2021b). Selective world-building: Collaboration
and regional specificities in the marine biodiversity field. Environ. Sci. Policy 126, 79—
89. doi: 10.1016/j.envsci.2021.09.003

Vadrot, A. B. M., Langlet, A., Dunshirn, P., Fellinger, S., Ruiz-Rodriguez, S., and
Tessnow-von Wysocki, I. (2024). Zooming in on agreement-making: tracing the BBNJ
negotiations with the MARIPOLDATAbase. Global Environ. Politics 24, 152-178.
doi: 10.1162/glep_a_00767

Vadrot, A. B. M,, Langlet, A, and Tessnow-von Wysocki, I. (2022a). Who owns marine
biodiversity? Contesting the world order through the ‘common heritage of humankind”
principle. Environ. Politics 31, 226-250. doi: 10.1080/09644016.2021.1911442

Vadrot, A. B. M., Ruiz-Rodriguez, S. C., Brogat, E., Dunshirn, P., Langlet, A.,
Tessnow-von Wysocki, I, et al. (2022b). Towards a reflexive, policy-relevant and
engaged ocean science for the UN decade: A social science research agenda. Earth
System Governance 14, 100150. doi: 10.1016/j.esg.2022.100150

Vadrot, A. B. M., and Wanneau, K. (2024). The social science side of marine
Biodiversity monitoring. ICES J. Mar. Sci. 81, 864-876. doi: 10.1093/icesjms/fsae041

Vermeulen, N. (2013). From darwin to the census of marine life: marine biology as
big science. PLoS One 8, €54284. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0054284

Wilson, E. O. (1985). The Biological Diversity Crisis: Despite unprecedented
extinction rates, the extent of biological diversity remains unmeasured. BioScience
35, 700-706. doi: 10.2307/1310051

Wilson Rowe, E. (2025). Blue visions: ordering a changing arctic ocean. Global
Environ. Politics; 25, 139-148. doi: 10.1162/glep.a.3

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.5670/oceanog.2019.317
https://doi.org/10.1111/joac.70014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2020.04.021
https://doi.org/10.1093/icesjms/fsx201
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2020.03.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2020.03.015
https://doi.org/10.1038/s44183-023-00032-8
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2005485117
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2025.2565867
https://doi.org/10.1093/ia/iiaf004
https://www.societyandspace.org/forums/contesting-the-ocean-decade-plural-provocations-on-the-universal-sea
https://www.societyandspace.org/forums/contesting-the-ocean-decade-plural-provocations-on-the-universal-sea
https://www.societyandspace.org/forums/contesting-the-ocean-decade-plural-provocations-on-the-universal-sea
https://www.tni.org/files/2024-06/People%27s_Tribunals_EN_WEB.pdf
https://www.tni.org/files/2024-06/People%27s_Tribunals_EN_WEB.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/0033-0124.00172
https://doi.org/10.17645/pag.v10i3.5428
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2020.104318
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2021.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1162/glep_a_00767
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2021.1911442
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.esg.2022.100150
https://doi.org/10.1093/icesjms/fsae041
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0054284
https://doi.org/10.2307/1310051
https://doi.org/10.1162/glep.a.3
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2025.1724090
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/marine-science
https://www.frontiersin.org

	Editorial: Social science perspectives on marine biodiversity governance
	A departure and a start point for critical marine biodiversity governance research
	An agenda, and a call to go beyond the linear understanding of ocean governance
	Addressing pitfalls
	Realizing promises
	The papers: from the politics of data to the role of geopolitics and power
	Looking into oceanic (research) futures
	Author contributions
	Funding
	Acknowledgments
	Conflict of interest
	Generative AI statement
	Publisher’s note
	References


