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1 | INTRODUCTION

Where should we begin to make sense, conceptually, of the
intersections between human rights law as an international legal
regime and ways that people relate to the marine environment?
These intersections are increasingly acknowledged in practice.
This is visible in recent reports of UN Special Rapporteurs on
human rights and climate change, development and culture and a
healthy environment, culminating in a UN Human Rights Council
Resolution in 2025 (United Nations General Assembly, 2022a,
paras. 25, 49, 59, 91(f); United Nations General Assembly, 2022b,
para. 68; United Nations General Assembly, 2023, paras. 12-27;
United Nations General Assembly, 2024; United Nations
Committee on the Rights of the Child, 2023, paras. 1, 65(e), (c), (f);
United Nations Human Rights Council, 2025). The risks facing the

health of the marine environment are well understood (Millennium

has only recently moved towards an explicit connection to the marine environment.
At the same time, research on human rights and oceans focuses on people at sea,
not environmental protection.

2. This article contributes to bridging this gap by putting forward an entry point
to guide conceptualisation of the relationship between human rights and marine
environmental protection.

3. It reflects on the role of international human rights law, notably its potential to
help universalise the significance of ocean wellbeing for all persons, including
those located far from coastlines.

human rights, humanity, marine environment, ocean, sustainable governance

Ecosystem Assessment, 2005; Poértner et al., 2019, pp. 3-35).
There is a recognised need to protect coastlines in the face of sea-
level rise (Noone, 2013, pp. 115-120) and marine resources in the
face of economic exploitation (Blasiak et al., 2020, p. 590). There
is also recognition that the ocean is fundamental ‘life support’
(Noone et al.,, 2013, pp. 1-14; Rudolph et al., 2020) for all (Pértner
et al., 2019, p. 45; Minas, 2019, pp. 83-85; Morgera, Lennan,
et al., 2023, pp. 3-4). This adds urgency to calls to ensure that
human relationships with the marine environment are sustainable.
At the same time, part of the concern about the relationship
between humanity and the ocean rests on inequalities in
governance regimes and associated control over who can access
ocean space and in what form (Campbell et al., 2016, p. 517;
Bennett et al.,, 2021). International governance must thereby
respond to the need for urgent preventative measures to protect

the marine environment and do this in ways that counter wider
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social inequalities and ensure just decision-making processes. On
this basis, we can assert that international human rights law (IHRL)
must be relevant for governance of the marine environment, for
example by arguing that human rights can only be realised on the
basis of a healthy marine environment (Bratspies, 2015, pp. 51-
54). However, in this article we take a step back, suggesting a need
to interrogate—conceptually—the relationship between human
rights and marine environmental protection. This is because the
ways in which human persons relate to oceanic ‘environments’ is
complex and cannot be assumed to mirror ways of thinking about
relationships to terrestrial ‘environments’.!

Examining the significance of the marine environment for the
protection of human rights, and IHRL's potential contribution to
its sustainable governance, is a new direction for human rights
scholarship. On the one hand, the decades-old academic debates
on the relationship between IHRL and international environmental
law have tended not to focus on the ocean explicitly. The ‘marine’
dimension of environmental governance has presumably been
implicitly included in an encompassing definition of ‘the environ-
ment’. An ocean focus has emerged relatively recently in environ-
mental scholarship via work on climate change, notably studies of
the impact of sea-level rise on coastal communities (Herzog, 2015;
Maguire, 2020). On the other hand, growing research on human
rights and the ocean focuses on people at sea, not environmen-
tal protection. Human rights standards and mechanisms have
been invoked in efforts to hold states responsible for suffering
at sea, for example in relation to the treatment of people working
on board vessels (Becker-Weinberg, 2021; International Labour
Office, 2013).

In this article, we aim to help bridge the gap between these
areas of scholarship, contributing to emerging work on the connec-
tion between human rights and marine environmental protection
(Hamley, 2022; Morgera & Lily, 2022; van Doorn & Theilen, 2022).
Foregrounding particularities of human relationships with the ocean,
we put forward a conceptual entry point to guide further interroga-
tion of these relationships and to move towards a richer understand-
ing of the potential of IHRL to contribute to sustainable governance
of the marine environment.

In Section 2, we establish the context for the methodological
approach. We also explain how we use the terms ‘personhood’ and
‘recognition of humanity’. Section 3 then explores contrasting per-
ceptions of persons in a ‘seascape’ versus a ‘landscape’. We explore
how ocean space can foster perceptions and discourses of the ocean
as socially destructive, which can negate the humanity of persons
associated with it. Conversely, ocean space can also foster percep-
tions and discourses of a connection with the ocean that is essential
for more generative forms of personhood, thus reinforcing the hu-
manity of persons in relationship with it.

This duality raises a critical question for the remainder of the arti-
cle: Can IHRL respond to the possibility of both destructive and gen-

erative interactions between persons and the ocean? Furthermore,

1See Section 3.
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can it do soin a way that positively contributes to sustainable marine
environmental governance? Potential ‘responses’ of an international
legal regime to interactions between persons and the ocean are
complex and not easily categorised. To approach this complexity, we
propose a conceptual entry point for interrogating the relationship
between IHRL and sustainable marine environmental governance:
examining whether IHRL has been able to, first, recognise (‘see’)
the humanity of persons at sea, and second whether IHRL might in
future be able to recognise (‘sea’) an ocean-embedded humanity of
persons on land.

In Section 4 we explore whether IHRL has been able to ‘see’
the humanity of persons at sea by considering the context in
which IHRL converges most prominently with the ocean—people
on board vessels. We discuss how ocean space may be narrated
in a way that presents a particular threat to recognition of the
humanity of persons at sea, using examples of governance narra-
tives. A capacity of IHRL to ‘see’ humanity means recognising the
humanity of those who may otherwise be rendered ‘invisible’. We
draw attention to IHRL's role in working against such narratives. In
Section 5 we explore what it would mean for IHRL to have the ca-
pacity to ‘sea’ the humanity of persons on land. This entails ques-
tions of whether IHRL is able to, and whether it should, respond
to ways in which personhood is seen to be generatively realised
through particular relationships with the ocean and implications
for practice.

We conclude that the conceptual entry point suggested pro-
vides a gateway for exploring the potential of IHRL to contribute
to sustainable marine governance. We advocate further research
to understand more fully the role that IHRL could play in articu-
lating and addressing the responsibilities of states. We highlight,
notably, that the universalist claim inherent in IHRL could in this
context be an advantage: dominant perceptions of life on the
planet view most of the human species as being geographically
distant from the ocean, even though that distance is an illusion of
separation as our planetary ecosystem is fundamentally intercon-
nected; the human rights perspective could help limit the more
damaging effects of that categorising narrative, while also sup-
porting a framing of the relationships between persons and the
ocean that emphasises its universal role in the production of all
life, regardless of the perceived distance between a person and
the coastline.

2 | SITUATING THE APPROACH

The human rights perspective on the environment has long been
criticised for its anthropocentrism (Grear, 2011, pp. 24-26). These
critiques object precisely to the move of placing the wellbeing of
humanity in a privileged claim-making position vis-a-vis the more-
than-human world. They therefore need to be taken seriously
when engaging with legal and governance frameworks that do, in
practice, prioritise human interests in this way. Such frameworks,
which are dominant in national and international governance
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narratives and discourse, have tended to assert a limiting binary
between ‘people’ and ‘nature’ and to treat the latter largely as
a resource for the former. They have also perpetuated wider
injustices, allowing the further privileging of already powerful
systems and groups of people, often at the expense of others
subject to the same system. Effectively, the instrumentalising of
people and nature for economic growth is the normative framing
underpinning this, and it continues to cause harm to marine
ecosystems and to human wellbeing. Approaches adopting the
language of ‘sustainability’ are necessary, as they enable essential
engagement within entrenched policy processes, but they remain
limited because they do not alter the underlying paradigm. There
is an urgent need to embed alternative worldviews based on
relational wellbeing within these framings.

In this paper, we take seriously the need for approaches that
can operate within existing governance systems while still opening
pathways towards more radical and relational understandings of
human-ocean interdependence. We recognise that humans, with
our available modes of international governance, will be central
actors in shaping responses to ocean wellbeing. We also accept
that protecting the wellbeing of people, and humanity as a spe-
cies, is a legitimate aim of international governance efforts, as re-
flected in the foundational call of the Sustainable Development
Goals: ‘people’ balanced alongside ‘planet’, with ‘no one left be-
hind’, and realisation of the ‘human rights of all’ (United Nations
General Assembly, 2015, Preamble). We do not take a rigid, hege-
monic view of the nature of IHRL and the impact of its narratives
or frame it as a zero-sum game. Perspectives urging rearticula-
tion of marine governance away from the dominant focus on the
needs and aspirations of people to reflect the Beyond-Human
world continue to make critical contributions to debate (Chao &
Enari, 2021). We hope that advocating progress in human rights
realisation is not read to preclude more radical re-imaginings of
human relationships with the ocean, whilst recognising that rad-
ical change is likely to be a relatively long process despite the
urgency of the ocean health crisis and its near-term effects. Our
approach aims to be a pragmatic conceptualisation rather than a
critical theoretical conceptualisation. In this paper, we revisit the
ethical commitments that underpin human rights and draw on
what we perceive to be a strength of IHRL, as a framework for ex-
pressing both collective and plural values and obligations. In doing
so, we adopt the position that human rights can better serve as a
vocabulary through which to articulate connection across diverse
communities and environments.

We do not use a single disciplinary, theoretical or methodolog-
ical approach. The ideas in this article were formed in conversa-
tions that took place between us as co-authors with backgrounds
in two different disciplines (anthropology and law) and as schol-
ars with relatively different theoretical and methodological ap-
proaches to tackling pressing societal concerns and challenges.
We began a discussion based on an overlapping observation of
the challenges that marine space presented for the wellbeing of
people. The development of these ideas required a long unpicking

of discipline-specific concepts and approaches so that we could
present an argument that was pragmatic, rather than critical. The
argument has been co-constituted from that act of communicat-
ing, rather than beginning from one fixed theoretical perspective.

Our work has been inspired and hosted by the One Ocean Hub,
an international programme of research for development (2019-
2025) whose vision is for marine governance that is based on inte-
grated and inclusive decision-making for sustainable ocean use.?
One aspect of this research is on understanding the potential of dif-
ferent bodies of international law to operate in an integrated way,
which includes examining the role and potential of IHRL to contrib-
ute to governance narratives, processes and decision-making at dif-
ferent scales (from local to transnational) in relation to sustainable
ocean use. Understanding the persons, processes and narratives
that make up global ocean governance beyond IHRL has been a fun-
damental part of our research. Our research questions have in-
cluded: how can we foster a stronger connection between humanity
and the ocean, in light of the urgent need to protect the marine en-
vironment? What role does the ocean play in the global discussion
on the right to a healthy and sustainable environment? How can we
ensure that international and transnational decisions fully recognise
the importance of the ocean for different communities? These ques-
tions are situated within our broader research interests, for Webster
in ways that human rights law is used and interpreted, and the influ-
ence of its foundational concepts in practice; and for Major in mate-
rial culture, political anthropology and the care of beings and places.

The approach adopted means that some clarifications around con-
cepts and terminology are needed. The discussion engages with the
idea of ‘personhood’. Personhood has been described as an ‘interdisci-
plinary subject’ (Martin & Bickhard, 2012, p. 2)° and as an organising
idea rather than a unified concept (Neal, 2012, pp. 113-116). In this
article we focus not on a particular conception of personhood but on
ways that personhood is understood to be constituted and acknowl-
edged. We use ‘personhood’ in the sense of human embodiment and
experience, which is mediated by social attributions, all continuously
interacting with the material specifics of our world and the living enti-
ties within it. A person is, at least partially, socially constructed and ul-
timately realised through the dynamic interplay of social context,
embodiment and experience (Fowler, 2004, p. 78). In other words, per-
sons become and occasionally fail to become, certain types of persons
through relationships with various entities, including the spaces and
places we inhabit. This perspective on personhood is further unpacked
throughout the discussion.

We distinguish use of the term ‘personhood’ in this article
from its more specific use in relation to law. ‘Legal personhood’,
at its most general, is described by Kurki as ‘how one is viewed
or treated by the law’ (Kurki, 2023, p. 3). Legal personhood is of
course relevant to understanding human rights, not least since

2https://oneoceanhub.org/.

3Martin and Bickhard summarise: ‘[...] (b)ecause various aspects of persons include or
refer to biophysical characteristics, socio-cultural positionings, norms, and self-
interpretations, the concept of a person applies across the physical sciences, social
sciences, and humanities. Personhood is necessarily an interdisciplinary subject’.
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human rights as a practical legal framework must address ques-
tions of who or what is, can be or should be considered as a legal
person (Kurki, 2023, p. 5). But the idea of legal personhood is
multi-layered, meaning that it is not straightforward to assert its
relationship to human rights law (Kurki, 2023, pp. 4-5, 35) even if
this was our aim.

Our intention, instead, is to highlight a different focus in con-
junction with personhood—in the sense of human embodiment
and experience, co-constituted by relationships with various enti-
ties, including spaces and places. That is, a focus on what we de-
scribe as ‘humanity of persons’. ‘Humanity’ is that which is deemed
to attach universally to human persons (United Nations General
Assembly, 1948, art. 1) and to give rise to the equal human rights-
bearing status of persons. Different terms could be used here,
such as ‘humanness’, or even ‘dignity’ as found in the Preamble of
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UN General Assembly
1948 Preamble). ‘Human rights personhood’ may be the most apt
but risks confusion with the broader understanding of person-
hood emphasised in this article. All of these terms, including ‘hu-
manity’, are slippery and often used in related ways?*; it is difficult
to escape the ‘terminological tangle’ which surrounds them
(Sattar, 2021, p. 83). One benefit of opting for the term ‘humanity
in persons’ is that it captures not only a sense of the individual
recognised as human rights-bearer, but also extends beyond to
signify some sense of the collective. The key point, however, is
that we aim to refer to the normative aspiration that is a distin-
guishing feature of a human rights perspective and to the ways in
which IHRL recognises such.

This raises a broader tension that runs through human rights
thinking: a tension between, on the one hand, the claim that all per-
sons are entitled to equal dignity, and, on the other, the particularist
recognition that some individuals or groups experience distinctive
vulnerabilities and rights implications within specific social, cultural
or environmental contexts. Our approach builds on, rather than
challenges, such particularist claims. We suggest that the univer-
salist commitments of IHRL can be enriched through engagement
with relational understandings of the ocean that many Indigenous
and coastal communities have long expressed. Extending these un-
derstandings to humanity as a whole does not subsume these sit-
uated worldviews within a universal frame; rather, it demonstrates
how universal human rights can evolve through engagement with the
knowledge and experiences of those most deeply entangled with the
environment. In this framing, the universal and the particular sus-
tain each other: universalism offers the ground for equal recognition,
while particular perspectives—including those rooted in specific oce-
anic perspectives—give that recognition lived and situated meaning.

It is through acts of recognition that IHRL negotiates the relation-
ship between the universal and the particular. When IHRL recognises
the humanity of persons, it makes an abstract universalist claim ex-

pressing particular normative aspirations on the basis of core values

“For examples of scholarship which engages with relationships between such concepts
(see Finegan, 2012; Hughes, 2011; Ikuenobe, 2018; Tasioulas, 2002).
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understood to attach universally to human beings. This recognition,
or attribution of value, ‘admits’ human beings to the status of human
rights-bearing persons (Douzinas, 2000, p. 5). The basis on which the
humanity of persons is recognised, that is why it is recognised; how it
is justified, is an open question. This is further discussed in Section 5.
Our argument begins to draw connections between the humanity of
persons as recognised by IHRL, and personhood as co-constituted by

relationships, including with spaces and places.

3 | FROM LAND TO SEA: PERSONHOOD
WITHIN SEASCAPES

A starting point for conceptualising human-ocean relationships and
their implications for IHRL is that personhood and the places and
spaces that persons inhabit are co-constituted, with landscapes
emerging from interactions (Howard et al., 2019; Ingold, 2022; Ingold
& Kurttila, 2000). Like persons, things and places are also products
of inscribed meaning and material properties. This highlights the
significant role that the material characteristics of a place and its
constituent objects play.

The fluidity of the ocean, among other physical features, funda-
mentally differentiates it from land, rendering relationships with it
inherently complex: while humans are vulnerable to drowning, the
ocean's proper functioning within the water cycle is crucial for
human survival. The ocean's distinct materiality imparts a unique
character to ‘seascapes’, shaping our intricate relationships with
them and fostering specific socio-cultural meanings and effects
(Steinberg, 2001, p. 78; Steinberg & Peters, 2015; Peters &
Steinberg, 2019; Steinberg, 2013). ‘Seascape’ describes the oceanic
environment as perceived and experienced by humans. This includes
not just the physical space but also the cultural and social dimen-
sions of human interactions with the ocean. These material, cultural
and social dynamics interact in multifaceted ways, playing transfor-
mative roles in social processes. They can challenge or alter embod-
ied identities, thereby generating new forms of personhood.’

Dominant political and legal culture in the West often perceives
the ocean as an uncertain, uncontrollable and threatening space
(Packham, 2018). This epistemological tradition juxtaposes the
ocean with terrestrial landmasses, which are seen as easier to cate-
gorise and therefore manage. Such interpretation may be abstract,
but it has tangible consequences, such as providing the moral foun-
dation for colonial exploitation of marine environments.® This dis-
course continues to affect people in and on the ocean. The further
people move from ‘controllable’ land, the less ‘clear’ they become,
not just in a literal sense but also socially, difficult to ‘see’ or to rec-
ognise in the way people on land might be recognised. They take on
an indeterminacy that may be useful to those wishing to present

5See discussions in Ballestero (2019).
6See discussions around the ‘neo-colonial’ production of this space in George and
Wiebe (2020) and Mainwaring and Debono (2021).
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them as a threat to social order, and which also becomes threatening
to those people.” It means that states can resist recognising people
within those spaces as significant at all, ultimately and often result-
ing in their death and a fundamentally necropolitical seascape.8 Such
state discourse and accompanying (in)action is also disconnected
from a recognition of the life of the ocean. In this reading the ocean
is a two-dimensional space in which governance of lives and deaths
plays out across its surface, as if the surface of a map. It does not
involve or require any recognition of fundamental interconnection
between the life or death of the ocean and the life or death of the
people associated with it.”

However, contrasting this view of ocean space and seaborne peo-
ple as threatening, values and practices associated with the ocean can
emphasise more generative interrelationships. That is, a relationship
which has positive outcomes for the ocean as well as for the people
involved. Aswani has suggested that scientific scholarship and associ-
ated governance approaches often adopt an overly simple view of
ocean/human relationships, overlooking the holistic way people and
the ocean interrelate. For many coastal communities a ‘biocultural’ as-
sociation with the ocean integrates management practices, knowledge
systems and modes of relatedness that equate the wellbeing of the
ocean with that of people (Aswani, 2020). Numerous examples illus-
trate this interrelatedness, describing the significance of, for example,
‘amphibious encounters’ or ‘salted identities’.’® Such conceptualisa-
tions include ways in which people are in constant, embodied, flow
between land and sea or have a sensorial interconnectedness.
Although few interpretations ascribe a universal benevolence to the
ocean, there is a prevalent view of a symbiotic relationship essential to
becoming and being recognised as a complete person. This relationship
is not unidirectional, wherein the ocean is merely a resource for peo-
ple; instead it is characterised by a fundamental interconnectedness
where the wellbeing of one is inseparable from the wellbeing of the
other (Boswell, 2022). Such relationships with the ocean extend be-
yond sensory appreciation, incorporating interrelationships of connec-
tion and of care akin to everyday kinship associations. Broadly,
‘saltwater’ ethnographic studies and stories from various origins de-
scribe a continuous exchange with the seascape, producing or trans-
forming people (Astuti, 1995; Brown & Humberstone, 2015;
Ingersoll, 2015; Schneider, 2012). In this context, the ocean acts as an
agent in a process that is ultimately generative—in that it produces life.
Discourses of interconnectedness and care-centred relationships with

A lack of rootedness to land or place and the transference of that concern onto or into
the bodies of mobile peoples is commonplace, particularly when these ideas overlap with
Eurocentric narrative and practices which are spatially orientated in particular ways and
distinctly ‘landed’ in their character. See Malkki (1992).

8Drawing on Mbembe (2003), though Mbembe does not refer specifically to the ocean.
Scholars drawing on Mbembe's notion of the Necropolitic as a form of power have
already begun to extend their readings of this into the realm of landscape, though not yet
into the seascape in a similar way (see Bubandt, 2017; Davies, 2017).

105ee, respectively: Pauwelussen and Verschoor (2017); Boswell (2022). The former
urges engagement with the idea of ‘amphibiousness’ in their discussion of the Bajau
people of Indonesia; the latter, writing in the South African context, identifies a ‘salty’
embodying of the ocean underpinning an intersubjectivity between coastal communities
and the sea.

the ocean reflect a co-constitutive dynamic between people and
seascapes.

In summary, human relationships with oceanic environments
possess unique qualities, deriving from the nature of ocean space
and the diverse perceptions and discourses that arise from it. The
entanglements between people and seascapes can be narrated in
ways that emphasise threat and promote destruction or in ways that
highlight and ultimately produce positive and generative interrela-
tionships.11 Thinking through a distinction between these destruc-
tive and generative entanglements provides an entry point for
conceptualising the contribution of human rights law to marine envi-
ronmental governance.

In the next sections we ask how IHRL has addressed, or could
address, the nuanced and interconnected entanglements between
humans and seascapes, recognising both their destructive and gen-
erative potential. This would entail not only ‘see-ing’ the humanity
of persons at sea but also ‘sea-ing’ the humanity of persons on land;
an openness to integrating the oceanic into a conception of what it
means to exist as a human person. This would involve a shift from
a simple acknowledgement of presence to profound recognition of
the interwoven relationship between humans and the ocean as an

essential aspect of humanity.

4 | THE CAPACITY OF IHRL TO ‘SEF’
PERSONS AT SEA

In this section we draw on what is currently the most prominent link
between IHRL and the ocean—the protection of human rights at
sea—and discuss governance narratives that construe seascapes as
destructive of humanity. In response to such exclusionary narratives,
which might lead to the erasure of a person's humanity, we reflect on
the capacity of IHRL to resist this erasure, by mobilising a framework
which recognises or ‘sees’ the humanity of persons at sea.

Human rights standards and mechanisms have been invoked in
efforts to hold states responsible for suffering at sea (Papanicolopulu,
2012; Papanicolopulu, 2018, p. 112; Ndiaye, 2019; Klein, 2022;
Petrig, 2022). This is the case in relation to the treatment of peo-
ple on board vessels at sea in the context of forms of labour, for
example (Becker-Weinberg, 2021). The human rights perspective
has been concerned with loss of life, liberty and violations of
physical and mental integrity.12 Human rights claims have
been made before courts and monitoring bodies in relation to a

range of rights, including the rights to liberty,'® freedom of expres-

11Co-existing perspectives and tensions are vividly illustrated in research on customary
practices in relation to the ocean and the history and governance of legacies of
colonialism (see Wilson, 2021).

125ee summary in Human Rights at Sea (2022).

13Europe European Court of Human Rights. (2010, March 29). Medvedyev and others v.
France (App. No. 3394/03).
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sion,™* to seek asylum,15 and freedom from torture, inhuman and
degrading treatment.’® The think tank-led initiative, the Geneva
Declaration on Human Rights at Sea (2022), highlights the scale of
‘inhumanity’ in ocean space and the need for greater accountabil-
ity (Human Rights at Sea, 2022; Klein, 2022). Human rights law
has been invoked in the hope that it can operate against state (in)
actions that have often been characterised by defensive evasion,
burdened (or benefited, as some actors appear to see it) by divid-
ing lines of state sovereignty and jurisdiction. The context of mi-
gration, in which the movement of migrants at sea challenges
securitised state control of borders, provides perhaps the most
striking example of how IHRL has come to respond to destructive
governance narratives surrounding human relationships with
ocean space.

Political and legal crises—within a relatively Eurocentric gover-
nance paradigm—that are linked to unofficial cross-border migra-
tion via sea routes throw into relief the manner in which states
might see their legitimacy as tied to their ability to clearly demar-
cate boundaries and border zones.’” Demarcating borders at sea
via governance modes developed for land inherently sits uneasily
with ocean space (Steinberg, 2001). When seascapes are con-
structed as detrimental to state interests they may be construed
almost in their entirety as a border zone (isleyen & El Qadim, 2023).
Further, not only is the ocean impossible to control because of its
scale, it is additionally unpredictable because of its nature. For ex-
ample, it can conceal but it can also unexpectedly reveal people
considered as threatening, whom states may either want to see or
prefer to keep out of the public gaze (Tazzioli & Walters, 2016).
Such state discourses can have a destructive effect on persons
within the seascape, leading not only to tragic loss of life in numer-
ous instances but to their non-recognition.®

Peckham gives the example of narratives around ‘undocumented’
people arriving via sea routes as reflecting the way that broader in-
terpretations of the landscape/seascape and of the coastline be-
come associated with the persons who emerge from them
(Packham, 2018). Kovacevic, in ‘Dissolving into the sea’, talks about
the way that this particular kind of seascape is a product of the col-
lective political imagination, as much as it is a legal and political real-
ity and that this can therefore endlessly create the body of the
migrant as ‘indeterminable’ and, as such, threatening (Kovacevic,
2019). Such readings zone in on the out-of-place, uprooted person
and in doing so lose broader context. The problem becomes one of a
person themself and not the political conditions or processes that
resulted in a person making an extremely risky voyage to a new loca-

tion. The outcome of this is that persons can be treated as less than

“Women on Waves and Others v. Portugal European Court of Human Rights. (2009,
February 3). Women on Waves and others v. Portugal (App. No. 31276/05).
BInter-American Commission on Human Rights. (1997, March 13). Haitian Centre for
Human Rights and Others v. United States (Report No. 51/96, Case No. 10.675).
16ynited Nations Committee Against Torture. (2008, November 21). J.H.A. v. Spain,
Communication No. 323/2007 (UN Doc. CAT/C/41/D/323/2007).

YBuilding on the argument of the ‘border spectacle’ as set out in De Genova (2005).
8see Section 3 for discussion and citations.
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human because they are located at sea. Seascapes become spaces in
which undeniably harsh conditions for humans become a kind of
‘moral alibi’ that is used to avoid taking responsibility for the suffer-
ing and death that occurs there.'’

One response to such destructive narratives is to assert visibility,
that is to resist the negation of humanity via modes of recognition.
For example, on land, the act of exhuming human remains and reas-
sociating once-living people with those remains is an act of bringing
a person back into view.%° In the ocean context, we can conceive of
a similar response to narratives of indeterminacy. For example, one
of the achievements of Urbina's book, The Outlaw Ocean, has been
described as its ability ‘[...] to pluck [...] people out of the vast blue
expanse that surrounds them and locate them, both on the map and
in our minds, at least for a moment [....]' (Rosenberg, 2019), thereby
drawing our attention to the significance of even a momentary clar-
ity of view of persons on/in the ocean who may otherwise be nar-
rated as indeterminate.

IHRL has provided a framework for resistance in this sense of
asserting visibility. It has done so through the extension of the
legal mechanism of territorial jurisdiction. IHRL has integrated ob-
ligations under bilateral and multilateral international treaty law
and customary international law to assert state responsibility, si-
multaneously recognising the humanity of persons at sea. For ex-
ample, in the much-discussed case of Hirsi Jamaa and Others v
Italy,?! in what the Italian state posited as a rescue operation, mi-
grant vessels were intercepted on the high seas before arriving on
Italian territory. Those onboard the vessels were transferred onto
ships flying the Italian flag and returned to Libya. Despite being
onboard ships flying the Italian flag, the state argued that it had
intercepted the boats on the basis of a duty to vessels in distress
under the law of the sea and that this did not incur human rights
jurisdiction.?? The Grand Chamber of the European Court of
Human Rights extended human rights jurisdiction on the basis of
flag-state jurisdiction and regardless of the purported purpose of
the interception.?® This extension of the state-individual jurisdic-
tional relationship (Besson, 2012, p. 863) at sea is critical since
IHRL's protection extends only to those within the jurisdiction of a
state.?* Human rights monitoring bodies have also pushed the
boundaries of state responsibility at sea by asserting obligations

in situations concerning not what states have done, but what they

An issue that Doty captures in relation to migrant desert crossings of the US-Mexico
borders (see Doty, 2011).

201t is the reason that the work of forensic scientists, and of community managed
exhumations, have been associated with conversations around the ‘Right to Truth’in
recent decades. See Jamar and Major (2022).

21European Court of Human Rights. (2012, February 23). Hirsi Jamaa and others v. Italy
(App. No. 27765/09). For discussion of the jurisdiction point, see Moreno-Lax (2012, pp.
579-582) and Kim (2017, pp. 58-61).

22Hirsi Jamaa and Others v. Italy, paras 64-65.

22Hirsi Jamaa and Others v. Italy, paras 70-82.

?*For a general discussion of jurisdiction in international human rights law (see
Milanovic, 2011, Chapter 1).
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have failed to do. In 2020 the UN Human Rights Committee (HRC),
in decisions concerning Malta and Italy,?° asserted human rights
jurisdiction over migrants onboard a capsized vessel on the high
seas resulting in the disappearance or death of an estimated 200
or more people. Although the claim against Malta was found inad-
missible due to a failure to exhaust domestic remedies, the HRC
identified shared jurisdiction of both states on the basis of mari-
time search and rescue responsibility, despite the vessel not being
within the territory of Italy or Malta and not onboard a vessel fly-
ing either state flag. In what one dissenting member described as

the majority's ‘noble intent’?®

in stretching the jurisdictional link,
the HRC tied the evidence of persistent micro-omissions, delays
and obstructions to an evasion of responsibility on the part of the
Italian maritime search and rescue authorities. The failure to ade-
quately respond to distress calls in light of the specific series of
factual events and foreseeable risk of danger to the lives of those
onboard the vessel in distress, was enough to create a jurisdic-
tional link.?’

In practice, IHRL's success in preventing human rights viola-
tions has had serious limitations and the way that states fail to
implement human rights law is a major challenge, but this does not
negate the critical contribution of IHRL's conceptual capacity to
‘see’ persons. Whether state (or non-state) actors argue that they
lack capacity to fulfil duties in contexts of ‘extended’ jurisdiction,
or simply evade responsibility, human rights law may be too late
or too ineffective to protect rights in particular instances. Further,
as a constituent of the sovereign state-based international legal
system, IHRL cannot challenge the foundations of state jurisdic-
tion. Courts/monitoring bodies may have carved new boundaries
but where jurisdiction reaches its doctrinal limits, people at sea
are invisible to IHRL. Where jurisdiction ends, so too does rec-
ognition; as Mann observes, when bounds of jurisdiction are es-
tablished by legal interpreters, this inevitably, indirectly opens up
‘legal black holes’ in which state ‘violence beyond’ jurisdiction can
occur (Mann, 2018, p. 357). At the same time, however, the grave
consequences of the absence of human rights jurisdiction at sea
(Mann, 2018, p. 357) equally and vividly highlights why this juris-
diction matters.

Instances of asserting the ‘normative threshold’ (Besson, 2012)
of jurisdiction amount to instances of ‘see-ing’ persons at sea. In
the liminal jurisdictional ocean space, attributing the status of
rights-bearing subject and legitimising state accountability can be
seen as a conceptually powerful form of recognition despite state
narratives and (in)actions that would act to negate this status. The
relative strength of IHRL's capacity to ‘see’ the humanity of per-

sons at sea is helpfully illustrated in juxtaposition to the one

25United Nations Human Rights Committee. (2020, November 4). A.S. and others v. Malta
(Communication No. 3043/2017, CCPR/C/128/D/3043/2017) United Nations Human
Rights Committee. (2020, November 4). A.S. and others v. Italy (Communication No.
3042/2017, CCPR/C/130/D/3042/2017). (See also Citroni, 2021; Dimitrova, 2023).
26 S. and Others v. Italy, Individual Opinion of Committee member David H. Moore,

para 4.

27A.5. and Others v. Italy.

branch of international public law that we most obviously expect
to be concerned with regulating the use of ocean space—the law of
the sea. Papanicolopulu has observed that ‘it immediately strikes
the eye that there seems to be no place for persons’
(Papanicolopulu, 2012, p. 868). The law of the sea is concerned
with enabling and delimiting access to ocean space and power be-
tween states. While the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea
(LOSC) (Convention on the Law of the Sea, 1982, Preamble) in-
cludes specific duties that reflect glimpses of ‘concerns for human
beings’ (Treves, 2010)?® and while search and rescue duties have
operated concurrently with human rights law duties to establish
state duties to protect individuals,?’ these positive glimpses fail to
fundamentally challenge governance narratives of threat and de-
struction in a way that recognises the humanity of persons at sea
(Oxman, 1997, p. 404). In contrast, IHRL has contributed to con-
ceptually stabilising the visibility of persons at sea by trying to
hold on to them—to keep them in sight. The ‘act of recognition’
symbolically counteracts a social form of exclusion or invisibility,
communicating that a human being merits recognition as a human
rights-bearing person, despite being at sea.®® In other words, IHRL
has the conceptual capacity to ‘see’ the humanity of persons de-

spite a seascape that facilitates this becoming invisible.

5 | THE CAPACITY OF IHRL TO ‘SEA’
PERSONS ON LAND

IHRL also
interrelationships between personhood and seascapes that

By extension, can respond to narratives of
emphasise positive dynamics? Section 3 drew attention to such
narratives, for example referring to ‘saltwater’ ethnographic
studies (Boswell, 2022; Pauwelussen & Verschoor, 2017) which
highlight generative exchanges with seascapes as integral to the
constitution of personhood. This encompasses people who are
not seaborne but physically located on land, thereby potentially
extending the sphere of IHRL from responding to personhood
of those at sea to responding to personhood of those on land
while maintaining an understanding of how such personhood is
shaped in relation to the seascape. What does it then mean for
IHRL to recognise—to ‘sea’—the humanity of persons in response?
It would mean recognising humanity not in spite of destructive
narratives but in acknowledgement of generative ones; it would

mean accommodating diverse generative ways of knowing and

285ee UN Convention on the Law of the Sea 1982, art 98 (duty upon states via their
flag-bearing ships and coastal position to assist persons who risk being lost at sea) and
art 99 (any person enslaved aboard a ship, once found, becomes free).

29See also related international treaties: International Maritime Organisation,
International Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea 1974 and International Convention
on Maritime Search and Rescue 1979.

30As Douzinas describes it, admission (...) to rights-holding is a symbolic admission to the
dignity of humanity (...)’ (Douzinas, 2000, p. 295). See also Kuch (2010, pp. 41-44, 54).
Kuch argues that acts of recognition are not ‘merely’ symbolic, but rather ‘constitutively’,
that is inherently, symbolic, at 48-50.
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being in relationship with the ocean, or in other words, an ocean-
embedded personhood of those on land.

The question of whether IHRL has the capacity to recognise an
ocean-embedded personhood of those on land could itself mean
different things. On the one hand it could mean, does IHRL have the
conceptual ability to hear and acknowledge claims based on ocean-
embedded personhood? On the other hand it could mean, should IHRL
by default embrace claims based on ocean-embedded personhood?
There is no clear answer to either question because they depend upon
potentially diverse understandings of the nature and role of IHRL spe-
cifically and ways of articulating humans' place in the world broadly.
But both are relevant questions for conceptualising IHRL's potential
contribution to sustainable governance of the marine environment.

For IHRL to be able to ‘sea’ the humanity of persons, we need an
understanding of IHRL as open to attributing humanity on the basis
of often non-dominant narratives of personhood as co-dependent
with a healthy ocean. IHRL's abstract normative and universalist
claim that a human being has value which merits recognition, and
thus protection of human rights, would be motivated in this case by
a particular understanding of what is normatively significant about
human beings, tied to a generative conception of ocean-embedded
personhood. This in turn requires an understanding of the founda-
tional values of IHRL as normatively indeterminate and able to oper-
ate underpinned by ‘multiple grounds’ (Donnelly, 2007, p. 293).
Articulations of how and why personhood is generatively consti-
tuted in relation to seascapes are likely to be expressed through the
lens of diverse worldviews. When such worldviews are channelled
within a human rights framing as an avenue for claiming state ac-
countability for injustice, they will encompass their own understand-
ing of which relationships, status, capacities, and so on, justify IHRL's
recognition. IHRL needs to be understood as sufficiently indetermi-
nate to be able to hear such claims. This indeterminacy provides
scope for IHRL to be able to hear, or respond to, understandings of
personhood in which its realisation and protection is closely bound
to the realisation and protection of the ocean, and it holds space for
a ‘plurality of ocean knowledges’ (Erwin et al., 2022, p. 384).%!

To suggest that IHRL should by default embrace narratives of gen-
erative relationships between personhood and the wellbeing of the
ocean presupposes that IHRL is able to hear such narratives. A range of
accounts of environmentally embedded personhood in environmental
philosophy promote ways of understanding personhood that rest
upon symbiotic human-environment relationships.? In environmental
humanities and legal theory literature engaging specifically with
human rights framings, scholars have also advocated such understand-
ings. For example, scholars such as Grear and Kotzé have proposed
radical re-imaginings of the human subject as a way of moving human
rights discourse beyond its perceived inability to address—even its
complicity in—environmental degradation (Kotzé, 2019, pp. 77-85;
Grear 2022, pp. 123-140, 129, 131-132). They pursue alternative

31For discussion of challenging knowledge hierarchies of ocean governance (see Erwin
etal., 2022, pp. 388-389, 398-399).
325ee overview in Townsend (2020, pp. 133-139).
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possibilities, arguing, respectively, for a need to frame our understand-
ing in terms of ‘eco-human subjectivities’ (Grear 2017, pp. 136-141) or
‘the vulnerable human/non-human subject’ (Kotzé, 2019, pp. 77-79).
With an applied legal framing, Townsend, for example, advocates an
evolved understanding of the core human rights value of respect for
dignity that captures ‘environmentally constituted humanness’
(Townsend, 2020, p. 170) or ‘humanness in place’ (Townsend, 2020, p.
133). Accounts of personhood's connection with the beyond/more-
than-human world also extend to water-based environments
(Malpas, 2006; Neimanis, 2017). These kinds of imaginings of the sub-
ject of human rights law and readings of its underpinning values offer
alternative accounts of why human rights law should arguably integrate
understandings of personhood based on environmental embedded-
ness. It is hoped that such accounts will be persuasive. While their ar-
ticulations differ, they are compelling in their shared rejection of a
human-nature separation and instrumentalisation of the (marine) envi-
ronment. The ability of IHRL to ‘sea’ humanity allows for different ac-
counts of why it should do so.

In practice, what would it mean for IHRL to ‘sea’ humanity of per-
sons? IHRL interpreters would have to accept readings of personhood
as generatively intertwined with the oceans articulated as part of indi-
vidual or inter-state challenges to state governance of the marine envi-
ronment based on applicable human rights, such as the right to life, to
take part in cultural life, to the highest attainable standard of health or
to a healthy environment. It would mean courts and monitoring bodies
holding open the space to hear narratives of ocean-constituted per-
sonhood. This might form part of interpretive engagement with core
human rights values, under the surface of reasoning as is the norm with
legal bodies' engagements with abstract values.®® It might require
human rights bodies to re-examine the boundaries of rights, for exam-
ple, extension of the scope of the right to life. The significance of
ocean-constituted personhood for the right to life is intimated in the
UN HRC's 2023 Torres Strait Islander decision, in which a right-to-life
argument by the claim's authors was made on the basis that ‘the health’
of the islands was ‘closely tied to their own lives’.* This argument was
rejected and a violation found instead on the basis of a state failure to
protect the right to minority culture dependent upon the significance
of the land and sea for the preservation of cultural identity.®> This was
a celebrated outcome (ClientEarth, 2022), yet the relationship of
Torres Strait Islanders to the seascape (and landscape), which has been
described as ‘a primary attribute of who they are’ (Fuary, 2009, p. 36),
points towards the co-constitution of personhood in a way that en-
compasses but goes beyond cultural identity and opens the door to

re-consideration of how protection of ‘life’ could be interpreted. While

33For example, as is the case with human rights bodies' engagement with the
foundational value of human dignity. Discussion of dignity-based reasoning is most
commonly found in scholarship on the prohibition of torture in human rights law (e.g. see
Webster, 2016, pp. 372, 374-375), but has been extended to environmental rights and
understandings of environmentally embedded humanness (see Townsend, 2020, pp.
145-169).

34United Nations Human Rights Committee. (2022, July 21). Daniel Billy and others v.
Australia (Communication No. 3624/2019, CCPR/C/135/D/3624/2019), para 8.6.
35Daniel Billy and Others v. Australia, para 8.14.
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there may be a range of avenues for doing so, to ‘sea’ the humanity of
persons would mean IHRL embracing rich narratives of ocean-
constituted personhood. This could inform decision-making around
new and complex questions about the scope of, and interaction be-
tween particular rights, as well as questions of jurisdiction, especially in
relation to the (in)action of third states and state responsibility, espe-
cially to protect and fulfil human rights. Recent research points to-
wards such questions; for instance, what are the implications of deep
seabed mining for marine biodiversity related impacts on the right to
health, including within national states' jurisdiction? (Hamley, 2022);
what are the implications of children's rights to be heard for states'
decision-making relating to climate change and governance of the ma-
rine environment? (Shields et al., 2023); or what are the implications of
the right to enjoy the benefits of science for states' implementation of
the Agreement on the Conservation and Sustainable Use of Marine
Biodiversity of Areas beyond National Jurisdiction (BBNJ Agreement)
(Morgera, McQuaid, et al., 2023)? There would be no determined an-
swers to such questions, but different weights in the balance.

It is likely that IHRL would most easily accommodate such claims
if made by rights holders who are coastal located or were historically
coastal—related,36 where relationships with the ocean are more im-
mediate, just as narratives of personhood as generatively co-
constituted in seascapes are most prominent for those who are
physically located in proximity to the coastline.>” However, for those
who are not coastal located, IHRL's capacity to ‘sea’ humanity holds
particular promise. In The Forms of Water: In the Land and in the Soul,
Malpas writes that ‘human life’ is ‘constituted, if indirectly, perhaps,
through water and its forms’ (Malpas, 2006, p. 1). It is this sense of
indirectness that makes it necessary to find ways of further univer-
salising what is narrated in multiple knowledges, including traditional
and Western scientific—that forms of personhood are generatively
constituted in the seascape even when experienced in diffuse, indi-
rect ways, including by those who are located far from the coastline.
Perhaps the more basic yet most significant advantage derives from
IHRL's inherent universalist claim. This could be an advantage by
providing a way of narrating, to a wider ‘audience’ of human rights
holders and states, the role of the ocean's universal support for all
persons regardless of the perceived distance between a person and
the coastline. Dominant perceptions of life on the planet view most
of humanity as being geographically distant from the ocean. There is
an obvious challenge in the physical distance between large portions
of humanity and the ocean—the greater the distance, the less eco-
logically significant the marine environment might seem to be. This
challenge is also recognised in the climate change context (Chilvers
et al., 2014) for which IHRL has become a valued forum (Savaresi
et al, 2022). Thinking about IHRL's capacity to ‘sea’ humanity
prompts us to think about culturally embedded change linked to uni-
versal human rights reference points as a way of locating avenues of

potential resistance to unsustainable governance practices. IHRL's

36See for example One Ocean Hub (2023).
%7See examples in Section 3.

normative commitment to universality, as well as to indivisibility and
interdependence and state obligations to holistically respect, pro-
tect and fulfil human rights, mean that this legal regime may be well
equipped to make a contribution in ways that account for the gener-
ative, life-supporting (in multiple senses) role of the ocean for all
persons.

If the capacity of IHRL to ‘sea’ ocean-embedded humanity of
persons were to be realised in future, could the impact resonate be-
yond this single legal regime? In one sense, it could be seen as a
‘regime-specific narrative’ (Hay, 2020, p. 98) because IHRL is the re-
gime most directly concerned with the protection of personhood;
our argument suggests that IHRL has a particular contribution to
make in this sense. It is also possible that expanded awareness of
ocean-embedded humanity could inflect normative understandings
and treaty interpretation in other international legal regimes
(Trevisanut et al., 2020). This could include building on intersections
with, notably, international environmental law and of course the law
of the sea regime. The LOSC remains central to marine environmen-
tal governance even if its influence is partial and its potential limited
(Churchill, 2023). Amplifying an expanded sense of ocean-embedded
humanity through IHRL could contribute to fundamentally challeng-
ing the extractivist operational logic of the law of the sea
(Probyn, 2023). A recent opening, which may signal further opportu-
nities for mutually supportive cross-regime interpretation, is inclu-
sion of reference to traditional knowledge in general principles
guiding the landmark BBNJ Agreement under LOSC, on conserva-
tion and sustainable use of marine biodiversity. Longstanding cri-
tiques have called for greater respect for traditional and Indigenous
ocean knowledges within the law of the sea (Van Dyke et al., 1993).
The BBNJ Agreement includes reference in its Preamble to IHRL
(United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples).3
At the same time, it has been criticised for regulating, not fundamen-
tally protecting, traditional knowledge (Frankel, 2026, p. 149).
Whether seen as promising or limited, such legal openings to forms
of traditional knowledge are significant for our suggestion that IHRL
could ‘take its cue’ from knowledges embedded in generative rela-
tionships with seascapes (Braverman, 2023, p. 3). These are open-
ings through which diverse knowledge could inform interpretation in
conjunction with relevant human rights, for example the BBNJ
Agreement in conjunction with the rights of the child (Morgera, 2025,
p. 320). IHRL's recognition of an ocean-embedded humanity, if ap-
propriately and ethically translated into practical questions, could
complement emerging shifts towards greater respect for diverse
ocean knowledge in other regimes. More generally, it could contrib-
ute to needed larger-scale shifts towards transdisciplinarity, that is
acknowledgment of the contribution of ‘types of knowledge that are
currently underrepresented’ to transformative forms of governance
(Elgar and Kok, 2022, p. 12).

38Agreement under the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea on the
Conservation and Sustainable Use of Marine Biological Diversity of Areas Beyond
National Jurisdiction, adopted 19 June 2023, UN Doc A/CONF.232/2023/4, Preamble,
art. 7(j).
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This discussion has given rise to several research avenues that would
advance and test the arguments we have made. For example, re-
search, or connections across areas of existing research, could further
explore the relationship between diverse understandings of person-
hood and the notion of a universally attributed ‘humanity’'—a key con-
ceptin IHRL that enables its use in protecting those who are seaborne
and our shared marine environment. Additionally, research could con-
sider how scholarship on freshwater, particularly regarding water jus-
tice and the human right to water, could inform saltwater contexts.
Further research could also examine how the perspective adopted
here might align with earth jurisprudence approaches, including the
rights of nature. Our initial aim has been to contribute to bridging the
disconnect between human rights and the ocean in existing scholar-
ship; to offer a way of conceptualising the relationship between IHRL
and marine environmental protection that links a focus in one body of
research on human rights and environmental protection, and a focus
in another on the human rights of people at sea.

The legal tools to achieve a fuller integration between human
rights law and ocean governance already exist and are continually
developing within the body of human rights law entitlements and
corresponding obligations, notably proactive duties to protect and
fulfil the range of economic, social, cultural and environmental
human rights. By proposing a conceptual reading, we have aimed to
buttress the imminent practical potential of the framework to make
a positive contribution to sustainable and inclusive governance of
the marine environment. We recognise that these tools operate
within legal and governance paradigms that have long tended to
treat both marine environments and people in instrumental ways,
contributing to patterns of ecological degradation and social harm.
Our argument has been that reading IHRL through the lens of ocean-
embedded humanity and relational wellbeing offers a way to work
within existing frameworks while also creating space to unsettle this
underlying logic, opening pathways for approaches that support
more relational, inclusive and ultimately transformative understand-
ings of human-ocean interdependence.

The conceptual entry point for exploring the potential value
of IHRL has been structured around understanding ways in which
seascapes might be narrated as both destructive and generative of
personhood, where personhood is understood as co-constituted
through relationships, including with spaces and places, and in this
case with the seascape. The ocean is a space which not only poses
a danger to human life, but also to the more abstract recognition of
personhood. But while personhood in the seascape may be inter-
preted in some state narratives as politically and legally precarious,
personhood may be interpreted in alternative narratives as being in
a generative relationship of living on, in and with the seascape. As an
entry point, we have built on this to draw attention to the capacity
of IHRL to ‘see’ the humanity of persons at sea, working against the
otherwise depletive effects of both the physical environment and a
socially constructed seascape. We have then reflected on the un-
derexplored potential of IHRL to ‘sea’ the humanity of persons ‘more
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fully’ in relation to the marine environment, that is not limited by
reductive narratives of both seascape and personhood, in a way that
might respond to narratives of diverse worldviews in which entan-
glement with the ocean is assumed to be integral to the constitution
of persons. Narratives of deeper recollections of persons' entangle-
ment with the ocean may point towards underappreciated avenues
to approach the difficult and urgent issue of marine environmental
protection.

A particular—we hope practical—advantage of our argument
is that it may help to address the challenge of articulating the de-
pendence of humans on a healthy ocean when vast swathes of the
world's populations—and their governing states—are distant from
the ocean and, as such, may not experience life as ocean-dependent
in the same way as those who are physically close to the seashore.
Something more is needed, urgently, to universalise acknowledge-
ment of the co-constitutive relationships between the ocean and
human persons.
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