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The ocean is a lifeline for human existence, but current practices risk severely undermining ocean sustain-
ability. Present and future social−ecological challenges necessitate the maintenance and development of
knowledge and action by stimulating collaboration among scientists and between science, policy, and
practice. Here we explore not only how such collaborations have developed in the Nordic countries and
adjacent seas but also how knowledge from these regions contributes to an understanding of how to
obtain a sustainable ocean. Our collective experience may be summarized in three points: 1) In the ab-
sence of long-term observations, decision-making is subject to high risk arising from natural variability; 2)
in the absence of established scientific organizations, advice to stakeholders often relies on a few advisors,
making them prone to biased perceptions; and 3) in the absence of trust between policy makers and the
science community, attuning to a changing ocean will be subject to arbitrary decision-making with unfore-
seen and negative ramifications. Underpinning these observations, we show that collaboration across
scientific disciplines and stakeholders and between nations is a necessary condition for appropriate
actions.

marine | climate change | biological

Human impacts on the ocean have historically been
largely limited to waters immediately adjacent to
populated coastlines. Today (1), we are increasingly
affecting all marine systems (2, 3) by carbon dioxide
(CO2) emissions, pollution, or physical infrastructures,
and overexploitation of biomass at different trophic
levels (4, 5). The ocean has limited capacity to adapt
to these stressors (6–8) with severe, and possibly irre-
versible, implications for humans likely on both short-
and long-term time scales. Attuning to these changes

and achieving the United Nation’s Sustainable Develop-
ment Goals (https://www.un.org) requires data and
knowledge about the many facets of anthropogenic im-
pacts on the ocean. We argue that lessons learned from
the Nordic countries will be relevant for stimulating ac-
tion associated with supporting ocean sustainability.

Acquiring data and developing knowledge is a
long-term and costly investment. It requires funding,
genuine curiosity, and development of expertise (9).
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aCentre for Ecological and Evolutionary Synthesis, Department of Biosciences, University of Oslo, NO-0316 Oslo, Norway; bCentre for Coastal
Research, Department of Natural Sciences, University of Agder, NO-4604 Kristiansand, Norway; cCentre for Ocean Life, National Institute of Aquatic
Resources, Technical University of Denmark, DK-2920 Charlottenlund, Denmark; dEnvironmental and Marine Biology, Faculty of Science and
Engineering, Åbo Akademi University, FI-20500 Turku, Finland; eDepartment of Biological Sciences, University of Bergen, NO-5020 Bergen,
Norway; fNordic Marine Think Tank, DK-4300 Holbæk, Denmark; gDepartment of Marine Sciences, University of Gothenburg, SE 40530
Gothenburg, Sweden; hNorwegian College of Fishery Science, University of Tromsø—The Arctic University of Norway, NO-9037 Tromsø, Norway;
iStockholm Resilience Centre, Stockholm University, SE-106 91 Stockholm, Sweden; jGeophysical Institute, University of Bergen, NO-5020 Bergen,
Norway; kBjerknes Centre for Climate Research, NO-5007 Bergen, Norway; lDepartment of Biological and Environmental Sciences, University of
Gothenburg, SE-45178 Fiskebäckskil, Sweden; mInstitute of Marine Research, NO-5817 Bergen, Norway; nMarine and Freshwater Research
Institute, University of Akureyri, 600 Akureyri, Iceland; oDepartment of Biological and Environmental Science, University of Jyväskylä, FI-40014
Jyväskylä, Finland; and pClimate, Norwegian Research Center AS (NORCE), NO-5020 Bergen, Norway
Author contributions: N.C.S., M.R.P., and Ø.P. designed research; A.B. performed research; and N.C.S., M.R.P., E.B., D.J.D., J.M.D., L.G.A., C.W.A.,
T.B., A.B., S.D., A.M.E., A.G., S.J., A.K., K.V., H.Ö., and Ø.P. wrote the paper.
The authors declare no competing interest.
This article is a PNAS Direct Submission.
This open access article is distributed under Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives License 4.0 (CC BY-NC-ND).
1N.C.S., M.R.P., E.B., D.J.D., J.M.D., and Ø.P. contributed equally to this work.
2To whom correspondence may be addressed. Email: n.c.stenseth@ibv.uio.no.
This article contains supporting information online at https://www.pnas.org/lookup/suppl/doi:10.1073/pnas.1915352117/-/DCSupplemental.
First published August 17, 2020.

www.pnas.org/cgi/doi/10.1073/pnas.1915352117 PNAS | August 25, 2020 | vol. 117 | no. 34 | 20363–20371

P
E
R
S
P
E
C
T
IV

E

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 g

ue
st

 o
n 

N
ov

em
be

r 
4,

 2
02

0 

http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5795-2481
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5070-4880
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8839-3333
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1129-525X
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6991-7680
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2053-7617
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4054-9842
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5082-6714
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7807-8946
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7478-8510
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1913-5197
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0329-9063
https://www.un.org
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1073/pnas.1915352117&domain=pdf
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
mailto:n.c.stenseth@ibv.uio.no
https://www.pnas.org/lookup/suppl/doi:10.1073/pnas.1915352117/-/DCSupplemental
https://www.pnas.org/cgi/doi/10.1073/pnas.1915352117


Sea (ICES)—founded in 1902 and recognized as an intergovern-
mental organization since 1964—has played an instrumental role
in this respect. Since its inception, hundreds of millions of measure-
ments have been collected, stored, and analyzed by ICES and as-
sociated scientists, with a primary aim to understand the population
dynamics of commercial fish species as well as other topics.
HELCOM (BalticMarine Environment ProtectionCommission -Helsinki
Commission; established 1974), in turn, has focused on science and
advice for the Baltic Sea, whereas OSPAR (Oslo-Paris Commission;
established 1972), the North-East Atlantic Fisheries (NEAFC Con-
vention, enforced in 1982 and replaced the 1959 Convention), and
the Norwegian-Russian Fisheries Commission (established 1976)
provide similar functions for the North and Barents Seas, respec-
tively. As a starting point, however, the systematization of marine
data, across economic zones and national territories, has enabled
international, cross-disciplinary, and cross-sectorial collaborations
to form, develop, and mature. We argue that this joint work has
put the Nordic region in a unique position to contribute to knowl-
edge relevant not only for its countries and their neighboring seas
but also for the wider international community. By doing so, we
provide a platform for adjusting—or attuning—research and man-
agement strategies to the entirely new situation we are facing cur-
rently with climate and environmental change.

Scientific Collaboration: A Catalyst for Knowledge and Action
The translation of scientific understanding to sustainable ex-
ploitation and conservation policies, for example, within ICES,
HELCOM, NEAFC, and OSPAR, is paramount for sustainability

and requires collaboration. These international institutions are
supported by national universities and research institutes and
have been integral to the success of current data collection
programs that provide us with substantial spatial and temporal
observations (Fig. 1 and SI Appendix, Fig. S1). They facilitate
scientific synthesis and are also key institutions for policy makers
to interact and make decisions about management action. In this
study, we describe how science in this region (9) has contributed
to an understanding of major ocean processes (Fig. 1 A and B
and Table 1). We ask: What do we know, what remains to be
understood about the ocean, and what lessons have we learnt?

The Ocean as a Driver and Recipient of Change
The seas neighboring the Nordic countries represent a key area
for the circulation of the global ocean and host highly productive
fisheries. The coastal seas connect directly to the Arctic Ocean,
which, in turn, is one of the most receptive areas to global
warming (10), and have potential to impact global circulation
patterns. Any sustained perturbation of this intricate system is
likely to have ramifications for ecosystems, coastal communities,
and societies, as well as economies at all scales.

The Ocean Engine.Without redistribution of heat by winds in the
atmosphere and currents in the ocean, only a small portion of
Earth’s surface would be habitable. In the Atlantic Ocean, the
poleward transport of heat is largely accomplished by the Atlantic
Meridional Overturning Circulation (AMOC), which varies in
strength on seasonal to multidecadal time scales, with subsequent
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Fig. 1. Data distribution of (A and C) temperature/salinity and (B and D) nutrients/oxygen. (A and B) Total number of vertical profiles per 0.5°
longitude × 0.25° latitude bin since 1980. (C and D) Number of vertical profiles per year, color coded by season. Note the different scales. The
data were obtained from Unified Database for Arctic and Subarctic Hydrography, ICES, World Ocean Database, the international Argo program,
Global Ocean Data Analysis Project version 2, Institute of Marine Research (Norway), Marine and Freshwater Research Institute of Iceland, and
the Norwegian Iceland Seas Experiment database. Duplicates between the archives have been discarded. Note the asymmetry in spatial data,
with high coverage in the eastern part of the basin where current change is least and vice versa. There is a considerable seasonal bias in
data available from the seas neighboring the Nordic countries, with highest density for spring and summer, a feature prone to impact our
understanding of past as well as future changes. JJA, June, July, August; MAM, March, April, May; SON, September, October, November; DJF,
December, January, February.
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Table 1. An overview of the drivers and associated changes addressed in this Perspective

Examples of Current insights Scientific challenges Lessons learned
Key issues for science

policy dialogue

Environmental
change

The ocean circulation AMOC will weaken,
but the Gulf Stream
will not stop (11)

Increase mechanistic
understanding of how
climate-induced fresh
water runoff will impact
ocean circulation in the
northern Atlantic

The importance of continued
spatiotemporal time series
observations, preferably
involving clusters of
countries

Global change will
impact ocean
circulation,
generating
feedback effects
and influencing
ecosystem services

The arctic sea ice
cover

Summer sea ice will
continue to recede
in the foreseeable
future (21, 24)

Pinpoint and understand the
effects and dynamics
resulting from a receding
sea ice

Summer ice loss is
irreversible on human time
scale unless CO2

emissions are substantially
reduced

The rate of change
calls for regular
interaction
between science
and policy makers

The ocean’s capacity
to absorb changes

Ocean will continue
to buffer, but not
stop the effect of
climate change (30)

The large-scale buffering
capacity is poorly known;
need for large-scale
studies and realistic
models

The limited capacity of the
ocean to absorb CO2

stresses the entire
ecosystem; open oceans
and coastal seas have
different evolution of pH
under anthropogenic
perturbations

The ocean will ease
the effects of the
Anthropocene, but
will not solve the
problems

Biological
consequences

The ocean’s
productivity

Biomass productivity
will increase (but
not for ice-
dependent
assemblages)
(43, 45)

Track and understand the
spatiotemporal dynamics
of ocean productivity

The effect on higher-trophic
levels of changes in
production period is not
fully understood

Increased
productivity does
not automatically
benefit humans,
and can induce a
geopolitical
conflict

The marine
biodiversity

Biodiversity at all
levels is
threatened (52)

Determine how interaction
among various drivers
impact the marine system

Sustainable management
regimes require
multitrophic long-term
monitoring

Loss of biodiversity
impairs ecosystem
services

The biotic and abiotic
ecosystem changes

Large potential
impacts for
individual species,
but ecosystem-
level consequences
are poorly
understood (59)

Complex and dynamic
interactions typically
makes ecosystem
responses difficult to
predict

Without large-scale long-
term studies, ecosystem-
level interactions and
consequences cannot fully
be assessed

Ocean acidification
has the potential to
compound many
adverse climate
effects for marine
ecosystems

Societal
consequences

The exploitation of
ocean resources

Increased demand for
seafood products
linked to global
change will impact
fish stocks and
food security (66)

Integrate social−ecological
and collapse−recovery
mechanisms of fisheries

Engage major ocean
industries in science-based
dialogues about the ocean

Adhere to scientific
results for
management of
individual fish
stocks and entire
ecosystems

Human health Conclusive evidence
that human health
depends on a
healthy ocean (70)

The lack of multidisciplinary
efforts impede further
understanding of the
ocean−human health
nexus

Coupling long-term
monitoring/observational
data with experimental
studies is needed to
design regulation of
marine pollution

We need a healthy
ocean to support
healthy humans

Human communities Human well-being
directly linked to
local natural
resources; high
rates of change,
increasing
vulnerability of Arctic
communities (84)

Understand how ecological,
sociocultural, and
economic climate affects
Arctic communities, both
indigenous and otherwise

The entire human community
depends on a healthy and
resilient ocean

Local communities
need means to
promote adaptive
behavior and
adaptive
institutions

The table summarizes examples of the current insights from the seas neighboring Nordic countries (associated exemplifying references in brackets).
Corresponding scientific challenges, lessons learned, and needs for dialogue between scientists and decision makers are also presented.
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impacts on the large-scale climate and marine ecosystems. Model
simulations without an AMOC indicate a widespread cooling
throughout the Northern Hemisphere, in particular, northwestern
Europe (11), emphasizing the importance of this circulation.

As an extension of the Gulf Stream, warm waters flow north-
ward into the subpolar North Atlantic, gradually releasing heat to
the atmosphere. Here, the cooled waters sink to great depth, and
form the headwaters of the deep component of the AMOC. De-
spite recent progress, the exact pathways and mechanisms of this
deep-water formation remain unclear (Table 1).

While climate models project a gradual weakening of the
AMOC during the 21st century (12), a collapse of AMOC is con-
sidered very unlikely. However, a recent study implies that most
current climate models are biased toward a more stable AMOC
(13), and there is paleoevidence that shutdowns have occurred in
the past (e.g., ref. 14), with direct consequences for the regional
biota if the system should fall into a period of rapid glaciation (13).

Some indications of an AMOC weakening have been reported
in the North Atlantic (15). However, long time series of inflows and
outflows spanning the entire boundary of the Arctic basin, some
of which exceeded 20 y, document the exchange flow across the
Greenland−Scotland Ridge showing no such decline. Instead, the
measurements showed that the exchange flow remained re-
markably stable in the period from the mid-1990s to the mid-
2010s (16). Those measurements were initiated in 1993 within
the Nordic World Ocean Circulation Experiment project (a co-
operation between the Nordic countries to measure the flows
across the Greenland−Scotland Ridge). This was later expanded
to cover all gaps between the Arctic and the Atlantic and Pacific
Oceans (Table 1). There is, however, concern that deep-water
formation in the seas neighboring the Nordic countries could be
reduced due to increased meltwater runoff from Greenland, re-
lease of freshwater presently accumulating in the Arctic Ocean, or
diminishing atmospheric forcing. Over time, substantial reduc-
tions in the rate of deep-water formation would tend to weaken
the AMOC (17). Projections for the northern oceanic climate un-
der moderate anthropogenic forcing scenarios indicate a slight
weakening of the AMOC, but the expected cooling will be offset
by global warming (18).

The Arctic Lid. Models project that the Arctic will become
warmer, especially during winter, and the change will occur faster
there than anywhere else on Earth. This anticipated trend is al-
ready confirmed by observations (19), but the largest changes are
still to come. The rapid decline in volume and extent of summer
sea ice in the Arctic Ocean is a case in point. From 1979 to 2014,
the sea ice extent measured in September, the month with mini-
mum sea ice cover, has declined by, on average, 13.3% per de-
cade, and the decline has occurred about 4 times faster during the
second half of the time period (20). In addition, the thickness of
the ice has shown a strong decline accompanied by significant
loss of multiyear ice (21). The pronounced retreat of sea ice and
increasing influence of warm Atlantic water has characterized cli-
mate shifts in the regions north of Svalbard and in the Barents Sea,
leading to the borealization of the region (22).

The severity of projected future declines is strongly linked to
the emissions scenario being considered. Under a high-emissions
scenario, Arctic Ocean sea ice cover in September is projected to
nearly disappear by the middle of this century (23, 24). However,
when considering a modest increase in CO2 levels, only one-third
of the models indicate ice-free summer conditions by the end of
this century (25). There is, therefore, a consensus that the sea ice

coverage in the Northern Hemisphere will continue to decrease in
the coming decades (Table 1), but the rate of decline is uncertain
for both summer and winter (26). Sea ice in the Baltic Sea is sea-
sonal, with historic periods of nearly full coverage in winter.
However, recent trends and predicted future climate change
present evidence of shrinking winter ice coverage (27).

The long time series of oceanographic data in the Barents Sea
region, as well as in the waters between Svalbard and Greenland,
are crucial baselines for observing changes of the Arctic Ocean
that are outside natural variability (28). For instance, long-term
measurements of ocean heat transport into the Barents Sea pro-
vide the basis for predictability of local sea ice cover 1 y to 2 y in
advance (29)

The Ocean’s Capacity to Mitigate CO2. The ocean system has a
critical global climate-regulating role, including carbon dioxide
absorption from the atmosphere. The ocean has taken up roughly
30% of the CO2 emitted by human activities and absorbed 93% of
the energy associated with warming from 1971 to 2010 (30).
However, the combined effects of increased CO2 and heat uptake
suggest that the ocean is undergoing a substantial transformation,
with unforeseen consequences. Despite this vast buffering ca-
pacity for absorbing CO2 and heat, a minor change in the rate of
this uptake will have a profound impact on future climate (Table
1). Anticipated changes can include shifts in ocean circulation/
ventilation/stratification, sedimentation of organic matter to the
deep ocean, and/or changes of land−ocean fluxes (31). There is
consensus that the ocean will continue to be an important sink for
heat and CO2, but the magnitude remains uncertain due to
feedbacks on the exchange of CO2 between atmosphere and
ocean. Carbon data from the Greenland Sea covering the last 25 y
represent an important record for understanding the oceanic CO2

sink in this deep-water formation region (32).
In a warmer world, large parts of the surface ocean will become

more stratified. Coastal seas are projected to be loaded with more
nutrients by river runoff, leading to intensified seasonal primary
production and thus the potential for a larger CO2 sink (33).
However, runoff also supplies the ocean with dissolved organic
carbon (DOC) that partly decays to CO2. Supersaturation of CO2

in the surface waters on the Siberian shelves has been observed in
summer, even when primary production has consumed all avail-
able nutrients. This example shows the importance of terrestrial
DOC degradation to CO2 fluxes as a source of CO2 to the at-
mosphere (34). As sea level rise accelerates, coastal erosion will be
a major issue along many coastlines, further enhancing the input
of organic carbon and nutrients to the sea. The changes due to
these processes, which act as both sources and sinks of atmo-
spheric CO2, will occur in addition to the increase in oceanic
uptake of anthropogenic CO2. The outflow of upper waters from
the Arctic Ocean along the East Greenland Current gives infor-
mation on these processes, and current data illustrate the vari-
ability in the signature of this outflow (35).

Changes in the supply of DOC from rivers entering the
northern Baltic Sea have also been reported (36), as well as the
impact this has on the marine ecosystem (37). Models of the Baltic
Sea system, based on long historic time series, project a future
increase in the seasonal amplitude of pH (38). This will occur in
addition to the long-term reductions in pH, that is, ocean acidifi-
cation, adding further stress on the marine environment. The
aggregated effect may be particularly severe as pH levels move
outside of the range experienced by marine organisms and eco-
systems over the past millions of years (39).
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Biological Consequences of the Changing Ocean
A Warm Ocean, Productive Arctic. The past decade has been
the warmest on record for the Arctic seas (40) and has seen an
associated increase in productivity and bottom-up, resource-
driven, regulation (41). The onset of primary production (the
phytoplankton spring bloom) is now 50 d earlier in the north-
eastern Barents Sea compared to the late 1990s (42). In the
Barents Sea, we observe a large increase in the biomass of both
demersal and pelagic fish, together with increased shrimp and
zooplankton biomass (43). Since 2007, the biomass of the eco-
logically and economically important northeast Atlantic mackerel
stock (Scomber scombrus) in the Norwegian Sea has increased,
and its distribution has shifted (44). The expanded distribution of
mackerel means that the stock is within the economic exclusive
zone of many coastal states, namely Iceland, Greenland, and the
Faroe Islands, Norway, and the European Union, causing a still-
unresolved decade-old rift in quota sharing (44).

Model projections of primary production in the Arctic for the
next century suggest an increase of more than 150% (45), but
there is strong variation between models. Productivity at northern
latitudes is controlled both by temperature, which is increasing,
and by the light condition, which is not affected by global
warming through light seasonality but through the sea ice con-
dition. However, the limiting factor for productivity is nutrient
availability (46), and nutrient supply and water mass mixing are
thus key factors that can limit the ability of biological systems to
exploit increased temperature. Receding ice cover is expected to
be favorable to planktivorous fish that rely on vision for foraging,
thereby increasing top-down regulation in the Arctic (47). How-
ever, although the productivity of high-latitude species will gen-
erally increase, the impact on sea ice-dependent species is likely
to be negative. For instance, as sea ice retracts in the Arctic, Polar
cod (Boreogadus saida) may become extirpated in most of its
current distribution range (48, 49).

Climate change mediates the strong geographic dependency
of zooplankton production and fish recruitment, but deeper
knowledge of the factors controlling the distribution of various key
marine species is required (Table 1) (50). A better understanding is
also needed as to how changes in these distributions ultimately
will impact fisheries and fishing patterns, as climate continues to
change (51). A large-scale ecosystem model covering the entire
Arctic basin suggests that, overall, long-term changes may not be
equal everywhere in the basin, due to varying currents, stratifi-
cation, and productivity (46).

Anthropogenic Impacts Threaten Marine Biodiversity. Marine
ecosystems are expected to change dramatically over the next
few decades. Impacts are expected across all levels of ecosystem
structure and functioning, from individual- and population-level
adaptation and species distributions to food webs and trophic
interactions. Comprehensive analyses from northern European
seas exist for the historic development of climate and ecosystem
responses (52), the environmental forcing functions for biota (27),
and overall descriptions of biodiversity changes (53). Shifts in
species distributions are already appearing faster than projected
by current models, and the resulting mixing of species of differing
biogeographic origins may lead to new evolutionary pressures
and adaptations (50). Changes in the environment will not only
alter the distribution patterns of native species but also open
routes for invasive ones (54), with potentially large impacts on
native biota and ecosystem services (e.g., seafood production).

Fish are expected to show plastic and adaptive responses to
the warming ocean, including reduced body sizes in response to
increased metabolic rates (55). This is expected to alter predator−
prey interactions and population growth through increases in
natural mortality (56), thus reducing resilience to fishing and the
ability to recover (Table 1). Intensive fishing coupled with fish life
history changes toward smaller adult body size and reduced size
at maturity can therefore lead to increased fluctuations in fish
abundance (57) and in ecosystem dynamics, from primary pro-
duction to fish population dynamics (58).

Ocean Acidification Has Global and Local Ecosystem Conse-

quences. The current rate of ocean acidification is unprecedented
within the last 65 million years (59). This increase in acidity
threatens many organisms, such as corals, fish, and shellfish, but
also phytoplankton, copepods, and pteropods, which are key
prey species in marine ecosystems (35, 40, 60–62). There is
overwhelming evidence from experimental and field studies that,
as seawater pH declines, many species and ecosystems will be
negatively affected, both directly and indirectly through ecolog-
ical interactions (35, 40, 62). Large spatiotemporal variations in the
magnitude of ocean acidification are expected, while the bio-
logical consequences are highly species and even population
specific (60).

Important ocean acidification thresholds have already been
exceeded in the seas neighboring the Nordic countries, with im-
pacts already observed on some polar marine species (35). For
example, shelled pteropods captured from polar waters that were
locally more acidic have begun to show elevated levels of shell
damage (61). Pteropods are consumed by commercially impor-
tant species such as pink salmon (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha), and
their loss may therefore have significant consequences for the
marine food web (61). Ocean acidification also greatly increases
the risk of collapse in the northeast Arctic cod (Gadus morhua)
fishery in the Barents Sea (35).

Societal Consequences of the Changing Ocean
The collapse and recovery of fish populations result from inter-
acting direct and indirect effects of social, ecological, and envi-
ronmental components (63). While the vast majority of fish
populations globally are still managed with a single-species
approach, with limited consideration of interactions with other
species or habitats, the seas neighboring the Nordic countries
contain many exceptions (64). Understanding the complex in-
teractions between species is critical in order to properly restore
target populations to a “good” status and to appreciate the
ecological and socioeconomic implications of changing population
status (65).

Given the present trajectory of fish stocks globally (66), and
expected increase in demand (67), it is critical to learn from both
management successes [e.g., of cod in the northeast Atlantic (68),
and North Sea stocks of herring Clupea harengus (69)], failures
[Baltic Sea cod (70)], and other examples of management chal-
lenges in a changing ocean [northeast Atlantic mackerel (44)].

The Seas Neighboring the Nordic Countries Mirror Anthropo-

genic Pollution Trends. Although there are well-documented
health benefits of eating seafood (see, e.g., ref. 71), there is also
strong evidence of human health risks (72, 73). Anthropogenic
pollution (both organic and inorganic contaminants) is increasing
in the ocean system. This is true even in remote areas with few
coastal inhabitants, as a result of long-range transport.
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The bioaccumulation and biomagnification of contaminants
pose a direct threat to wildlife, but they also represent a hazard to
human health. For example, food safety maximum limits of poly-
chlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and dioxins allowed in Atlantic cod
by the European Union are currently exceeded for cod liver from
the Baltic and North Sea (74). Significantly higher levels of bro-
minated flame retardants (BFRs) were also found in the liver of
cod and saithe (Pollachius virens) caught in the North Sea and
Skagerrak compared to fish caught in the Norwegian Sea and
Barents Sea (75), and there is general advice against eating cod
liver from coastal populations in Norway. Furthermore, studies of
biomarkers in natural populations of cod and haddock (Mela-
nogrammus aeglefinus) indicate significant background pollution
in the North Sea, potentially linked to decades of oil production
and other anthropogenic sources (76).

Data support a trend of higher levels of contaminants in fish
from southern areas in the seas neighboring the Nordic countries
compared to areas north of the Arctic Circle, as exemplified by
BFRs for Norwegian Spring Spawning herring, Atlantic halibut
(Hippoglossus hippoglossus), Greenland halibut (Reinhardtius
hippoglossoides), capelin (Mallotus villosus), European hake
(Merluccius merluccius), and tusk (Brosme brosme) (75). Although
these geographical trends seem to be stable over time, hot spots
of high levels of contaminants have been worryingly detected in
remote marine areas such as near Sklinnabanken in the Norwe-
gian Sea (between 65°N and 66°N). In this area, high levels of
mercury, dioxins, and dioxin-like PCBs were found in Atlantic
halibut, leading to a local ban on halibut fishing.

Human Communities. In Arctic communities, human well-being
is often intimately linked to natural resources, which are expected
to be substantially impacted by climate change (77). Arctic in-
digenous people include, for example, Inuit, Nenets, and Saami,
who are dependent on natural resources for food, local econo-
mies, and cultural and social identity. They will face challenges
regarding health, food security, and possibly also the survival of
lifestyles and cultures (78). The northward movement of natural
resource exploitation will challenge current dwelling sites and
harvest practices, and changing weather patterns will further
compound the risks (79).

Climate change may also positively impact marine ecosystem
services such as fisheries and aquaculture, benefiting local and
indigenous communities. For example, it is projected that high-
latitude areas will increase their catch potential by, on average,
30 to 70% by 2055 (80). Regional studies show greater stock
fluctuations over time, but also potentially positive effects for
countries like Iceland, Greenland, and Norway (81, 82). However,
science-based resource management has been shown to be of
even greater importance than climate change for the economic
sustainability of fisheries in the region (82).

Hence, although some fisheries are expected to expand
poleward (51), local communities still need to have the adaptive
capacity to pursue these new opportunities (83). Receding land
ice and sea ice facilitates access to mining (deep sea and land-
based), petroleum extraction, tourism, and transport, which may
strengthen the economies of Arctic communities but will also
heighten the risk of local pollution and environmental disasters
(84). Furthermore, the wealth distribution effects of climate
change may vary highly for different groups in affected societies
(85). It therefore seems plausible that the Arctic will present a wide
spectrum of winners and losers as a result of climate change
(Table 1). Future scenarios for economic activities are typically

hampered by uncertainties, as they tend to ignore how key eco-
systems will respond [to, e.g., acidification, colonization of inva-
sive species, changing management, and new governance
regimes (86)].

The Ocean We Need for the Future We Want
Data and knowledge from the Nordic countries illustrate how
baselines are shifting and how the ocean is changing (Table 1).
ICES, HELCOM, NEAFC, OSPAR, and the Norwegian−Russian
collaboration in the Barents Sea provide individual and holistic
overviews of the temporal and spatial trends of the marine envi-
ronment, including information on human impact and societal
needs for adaptation (87). Our synthesis here spans across all of
the seas neighboring the Nordic countries and combines physical,
biological, and societal perspectives, across scientific disciplines,
in a collaboration between scientists from five countries. We ar-
gue that this synthesis is the first of its kind. Our findings illustrate
that there is substantial potential in interdisciplinary efforts to
make better sense of the observed changes, and help prepare
society for the necessary policy decisions and societal adapta-
tions. The long-term and widespread information available from
the region also highlights the critical importance of concerted
international action aimed to mitigate and address negative im-
pacts from climate change.

The ocean provides nutritious food to a growing human
population and mitigates climate change through the uptake of
both heat and CO2. Most projections suggest that these two roles
will increase in importance, yet there is limited empirical evidence
that the international community is able to address and handle
these challenges at a speed and scale that substantially reduce
the risk of dramatic negative change while also creating novel
opportunities for the future. We argue that increased scientific
collaboration, across disciplines, and between science and mul-
tiple actors in society, can improve the understanding of what is
happening, and what needs to be done—at national, regional,
and global levels (88, 89).

Committed to the Ocean: Lessons Learned
The lessons that we have identified here are summarized in Table
1. Above all, the Nordic countries show the importance of col-
laboration across scientific disciplines and stakeholders and be-
tween nations as a necessary condition for taking appropriate
action. The Nordic countries have been early in contributing to
the understanding of the dynamic ocean, for example, as evident
by the early 19th century study by Johan Hjort (90). Nordic
economies were strained at the turn of the previous century, and
the educational level was low compared to that of today. Fisheries
were among the most important industries for all Nordic coun-
tries, in terms of export, food production/animal protein con-
sumption, and employment. The appreciation that scientific
insights about the ocean were of central importance to adequate
understanding of population dynamics and sustainable manage-
ment was emerging. Acknowledging this, the geographical and
biological connectedness of the seas neighboring the Nordic
countries, and the necessity of continued surveys and observa-
tions, were hard-won insights that the countries have remained
committed to.

Our collective Nordic experience may be summarized in three
points: 1) Without extensive long-term observations of the phys-
ical and biological processes, decision-making in Nordic countries
would have been subject to a high risk of failed management
because natural and human-imposed variability would not have
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been fully accounted for when developing management policies;
2) without well-established science organizations, advice to
stakeholders would often have relied on a few advisors (be it
people or organizations) which makes them prone to biased
perceptions and hence inferior management policies; and 3)
without a well-established trust between policy makers and the
science community, attuning to a changing ocean will be subject
to arbitrary decision-making which might have unforeseen and
negative outcomes.

A key overall feature of the Nordic countries is the long tra-
dition of close collaboration between scientists from all disciplines
with policy makers in order to develop capacity to better under-
stand and respond to novel and complex interactions in the ma-
rine system. For instance, decades of constructing a regional
database and geochemical models for the Baltic Sea (91) resulted
in the identification of costs, benefits, and timelines of nutrient
reduction targets for the Baltic Sea. Today, HELCOM has adopted
this tool, based on long-term data, an established and credible
institution, and mutual trust, as their primary decision support
system (92). Similarly, international collaborations between sci-
entists and decision makers from the Soviet Union (and, today,
Russia) and Norway have also been instrumental for a sustainable
management of the Barents Sea (93).

Nordic scientists have also been instrumental in 1) developing
and advancing scientific collaboration for the entire northeast
Atlantic region (within ICES) (94, 95), 2) a science-based process of
change among transnational seafood corporations (96) providing
means to stimulate “corporate biosphere stewardship” among
major ocean industries, and 3) coordinating the collection of ev-
idence linking the antifouling agent tributyltin to extreme adverse
effects on marine life and the effect of mitigation measures (97,
98). It is clear that the collection and sharing of data across na-
tional boundaries, and collaboration between scientific disciplines
and with stakeholders (including collecting and using data from
diverse stakeholders), are paramount for developing relationships
based on trust and for science-based governance.

Working together for the common good is a long-term invest-
ment. A commitment to unbroken records of observations, edu-
cational opportunities, dissemination of knowledge and continuous
knowledge exchange, collaborative learning, and communication
between scientists, politicians, decision makers, corporate execu-
tives, indigenous communities, civil society organizations, and
other stakeholders is critical. Humans are undoubtedly linked to the
ocean. But the future of the ocean and all of its interacting physical

components and ecosystems hinges both on our ability to ramp up
the measures that can mitigate unwanted and unexpected effects
due to an ever-stronger human influence on global climate and on
our ability to collaborate in respectful, smart, and durable ways.

Our interdisciplinary assessment of current knowledge indi-
cates that scientists need to better appreciate the interwoven,
changing, and complex nature of the ocean and societies, in order
to be able to provide a holistic understanding of the systems
involved and potential pathways of change (99). We recognize
the interdependency of processes and how their combination
and interactions change the system across all levels, from physical
and chemical dynamics to biological systems, human behavior,
and management (100). This, however, is not how science is or-
ganized, and it has been a challenge—even in this small group—to
develop an interest and understanding across disciplines. Most
scientists are, indeed, not trained with adequate skills to under-
stand and approach marine social−ecological systems in a holistic
way, and from a broad spectrum of the natural and social sciences.
The United Nation’s Decade of Ocean Science for Sustainable
Development starting in 2021 may further develop collaboration
across disciplines and between nations. On the international scene,
the high-level panel for a sustainable ocean economy (101, 102),
led by the current Norwegian Prime Minister Erna Solberg, can be
expected to profoundly contribute to this development, not least
due to its international and interdisciplinary perspective.

We posit that the scale of current challenges requires scientists
to take on a greater responsibility and engage more actively in
society, with policy makers and with business leaders from small,
medium, and large firms (103). Lessons from the Nordic countries
suggest that the role of independent basic science is more critical
than ever before (104).
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