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ABSTRACT: Under the concept of “Rights of Nature”, the governance of land-based marine pollution in China faces 
unprecedented opportunities and challenges. Traditional governance paradigms are predominantly anthropocentric, treating the 
ocean as a resource to be utilized. From this perspective, governance measures for the prevention and control of land-based marine 
pollution primarily rely on administrative management and end-of-pipe treatments. Within this context, “Rights of Nature” provide 
a new pathway for marine ecological protection. However, promoting a shift in land-based marine pollution governance from the 
traditional anthropocentric view to an eco-centrism under the “Rights of Nature” concept is by no means an instantaneous process, 
and it must proceed gradually and systematically. Currently, China’s institutional framework for preventing and controlling 
land-based marine pollution remains dominated by the anthropocentric paradigm. Furthermore, it encounters multiple difficulties 
across many key areas, including the legal system, law enforcement mechanisms, relief mechanisms, and public participation. 
Issues such as poor coordination within the legal framework, fragmented law enforcement, lagging legislation related to ecological 
restoration, and insufficient public participation significantly constrain the effectiveness of land-based marine pollution governance. 
Given the fundamental differences between anthropocentrism and “Rights of Nature”, directly introducing this concept would 
likely have a substantial impact on China’s existing legal framework. Therefore, at the current stage, China could first incorporate 
the proposition from the “Rights of Nature” concept that nature possesses “intrinsic value independent of human use or perception”. 
This involves weakening the perception of the ocean as a mere appendage to human activities, recognizing and respecting the 
unique value of the ocean as a living entity and ecosystem at a conceptual level, and gradually forming a set of nature-friendly 
governance paradigms for land-based marine pollution that respect the intrinsic value of nature. This approach can ultimately drive 
transformative practices in China’s land-based marine pollution governance. 
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1. Introduction 

In recent years, confronted with the worsening ecological crisis, humanity has begun to rethink the relationship 
between humans and nature as well as the attitude humans ought to adopt towards nature. In order to guide humanity in 
adopting a proper attitude toward nature, contemporary ecological ethicists have proposed the concept of the “Rights of 
Nature” [1]. It advocates that natural entities such as rivers, mountains, and forests, as well as the entire ecosystem, 
should be regarded as subjects with intrinsic value, rather than merely being resource carriers or legal objects that serve 
human production and daily life [2]. 

The “Rights of Nature” concept was first proposed by American scholar Christopher D. Stone. Using a polluted 
river as an example, Stone argued that under traditional governance models, the true primary victims, namely the river 
itself and its aquatic life, remain unable to seek restoration or compensation through litigation. Consequently, he 
proposed granting independent legal status as subjects of rights to natural entities such as rivers, forests, and oceans. 
This would enable nature to assert claims against polluters, thereby securing compensation for ecological restoration 
and conservation projects, and ultimately achieving the systemic goal of providing direct legal recourse for damaged 
natural systems [3]. 
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As an emerging paradigm in the fields of law and philosophy, the “Rights of Nature” is a product of humanity’s 
efforts to address the ecological crisis and re-examine the relationship between humans and nature [4]. Its objective lies 
in fundamentally reconstructing the legal and ethical relationship between humanity and the natural world [5]. The 
emergence of the “Rights of Nature” concept in the field of environmental protection reflects the international 
community’s critical re-examination of traditional anthropocentrism [6]. As a significant innovation in the field of 
environmental protection [7], it stands in stark contrast to the anthropocentric perspective found in traditional 
environmental legal systems. 

Specifically, the majority of traditional environmental legal systems take the functional value of nature to human 
welfare as the precondition for protection, essentially maintaining nature as an object to be dominated and exploited [8]. 
In contrast, the “Rights of Nature” concept further asserts that natural entities should possess inherent rights 
corresponding to human rights, including the rights to exist, reproduce, restore, and evolve, based on ecological 
principles [9]. These rights claim not only provide a theoretical foundation with greater ethical depth for the protection 
of nature, but also constitute a profound challenge to the anthropocentrism embedded in the current legal paradigm [10]. 

In terms of global practices, this concept has progressively evolved from a theoretical construct to an institutional 
implementation. For instance, Ecuador took the lead in 2008 by enshrining “Rights of Nature” in its constitution [11]. 
Article 71 of this constitution explicitly recognizes that nature “has the right to integral respect for its existence and for 
the maintenance and regeneration of its life cycles, structure, functions and evolutionary processes”. Subsequently, 
countries such as Colombia, New Zealand, and Bangladesh have also granted legal personhood to ecosystems like rivers 
and forests [6]. 

The academic community has engaged in extensive discussion regarding the theoretical foundations and practical 
applications of the “Rights of Nature”. Empirical research in this field primarily analyzes legislative and judicial 
practices to examine its application within various national legal systems and the challenges encountered in practice. 
For instance, studies indicate that in practice, the “Rights of Nature” face issues such as limited recognition of these 
rights [12], legal claims that deviate from the actual needs of nature [13], and a lack of relevant implementation 
mechanisms [11]. At the theoretical level, debates predominantly focus on the historical evolution of the “Rights of 
Nature”, its core connotations, and the legitimacy of granting rights to nature. Among these, the question of “whether 
nature can hold rights” remains a subject of intense scholarly controversy. 

Proponents of the “Rights of Nature” widely argue that anthropocentrism cannot fundamentally resolve the issues 
in the human-nature relationship [14]. They contend that the “Rights of Nature” breaks through the limitations of this 
traditional paradigm [15], offering an innovative approach to addressing the ecological crisis [11] and a more effective 
tool for environmental protection [16]. Furthermore, practices in countries like Ecuador have demonstrated the 
concept’s operational feasibility. It not only enhances environmental outcomes but also opens up broader pathways for 
environmental justice within existing conservation measures [17]. 

Conversely, scholarly critiques of the “Rights of Nature” are as follows. First, some scholars, grounded in rights 
theory, argue that the “Rights of Nature” concept is incompatible with the reasonable theoretical explanation of the 
function of rights [13]. Some further point out that the concept of rights originates from the normative framework of 
liberalism and is typically associated with individual, conscious subjects. As a non-conscious entity, nature can neither 
exercise its will to claim rights nor undertake corresponding obligations. Granting it rights, therefore, not only directly 
contradicts the fundamental legal principle of the correlation of rights and obligations but also exceeds the scope of the 
current legal adjustment for a subject of right [18]. Second, given the competitive relationships inherent within 
ecosystems, some scholars question how priority would be determined among the rights of different natural entities if 
nature were granted rights, positing this as an intractable dilemma [19]. A more stringent critique warns that granting 
rights to nature without being able to balance the group rights with individual human rights of human beings could 
ultimately lead to accusations of environmental fascism [18]. Additionally, some scholars note that the model of 
sustainable development is meant to be anthropocentric, arguing that ecological protection should be based on 
safeguarding human freedoms and common interests. They maintain that advocating for granting rights to nature for its 
protection lacks robust ethical and legal support, rendering the concept practically meaningless [19]. 

As critics point out, directly granting rights to nature still faces numerous practical obstacles and does not readily 
align with the current predominantly anthropocentric logic of legal systems. Nevertheless, it is undeniable that the 
“Rights of Nature” concept holds significant, non-negligible potential for driving innovation within the framework of 
environmental protection law [20]. Its proposition that nature possesses “intrinsic value independent of human use or 
perception” provides a theoretical reference for advancing the transformation of environmental protection systems from 
pollution prevention and control toward proactive protection of ecosystem integrity. 
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Although the “Rights of Nature” concept has seen some practical applications in water environment-related fields, 
particularly in freshwater ecosystems such as rivers [7], its research and application in marine ecosystems remain 
relatively insufficient. However, since the Industrial Revolution, marine ecosystems have been facing severe challenges. 
The ongoing expansion of human terrestrial activities has led to land-based pollution replacing traditional vessel 
emissions as the primary driver of marine degradation. 

At present, many countries, including China, still generally adopt to the anthropocentric paradigm in the field of 
controlling land-based marine pollution. This paradigm centers on pollution control as its primary objective, yet fails 
to recognize the holistic characteristics of marine ecosystems, which results in the failure to effectively curb the 
cumulative damage inflicted by land-based pollution on marine ecosystems. Given this, the present study proposes to 
integrate the core assertion of “respecting nature’s intrinsic value” embedded in the “Rights of Nature” concept into 
the governance of Land-Based Marine Pollution (hereinafter referred to as LBMP). It aims to explore and construct a 
novel governance paradigm for LBMP, that fully respects the unique value of the ocean as a living organism and an 
ecosystem, with the purpose of more effectively alleviating the adverse effects exerted by land-based pollution on the 
marine environment. 

2. Current State and Challenges in Governing Land-Based Marine Pollution 

2.1. The Definition and Current Situation of Land-Based Marine Pollution 

What constitutes LBMP? The United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (hereinafter referred to as 
UNCLOS) defines it as pollution of the marine environment from land-based sources, including that discharged via 
rivers, estuaries, pipelines, and outfall structures (Article 207(1)). Article 94 of the Marine Environmental Protection 
Law of the People’s Republic of China (hereinafter referred to as Marine Environment Protection Law) offers a 
definition for land-based pollutants, describing them as “pollutants discharged from land-based sources”. A more 
rigorous definition is provided by the Montreal Guidelines for the Protection of the Marine Environment Against 
Pollution from Land-Based Sources (hereinafter referred to as Montreal Guidelines), adopted in 1985. The Montreal 
Guidelines define land-based pollutants as those generated by stationary or mobile public facilities, industrial or 
agricultural activities on land, and entering the marine environment through pathways such as direct discharge, outfall 
structures, coastal runoff, rivers, canals, other waterways, or atmospheric deposition. Furthermore, they categorize 
pollution originating from operational activities of stationary or mobile offshore facilities within areas under national 
jurisdiction as falling within the scope of LBMP [21]. Based on the definitions above, LBMP refers to contamination 
arising from pollutants such as household waste, industrial effluent discharged from factories, and chemical agents 
applied in farmland. These pollutants are generated by all human activities on land or from stationary and mobile 
offshore facilities within areas under national jurisdiction. They enter the ocean either through direct discharge from the 
coastline or via indirect release into rivers, canals, and other watercourses that ultimately flow into the sea. 

A 1990 study by the Group of Experts on the Scientific Aspects of Marine Environmental Protection (hereinafter 
referred to as GESAMP) revealed that among the six categories of pollution listed in UNCLOS, direct land-based 
discharges accounted for 44%, while pollution from or through the atmosphere contributed 33%. Vessel-sourced 
pollution represented 12%, ocean dumping 10%, and seabed activities within national jurisdiction 1% [22]. Since most 
atmospherically deposited pollutants originate on land, combining this category with direct land-based discharges 
shows that nearly 80% of marine pollution can be classified as land-based. In a 2021 report, GESAMP also highlighted 
the severity of marine pollution caused by oil, organic compounds, metals, and radioactive waste, noting that the vast 
majority of these pollutants are land-sourced [23]. Monitoring data from China indicates that approximately 80% of the 
country’s marine pollutants originate from land. Estuarine areas, such as the Yangtze River Estuary, Pearl River Estuary, 
and Hangzhou Bay, have become severely polluted zones in terms of seawater quality [24]. 

When land-based pollutants, particularly wastewater containing nutrients such as nitrogen, phosphorus, and 
potassium, as well as synthetic organic compounds, enter the ocean, they cause eutrophication and disrupt the balance of 
marine ecosystems. This pollution not only poses public health risks but also exerts multifaceted negative impacts on 
socioeconomic development. It can lead to direct economic losses through the decline of fisheries and damage to 
tourism, as well as the gradual erosion of associated marine cultural values [25]. Eutrophication stimulates abnormal 
proliferation of phytoplankton, leading to the settlement and decomposition of large quantities of oxygen-consuming 
organic matter. This process, in turn, causes marine hypoxia and can even create “dead zones”. It not only disrupts the 
marine redox balance but also provides key conditions for red tides [26]. The combined effects of hypoxia and HABs 
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trigger large-scale fish mortality. Consequently, this leads to a significant decline in aquatic biodiversity [27], direct 
economic losses to fisheries, and long-term, irreversible damage to marine ecosystem services. 

According to 2024 monitoring data from the Ministry of Natural Resources of the People’s Republic of China, 66 
red tides were recorded in Chinese coastal waters, covering a cumulative area of 11,731 square kilometers. Among these, 
39 were harmful algal blooms (HABs), with a cumulative area of 5424 square kilometers. Compared to the average of 
the preceding decade, the frequency of red tides in 2024 increased by 15 events, and the cumulative area expanded by 
5839 square kilometers [28]. If this trend continues, the expansion of marine hypoxic zones and red tides will no longer 
be occasional disasters but will become a recurrent and persistent feature of China’s coastal environment. 

Although current monitoring and research indicate that LBMP primarily affects the ecological environment of 
densely populated and industrialized coastal areas [29], the significant connectivity of marine ecosystems on a global 
scale means that ocean currents can transport pollutants such as nutrients, synthetic organic compounds, and heavy 
metals to the open sea and even polar regions within weeks to years. This transport leads to transregional ecological and 
environmental issues. Under the traditional governance paradigm, the ocean is treated as either an ownerless resource or 
an object of national jurisdiction. Constrained by this state-centrist dilemma, governance relies primarily on 
administrative prevention and control, as well as end-of-pipe treatment to manage LBMP. Within this context, the 
“Rights of Nature” concept, as an eco-centrism legal paradigm, offers a transformative alternative. 

2.2. The Status of Land-Based Marine Pollution Prevention and Control in China 

At the central government level, China’s 1974 Interim Regulations on the Prevention of Pollution in Coastal 
Waters of the People’s Republic of China marked the first legal instrument addressing the prevention of coastal marine 
pollution. Following the reform and opening-up, the legal framework for marine environmental protection has been 
continuously improved. Among these laws, the Environmental Protection Law of the People’s Republic of China is the 
fundamental law in China’s environmental protection field. It establishes basic principles, institutions, and measures for 
pollution prevention, thereby laying the legal foundation for preventing and controlling LBMP. The Marine 
Environmental Protection Law, considering the unique and complex nature of marine ecosystems, provides specialized 
and detailed regulatory requirements for marine environmental protection. It serves as the pivotal legislation in this 
domain [30]. Chapter IV of this law is exclusively dedicated to the prevention and control of land-based pollutants. It 
stipulates specific regulations for managing coastal outfalls, controlling pollutant discharge, governing pollution in 
rivers that flow into the sea, and preventing marine litter pollution. This chapter not only provides direct legislative 
authority for controlling land-based pollution but also provides a legal framework for the formulation of supporting 
regulations, rules, and standards at both national and local levels. Moreover, the Water Pollution Prevention and Control 
Law of the People’s Republic of China(hereinafter referred to as the Water Pollution Prevention and Control Law) 
primarily targets the prevention and control of water environmental pollution. However, some of its provisions also 
apply to the management of land-based pollutants entering the sea, establishing discharge standards and management 
measures for industrial wastewater, domestic sewage, and other effluents. 

Simultaneously, to strengthen the guidance and regulation of LBMP prevention and control, the central 
government has formulated and issued a series of specific regulations, departmental rules, and normative documents. 
These include the Administrative Regulation on the Prevention and Control of Pollution Damages to the Marine 
Environment by Coastal Engineering Construction Projects of the People’s Republic of China and the Administrative 
Regulation on the Prevention and Control of Pollution Damages to the Marine Environment by Land-based Pollutants 
(hereinafter referred to as the Land-based Pollutants Prevention and Control Regulations). These instruments provide 
more detailed provisions regarding the discharge, monitoring, management, and legal liability associated with 
land-based pollutants. 

Regarding ecological codification, China is steadily advancing the process of codifying its ecological and 
environmental laws, having drafted the Draft Eco-environmental Code of the People’s Republic of China(hereinafter 
referred to as Draft Eco-environmental Code). Part III of the Draft contains a dedicated chapter on water pollution 
prevention and control, while Chapter XII addresses the prevention and control of LBMP. However, the relevant 
provisions in these two parts show substantial overlap with articles in the Water Pollution Prevention and Control Law 
and Chapter IV of the Marine Environment Protection Law, with almost no substantive adjustments made. 

At the local level, regional governments have introduced a series of local regulations, government rules, as well as 
supporting regulations based on the guidance and requirements of central laws and regulations, while also considering 
local conditions such as industrial characteristics and pollutant types. These regulatory instruments provide more 
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targeted and operational legal support for preventing and controlling land-based pollution entering the sea. For instance, 
to bridge the management gap between land and sea, strengthen the control of land-based pollution at its source, and 
achieve marine environmental governance goals, Shenzhen City has established an integrated land-sea approach to 
marine pollution governance and formulated detailed management plans based on zoning units [31]. 

Furthermore, China has established several institutional mechanisms to protect its marine ecological environment, 
including the pollutant discharge permit system, the total amount control system, the “Three Lines One Permit” system 
(hereinafter referred to as “TLOP” system), and the litigation relief mechanisms. The pollutant discharge permit system 
is a governance tool that manages dischargers through a licensing process to control the total quantity of pollutant 
emissions and ensure compliance with environmental protection standards [32]. It mandates that all entities discharging 
pollutants into the sea, such as enterprises, must obtain a discharge permit and adhere to the emission volumes and 
methods specified therein. Through this mechanism, the state can effectively control the total amount of pollutants 
entering the marine environment, thereby lessening the environmental impact. 

The total amount control system is another key legal institution for preventing land-based pollution in China’s 
maritime areas. It operates by setting a cap on total emissions, thereby controlling the overall amount of pollutants 
discharged from land into the sea and prompting local governments and enterprises to take measures to reduce 
emissions [33]. The “TLOP” system emphasizes an integrated land-sea approach to marine spatial planning. It 
establishes an ecological red line, an environmental quality baseline, a resource utilization upper limit, and an 
Environmental Access List [34]. This framework aims to achieve refined management and protection of the marine 
environment and enhance marine spatial governance. 

Regarding the litigation relief mechanisms, China has established systems for ecological damage compensation 
litigation and environmental public interest litigation. In accordance with Article 58 of the Civil Procedure Law of the 
People’s Republic of China, Article 25 of the Administrative Litigation Law of the People’s Republic of China, and 
Article 114 of the Marine Environment Protection Law, the interested departments that conduct marine environment 
supervision and control are empowered to initiate marine ecological and environmental damage compensation lawsuits. 
Eligible social organizations and procuratorial organs are entitled to bring environmental civil public interest lawsuits, 
while procuratorial organs have the authority to initiate environmental administrative public interest lawsuits. These 
legal avenues aim to protect the marine ecological environment and maintain the health and sustainable development of 
marine ecosystems. 

2.3. Challenges in China’s Prevention and Control of Land-Based Marine Pollution 

Currently, China’s efforts to prevent and control LBMP face multiple challenges within its legal framework, 
enforcement and penalty mechanisms, institutional coordination, and public participation. 

First, the legal framework for preventing and controlling land-based pollution in China’s maritime areas remains 
underdeveloped. Research on marine environmental protection and ecological issues in China began relatively late, 
leading to a lag in the development of supporting laws and regulations. Existing legal provisions are often overly 
general and lack specific implementing rules and regulations [35], creating difficulties in both law enforcement and 
compliance. The lower-level law, Land-based Pollutants Prevention and Control Regulations, has not been revised for 
nearly three decades. As a result, the core clauses defining pollutant categories, setting discharge standards, and 
outlining supervisory procedures now significantly deviate from the updated requirements of the higher-level law, the 
Marine Environment Protection Law [36]. They are also inconsistent with the provisions of the Draft 
Eco-environmental Code. This has created a structural contradiction where lower-level laws lag behind higher-level 
laws, making it difficult to coordinate and implement the relevant norms in practice. 

Several pressing issues persist in the implementation of key systems, including the pollutant discharge permit 
system, the total amount control system, the “TLOP” system, and the litigation relief mechanisms. In the 
implementation of the pollutant discharge permit system, some enterprises lack sufficient attention to the content 
stipulated in the permits, failing to fulfill their obligations for licensed pollutant discharge. Concurrently, environmental 
authorities lack coordinated and thorough post-issuance oversight. As a result, some violations escape timely detection 
and correction by regulators [37]. In implementing the total amount control system, the absence of a comprehensive 
mechanism for calculating and allocating total pollutant discharge volumes for key sea areas in China has led to 
significant discrepancies between reported emission statistics and verified data in some regions [38]. These 
discrepancies make it difficult to establish definitive total emission ceilings for each maritime area, thereby 
undermining the scientific basis and rationality of the control targets [33]. Furthermore, the weak integration between 
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the total amount control system and the sewage permit system, coupled with the failure to effectively translate total 
amount control requirements to the enterprise level, hinders the system’s practical effectiveness [39]. Regarding the 
“TLOP” system, implementation faces dual challenges. On the one hand, the enforcement of ecological-environmental 
zoning controls is weak in some areas, causing management requirements to be inadequately applied to specific projects 
and locations. Ambiguities in delineating and managing the ecological red line in certain regions have also left some 
ecologically sensitive areas and critical ecological function zones insufficiently protected. On the other hand, 
governmental management of resource utilization has upper limits lacks sufficient flexibility. This inflexibility makes it 
difficult to precisely align with the resource needs of diverse regions at different stages of development, potentially 
leading to either resource waste or impediments to development [40]. Regarding the litigation relief mechanisms, 
relevant litigation systems remain underdeveloped. In judicial practice, this underdevelopment has led to conflicts 
between the application of special laws and general laws, as well as jurisdictional disputes. These issues create 
significant obstacles for accepting and hearing cases, particularly those involving complex land-sea interactions [41]. 

Second, the enforcement mechanism for preventing and controlling land-based pollution in China’s maritime areas 
is fragmented, and the deterrent effect of legal liability and penalty mechanisms is somewhat insufficient. Although the 
primary responsibility for coordinating land-based pollution control rests with the competent department of ecology and 
environment, other bodies, including departments for natural resources, fisheries, the military ecological and 
environmental protection, maritime management agencies, and the coast guard, also bear statutory responsibilities. In 
theory, this multi-agency governance model could form a comprehensive oversight network. In practice, however, the 
absence of efficient inter-departmental communication and collaboration mechanisms results in poor operational 
coordination. This failure to forge a unified enforcement front ultimately undermines the overall effectiveness of 
land-based pollution control [30]. Moreover, discrepancies in the legal bases and enforcement measures employed by 
different maritime law enforcement agencies further exacerbate inconsistencies in China’s approach to marine 
environmental enforcement [35]. This issue, where multiple agencies hold legal mandates but lack effective 
coordination, not only reduces enforcement efficiency but can also lead to jurisdictional conflicts, thereby damaging the 
authority of the rule of law and public trust in the government. 

Regarding penalties, although current Chinese regulations stipulate measures such as fines and daily penalties, the 
severity of punishment is significantly lighter compared to countries like the United States and Japan. Moreover, since 
the cost of non-compliance is substantially lower than the economic benefits gained by enterprises, it fails to effectively 
deter polluting entities, particularly large corporations. A case in point is the 2011 oil spill at the Penglai 19-3 oilfield in 
the Bohai Sea. The State Oceanic Administration (then the relevant regulatory body) imposed an administrative penalty 
of 200,000 RMB on the operator, ConocoPhillips China, pursuant to Article 85 of the Marine Environment Protection 
Law [42]. Compared to the oilfield’s daily production revenue, this penalty was negligible and proved insufficient to 
deter the company. This problem of inadequate penalty severity not only undermines the deterrent effect of the law but 
may also encourage enterprises to neglect their environmental protection obligations and risk violating discharge 
regulations for potential high profits. 

Third, the coordination mechanism between land-based and marine legal regimes remains inadequate. The 
prevention and control of pollution in surface water bodies such as rivers and canals in China are primarily governed by 
the Water Pollution Prevention and Control Law. However, discrepancies exist between the pollutant discharge 
stipulations in this law and those in the dedicated chapter on land-based pollutant control in the Marine Environment 
Protection Law. For instance, regarding standards for the discharge of radioactive materials, the Water Pollution 
Prevention and Control Law permits the discharge of wastewater containing low-level radioactive materials into surface 
water bodies, provided that national regulations and standards on radioactive pollution prevention are met [43]. In 
contrast, the Marine Environment Protection Law does not differentiate based on radioactivity levels but imposes a 
comprehensive prohibition on discharging any radioactive wastewater that may pollute the marine environment or 
damage marine ecosystems into sea areas [44]. 

Scientific research indicates that radioactive materials have a cumulative effect. Even if each discharge of 
low-level radioactive materials complies with national prevention regulations and standards, the continuous release of 
such substances into the environment leads to their gradual accumulation in specific areas. This accumulation causes the 
overall radioactivity level in these areas to persistently increase, eventually exceeding national standards [45]. In other 
words, when water bodies containing low-level radioactive materials are discharged in compliance with the Water 
Pollution Prevention and Control Law and converge into the sea via rivers, they may gradually elevate radioactive 
material concentrations in the marine environment, thereby posing a potential threat to marine ecosystems. 
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Furthermore, a unified pollution prevention coordination mechanism has not been established among the provinces 
and municipalities along China’s river basins. LBMP control remains confined to jurisdictional management at points 
of entry into the sea. Since most land-based pollutants enter the marine environment through rivers, this current 
governance approach greatly weakens the overall effectiveness of land-based pollution prevention and control [46]. 

Fourth, public participation in the prevention and control of LBMP faces a dual dilemma of being both symbolic 
and marginalized. Firstly, existing laws and supporting regulations merely enunciate general principles regarding public 
participation, without establishing operational institutional rules regarding their scope, procedural pathways, or 
feedback mechanisms. This lack of procedural support prevents the substantive implementation of public participation. 
Secondly, at the practical level, although relevant government departments and enterprises widely adopt participation 
methods such as hearings and public notices, issues including inadequate information disclosure and high professional 
barriers remain. These problems tend to reduce public participation to a procedural formality [47], with limited 
substantive impact on decision-making. Thirdly, China’s development of the marine environmental rule of law started 
relatively late, and limited resources have been allocated for public legal education on marine environmental protection. 
This has resulted in low public awareness of the risks associated with LBMP. Simultaneously, the absence of incentive 
mechanisms and safeguard measures to enhance public enthusiasm and effectiveness in participation has led to 
generally low levels of public engagement in marine environmental protection. 

3. Reconstruction of Land-Based Marine Pollution Governance under the “Rights of Nature” Concept 

3.1. A Nature-Friendly Paradigm for Land-Based Marine Pollution Governance 

The natural law school regarded the ocean as res nullius (ownerless property) or a co-owned property, emphasizing 
its role as a resource for human utilization. It posited the ocean as the common property of all humanity, from which 
people derived usufructuary rights such as freedom of navigation, fishing, and seabed mineral extraction [48]. After the 
Industrial Revolution, however, human activities escalated, drastically increasing the pollutant load on oceans and 
pushing the marine self-purification capacity beyond its threshold, thereby compromising the ecosystem’s inherent 
self-restorative capabilities. This has triggered severe ecological degradation, including impaired marine ecological 
functions and resource depletion. 

Confronted with this growing marine ecological crisis, the international community has begun to re-examine the 
relationship between humanity and the ocean. Within this context, the proposition of “Rights of Nature” has prompted 
profound reflection on how humans utilize and protect marine resources. From this perspective, the ocean is 
transitioning from a traditional object of resource exploitation to a subject of right with legal personhood. In other words, 
the ocean is being redefined as a subject of right, an entity with intrinsic worth, holding rights such as the right to 
subsistence, reproduction, and maintenance of ecological balance. It is no longer merely an object for human 
exploitation but an indivisible living whole, comprising physical and ecological components like the water body, seabed, 
submarine topography, plankton, and benthic communities. This complex entity possesses intrinsic value independent 
of human needs. 

Currently, China’s existing institutional framework for preventing and controlling LBMP remains dominated by 
the anthropocentric paradigm. Its core logic is to protect the marine environment by regulating human behavior. When 
confronting pollution incidents, the system tends to prioritize compensation for damages over ecological restoration. In 
other words, it largely focuses on avoiding and mitigating new environmental impacts rather than remediating past ones. 
Consequently, the anthropocentrism embedded within China’s current system is fundamentally distinct from the 
“Rights of Nature” concept, which emphasizes the independent value and rights of nature itself. Directly introducing 
“Rights of Nature” into China’s existing framework would likely cause significant disruption to its legal and managerial 
structures, potentially leading to operational chaos and implementation difficulties. In light of this, China could, in the 
process of developing its LBMP governance paradigm, begin by integrating the core ethical proposition from the 
“Rights of Nature” concept: that nature possesses intrinsic value independent of human use or perception [49]. The aim 
is to leverage this concept to diminish the perception of the ocean as a mere appendage to human activities. By 
recognizing and respecting the distinctive value of the ocean as a living entity and ecosystem on a conceptual level, 
China can progressively shape a more eco-friendly LBMP governance paradigm that is fundamentally guided by 
respect for nature’s intrinsic worth. 

The nature-friendly paradigm for LBMP governance emphasizes the integrity of the marine ecosystem. It aims to 
translate the principles of respecting nature’s self-regulating mechanisms and intrinsic value into concrete and feasible 
institutions. Under this paradigm, human activities impacting the ocean should be measured and constrained by the 
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overall health and inherent laws of the ecosystem. Consequently, the governance system should focus on maintaining 
the intrinsic balance and self-restorative capacity of the marine ecosystem, compelling humans to consider not only 
their own interests but also respect the value of the ocean itself and its constituent elements [50]. Specifically, during 
policy formulation, marine development activities, and pollutant discharge, states, enterprises, social organizations, and 
even individuals must fully account for the ocean’s self-restorative capacity and the complex interconnections among 
its functional components. This necessitates balancing the ocean’s own needs for subsistence, reproduction, and 
ecological equilibrium, thereby shifting greater focus towards effectively restoring and protecting the structure and 
function of marine ecosystems to ensure their ability to self-sustain and self-evolve. 

The absence of a comprehensive marine assessment has led to a failure to fully account for the long-term, 
multifaceted benefits of a healthy ocean and its significant contributions to human society, directly exacerbating marine 
pollution and severely threatening the health and sustainable development of marine ecosystems [51]. From the 
perspective of an environment-friendly governance paradigm for LBMP, measures should not focus solely on reducing 
the quantity or scale of pollutant discharges. Instead, they must systematically and comprehensively address the 
multidimensional impacts of land-based activities on the marine environment. This requires that all measures be 
grounded in an understanding of the marine ecosystem as an integral whole, vigorously safeguarding its integrity and 
continuity, and facilitating the restoration of ecosystem functions through initiatives such as ecological rehabilitation. 

3.2. Proposals for Reconstructing China’s Land-Based Marine Pollution Governance 

On one hand, the marine ecosystem requires systematic governance, for which ecological restoration represents the 
optimal approach [52]. Currently, however, China’s management of LBMP remains predominantly focused on 
controlling pollution sources and implementing end-of-pipe treatment measures. This governance model often 
overlooks the intrinsic interconnections and interactions within the marine ecosystem as a complex and dynamic whole. 
On the other hand, as evidenced by the earlier analysis of challenges in China’s LBMP control, the relevant institutional 
framework remains underdeveloped. Therefore, China could reconstruct its current governance paradigm by 
prioritizing the following aspects to uphold the integrity of the marine ecosystem. 

First, a systematic institutional framework for preventing and controlling LBMP should be established. Significant 
deficiencies persist in China’s current regulatory framework for marine environmental protection. Improvements 
should focus on optimizing the legal system, strengthening the intensity of marine environmental regulations, and 
enhancing provisions for ecological restoration and conservation. 

To optimize the legal framework, China should revise the Land-based Pollutants Prevention and Control 
Regulations to ensure its clauses are fully aligned with the Marine Environment Protection Law, thereby eliminating 
legislative conflicts and guaranteeing internal consistency within the legal system. Concurrently, a thorough review 
should be conducted to reconcile differences in emission standards and regulatory measures for land-based pollutants 
between the Water Pollution Prevention and Control Law and the Marine Environment Protection Law. This will 
establish effective coordination mechanisms between different regulatory regimes to prevent legal conflicts and 
regulatory loopholes. 

Regarding institutional strengthening, existing research indicates an inverted U-shaped relationship between 
environmental regulation and LBMP [53]. Specifically, once regulatory intensity surpasses a certain threshold, the 
extent of LBMP shows a sustained decline. For effectively governing LBMP, clearly defining pollutant categories, 
establishing scientifically sound emission standards, and implementing rigorous supervisory procedures remain crucial 
for ensuring the protection and preservation of marine ecosystems. Therefore, China should further refine its legal and 
regulatory framework for preventing and controlling LBMP. On one hand, more detailed implementing rules should be 
formulated to enhance the operability of relevant laws and regulations, providing a solid foundation for the 
implementation of higher-level laws and a legal basis for marine ecological protection. On the other hand, 
comprehensive provisions for ecological restoration should be established to achieve long-term and fundamental 
protection of the marine ecological environment. 

Second, comprehensive treatment measures are urgently needed to address LBMP. The ocean is a continuous and 
indivisible whole, making an integrated land-sea governance strategy crucial for preventing and controlling such 
pollution [54]. Given that LBMP spans two distinct governance spheres—terrestrial and marine—it is of paramount 
practical importance and necessity to break away from the traditional fragmented governance approach that separates 
land and sea management. It is essential to establish a holistic, integrated land-sea mindset [55], strengthen 
inter-departmental collaboration, and enhance the intensity of enforcement and supervision. To tackle the pronounced 
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fragmentation within the enforcement mechanism, a key challenge in the current legal framework for controlling LBMP, 
China could establish a joint enforcement mechanism led by the competent department of ecology and environment. 
This mechanism should incorporate multiple stakeholders, including departments responsible for natural resources and 
fisheries, the military ecological and environmental protection department, maritime management agencies, and the 
coast guard. Their respective responsibilities should be clearly defined through regulations and the Official Document 
(with red header), improving communication and coordination among departments to form an efficient and cohesive 
supervisory force. This will provide robust institutional support for the protection of marine ecosystems. 

Furthermore, given the integrity and continuity of marine ecosystems and the distinctive cross-jurisdictional nature 
of LBMP, which involves both land and sea, China should enhance its integrated land-sea ecological environment 
monitoring system and establish a unified coordination mechanism for pollution prevention across river basins and sea 
areas. This will better address the complexity and challenges of cross-jurisdictional governance of LBMP. At present, 
the governance of land-based pollutants in China still features the phenomenon that law enforcement and supervision 
rely solely on the marine authorities at the river estuaries [46]. Given that most river basins in China traverse multiple 
provincial-level administrative regions, the existing governance model often leads to insufficient implementation of 
LBMP prevention and control measures by provinces located away from the major points of entry into the sea. This 
makes it difficult to establish a comprehensive, end-to-end pollution prevention system, thereby limiting the overall 
effectiveness of LBMP control efforts.  

In response, China should place a strengthened emphasis on the responsibility and obligation fulfillment of various 
river basin regions in preventing and controlling LBMP, constructing a comprehensive, full-process supervision system 
that tracks pollutants from their sources to their points of entry into the sea. Building upon this foundation, it is crucial to 
establish and improve relevant enforcement supervision mechanisms, strengthen routine oversight and inspection of 
enforcement activities, and ensure the fairness and legality of law enforcement actions. Simultaneously, a powerful 
deterrent for enterprises can be created by increasing the severity of penalties for illegal discharge activities and 
substantially raising the cost of non-compliance. This will effectively curb illegal discharge behavior and provide 
long-term protection for the marine ecological environment. 

Third, a key distinction between environmental protection under the “Rights of Nature” perspective and that under 
traditional environmental law lies in the fact that, within the “Rights of Nature” framework, nature is granted 
independent legal status and litigant qualification. This theoretically enables it to autonomously defend its legitimate 
rights and interests through legal channels such as lawsuits [56]. However, in practical application, since nature 
inherently lacks the ability to directly exercise these rights, it necessitates the appointment of agents to act on its behalf. 
For instance, New Zealand’s Te Awa Tupua (Whanganui River Claims Settlement) Act, which grants legal personhood 
to the Whanganui River, explicitly stipulates in Article 14 that “the rights, powers, and duties of Te Awa Tupua 
(Whanganui River) must be exercised or performed by Te Pou Tupua (the legal guardians appointed to represent the 
interests of the River) on behalf of, and in the name of, Te Awa Tupua”. The guardians are required to act exclusively 
for the purpose of advancing the “health and well-being” of the River [57] and hold the right of veto or the right of 
conditional approval over any extraction of water, damming, discharge, dredging of navigation channels, or riparian 
development that could potentially affect the life force of the River [58]. This agency mechanism shares functional and 
purposive similarities with China’s existing environmental public interest litigation system, despite differences in their 
theoretical foundations and specific implementation modalities. 

Under China’s current litigation system, when marine ecology is damaged, the interested departments that conduct 
marine environment supervision and control are entitled to file claims for marine ecological environment damage 
compensation in accordance with the law. Eligible social organizations and procuratorial organs are also entitled to 
initiate environmental public interest litigation to protect the marine ecological environment. However, in judicial 
practice, both marine ecological environment damage compensation litigation and environmental public interest 
litigation often encounter challenges in proving the status of ecological damage and the causal link with the polluting 
activities. This is due to the complex and variable nature of the marine environment and the current limitations of 
scientific technology [58]. Regarding ecological restoration, China faces the dual challenges of legislative delays and 
underdeveloped supporting systems. The legal provisions concerning ecological restoration in China’s current laws are 
relatively broad and vague. There is a lack of clear and specific stipulations on key aspects such as restoration standards, 
forms of liability fulfillment, the rights and obligations of various parties during the restoration process, and standards 
for evaluating restoration effectiveness [59]. Supporting mechanisms crucial to ecological restoration, such as the 
supervision and management system for assessment and identification, and the monitoring and evaluation system for 
restoration, remain inadequate and require further optimization [60]. 
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To address this, China could further refine the evidence collection mechanisms in judicial practice and strengthen 
scientific and technological support. This would enhance the capacity to prove the status of ecological damage and its 
causal relationship with polluting activities. During specific case adjudication, reference could be made to the judicial 
criteria developed by Ecuadorian courts for adjudicating violations of the “Rights of Nature”. This encompasses three 
criteria: acts that cause substantial harm to the integrity of the ecosystem, acts where the state or the actor fails to 
adequately fulfill their obligations of prevention and supervision, and acts that artificially alter the natural succession 
process of the ecosystem, thereby damaging its restorative capacity [61,62]. By considering these criteria in light of the 
unique characteristics of China’s marine ecological environment, relevant existing legal provisions could be improved, 
or corresponding judicial interpretations could be formulated to promote the more effective functioning of litigation 
relief mechanisms. For instance, the criteria in China’s existing judicial precedents are often targeted at specific acts of 
ecological damage, focusing on the identification and compensation for direct ecological damage [63]. In contrast, the 
criterion of “acts that cause substantial harm to the integrity of the ecosystem” places greater emphasis on holism. It 
considers not only the damage caused by pollution to individual ecological elements but also the interrelationships 
among various components within the ecosystem and their impact on its overall functions. This approach enables a 
more comprehensive coverage of diverse types of ecological damage. 

In the aspect of ecological restoration, to facilitate the accurate implementation of restoration measures and enable 
the effective recovery of ecosystem functions, China could improve legislation related to ecological restoration. This 
includes clarifying restoration standards and forms of liability fulfillment, refining detailed implementation rules for 
ecological restoration, and developing robust supporting mechanisms, such as ecological restoration assessment, as well 
as restoration monitoring and evaluation. 

Fourthly, enhancing public awareness of the importance of marine ecosystems and the need for their protection is a 
crucial link in strengthening marine environmental conservation and ensuring ecological restoration [64]. The public is 
not only a beneficiary of the development and utilization of marine resources but also a guardian of marine ecological 
rights. Moreover, as LBMP is closely connected to individual behavior, elevating public recognition and respect for the 
intrinsic value of marine ecosystems is key to advancing marine ecological and environmental protection. 

To this end, China can adopt effective measures from two dimensions to enhance public initiative in participating 
in LBMP prevention and control. First, China should intensify publicity and education on marine environmental 
protection. By leveraging diverse communication channels to disseminate marine ecological knowledge, public 
understanding of the hazards of LBMP can be heightened. Efforts should guide the public to abandon the narrow 
perception of the ocean as a mere accessory to human activities and instead recognize it as an integral and complex 
ecosystem with intrinsic value independent of human needs. Concurrently, the public should be encouraged to actively 
engage in LBMP prevention and control, aligning their cognitive awareness with practical actions to endorse and 
actively practice marine ecosystem protection. Second, China needs to establish and improve public participation 
mechanisms. This entails formulating specific implementation rules that clarify core elements, including the scope of 
public involvement in LBMP prevention and control, procedural pathways, and feedback mechanisms. These measures 
will provide a clear, standardized, and operable institutional framework for public engagement. 

4. Conclusions 

The traditional LBMP governance model has long been dominated by anthropocentrism. Influenced by this 
concept, China’s approach has primarily relied on administrative regulation and the polluter pays principle. However, 
practice has demonstrated that this model struggles to fundamentally resolve LBMP issues, and marine ecosystems 
continue to face significant pressure. Against this backdrop, the concept of “Rights of Nature” offers a new perspective 
for marine ecological protection. Currently, more than 30 countries worldwide have introduced this concept through 
constitutional amendments, judicial rulings, treaties and agreements, local laws, or resolutions [51]. The concept of 
“Rights of Nature” emphasizes respect for the intrinsic value of marine ecosystems, prompting a re-evaluation of the 
relationship between humans and the ocean. It aims to fundamentally shift human perceptions and behavioral patterns 
towards the ocean, thereby advancing marine environmental protection from passive governance to proactive 
conservation. However, transitioning LBMP governance from the traditional anthropocentric approach to an 
ecocentrism perspective under the “Rights of Nature” framework is a gradual and protracted process. 

China’s current regulatory framework for preventing and controlling LBMP remains predominantly 
anthropocentric and faces substantial challenges across multiple critical areas, including its legal infrastructure, 
enforcement mechanisms, remedial schemes, and public engagement. Within the legal system, the framework lacks 
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seamless integration between different regulatory instruments, leading to conflicts across various laws and regulations. 
This inconsistency impedes the establishment of unified standards in practical governance, creates significant obstacles 
for enforcement authorities, and substantially undermines the authority of the law. Regarding enforcement mechanisms, 
fragmented oversight is a pronounced issue. The absence of effective inter-departmental coordination and collaboration 
hinders the formation of a strong, unified regulatory front, resulting in delayed and inadequate deterrence and penalties 
for certain polluting activities. Furthermore, insufficient public participation represents another pressing concern. Social 
forces remain underutilized, with low levels of public awareness and engagement in LBMP governance, accompanied 
by a lack of initiative and a sense of responsibility for active involvement. These factors significantly constrain the 
overall effectiveness of LBMP control efforts. 

Therefore, guided by the concept of “Rights of Nature”, China should progressively diminish the influence of 
anthropocentrism at this stage. At the conceptual level, there should be recognition of and respect for the distinctive 
value of the ocean as a living entity and ecosystem. The principles of respecting the inherent laws governing nature’s 
autonomous functioning and its intrinsic value should be translated into concrete and feasible legal institutions, thereby 
establishing an eco-friendly governance paradigm for LBMP. Specifically, governance measures should not focus 
solely on reducing the volume or scale of pollutant discharges. Instead, they must regard the marine ecosystem as an 
integral whole, strengthen institutions related to ecological restoration, and facilitate the recovery of marine ecosystem 
functions, thereby safeguarding the integrity and continuity of the marine ecosystem. 

First, China should establish and improve the institutional framework for preventing and controlling LBMP. This 
involves a systematic review and consolidation of existing laws and regulations to eliminate conflicts and 
inconsistencies among them. Furthermore, it is crucial to build a robust ecological restoration system to provide 
long-term and fundamental protection for the marine ecological environment. Second, China should break away from 
the traditional model of separate land-sea governance and adopt a holistic, integrated land-sea management approach. 
Concurrently, inter-departmental communication, coordination, and collaboration must be strengthened to form an 
efficient and unified regulatory force. Additionally, increasing the cost of violations will help deter illegal discharge 
activities, thereby achieving long-term protection of the marine ecological environment. Third, China should enhance 
judicial relief mechanisms. On the one hand, the capacity to prove the status of ecological damage and its causal link to 
polluting activities should be improved. On the other hand, detailed implementation rules concerning ecological 
restoration should be formulated, and supporting mechanisms, such as ecological restoration assessment, as well as 
restoration monitoring and evaluation, need to be strengthened. These measures are essential to facilitate the effective 
recovery of ecosystem functions. Fourth, public participation should be strengthened. Efforts must be made to raise 
public awareness of the hazards of LBMP and foster recognition of the ocean’s intrinsic value, which exists 
independently of human needs. Ultimately, these efforts will enhance public environmental awareness and 
responsibility, paving the way for broad societal participation and co-governance. 

Statement of the Use of Generative AI and AI-Assisted Technologies in the Writing Process 

During the preparation of this study, the author only used ChatGPT and DeepL in order to assist in translating 
sentences and improve language. After using this tool, the author reviewed and edited the content as needed and take 
full responsibility for the content of the publication. 

Acknowledgments 

The authors sincerely acknowledge all the teachers who provided invaluable guidance and insightful suggestions 
throughout the writing of this paper. We also express our gratitude to friends for their continuous encouragement, 
support, and constructive comments. The companionship and discussions with the teachers and friends have motivated 
us to overcome challenges throughout the research journey. 

Author Contributions 

Writing–Original Draft Preparation, Writing–Review & Editing, K.W.; Supervision, Project Administration, 
Funding Acquisition, H.D. Both authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript. 

Ethics Statement 

Not applicable. 



Ecological Civilization 2026, 3, 10022 12 of 14 

Informed Consent Statement 

Not applicable. 

Data Availability Statement 

This study didn’t generate any new datasets. All data analyzed are from publicly available sources, as cited in the 
manuscript. 

Funding 

This research was funded by Research Project of “Renewable Energy Incentive System in the Context of 
Environmental Code Compilation” of the Ministry of Ecology and Environment (144024), and Research Project of 
“Issues and Risk Response Mechanisms of Public Interest Litigation in Ecological Environment Protection” of the State 
Grid Corporation of China (SG2547-9003-33008). 

Declaration of Competing Interest 

The authors declare that they have no known competing financial interests or personal relationships that could have 
appeared to influence the work reported in this paper. 

References 

1. Lou Y. The concept and development of the “rights of nature”. Chin. Foreign Commun. 2017, 29, 23. 
2. Ikporukpo C, Ikporukpo NN. Rights of Nature: Theory and Practice. J. Law Sustain. Dev. 2025, 13, e04434. 

doi:10.55908/sdgs.v13i6.4434. 
3. Stone CD. Should Trees Have Standing?—And Other Essays on Law, Orals and the Environment; Oceana Publications: 

Dobbs Ferry, NY, USA, 1996; pp. 8–12. 
4. Zhang X. Rights of Nature: Their Logic and Essence. J. Nanjing Norm. Univ. (Soc. Sci. Ed.) 2016, 6, 47–54. 

doi:10.3969/j.issn.1001-4608.2016.06.007. 
5. O’Donnell E. Rivers as living beings: Rights in law, but no rights to water? Griffith Law Rev. 2021, 29, 643–668. 

doi:10.1080/10383441.2020.1881304. 
6. Azam RMU, Zerin SA, Alabi FFK. The Rights of Nature Movement: Legal, Cultural, and Policy Challenges in 

Implementing Eco-Centric Laws. J. Environ. Law Policy 2025, 5, 87–116. doi:10.33002/jelp050104. 
7. Yanquiling RS, Cuadrado-Quesada G, Schmeier S. Exploring the rights of nature in freshwater and marine ecosystems. 

Earth Syst. Gov. 2024, 22, 100224. doi:10.1016/j.esg.2024.100224. 
8. Peck MR, Desselas M, Bonilla‐Bedoya S, Redín G, Durango‐Cordero J. The conflict between Rights of Nature and mining 

in Ecuador: Implications of the Los Cedros Cloud Forest case for biodiversity conservation. People Nat. 2024, 6, 1096–1115. 
doi:10.1002/pan3.10615. 

9. Wesche P. Rights of Nature in Practice: A Case Study on the Impacts of the Colombian Atrato River Decision.J. Environ. 
Law 2021, 33, 531–555. doi:10.1093/jel/eqab021. 

10. Querejazu A. Are the International Tribunals of Rights of Nature pluriversal? Int. Relat. 2024, 38, 369–387. 
doi:10.1177/00471178241269737. 

11. Kahui V, Armstrong CW, Aanesen M. Comparative analysis of Rights of Nature (RoN) case studies worldwide: Features of 
emergence and design. Ecol. Econ. 2024, 221,108193. doi:10.1016/j.ecolecon.2024.108193. 

12. Alves F, Costa PM, Novelli L, Vidal DG. The rights of nature and the human right to nature: an overview of the European 
legal system and challenges for the ecological transition. Front. Environ. Sci. 2023, 11, 1175143. 
doi:10.3389/fenvs.2023.1175143. 

13. Weis LK, Mullins R. Does Nature Need Rights? Oxf. J. Leg. Stud. 2025, gqaf021. doi:10.1093/ojls/gqaf021. 
14. Zhang F, Yao C. On the Critique and Defense of Natural Rights. China Popul. Resour. Environ. 2006, 3, 34–37. 

doi:10.3969/j.issn.1002-2104.2006.03.007. 
15. Burgers L. Private Rights of Nature. Transnatl. Environ. Law2022, 11, 463–474. doi:10.1017/S2047102522000401. 
16. Kowalska S. Natural law and the rights of nature—In search of more effective environmental protection. Przegląd Praw. 

Uniw. Im. Adama Mickiewicza 2023, 15, 273–292. doi:10.14746/ppuam.2023.15.13. 
17. Halkis M, Waldani I. Rethinking Nature’s Rights: An Ethical Framework for Sustainable Coexistence. J. Ecohumanism 2024, 

3, 4660–4668. doi:10.62754/joe.v3i7.4570. 
18. Baard P. Fundamental Challenges for Rights of Nature. In Rights of Nature: ARe-Examination; Corrigan DP, Oksanen M, 

Eds.; Routledge: London, UK, 2021; pp. 156–175. 
19. Ekardt F. Environmental Humanities: Transformation, Governance, Ethics, Law; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 



Ecological Civilization 2026, 3, 10022 13 of 14 

2020; pp. 168–169. 
20. Angstadt JM, Hourdequin M. Taking Stock of the Rights of Nature. In Rights of Nature: ARe-Examination; Corrigan DP, 

Oksanen M, Eds.; Routledge: London, UK, 2021; pp. 14–35. 
21. Guidelines M. Protection of the Marine Environment Against Pollution from Land-Based Sources. Environ. Policy Law 

1985, 14, 77–83. doi:10.1016/s0378-777x(85)80088-3. 
22. GESAMP. The State of the Marine Environment; UNEP Regional Seas Report and Studies No. 115; GESAMP: London, UK, 

1990. 
23. GESAMP Working Group 39. Global Pollution Trends: Coastal Ecosystem Assessment for the Past Century; GESAMP: 

London, UK, 2020; p. 18. 
24. Chen Y. Interpretation of the New Law: Revise the Marine Environmental Protection Law to Establish a Governance System 

that Integrates land and Sea and Regional Linkage, China Environment News, 7 November 2023. Available online: 
http://www.cenews.com.cn/news.html?aid=1094109 (accessed on 3 August 2025). 

25. GESAMP. Protecting the Oceans from Land-Based Activities—Land-Based Sources and Activities Affecting the Quality and 
Uses of the Marine, Coastal and Associated Freshwater Environment; GESAMP: London, UK, 2001; pp. 9–16. 

26. Dou Q, Zhang Z. Analysis on Environmental Pollution in China’s Coastal Ecosystem. J. Resour. Ecol. 2019, 10, 424–431. 
doi:10.5814/j.issn.1674-764x.2019.04.009. 

27. IUCN. Ocean Deoxygenation: Everyone’s Problem; IUCN: Gland, Switzerland, 2019; p. 277. 
28. Ministry of Natural Resources of the People’s Republic of China. China Marine Ecological Early Warning and Monitoring 

Bulletin 2024; Ministry of Natural Resources of the People’s Republic of China: Beijing, China, 2025. 
29. Sarwat MS. Impacts and Effects of Pollution on Marine and Coastal Resources. Uttar Pradesh J. Zool. 2024, 45, 

403–409.doi:10.56557/upjoz/2024/v45i164322. 
30. Yu Y. Legal Status, Dilemmas and Paths to Cracking the Prevention and Control of Land-Based Pollution in Marine Areas. 

Open J. Leg. Sci. 2025, 13, 397–402. doi:10.12677/ojls.2025.133058. 
31. Shenzhen Municipal Planning and Natural Resources Commission. Interpretation of Shenzhen’s Marine Environmental 

Protection Plan; Shenzhen Municipal Planning and Natural Resources Commission: Shenzhen, China, 2018. Available 
online: https://huanbao.bjx.com.cn/news/20180811/920157.shtml (accessed on 7 August 2025). 

32. Zeng Y, Zhang B. Thoughts on Connection and Application Between Environmental Impact Assessment and Pollutant 
Discharge Permit System. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2023, 46, 192–195. doi:10.19672/j.cnki.1003-6504.0186.22.338. 

33. Yang X, Zhao Y, Wang J, Chen K, Zhu X. Preliminary study on overall management system for total amount control in 
marine location pollution in China. Mar. Environ. Sci. 2011, 30, 122–126. doi:10.3969/j.issn.1007-6336.2011.01.028. 

34. Qin C, Zhang P, Yu L, Zhang H, Yang L. The Construction of “Three Lines One Permit” Eco-Environmental Zoning Control 
System: Progress and Prospect. Chin. J. Environ. Manag. 2021, 13, 151–158. doi:10.16868/j.cnki.1674-6252.2021.05.151. 

35. Li L. China's Forty Years' Rule of Law in Marine Environment: Development Course, Practical Dilemma and Legal 
Improvement. J. Zhejiang Ocean. Univ. (Humanit. Sci.) 2019, 36, 20–28. doi:10.3969/j.issn.1008-8318.2019.03.003. 

36. Li H, Pei Z. The Legal Issues of Preventing Pollution Damage to the Marine Environment from Land-based Pollutants. 
Ocean. Dev. Manag. 2023, 40, 103–107. doi:10.20016/j.cnki.hykfygl.2023.12.002. 

37. How to Accurately Understand the Word “Comprehensive” in the Context of Fully Implementing the Discharge Permit 
System? China Environment News, 14 February 2023. Available online: 
http://www.cenews.com.cn/news.html?aid=1034120 (accessed on 7 August 2025). 

38. Zhang L. Analysis on Legal Problems of Prevention of Marine Pollution from Land-Based Sources. Master’s Thesis, Tianjin 
University, Tianjin, China, 2016. 

39. Office of Total Volume Control. Refine and Develop the Total Volume Control into a Basic System for the Construction of 
Ecological Civilization, 28November 2013. Available online: 
http://sthjj.zaozhuang.gov.cn/sthjyw/wrjp/201311/t20131128_18884.html (accessed on 10 August 2025). 

40. Tang L, Chen H. Some thoughts on deepening the application of the Eco-Environmental Zoning Control System. Environ. 
Pollut. Control. 2023, 45, 583–588. doi:10.15985/j.cnki.1001-3865.2023.04.024. 

41. Yang L. China’s marine environmental public interest litigation: Current situation, challenges, and improvement 
approach—Analysis based on 339 cases. Front. Mar. Sci. 2023, 10,1302190. doi:10.3389/fmars.2023.1302190. 

42. State Oceanic Administration. Report on the Investigation and Handling of the Oil Spill Accident at Penglai 19-3 Oilfield by 
the Joint Investigation Team. 2012. Available online: https://www.mnr.gov.cn/dt/hy/201206/t20120626_2329986.html 
(accessed on 13 August 2025). 

43. The Standing Committee of the National People’s Congress. Water Pollution Prevention and Control Law of the People’s 
Republic of China; The Standing Committee of the National People’s Congress: Beijing, China, 2018; Article 34. 

44. The Standing Committee of the National People’s Congress. Marine Environment Protection Law of the People’s Republic 
of China; The Standing Committee of the National People’s Congress: Beijing, China, 2023; Article 51. 

45. Michalik B, Brown J, Krajewski P. The fate and behaviour of enhanced natural radioactivity with respect to environmental 
protection. Environ. Impact Assess. Rev. 2013, 38, 163–171. doi:10.1016/j.eiar.2012.09.001. 



Ecological Civilization 2026, 3, 10022 14 of 14 

46. Tan X, Su Y. A Research on the Legal System of Marine Protected Areas under Land-Sea Coordination. J. Ocean. Univ. 
China (Soc. Sci.) 2021, 1, 79–89. doi:10.16497/j.cnki.1672-335x.202101009. 

47. Mao W, Wang L. Discussion about the information disclosure of public participation in environmental assessment. J. 
Xinyang Agric. For. Univ. 2012, 22, 34–36. doi:10.16593/j.cnki.41-1433/s.2012.01.005. 

48. Jennings RY. A changing international law of the sea. Camb. Law J. 2009, 31, 32–49. doi:10.1017/s0008197300133963. 
49. Kanwal P. Ecocentric Governance: Recognising the Rights of Nature. Indian J. Public Adm. 2023, 69, 440–452. 

doi:10.1177/00195561221141457. 
50. Hess G. Virtue Ethics and the Ecological Self: From Environmental to Ecological Virtues. Philosophies. 2024, 9, 23. 

doi:10.3390/philosophies9010023. 
51. Bender M, Bustamante R. Reimagining fishing in the Anthropocene through a rights of nature lens. J. Hum. Rights Environ. 

2024, 15, 158–182. doi:10.4337/jhre.2024.02.02. 
52. Liao B, Ye W. On the Improvement of China’s Marine Ecological and Environmental Damage Compensation System from 

the Perspective of Ecological Civilization. Chin. J. Marit. Law 2023, 33, 3–14. doi:10.3969/j.issn.1003-7659.2022.04.001. 
53. Wu H, Zhou X, Wang Y. A study of the Impact of Environmental Regulation on Land-Based Marine Pollution-Evidence 

from 11 Coastal Provinces in China. Front. Mar. Sci. 2025, 12, 1610100. doi:10.3389/fmars.2025.1610100. 
54. Guo Q, Yang C, Wang X, Wan Z, Zhang G, Cui J, et al. New insights on the spatial and temporal distribution characteristics 

of Chinese marine environmental quality and its driving factors from 2003 to 2021. Ecol. Indic. 2024, 161, 111903. 
doi:10.1016/j.ecolind.2024.111903. 

55. Li Z, Cheng X. The Legal Intention of “Land and Sea Coordination” and Ways for Its Realization. J. South China Norm. 
Univ. (Soc. Sci. Ed.) 2021, 4, 127–137. doi:10.14026/j.cnki.0253-9705.2023.21.014. 

56. Miller M. Environmental Personhood and Standing for Nature: Examining the Colorado River case. Univ. New Hamps. Law 
Rev. 2019, 17, 355–377. 

57. The Parliament of New Zealand. Te Awa Tupua (Whanganui River Claims Settlement) Act; The Parliament of New Zealand: 
Wellington, New Zealand 2017; Articles 29, pp. 78–79. Available online: 
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2017/0007/latest/whole.html (accessed on 20 August 2025) 

58. Xu S, Lu W. Institutional Challenges and Reform Approaches in China’s Marine Environment Public Interest Litigation. 
Front. Mar. Sci. 2025, 12, 1578824. doi:10.3389/fmars.2025.1578824. 

59. Ning Q, Nan J. Analysis of the Diverse Legal Natures of Ecological Restoration Responsibilities. Soc. Sci. Guangxi 2019, 12, 
107–117. doi:10.3969/j.issn.1004-6917.2019.12.018. 

60. Gao J, Dong J. The institutional guarantee for the scientific operation of the ecological environment damage identification 
and assessment mechanism. J. Party Sch. C.P.C. Qingdao Munic. Comm. Qingdao Adm. Inst. 2020, 6, 80–85. 
doi:10.13392/j.cnki.zgqd.2020.06.015. 

61. Ecuador Corte Constitucional de Ecuador. Derechos de la naturaleza, agua, principio de precaución y consulta Ambiental, 
Judgment 1149-19-JP/21, 10 November 2021, paras. 62–67, 124, 323, 214–217. Available online: 
https://www.corteconstitucional.gob.ec/sentencia-1149-19-jp-21/ (accessed on 20 August 2025). 

62. Ecuador Corte Constitucional de Ecuador. Derecho a vivir en un medio ambiente sano en conexión con el derecho al 
patrimonio cultural y otros derechos / Río Monjas, Judgment 2167-21-EP/22, 19 January 2022, paras. 66, 118–134, 131, 150. 
Available online: https://www.corteconstitucional.gob.ec/sentencia-2167-21-ep-22/ (accessed on 20 August 2025). 

63. Research Team of Shanghai High People’s Court. An Empirical Study on Judicial Protection of Marine Ecological 
Environment (I). Mar. Law Policy 2022, 1, 1–17. 

64. O’Halloran C, Silver M. Awareness of ocean literacy principles and ocean conservation engagement among American adults. 
Front. Mar. Sci. 2022, 9, 976006. doi:10.3389/fmars.2022.976006. 


