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Abstract

The need for management of the marine ecosystem using a broad perspective has
been recommended under a variety of names. This paper uses the term Ecosystem
Management, which is seen as a convergence between the ecological idea of an organ-
isational hierarchy and the idea of strategic planning with a planning hierarchy—with
the ecosystem being the strategic planning level. Management planning requires, in
order to establish a quantifiable means and ends chain, that the goals at the ecosys-
tem level can be linked to operational levels; ecosystem properties must therefore be
reducible to lower organisational levels. Emergence caused by constraints at both the
component and system levels gives rise to phenomena that can create links between
the ecosystem and operational levels. To create these links, the ecosystem’s functional
elements must be grouped according to their functionality, ignoring any genetic rela-
tion. The population structure is below the ecosystem in terms of the planning level,
and goals for the community’s genetic structure cannot be meaningful defined without
setting strategic goals at the ecosystem level for functional groups.
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1 Introduction

In response to the overexploitation of the marine ecosystem and the consequences
of fishing—habitat destruction, incidental mortality of non-target species, evolution-
ary shifts in population demographics, and changes in the function and structure of
ecosystems—there has been a call for marine ecosystem management from a broader
perspective (Pikitch et al., 2004). There are many terms that cover the idea of manag-
ing marine ecosystems from a broader perspective; Garcia et al. (2003) discusses some
of these terms: Fishery Management, Ecosystem Management, Ecosystem Approach,
Ecosystem-Based Fisheries Management, Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries, and In-
tegrated Management. FAO has settled on the term Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries
and defined this term as:

An ecosystem approach to fisheries strives to balance diverse societal
objectives, by taking account of the knowledge and uncertainties about
biotic, abiotic and human components of ecosystems and their interac-
tions and applying an integrated approach to fisheries within ecologically
meaningful boundaries (FAO Fisheries Department, 2003).

The term “integrated approach” is here employed to indicate a way of taking ecosys-
tem considerations into the more conventional field of fishery management (Garcia
et al., 2003). In other words, the current paradigm of fishery management is to main-
tain target populations through various controls. The solution is to develop this man-
agement into an Ecosystem Approach to Fishery Management through incremental
improvements (FAO Fisheries Department, 2003).

Even though, as Garcia et al. (2003) notes, the various concepts are all still fuzzy,
and to a great degree overlap in terms of their ideas and objectives, I will use the
phrase “Ecosystem Management” in this article. I use this term because I do not
necessarily adopt the approach of FAO Fisheries Department (2003), especially, as
will be discussed later, not the idea of an Ecosystem Approach as an incremental
extension of current fishery management. With the use of “Ecosystem Management,”
I will mainly depart from The Report of the Ecological Society of America Committee
on the Scientific Basis for Ecosystem Management (Christensen et al., 1996) and argue
that this is a strategic approach to the management of ecosystems.

I do find that a central point must be management; that is, the development of
Ecosystem Management is the development of a theory about how to manage human
activities in a way that secures the objectives for the ecosystem. A theory of Ecosystem
Management has two sides; on one hand, there is a need to comprehend the ecosys-
tem, while, on the other, there is a need to develop management tools and understand
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the impact of humans on the ecosystem. A theory of Ecosystem Management must,
in order to be complete and not render the two sides separate, build on a common
ground between scientific concepts. This common ground is between science related
to ecosystems and science related to management. The purpose of this paper is to
discuss ideas from ecology and those from management, and find common ground for
an Ecosystem Management. One of the main interfaces between the marine ecosys-
tem and human activities is through fishery. Consequently, one of the main challenges
facing the management of marine ecosystems is to confine fishery to a level that is
sustainable and economically rational. Therefore, the main focus of this paper is the
production of the marine ecosystem.

Ecosystem Management

In the Christensen et al. (1996), ecosystem management is defined as:

Ecosystem management is management driven by explicit goals, executed
by policies, protocols, and practices, and made adaptable by monitoring
and research based on our best understanding of the ecological interac-
tions and processes necessary to sustain ecosystem composition, struc-
ture, and function.

. . .

Ecosystem management must include the following (1) long-term sus-
tainability as fundamental value, (2) Clear, operational goals, (3) Sound
ecological models and understanding, (4) Understanding complexity and
interconnectedness, (5) recognition of the dynamic character of ecosys-
tems, (6) attention to context and scale, (7) acknowledgment of humans
as ecosystem components, and (8) commitment to adaptability and ac-
countability. (Christensen et al., 1996, pp. 668–669)

There are in the quotes above and through the article (Christensen et al., 1996) a very
comprehensive discussion on ecosystems. They have, however, very little discussion
on management, besides setting objectives and goals.

As the idea of this paper is that Ecosystem Management is about both ecosystems
and management, there is a need to structure the concept of management. Manage-
ment can be broken down into subdisiplines in a variety of ways; I will simply divide
management into three phases, according to its primary time period of focus:

1. Management activities related to the past are called “Monitoring and Evalua-
tion” activities.
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2. Management activities related to the near present are called “Operation” activi-
ties.

3. Management activities that deal with future operations are called “Planning”
activities.

Some scholars, for example Mintzberg (1994), distinguish between a plan and a strat-
egy. I will not use this difference, instead referring to all that has to do with the
operation’s preparation at the right time as Planning.

In the Christensen et al. (1996) above cited definition of Ecosystem Management,
the word “policies“ is used; as “policies” can indicate a mixture of Planning and Op-
eration, the definition is not perfectly divisible according to the three categories delin-
eated above. If, nevertheless, the definition of Christensen et al. (1996) is categorised
according to the above division in time periods, then “executed by policies, protocols,
and practices” is equivalent to Operation, and “made adaptable by monitoring and re-
search . . . ” is equivalent to Monitoring and Evaluation. Planning, then, contains the
following three components:

1. setting the “explicit goals,” and

2. ensuring that the operation will satisfy the “goals.”

The first and second components together form the plan. A plan has to be revised after
periods of operation, therefore

3. the plan must be adjusted or adapted to new knowledge based on Monitoring
and Evaluation.

The definition of management given in Christensen et al. (1996) can then be di-
vided into the three phases of management: Planning, Operation, and Monitoring and
Evaluation. It is nevertheless clear that the point of how to secure that eventual Oper-
ations will accomplish the defined goals and objectives is rather weak in Christensen
et al. From a management perspective, this will be central if Ecosystem Management
is to be be successful.

Also from a management perspective, a plan will be successful if the operation
prescribed in the plan, when executed in the real world, ensures the goals and objec-
tives set out for management. To ensure a plan’s success, there is a need for models
that predict outcomes for various operational options. It is therefore in the planning
stage of management that common ground between ecology and economy must be
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found, at least initially. This paper will therefore focus on the Planning stage of man-
agement, especially the search for concepts that are usable as objects for goals and
planning models.

I note, however, that it is important to discuss all three phases of management.
A management plan cannot be completed without an analysis of potential operational
options, as well as an analysis of possibilities for monitoring Ecosystem Management.
These aspects will nevertheless be left for future work.

Central to finding common ground between ecology and management is the dis-
cussion of ecological and planning concepts. This is the content elaborated in the
following section 2. The concept of an ecosystem builds on the idea of an organisa-
tion hierarchy, and many papers (e.g., Christensen et al., 1996; Garcia et al., 2003;
Pikitch et al., 2004) on Ecosystem Management agree that it is driven by explicit ob-
jectives and goals. In accordance with this idea, this paper’s thesis is that Ecosystem
Management is a management theory about how to manage human activities and their
impact on ecosystems, where the management is based on strategic planning.

Ecosystem Management is then a convergence of the idea of an organisational
hierarchy with the idea of a planning hierarchy where the ecosystem is the strategic
planning level. In order to bridge goals at the strategic level and plans at the opera-
tional level, there is a need to quantify links between the ecosystem and the operational
level. The ecosystem is a complex adaptive system, and a global restricted resource
will create structure and order in the form of a predictable allocation pattern for re-
sources. Section 3 discusses how a global restriction and associated scarcity create
order and predictability, thereby allowing for the possible link between ecosystem and
operating level.

In section 4, the previous section is summarised and discussed. The result is that
if the focus is on global restriction and associated scarcity, the functionality of an
ecosystem can be expected to be predictable, which provides the simplicity necessary
for seting strategic goals. In the ecological analysis, this follows in the line of, among
others, the trophic–dynamic view of Lindeman (1942) and the process–functional ap-
proaches of O’Neill et al. (1986). The contribution of this paper is to identify this
relation as fundamental to creating the link between the strategic and operational lev-
els when Ecosystem Management establishes a quantifiable means–ends chain.
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2 Ecology and Management

2.1 Ecology

Ecology was defined by Haeckel in 1879: “By ecology we mean the body of knowl-
edge concerning the economy of nature—the investigation of the total relations of ani-
mal both to its inorganic and its organic environment . . . ” (Hackel 1879 cited in Keller
and Golley, 2000). The concept of an ecosystem came much later, first introduced by
Tansley in 1935. An ecosystem, when used in a specific context, is often followed by
its definition (e.g., Christensen et al., 1996; Garcia et al., 2003). As the concept of an
ecosystem needs definition, it cannot be seen as a concept with a generally accepted
meaning within ecology. To understand why the concept of an ecosystem, after more
than 70 years, is not a generally agreed upon concept, a brief introduction to some
philosophical ecology follows in the section bellow. There is, in ecology, a general ac-
ceptance of nature as an organisational hierarchy. However, controversies are related
to the entities and their connections within the hierarchy. Further, there is a debate as
to holism vs. reductionism as the field’s proper scientific approach, these two discus-
sion are to some extent interrelated. This section is philosophically rather incomplete;
for further detail, see, for example, Hull (1974), Looijen (1999), and Keller and Golley
(2000).

Reductionism and Holism

Nature is organised into a hierarchical structure, as illustrated in figure 1. At the
left of the figure is a depiction of how the lower level of the hierarchy provides the
building blocks for the next, more complex level. Interactions of components on one
level are the origin of phenomena observed at the next level. As phenomena at a given
organisational level result from lower levels, scientific explanations must look to lower
levels to explain any phenomenon occuring at a given level; this is physical reduction
(Hull, 1974).

At the right of the figure 1 is a depiction of the hierarchy of scientific disciplines,
with various disciplines within physics as the most fundamental. As the explanation of
a phenomena must contain an examination of lower levels, scientific theories can, in
principle, be reduced to more fundamental theories; this is theoretical reduction (Hull,
1974). The idea of physical and theoretical reduction as the proper scientific approach
is called reductionism.

Nature is, as Looijen (1999) notes, more complicated than the perfect nested hier-
archy in figure 1. There are, for example, many organisms that are not built from the
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biosphere global ecology, macro-economics
↑ ↓

ecosystems systems ecology
↑ ↓

communities community ecology
↑ ↓

populations evolutionary biology, sociology
↑ ↓

organisms autecology, psychology, micro-economics
↑ ↓

organs anatomy, morphology
↑ ↓

tissues histology
↑ ↓

cells embryology
↑ ↓

organelles cell biology, genetics
↑ ↓

macro-molecules (bio)chemistry, molecular biology
↑ ↓

molecules organic chemistry, thermodynamics
↑ ↓

atoms classicle particle mechanics
↑ ↓

sub-atomic particles physical chemistry
↑ ↓

quantum particles quantum mechanics

Figure 1: Classic hierarchy of levels of organisation in nature, and associated hierarchy
of scientific disciplines (Looijen, 1999, Figure 1).
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blocks of organs, tissues, cells, and organelles. The idea of an organisational hierar-
chy in Nature is, nevertheless, an ecological paradigm in my opinion. There is general
acceptance of a hierarchy with different levels of organisation. There is not, however,
a general acceptance of reductionism.

Holism, in contrast to reductionism, finds that some phenomena cannot be ex-
plained by the parts. That is, they are emergent. Pressure and temperature are ex-
amples of emergent properties. Pressure and temperature are gaseous properties that
do not exist at a molecular level, but rather as a result of the internal movements of
molecules. So, an emergent phenomenon is novel; that is, it is not just a statistical
property of its components.

This is, however, not a contradiction of reductionism’s approach. The difference
is the causal links: are there phenomena that can only be explained on the macro
level? The origin of this dispute can be exemplified by Clements (1916)’s view of
plant communities. A plant community is formed by plants invading a disturbed or
abandoned area. The plants are replaced in a patten labelled succession, whereby
the plant community is developed towards an endpoint specific to that climate: the
Climax. In the view of Clements (1916), it is the community that, given a specific
environment, causes plants to form the climax. The plant community is viewed as a
superorganism, in the sense that it is an entity with a self-regulating essence.

The opposing view, that of Gleason (1939), found that a community must be seen
as a random assemblage of individuals, or in the view of Lambers et al. (1998, p. 3):
The species composition of a vegetation in a given place is determined by three pro-
cesses:

1. A historical filter: does the species arrive?

2. A physiological filter: can the plant germinate, survive, and reproduce? and

3. A biotic filter: does the species successfully compete and defend for itself?

The filters are not constant, but rather change over time as a result of change in biota
and environment. While the superorganism approach to communities may have been
abandoned, the concept of the Clementsian superorganism still exists alongside other
staging. The Gaia hypothesis is, for example, basically the superorganism approach
applied to the entire biosphere (Keller and Golley, 2000).

Looijen (1999, p. 233) argues that holism and reductionism can only be seen as
mutually exclusive if holism claims that wholes cannot be analysed and reduction-
ism claims that there are no wholes. Science needs both of these viewpoints. The
holistic approach locates phenomena at high organisational levels, while reductionism
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explains these phenomena. However, irrespective of one’s views on holism and reduc-
tionism, there is common agreement on the paradigm of organisational hierarchy in
Nature.

Dual hierarchy

Tansley (1935) introduced the concept of an ecosystem as “. . . the whole system (in
the sense of physics), including not only the organism–complex, but also the whole
complex of physical factors forming what we call the environment of the biome . . .
(idem p. 299).” Tansley emphasizes how the ecosystem is a psychical system and
a mental construction. Ecosystems can exist at any scale, and smaller systems are
nested within bigger ones, which then serve as the environment for the ecosystem of
interest (idem). Lindeman (1942) advanced this ecosystem concept within the trophic–
dynamic view.1 Lindeman’s analytic focus is on energy flow as a consequence of
organisms’ feeding, and the emphasis on the dynamic aspects of an ecosystem as a
result of energy flow. The components of an ecosystem are grouped according to
their function. One example is the discrimination between living organisms as parts
of the ’biotic community’ and dead organisms and inorganic nutrients as parts of the
’environment,’ which are found to be arbitrary and unnatural (Lindeman, 1942, p.
168).

While Tansley emphasises how an ecosystem is a mental construction, the Odum
brothers have emphasised the ecosystem as an entity which possesses various kinds of
self-regulating mechanisms, such as a cybernetic network (Patten and Odum, 1981).
This view has, according to some (e.g., Simberloff, 1980), taken over the superorgan-
ism approach and applied it to ecosystems. Simberloff (1980) labels this approach
“essentialism” as it seems to build on the myth of balance-in-nature. Simberloff advo-
cates for liberating the ecosystem concept from high-level determinism and ideas of
ideal states.

The traditional hierarchy in an ecological organism–population–community–bio-
me is, since Tansley (1935) and Lindeman (1942), enriched by ecosystem and func-
tional components; these entities do not fit nicely into an organisational hierarchy,
and they are often simply added as in the left side of the figure 2, neglecting Lin-
deman’s point that functional components are something different from populations.
How the entities are arranged in the hierarchy is important in the reductionist view
as explanations must come from levels below; this is especially true of the approach
Dawkins (1988) called hierarchical reductionism: “To explain a complex entity at any

1 The meaning of trophic is “pertaining or connected with nutrition and feeding”
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Figure 2: The dual hierarchical structure of ecological systems. To the left is shown
the typical levels of organizations . . . . To the right the population–community and
process–functional approaches are considered as separate hierarchies (O’Neill et al.,
1986, Figure 9.1)

particular level of organisation, in terms of entities only one level down.” The outline
to the left of the figure 2 implies that ecosystem processes should be explained by
inter–community dynamics.

In order to elaborate the concept of organisational hierarchicies a new approach
with more hierarchies was introduced by MacMahon et al. (1978) and O’Neill et al.
(1986). Here, the ecological entity is arranged in two nested hierarchies to the right
in figure 2. In this way, O’Neill et al. divides nature’s organisation into an explicit
population–community hierarchy and process–functional hierarchy. The two hierar-
chies are two perspectives for observing Nature. They are interlinked, as population–
community determines the functionality of the functional components (the biological
part), and the process–functional restricts the population–community (idem).
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Discussion

Ecology traditionally deals with three levels; The individual organism, the population,
and the community (Begon et al., 1996). One can think of this as part of an organ-
isation hierarchy; the ecosystem can then be seen as a community with a physical
environment (Begon et al., 1996, p. 679). Alternatively, it can be seen as a physical
system with processes created by functional components. These two views correspond
to two different views of Nature’s organisational hierarchy, as shown in figure 2. Of-
ten, this difference in views on organisational hierarchy is confused with the contro-
versy regarding reductionism and holism. For example, label both Looijen (1999) and
Keller and Golley (2000) ecosystems research programs with the process–functional
approach as “holistic”. This label is, as I see it, given for one of two reasons: Either
because researchers do not follow the population–community–ecosystem hierarchical
approach, or because researchers adopt a superorganism approach to the ecosystem.
These two reasons are clearly not the same and ought to be distinguished. I find,
consistsent with Simberloff (1980), that there are good reasons to question the com-
munity as well as the ecosystem as entities with self regulation properties, if these
properties cannot be shown to exist on the premises of physical reduction. In addition,
there are, as argued by O’Neill et al. (1986), reasons to distinguish between a com-
munity and an ecosystem in terms of mental constructions: When research aimed at
population–communities, its questions relate to the genetic structure of the system; but
when research is aimed at the ecosystem, its questions relate to ecosystem processes
(i.e., flows of energy and nutrition). In the former case, the basic entity must be the
vehicle for the genes, the organism; in the latter the basic entity must be Lindeman’s
functional components. If research in the process–functional tradition does not apply
a superorganism approach to ecosystems, instead following the lines of reductionism,
I find no reason to label it holistic. That is, if holistic means following the ideas of
holism.

2.2 Planning

There are many different approaches to and meanings of planning and how it should
be accomplished. I use a typology of three planning types in this article. Plans can-
not be neatly divided into these three types, as if each type were discrete; rather, all
plans contain some of each planning-type. The types are, nevertheless, important as a
reference and an ideal.

The three planning types are: “Successive Limited Comparisons,” “Rational Com-
prehensive,” and “Strategic”. The first two refer to Lindblom (1959), and their key
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Box 1: Replication of Lindblom (1959) two planing ideals.

Rational Comprehensive Successive Limited Comparisons

1a. Clarification of values or objectives
distinct from and usually prerequi-
site to empirical analysis of alternative
policies.

1b. Selection of value goals and empiri-
cal analysis of the needed action are
not distinct from one an other but are
closely intertwined.

2a. Policy-formulation is therefore ap-
proached through means–end analy-
sis: First the ends are isolated, then the
means to achieve them are sought.

2b. Since means and ends are not distinct,
means–end analysis is often inappro-
priate or limited.

3a. The test of a “good” policy is that it
can be shown to be the most appropri-
ate means to desired ends.

3b. The test of a “good” policy is typically
that various analysts find themselves
directly agreeing on a policy (without
their agreeing that it is the most appro-
priate means to an agreed objective).

4a. Analysis is comprehensive; every im-
portant relevant factor is taken into ac-
count.

4b. Analysis is drastically limited:
i) Important possible outcomes

are neglected.
ii) Important alternative potential

polices are neglected.
iii) Important affected values are

neglected.

5a. Theory is often heavily relied upon 5b. A succession of comparisons greatly
reduces or eliminates reliance on the-
ory.
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points are replicated in box 1. Lindblom describes the planning ideal as the Rational
Comprehensive. He finds, however, the comprehensive analysis in 4a. to be impossi-
ble for complex problems. He therefore rejects the Rational Comprehensive planning
method. Instead, Lindblom states that Successive Limited Comparisons seems, for
administrators and other policy analysts, to be the principal method for policy for-
mulation with complex problems. Such administrators and policy analysts pretend
to make plans according to the Rational Comprehensive method but, in reality, their
plans are made using Successive Limited Comparison. Lindblom’s point is: Instead
of focusing on planning ideal that is impossible to accomplish in practice, planning
researchers ought to more closely examine how plans are made in reality; that is, by
Successive Limited Comparison—or, as Lindblom coined it, by the Art of Modelling
Through.

Lindblom (1959) provides only these two types of planning. For complex prob-
lems, he is probably right to reject the comprehensive analysis in 4a. This is, how-
ever, a straw man that Lindblom (1959) built to reject, thereby leaving his “Modelling
Through” method as the only alternative. It is a straw man in the sense that the real
alternative is the strategic approach to planning.

The strategic approach

The general idea behind strategic planning is that planning must depart from clarify-
ing the objectives and values of a plan’s object. Planning must be preformed within a
planning hierarchy, where the strategic level is at the top. At the strategic level, plan-
ning is performed on a large scale with a long time horizon, and strategic goals are
set as the means of achieving the plan’s objectives. With the strategic goals defined,
a tactical plan can be implemented at lower spatial and temporal scales as a means
of reaching the strategic goals. With a tactical plan as a guide, a plan for directing
the actual operation can be set in sufficiently high resolution, though shorter in time
(Helles et al., 2000).

Strategic planning differs from Rational Comprehensive planning in that Strategic
planning does not require models that, based on the interaction of elements, can make
predictions on the operational level over long time horizons. Rather, a detailed model
is needed for the near future; for planning further into the future, models must operate
with elements on a larger scale. Another difference is the way in which uncertainty
is handled. In the short perspective, where details are rather well known, uncertainty
can be handled by rules of rational choice. For example, one can maximise the ex-
pected value. On a larger scale, especially on a strategic level, there will be properties
that are so uncertain that they are in practice unknown. Here, the strategic approach
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will be to place the organisation in a good position whatever the outcome of the un-
certainty. This can, for example, be accomplished by allowing for different options
under future plans, where choices depend on future knowledge. The idea that flexibil-
ity is better than a fixed plan based on traditional expected values, was noted by Hart
(1942); for practical examples regarding management of tropical forests, see Albers
et al. (1996). For examples of management related to Christmas-tree production and
related contamination risks to forest watersheds, see Abildtrup and Strange (1999).

As strategic planning entails a hierarchical planning structure, and long-term goals
must dominate more detailed and short term tactical and operational plans, this ap-
proach can be labelled holistic planning. This does not mean, however, that the sci-
entific approach behind the plan cannot be theoretical and physical reductionism. It
follows that the scientific concepts underlying the plan must be of different scales; for
example, the plan’s various levels may occur at different levels of the scientific or-
ganisational hierarchy. To provide a concrete example: The management of a fishery
is, at an operational level, implemented by fishing vessels. Individual organisms are
handled at the aggregate level no higher than a schoal. At higher levels, plans may re-
late to populations or subpopulations, while the strategic plan level must deal with the
marine ecosystem as a whole. Below, I argue that Ecosystem Management combines
the idea of a planning hierarchy with the idea of an organisational hierarchy of Nature.

To summarise and place strategic planning on the same plane as Lindblom (1959),
I provide an outline of strategic planning below.

1c. Clarification of values and objectives is a prerequisite for an analysing potential
operations.

2c. The plan secures its objective through a means–ends analysis: First the ends are
isolated, then the means to achieving them are sought.

3c. i) The test of a “good” plan is that it shows how a prescribed operation will
provide the means for achieving overall objectives.

ii) A plan is successfully, when the operation prescribed in the plan, when
executed in the real world, ensure the overall objectives.

4c. The plan’s synthesis is achieved through a hierarchical planning approach.
Goals are set at a large tempo–spatial scale for the system as an entire unit.
The plan is developed through means–ends chains toward finer and finer resolu-
tions. Plans are only made in detail for relatively short time horizons, whereas
larger time horizons require plans at more aggregated levels.

5c. Theory is heavily relied upon to qualify and quantify the means–ends chains.
As means and ends are often set at different tempo–spatial scales, theory must
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reflect this. For example, a theory may link various levels in an organisation
hierarchy, corresponding to the aggregation levels in the plan.

As noted above, strategic planning can be labelled holistic planning, while a more
reductionist planning approach corresponds to Lindblom (1959) Rational Comprehen-
sive model. This holistic–reductionist dichotomy within planning does not correspond
to holism and reductionism in the scientific worldview. Nevertheless, the two mean-
ings seem to be confused. When I use the term holistic within planning and manage-
ment, I refer to planning and management only, not to the scientific view, and I use the
term strategic management to refer to management with a holistic planning approach.

2.3 Ecosystem Management as Strategic planning

In The Emergence of Ecology as a New Integrative Discipline, under the subheading
Ecology must combine holism with reductionism if applications are to benefit society,
(Odum, 1977) writes:

It is self-evident that science should not only be reductionist in the sense
of seeking to understand phenomena by detailed study of smaller and
smaller components, but also synthetic and holistic in the sense of seek-
ing to understand large components as functional wholes. (Odum, 1977,
p. 1289).

The need to raise thinking and action to the ecosystem level is especially
evident as the practices of technology assessment and environmental im-
pact analysis assume increasingly important roles in decision-making . . .
(Odum, 1977, p. 1291).

If hierarchical2 theory is indeed applicable, then the way to deal with
large-scale complexity is to search for overriding simplicity (Odum, 1977,
p. 1292).

The holism that Odum advocates—synthesis on a large scale and a search for overrid-
ing simplicity within large-scale complexity—is a response to the need for decision-
making analysis at the ecosystem level. It is holistic planning that Odum argues for,
not scientific holism. Hierarchical theory and the search for large-scale simplicity is
exactly what strategic planning requires.

In the quotation from Christensen et al. (1996) given in section 1, the term “clear,
operational goals” is mentioned. The use of the word operational must not be confused

2Odum (1977) use the spelling hierarchal
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with goals at the operational level. Under the elaboration of the second point, it is
written:

. . . Goals must be explicitly stated in terms of specific “desired future
trajectories” and “desired future behaviours” of the ecosystem component
and processes for sustainability. Furthermore, these goals should be stated
in terms that can be measured and monitored. (Christensen et al., 1996,
p. 669)

These are long-term goals set at the ecosystem level. From these goals, the plan must
be developed based on “sound ecological models and understanding.” Again, this is a
holistic planning approach, consistent with strategic planning. The paper is, however,
relatively vague on planning aspects aside from sound ecological models. Under the
elaboration of the third point “sound ecological models and understanding,” Chris-
tensen et al. emphasises that ecological models cannot only be at the ecosystem level,
but must include lower levels of the organisational hierarchy. The meaning of “op-
erational goals” must therefore be that goals are related within an ecological model
and understanding, such that they can be quantified, measured, monitored, and linked
to the operational level. The Ecosystem Management of Christensen et al. (1996) is
therefore clearly holistic in its managing approach, building on the concept of an or-
ganisational hierarchy in nature. It is vague, however, in recognising the need for a
hierarchical planning.

FAO has, in their Technical Guidelines for Responsible Fisheries: The ecosystem
approach to fisheries (FAO Fisheries Department, 2003), delineated how an ecosystem
approach can be made operational. The outline of FAO’s approach can be seen in box
2. The general idea is from high level ecosystem goals to establish a chain of ends and
means all the way down to the operational level. There is, however, no requirement
that high level goals to be operational goals, as is required by Christensen et al. (1996).
On the contrary; it is clearly stated that “ecosystem health, integrity, resilience, energy
flows and the like are relatively abstract concepts that are not fully understood.” When
concepts are so imponderable, the mean to achieving such goals as: “conserving bio-
diversity, maintaining fishery habitats, protecting important food chain functioning,
and so on” will be very difficult to quantify. Even though biodiversity may be mea-
surable, it is impossible to answer the question: “How much biodiversity is needed
to ensure ecosystem health?” The concepts at the ecosystem level mentioned by FAO
Fisheries Department are, in their own view, either too abstract for measurement or
are of a non-reducible character. There is therefore no way to link strategic goals to
the operational level, and the ends and means chain that links high level goals to the
operational level are then only conceptually identifiable. There is no way of knowing
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Box 2: Replication of FAO Fisheries Department (2003, Box 1)

Making EAF operational

Available international agreements and instru-
ments along with work already undertaken at
the national level in some countries reflect
a wide consensus on the need for the incor-
poration of an ecosystem approach to fish-
eries (EAF). However, to make EAF oper-
ational, the principles underpinning this ap-
proach need to be “translated” first into pol-
icy goals and then into operational objectives
that can be achieved by applying management
measures. Without this translation, EAF will
remain an important, but largely unachievable,
concept.

From principles to policy goals. The princi-
ples underpinning EAF cover the full spec-
trum of economic, social and ecological con-
siderations of sustainable development. Many
of the “characteristics” of ecosystems, such
as ecosystem health, integrity, resilience, en-
ergy flows and the like are relatively abstract
concepts that are not fully understood. How-
ever, even with our current state of knowledge,
higher–level policy goals can be set, such as
conserving biodiversity, maintaining fishery
habitats, protecting important food chain func-
tioning and so on.

From policy goals to implementation. These
higher–level policy goals then need to be
broken down into more specific issues, each

with its own operational objective that can be
achieved by applying a management measure.
These need to be at a practical operational
level for stocks, habitat, by–catch, protected
species, income and social aspirations of the
fishers, for example. The chart below shows
the step–wise process to be adopted to facil-
itate implementation (see Chapter 4 for more
detail).
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�
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Broad objective for the fishery

High level policy goals

Priority issues

Operational objectives

Indicators & performance measures

evaluation
Monitoring review and performance

(level at which management can address)

(Economic, social, environment)

Indicators and performance measures for each
operational objective provide a framework for
monitoring, review and evaluation of the per-
formance of management in achieving both
the operational objective, and because of the
linkages, the higher–level policy goals.
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how much or how little is required at the operational level. In other words, there is no
model that can verify that a certain action at the operational level will secure higher
level goals and overall objectives.

The consequence of not having a quantifiable chain of means and ends is that the
goals set for the operational plan will be floppy. The operational level is then left with
only incremental planning, what Lindblom (1959) calls Successive Limited Compar-
isons. This consequence is illustrated by the Ecosystem Approach being described as
an incremental extension of current fishery management (FAO Fisheries Department,
2003). A strategic approach, on the other hand, insists on identifying long-term goals
for the management system; for example, this may take the form of a long-term sce-
nario where the management system in interaction with the ecosystem delivers goods
and services on a sustainable basis. From this scenario, one can develop a plan for
changing a current fishery management regime into the long-term goal for the man-
agement system.

There is a general agreement that Ecosystem Management is essentially strate-
gic management. FAO Fisheries Department (2003) do not appreciate, however, the
need for the quantifiable links between planning levels, as required by strategic plan-
ning. FAO’s approach looks like a strategic planning approach, but seems to result in
only Successive Limited Comparisons. In order to ensure that management meets its
overall objectives, there is a need to identify ecosystem properties that can be quantifi-
ably linked to the operational level; that is, ecosystem properties that can be explained
through lower level elements’ interactions. There is, in other words, a need for making
a holistic plan quantifiable to the operational level, and a need for high-level phenom-
ena that can be explained through physical reduction.

3 Emergence

As argued in the previous section, Ecosystem Management can be seen as a man-
agement theory that insists on a strategic approach to management. The strategic
approach brings with it the search for overriding simplicity at the ecosystem level and,
at the same time, the ability to link this overriding simplicity to the operational level.
In this section, I present a view of how overriding simplicity at the system level can be
found. It is not my intention to point to new ecological methods—many ecologists are
aware of the principle that I put forward. Rather, my intention is to explain why these
specific principles provide concepts and models that can create linkages between the
strategic and operation levels, and can therefore create concepts applicable to Strategic
planning.
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This view combines methods and theories from many disciplines, each with its
own tradition and discourse. The general theme is organisational hierarchy within a
two-level hierarchy: individual elements at the lower level and a system consisting
of the set of elements in union, referred to as the system- or macro-level. This type
of analysis is practiced in physics, economics, and ecology, and my intention is to
combine traditions from these fields into a general understanding of predictions at
an ecosystem level. Central to organisational theoretical discourse is the concept of
emergence. Traditionally emergence can be defined as follows:

A system exhibits emergence when there are coherent emergents at the
macro-level that dynamically arise from the interactions between the parts
at the micro-level. Such emergents are novel w.r.t. the individual parts of
the system (Wolf and Holvoet, 2005).

This definition insists on the novelty of a property for it to be labelled Emergent. This
is, in my view, too narrow, especially as a holistic plan needs properties that can create
linkages between two levels. In the present paper, I shall point to emergent properties
that might not be recognised as an emergence because they are basically the sum of
their individual parts. Therefore, the properties may be self-evident to exits on the
system level. However, I find this special type of emergent phenomena very important
to planning.

In recognising different types of emergence, I am inspired by Bar-Yam (2004),
who identifies four different types of emergence:

• Type 0 emergence: The system is the sum of its components

• Type I emergence: weak emergence. The interaction of components gives rise
to properties that can be observed at a macro-level. However, properties at the
macro level are not under a constraint

• Type II emergence: strong emergence. The interaction of components gives rise
to properties, and these properties at the macro-level are under a constraint.

• Type III emergence: Lock and key systems.

It is type II emergence that I find important. In physical and production systems, con-
straints at the system level impose order onto the elements. In addition, a system level
constraint creates, in systems with adaptive agents, scarcity that guides the allocation
of resources. Finally, scarcity and allocation guides evolution. These three aspects
will be discussed in the following section.
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3.1 Global restriction and emergence

A physical system

The ideal of reductionism is Newton’s work, which reduced Kepler’s law of planetary
movements and the attraction between massive bodies into “classic mechanics.” By
introducing the theory of universal gravity and the mechanic law, Newton was able
to calculate trajectories within a two body problem, such as one planet orbiting the
sun. For a three body system, however, it was impossible to find general solutions;
differential equations can be written, but not solved analytically. Poincarè (1890, cited
by Ekeland, 2006), was the first to identify the three body problem as a chaotic system.
He found that there were solutions that, while non-increasing, were nevertheless non-
periodic. Furthermore, a three body system is very sensitive to initial conditions; a
small change in the initial condition will yield highly differential trajectories for the
bodies.

At the core of Poincare’s analysis is the “Stationary Action Principal.”3 If a system
consists of, for example, three bodies, each with 10 variables describing their position,
speed, rotation, and axis displacement, the mechanic laws prescribe a set of differential
equations. Poincarè introduced, together with the system of differential equations, the
use of global energy conservation. That is, if the 10 variables of body a at time t are
(xa,1(t), xa,2(t), . . . , xa,10(t)) there is a function describing the energy of the system

H(t) = H (xa,1(t), . . . , xa,10(t), xb,1(t), . . . , xb,10(t), xc,1(t), . . . , xc,10(t))

The mechanic laws are energy conservative: If the initial total energy is h, then the
system conserves this energy level:

H(t) = h (1)

This equation (1) of energy conservation describes, together with the mechanic laws,
a hypersurface in the variable space called an attractor. The curve described by the
variable x(t) is a trajectory, and if the trajectory starts on the attractor it stays on that
attractor.

The analysis of Poincarè combines an analysis of the parts—the bodies—with a
synthesis of the total system—the energy of the system. This approach provides pre-
dictions for attractors and for the bodies’ trajectories; trajectories that are too complex

3The analyse of Poincarè is a “Stationary Action Principal” because it is a development of the meta-
physical “Least Action Principal” (Maupertius 1745, cited by Ekeland, 2006). The minimization principle
had to be abandoned in favour of the stationary principle of energy.
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for analysis by other methods. Even though the conservation of energy follows from
the laws of mechanics, i.e., from the conservation of energy in the interaction of parts,
it is still acting as a type II emergence, where the global constraint restricts the possibly
positions of the interaction parts.

Economic systems

Physical systems are often analysed using a global constraint. For example, these may
be constraints imposed by energy or mass conservation. Economic systems are often
analysed in a similarly way, with a global restriction on input such as that imposed by
a budget restriction. Take, for example, a factory with several production units, and
each with its own production function fj based on an external input xj and an internal
input zi,j . The internal input is the production unit’s production internally distributed;
that is, zi,j is the internal distribution from i to j. In other words, z is an input–output
matrix. The outlet from the production unit j is yj = fj(xj , z1,j , z2,j , . . .)−

∑
i zj,i.

The production vector will be restricted by a global input x• to an attractor

Ψ =

 y

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
y1 = f1(x1, z1,1, z2,1, . . .)−

∑
i z1,i

y2 = f2(x2, z1,2, z2,2, . . .)−
∑

i z2,i

· · · · · ·
x• = x1 + x2 + · · ·

 (2)

The attractor Ψ is probably some hyperspace that is a subset of the full output space,
with as many dimensions as the production function. The restriction on input to the
system x• creates a type II emergence: the attractor of production Ψ. If we are con-
sidering a factory, the points on the attractor Ψ that are farthest away form the origin
in a given direction is in economics known as the Production Possibility Frontier. In
addition, the internal allocation is, when production occurs on this frontier, said to be
technically efficient. An economic analysis of a production system can then be said to
be an analysis of type II emergence created by a constraint, such as fixed inputs or a
budget constraint.

Ecological systems

Ecosystems are far more complicated than in the simple production model (2) used
above. One fundamental difference is that, in the ecological system, the product and
the production unit are the same: A single fish is, for example, both a product that can
be eaten by other fish or humans, and a production unit that by consuming smaller fish
produces through its somatic growth or through reproduction. To have a meaningful
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model for this process, we must average by grouping production units into suitable
groups. A production model for group j with mass sj can therefore be

∂sj

∂t
= fj(xj , z1,j , z2,j , . . . , sj)−

∑
i

zj,i − yj (3)

xj represents the resource that is restricted to x• at the system level. The elements
zi,j in the input–output matrix represent the quantity individuals in unit j consume
from a unit i per time unit. The element yj represents the human extraction from the
resource, and the production function fj must include the maintenance, respiration,
and reproduction costs of the group’s units.

This model (3) is a production model, as it is built over the physical principle of
conversion of mass. This principle is secured by the input–output matrix z and the
global constraint x• =

∑
j xj . As in the physical system and the production model

(2), the global constraint may create an attractor, here the outlet y. As biomass may
accumulate in the form of an increase in sj , it is a possibility in the simple model (3),
that the attractor will not be defined without additional assumptions.

In a biological system, the input–output matrix is itself a function of s: z = z(s).
Whether the model above will be useful depends to a high degree on whether the
input–output matrix function z(s) and the production functions fj are predictable. In
addition, a system of differential equations like the above has a high probability of
exhibiting chaotic behaviour. Whether the functions are predictable, and whether the
attractor will be useful as an ecosystem property, will all depend on the principle for
how the production units are grouped.

3.2 Self-organised systems

Economic systems

If the economic system (2) is a manufacturing factory, a manager can decide how
the input x• will be divided into the vector x, and will also determine the internal
allocation—the input-output matrix z. The manager might use some type of optimi-
sation principle and plan the operation using the Rational Comprehensive principle.
On the other hand, if the system is the supply side of an economy’s private sector,
then the production functions fi are the production functions of economic agents. The
internal allocation, the vector x, and matrix z are determined by the interaction of
these agents. Under the assumption of a market with perfect competition (i.e., full
information about price and quality, everybody being a price taker, firms selling iden-
tical products, costs of trading low) the allocation of resources will be efficient; that
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is, somewhere on the Production Possibility Frontier. Here the assumption of a perfect
market can make predictions related to internal allocation. In this way, the restriction
on the system level, together with knowledge about the allocation regime, reduce the
production system’s attractor.

If resources are allocated under another regime, for example, an open access
regime, the agents will compete to get resources first. The system’s production will
not be at the production frontier, but the allocation will still be structured according
to the allocation regime, with a reduction in the total production’s attractor as a con-
sequence. Knowing the global restriction, the internal production function, and the
allocation regime will produce a relatively small attractor for production.

Ecological systems

Within a single organism, it is expected that we would find an allocation of resources as
if it were optimised. For example, we would expect to find the distribution of nitrogen
in a tree canopy’s leavaes to follow the general rule of maximisation. In this case, the
first order condition is that the marginal change in daily photosynthesis with respect
to a marginal change in a leaf’s nitrogen content must be equal over the entire tree.
Lambers et al. (1998, Box 7) shows that the empirical distribution closely follow this
principle. This allocation would not have come into place because of a perfect market;
rather, it is a product of evolution. The evolutionary process has favoured those trees
that utilise their resources best; that is, according to the optimisation principle.

Between organisms, however, it is normal to expect competition for resources,
both between individuals of different species and between individuals of the same
species. At the same time, all individuals will try to avoid being eaten. The general
allocation regime in nature therefore corresponds to what is known as open access in
economics. This is generally true, though with some exceptions, such as with social
animals, parental care, symbiotic lifeforms, and the like.

3.3 Adaptation and evolution

Economic systems

Both economic and ecological systems are not only complex, they are Complex Adap-
tive Systems (Arthur et al., 1997b; Axelrod and Cohen, 2000; Gell-Mann, 1995; Hol-
land, 1996; Levin, 1998). The complexity comes from many locally interacting com-
ponents, which in economics are called agents, and the adaptivness origin in the
agents’ adaptive responses to local interactions. Some studies of complex systems
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emphasise the system’s unpredictability, as with the Arthur et al. (1997a) stock mar-
ket model, where agents adapt to signals from the marked; this adaptation will cause
unpredictably fluctuations in the stock market. In contrast, the emphasis of this ar-
ticle is on system properties that can be predicted. Economics has long tradition of
this. For example, environmental economists advocate for tradeable pollution permits
(Montgomery, 1972) and tradeable extraction permits (Clark, 1990). Tradeable per-
mits create a market, whereby the most cost efficient actors will be willing to pay
most for permits, thereby creating an efficient allocation of scarce resources. This is
an analysis of how the Complex Adaptive System will adapt to constraints imposed
by a policy. Tradeable pollution and extraction permits are equivalent to a restriction
on the input x• to the model system (2), and an imposement of an free market regime.
The market will, in the short run, allocate quotas to those who use the resource most
efficiently, and the production y will be close to the production possibility frontier, if
the market has perfect competition.

Aside from the short-run effects of production approaching the production pos-
sibility frontier, another well known consequence is that technical development will
increase production efficiency with respect to the permit’s object. If, for example, the
restricted resource in the model is a fixed level of CO2 quotas that are tradeable be-
tween agents, then the short run consequence is an allocation of quotas to those who
use the resource most efficiently. The scarcity created by the quota also sends a signal
for changing production strategies.4 That is, production strategies may shift toward
initiating development with regard to more efficient use of not only the CO2 quota,
but of all diverted products, for example more efficient energy use. In this way, global
restrictions guide development not only for the primary users of the permits’ object,
but also creates a scarcity in the system that works as a guide for future production
development.

The above discussion only considers the consequences of a perfect market regime,
but what happens if the regime is open access? For example, imagine a fishery where
the government, to prevent overfishing, has put a total allowable catch on fisheries,
such that there is a yearly fixed catch of x•. When the year’s catch reaches a total of
x•, the fishery is stopped for the rest of the season. The open access regime conveys a
signal that, because it threatens to close the fishery, makes the fisher consider time to be
a scare resource. The short term outcome will be a race to catch fish before the fishery
is stopped—in reality, before the other fisher catches theirs. The scarcity of time sends
a signal at the same time to change production strategies. That is, firms should initiate

4Strategy is used here for agents’ behavioural rules given all possible circumstances, like in game
theory. Unfortunately, this is also the same word used for the strategic level of a strategic plan.
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development with regard to more efficient usage of time. As the allocation regime
rewards those who catch fish fastest and most costefficiently, an evolution toward more
and more efficient fishery strategies is the result—followed by a shorter and shorter
time lap before closures of the yearly fishery.

As seen above, the scarcity created by global constraints and allocation regimes
jointly guide evolution, irrespective of whether there is a perfect market or open ac-
cess. Other types of allocation regimes will do the same; for example, in a system
where the allocation regime is dominated by nepotism or bribery. This will send sig-
nals to agents who adapt their strategies thereafter. This will have the consequence of
these regimes experiencing their special type of evolution.

Human society is generally a complex adaptive system with a great deal of subsys-
tems, where adaptation works just as in economic systems. For example, Hull (2001)
argues for science to be thought of as an evolutionary process of scientific concepts,
and Gell-Mann (1995) suggests that human language changes vocabulary over time as
a consequence of adaptive processes. None of these systems, however, posit a produc-
tion system structure with a global restriction as the model (2). Science (hopefully) has
mechanisms for testing a scientific concept’s usefulness as a description of the world.
Similarly, language is restricted by its usefulness for communication. They are, even
though they are part of the global production system, not by themselves systems as in
the production system model (2), in which a global restriction leads to scarcity. As a
consequence, the evolution of these fields are not predictable in the same way. Another
example is art and fashion; there is no doubt that these develop as the consequence of
an adaptive process, but predictions will be difficult as there is no resource that exists
under a global restraint.

For an outside spectator, these phenomena—art, fashion, and language—will con-
stitute type I emergence. Type I emergence in a Complex Adaptive System yields
evolution that is hard to predict. Type II Emergence may, on the other hand, be hard to
recognise as an emergence because it can be simply a restriction on the sum of parts.
Nevertheless, type II emergence has predictable consequences for the system.

Evolution in ecosystems

The economic system is, as an evolutionary system, in a state where productivity re-
lated innovation is quite staggering. Despite the possibility to predict the direction
of the evolution, its pace, and the resulting production structure will be faltering. In
contrast, the biosphere is, in its fundamental parts, quite old; the many metabolic sys-
tems and enzymes are shared with little difference across kingdoms, and organelles’
functionality is shared by eukaryotes. Examples are the Calvin Cycle—the chemical
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pathway for converting water and carbon dioxide into sugar5—and, especially, Ru-
bisco6—which is almost identical throughout the plant kingdom (Stryer, 1995). The
most recent physiological invention within photosynthetic functionality was the evo-
lution of the C4 pathway7 that enhances the Calvin Cycle under low carbon dioxide
concentrations, high temperatures, and water shortages (Lambers et al., 1998). Based
on the molecular clock of DNA mutations, the evolution of the C4 plants seems to
originate 25–32 million years ago, whereas they first show up in paleontological ob-
servation 12.5 million years ago (Osborne and Beerling, 2006). Since 6–7 million
years ago significant amounts of the C4 plants contributed to primary production in
the tropic. Today they dominate the tropical savannas and grasslands, and account for
approximately 30% of terrestrial carbon fixation (idem).

This evolution of physiological functionality is, from a geoecological perspective,
staggering and of huge consequence—atmospheric CO2 levels decreased, dry savan-
nas with fire regimes emerged, and animals evolved in response to new conditions
(Beerling, 2007). From a human perspective, this is nevertheless so slow that it can
be seen as constant for all practical intents and purposes. In other words, organisms
will all be very close to a local optimum with respect to the internal use of scarce
resources. Optimum as an individual in evolutionary terms; competing for resources,
avoiding predators, and ultimately reproducing successfully, and local means that evo-
lution is an accumulation of selections deriving from small variations in the popula-
tion; evolution is therefore incremental and restricted by its evolutionary history. As
the allocation regime is almost always open access in ecosystems, this does not lead to
efficiency on a global scale. It does mean, however, that seemingly identical solutions
turn up across phylogenetic lines. One example is that the C4 pathway, according to
DNA data, developed in over 40 different places in the phylogenetic tree (Osborne and
Beerling, 2006), but where the production is functionally identical.

In addition, the physical environment imposes constraints that are often tackled in
a discrete set of ways. For example, where plants’ buds are situated during seasons
with adverse conditions (e.g., cold seasons, dry seasons) forms the basis for group-
ing plants according to a set of lifeforms (phanerophyte, chamaephytes, geocrypto-
phytes,. . . )(Raunkiær, 1907). Raunkiær’s lifeforms group plants across the phyloge-
netic tree, and as these plants compete in similar ways for the same resources, they will
become functionally more alike than if they were grouped according to phylogeny.

These similarities in functionality lead to the possibility of grouping organisms

5Triose phosphates
6The principal protein for deoxidiation of carbondioxide
7Example of important C4 food crops are maize, sorghum, millet, and sugarcane.
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across the phylogenetic tree according to how they function in relation to an ecosys-
tem’s production; that is, into the functional components of Lindeman (1942). A
proper grouping of individuals according to functionality, in addition to the matching
input–output matrix z, will be emergent from the scarcity imposed by global con-
straints. Understanding how scarcity and allocation regimes group individuals into
functional groups is a key to creating linkages between the ecosystem level and the
organism, linkages which are needed for strategic plans.

Within ecology, there is a niche theory with a Competitive Exclusive Principle
that states that if two species utilise the same niche of an ecosystem, one will be
better and will eventually out-compete the other (Begon et al., 1996). This theory
expects that all species use the ecosystem in a different manner, which is then clearly
the opposite view of the principle of functional grouping presented above. This is,
however, a matter of scale. It is not expected that individuals within a functional
group will perform exactly identically. On the contrary, it is expected that there will
be great diversity, for example, with respect to physiological adaptation to a climate.
The adaptive process works on the functional group as a whole; a change in climate
will favour those among diverse functional groups that are best adapted for the change,
leading to a short-term selection of the most fit, and a long-term evolution in genetic
material.

3.4 Summary

Constraints working on the system level give rise to type II emergence. In this sec-
tion we first show how type II emergence creates attractors in physical and economic
production systems. The ecosystem will, as a physical system, show similar emer-
gences and attractors when restraints work on the system level. We then develop a
simple production model (3) for the ecosystem. As this model contains a restraint on
external inputs, an internal allocation matrix, and production as a function of allocated
resources, it has the properties of a production model. In addition to the attractor
directly created by the constraint, the constraint also creates a scarcity of resources
as seen by the agents in adaptive systems like economic and ecological ones. This
scarcity will, irrespective of a market or open access regime, create knowledge about
internal allocation. At the same time, the scarcity and the allocation regime will guide
evolution. Evolution is therefore directional and predictable when there is scarcity.
In an ecosystem seen as a physical and production system, order and predictability
are expected to be related to production. The elements must be grouped according
to their function in the production system in order to reveal this predictability. That
is, they must be grouped into the functional components of Lindeman (1942), and the
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element–system hierarchy will then correspond to the process–functional hierarchy of
O’Neill et al. (1986).

4 Discussion

Ecosystem Management is a management theory about how to manage human activi-
ties and their impact on ecosystems in ways that secure the ecosystem’s objectives. A
theory of Ecosystem Management, then, has two sides. On one hand, there is a need
to comprehend the ecosystem, while on the other there is a need to develop manage-
ment tools and understand their impact on the ecosystem via humans. Management
activities can be categorised according to time, i.e., whether the activity is related to
the past, present, or future. In this paper, the focus was on activities related to the
future, which we referred to as planning. It is, however, noted that a management plan
cannot be completed without an analysis of potential operational options, as well as
an analysis of possibilities for monitoring in the context of Ecosystem Management.
Nevertheless, as a planning activity particularly calls for common ground between
ecology and management, we focus on planning concepts that can bridge disciplines
in this paper.

The concept of ecosystems is inseparable from the idea of an organisational hi-
erarchy in nature, and strategic planning operates within a planning hierarchy where
long-term plans must dominate more detailed, short-term plans. In the paragraph 2.3,
we find that Ecosystem Management is a convergence between the ecological idea of
an organisational hierarchy and the idea of strategic planning—with the ecosystem as
the strategic planning level.

From a management point of view, a plan is successful if the operation prescribed
in the plan, when executed in the real world, ensures management’s goals and objec-
tives. To ensure a plan’s success, there is a need for models that predict the outcome of
operational options. As the strategic goals must be set at the ecosystem level, and op-
erations are preformed lower in the organisational hierarchy, there is a need for models
that can create linkages between the ecosystem level and the operation level.

Models are a simplified representation of systems and phenomena in the real
world. The process of creating models can be stylized as illustrated in figure 3:

1. The real world is simplified into a conceptual model

2. The conceptual model is specified and formalized into a mathematical model

3. The mathematical model is calibrated, that is, the parameters in the mathemati-
cal model are estimated, and
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Simplification Formalis

Figure 3: Mathematical modelling. (After Pedersen and Pedersen, 2005, figure A.45)

4. The model is validated, e.g., by testing the calibrated model on data not used for
calibration.

The focus of this paper is on the first point: How to pinpoint models’ concepts?
In ecology, there is an agreement that Nature is an organisational hierarchy. Dis-

putes exist within ecology over causality in the hierarchy. These disputes center
around approaches represented by reductionism, which demonstrate a strictly bottom-
up causality, and those of holism, which demonstrate a top-down causality. Type II
emergence (Bar-Yam, 2004), which is caused by a constraint working both on the com-
ponent and system levels, gives rise to phenomena that create order within the system.
The system level constraint can be imposed merely by summing the constraints on
elements’ interaction, such as the need to conserve mass or energy. Type II emergence
therefore fits into the reductionist view of strictly bottom-up causality, though to some
degree it also fits into the holistic view of order created at the system level.

Order and predictability as type II emergences are presented in the section 3, which
is found in physical and production systems. Emergence is created by a constraint on
a ressource at the system level. An ecosystem will, as a physical system, exhibit this
emergence. The model (3) represents a simple ecosystem production model that, un-
der additional assumptions, may show a similar emergence. The characteristics that
make this model a production model are: a restraint on external inputs, an internal
allocation matrix, and the elements’ production as functions of the allocation. In a
system with adaptive agents, the system level constraint creates a scarcity of resources
as seen by the agents. The allocation regime under which the resources are internal
allocated creates additional order. In addition, the scarcity directs evolution and makes
its direction predictable. In order to profit from the order and predictability that is a
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consequence of type II emergence, the ecosystem’s elements must be grouped accord-
ing to the order evolution has created with respect to production.

Aside from the dispute in ecology with regard to causality in the organisational
hierarchy, there are different views as to what the concept of an ecosystem is, as well as
how Nature’s organisation hierarchy works. O’Neill et al. (1986) suggested that there
is a dual hierarchy: the population–community and the process–functional hierarchy.
The present analysis of where type II emergence can be found converges with the
dual hierarchy view, and expects order and predictability in the process–functional
hierarchy. The ecosystem is considered here a physical and a production system, and
elements are grouped according to their functional components in the trophic–dynamic
view of Lindeman (1942).

O’Neill et al. (1986) suggests a dual hierarchy where the second hierarchy is the
population–community. Questions related to this hierarchy relate to the context of ge-
netic relations; the phenomena in this hierarchy are therefore not direct consequences
of scarcity, and are therefore not caused by a type II emergence. Phenomena caused by
other types of emergence are not examined in this paper, but probably are the dynamic
and evolution related to this type of emergence hard to predict. The attractor related
to the population–community hierarchy may therefore be very large and not useful for
creating a quantifiable ends–means link between the ecosystem and operation levels,
at least not by itself. This does not mean, however, that this view must be ignored.
The attractors for the process–functional system restrict the population–community
system; the population–community system is therefore below the ecosystem in terms
of its planning level. Goals for the community’s genetic structure can therefore not be
meaningfully defined without strategic goals set at the ecosystem level for functional
groups.

Conclusion

Generally, models are simplifications made to understand the world. The question
of how to identify modelling concepts is fundamental to science and, if science is
an evolution of concepts for describing the world (Hull, 2001), the question becomes
akin to philosophy. Particular planning and management build on models for how
the real world works—not necessarily mathematical models, but always conceptual
models. This paper develops a thesis for how to select concepts for management
models in the context of Ecosystem Management. As the question of how to identify
concepts touches on a philosophic level, the findings of this paper cannot be seen as
a proposition that can be either proven or falsified; it must be seen as a thesis that
shows its usefulness by applying it as a method for practical planning and modelling
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problems.
In summary, the thesis of this paper is that Ecosystem Management is a conver-

gence between the ecological idea of an organisation hierarchy and the idea of strate-
gic planning with a planning hierarchy—with the ecosystem as the strategic planning
level. Management planning requires, in order to establish a quantifiable means and
ends chain, that the ecosystem level’s goals can be linked to operational levels; ecosys-
tem properties must therefore be reducible to lower organisational levels. Emergence
caused by a constraint that works both on the component and system levels gives rise
to phenomena that can create links between the ecosystem and operation levels. To
create these links, the ecosystem’s functional elements must be grouped according to
their functionality, ignoring their genetic relation. The population structure is below
the ecosystem in terms of planning level, and goals for the community’s genetic struc-
ture cannot be meaningfully defined without strategic goals set at the ecosystem level
for functional groups.

References

Abildtrup, J. and N. Strange (1999). “The option value of non–contaminated forest
watersheds”. Forest Policy and Economics 1, pp. 115–125.

Albers, H. J., A. C. Fisher, and W. M. Hanemann (1996). “Valuation and management
of tropical forests”. Environmental and Resource Economics 8(1), pp. 39–61.

Arthur, W. B., J. H. Holland, B. LeBaron, R. Palmer, and P. Tayter (1997a). “Asset
Pricing Under Endogenous Expectations in an Artificial Stock Market”. In: The
economy as an evolving complex system II. Ed. by W. Arthur, S. Durlauf, and D.
Lane. Addison-Wesley, Reading, Mass, pp. 385–424.

Arthur, W., S. Durlauf, and D. Lane (1997b). “Introduction: Process and Emergence
in the Economy”. In: The economy as an evolving complex system II. Ed. by W.
Arthur, S. Durlauf, and D. Lane. Addison-Wesley, Reading, Mass, pp. 1–14.

Axelrod, R. and M. D. Cohen (2000). Harnessing Complexity: Organizational Impli-
cations of a Scientific Frontier. Basic Book, New York.

Bar-Yam, Y. (2004). “A mathematical theory of strong emergence using multiscale
variety”. Complexity 9, pp. 15–24.

Beerling, D. (2007). The Emerald Planet—How plants changed Earth’s history. Ox-
ford University Press.

36



Begon, M., J. L Harper, and C. R. Townsend (1996). Ecology. Individuals, populations
and communities. 3rd. Blackwell Science Ltd, Oxford.

Christensen, N. L., A. M. Bartuska, J. H. Brown, S. Carpenter, C. D’Antonio, R. Fran-
cis, J. F. Franklin, J. A. MacMahon, R. F. Noss, D. J. Parsons, C. H. Peterson, M.
G. Turner, and R. G. Woodmansee (1996). “The Report of the Ecological Soci-
ety of America Committee on the Scientific Basis for Ecosystem Management”.
Ecological Applications 6(3), pp. 665–691.

Clark, C. W. (1990). Mathematical Bioeconomics: The Optimal Management of Re-
newable Resources. 2th. John Wiley & Sons, New York.

Clements, F. E. (1916). Plant Succession: An Analysis of the Development of Vegeta-
tion. Carnegie Institution of Washington.

Dawkins, R. (1988). The blind watchmaker. Penguin, Harmondsworth, Middlesex.

Ekeland, I. (2006). The Best of All Possible Worlds: Mathematics and Destiny. Uni-
versity Of Chicago Press.

FAO Fisheries Department (2003). “Fisheries management. 2. The ecosystem ap-
proach to fisheries”. In: FAO Technical Guidelines for Responsible Fisheries. 4,
Suppl.2. FAO. Rome.

Garcia, S. M., A. Zerbi, C. Aliaume, T. Chi, and G. Lasserre (2003). “The ecosystem
approach to fisheries: issues, terminology, principles, institutional foundations, im-
plementation and outlook.” FAO Fisheries Technical Paper (443), 71pp.

Gell-Mann, M. (1995). The quark and the jaguar: adventures in the simple and the
complex. W. H. Freeman & Co, New York.

Gleason, H. A. (1939). “The individualistic concept of the plant association”. Ameri-
can Midland Naturalist 21(1), pp. 92–110.

Hart, A. G. (1942). “Risk, Uncertainty and the Unprofitability of Compounding Prob-
abilities”. In: Studies in Mathematical Economics and Econometrics. Ed. by O.
Lange, F McIntyre, and T. O. Yntema. The University of Chicago Press, Chicago,
pp. 110–18.

Helles, F., J. J. Nielsen, and N. O. Lundstedt. (2000). Introduction to economic plan-
ning of multiple-use forestry and other natural resources. Ed. by P. Tarp. DSR
Forlag.

37



Holland, J. H. (1996). Hidden Order: How Adaptation Builds Complexity. Basic
Books.

Hull, D. L. (1974). Philosophy of biological science. Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs,
NJ.

— (2001). Science and Selection: Essays on Biological Evolution and the Philosophy
of Science. Cambridge University Press.

Keller, D. R. and F. B. Golley (2000). The Philosophy of Ecology: From Science to
Synthesis. University of Georgia Press.

Lambers, H., F. S. Chapin, and T. L. Pons (1998). Plant Physiological Ecology.
Springer.

Levin, S. A. (1998). “Ecosystems and the Biosphere as Complex Adaptive Systems”.
Ecosystems 1(5), pp. 431–436.

Lindblom, C. E. (1959). “The science of muddling through”. Public administration
review 19, pp. 79–88.

Lindeman, R. L. (1942). “The trophic–dynamic aspect of ecology”. Ecology 23(4),
pp. 399–417.

Looijen, R. C. (1999). Holism and Reductionism in Biology and Ecology: The Mutual
Dependence of Higher and Lower Level Research Programmes. Kluwer Academic
Publishers.

MacMahon, J. A., D. L. Phillips, J. V. Robinson, and D. J. Schimpf (1978). “Levels
of biological organization: an organism-centered approach”. Bioscience 28(11),
pp. 700–704.

Mintzberg, H. (1994). The Rise and Fall of Strategic Planning. Prentice Hall.

Montgomery, W. D. (1972). “Markets in Licenses and Efficient Pollution Control Pro-
grams”. Journal of Economic Theory 5(3), pp. 395–418.

Odum, E. P. (1977). “The Emergence of Ecology as a New Integrative Discipline”.
Science 195(4284), pp. 1289–1293.

O’Neill, R. V., D. L. DeAngelis, J. B. Waide, and T. F. H. Allen (1986). A Hierarchical
Concept of Ecosystems. Princeton University Press, Princeton NJ.

38



Osborne, C. P. and D. J. Beerling (2006). “Review. Nature’s green revolution: the re-
markable evolutionary rise of C4 plants”. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal
Society of London, Series B: Biological Sciences 361(1465), pp. 173–194.

Patten, B. C. and E. P. Odum (1981). “The Cybernetic Nature of Ecosystems”. Amer-
ican Naturalist 118(6), pp. 886–895.

Pedersen, H. L. and T. V. Pedersen (2005). Matematik og databehandling: Noter om
matematik. Samfundlitteratur, Copenhagen.

Pikitch, E. K. et al. (2004). “Ecosystem-Based Fishery Management”. Science
305(5682), pp. 346–347.

Raunkiær, C. (1907). Planterigets Livsformer og deres Betydning for Geografien.
Gyldendalske Boghandel—Nordisk Forlag, København and Kristiania.

Simberloff, D. (1980). “A succession of paradigms in ecology: Essentialism to mate-
rialism and probabilism”. Synthese 43(1), pp. 3–39.

Stryer, L. (1995). Biochemistry. Fourth. WH Freeman and Company. New York.

Tansley, A. G. (1935). “The Use and Abuse of Vegetational Concepts and Terms”.
Ecology 16(3), pp. 284–307.

Wolf, T. D. and T. Holvoet (2005). “Emergence Versus Self-Organisation: Different
Concepts but Promising When Combined”. In: Engineering Self-Organising Sys-
tems, Methodologies and Applications. Ed. by J. G. Carbonell and J. Siekmann.
Springer, Berlin, pp. 1–15.

39



 

40 

Department of Environmental and Business Economics 
Institut for Miljø- og Erhvervsøkonomi (IME) 

 
 

IME WORKING PAPERS 
 

ISSN: 1399-3224 
 
 

Issued working papers from IME 
Udgivne arbejdspapirer fra IME 

No.   

1/99 Frank Jensen 
Niels Vestergaard 
Hans Frost 

Asymmetrisk information og regulering af for-
urening 

2/99 Finn Olesen Monetær integration i EU 

3/99 Frank Jensen 
Niels Vestergaard 

Regulation of Renewable Resources in Fed-
eral Systems: The Case of Fishery in the EU 

4/99 Villy Søgaard The Development of Organic Farming in 
Europe 

5/99 Teit Lüthje 
Finn Olesen 

EU som handelsskabende faktor? 

6/99 Carsten Lynge Jensen A Critical Review of the Common Fisheries 
Policy 

7/00 Carsten Lynge Jensen Output Substitution in a Regulated Fishery 

8/00 Finn Olesen Jørgen Henrik Gelting – En betydende dansk 
keynesianer 

9/00 Frank Jensen 
Niels Vestergaard 

Moral Hazard Problems in Fisheries Regula-
tion: The Case of Illegal Landings 

10/00 Finn Olesen Moral, etik og økonomi 



 

41 

11/00 Birgit Nahrstedt Legal Aspect of Border Commuting in the 
Danish-German Border Region 

12/00 Finn Olesen Om Økonomi, matematik og videnskabelighed 
- et bud på provokation 

13/00 Finn Olesen 
Jørgen Drud Hansen 

European Integration: Some stylised facts 

14/01 Lone Grønbæk Fishery Economics and Game Theory 

15/01 Finn Olesen Jørgen Pedersen on fiscal policy - A note 

16/01 Frank Jensen A Critical Review of the Fisheries Policy: To-
tal Allowable Catches and Rations for Cod in 
the North Sea 

17/01 Urs Steiner Brandt Are uniform solutions focal? The case of in-
ternational environmental agreements 

18/01 Urs Steiner Brandt Group Uniform Solutions 

19/01 Frank Jensen Prices versus Quantities for Common Pool 
Resources 

20/01 Urs Steiner Brandt Uniform Reductions are not that Bad 

21/01 Finn Olesen 
Frank Jensen 

A note on Marx 

22/01 Urs Steiner Brandt 
Gert Tinggaard Svendsen 

Hot air in Kyoto, cold air in The Hague 

23/01 Finn Olesen Den marginalistiske revolution: En dansk spi-
re der ikke slog rod? 

24/01 Tommy Poulsen Skattekonkurrence og EU's skattestruktur 

25/01 Knud Sinding Environmental Management Systems as 
Sources of Competitive Advantage 

26/01 Finn Olesen On Machinery. Tog Ricardo fejl? 

27/01 Finn Olesen Ernst Brandes: Samfundsspørgsmaal - en kri-
tik af Malthus og Ricardo 

28/01 Henrik Herlau 
Helge Tetzschner 

Securing Knowledge Assets in the Early Phase 
of Innovation 



 

42 

29/02 Finn Olesen Økonomisk teorihistorie  
Overflødig information eller brugbar ballast? 

30/02 Finn Olesen Om god økonomisk metode 
– beskrivelse af et lukket eller et åbent socialt 
system? 

31/02 Lone Grønbæk Kronbak The Dynamics of an Open Access: The case of 
the Baltic Sea Cod Fishery – A Strategic Ap-
proach - 

32/02 Niels Vestergaard 
Dale Squires 
Frank Jensen 
Jesper Levring Andersen 

Technical Efficiency of the Danish Trawl fleet: 
Are the Industrial Vessels Better Than Others? 

33/02 Birgit Nahrstedt 
Henning P. Jørgensen 
Ayoe Hoff 

Estimation of Production Functions on Fish-
ery: A Danish Survey 

34/02 Hans Jørgen Skriver Organisationskulturens betydning for videns-
delingen mellem daginstitutionsledere i Varde 
Kommune 

35/02 Urs Steiner Brandt 
Gert Tinggaard Svendsen 

Rent-seeking and grandfathering: The case of 
GHG trade in the EU 

36/02 Philip Peck 
Knud Sinding 

Environmental and Social Disclosure and 
Data-Richness in the Mining Industry 

37/03 Urs Steiner Brandt 
Gert Tinggaard Svendsen 

Fighting windmills? EU industrial interests 
and global climate negotiations 

38/03 Finn Olesen Ivar Jantzen – ingeniøren, som beskæftigede 
sig med økonomi 

39/03 Finn Olesen Jens Warming: den miskendte økonom 

40/03 Urs Steiner Brandt Unilateral actions, the case of international 
environmental problems 

41/03 Finn Olesen Isi Grünbaum: den politiske økonom 

42/03 Urs Steiner Brandt 
Gert Tinggaard Svendsen 

Hot Air as an Implicit Side Payment Arrange-
ment: Could a Hot Air Provision have Saved 
the Kyoto-Agreement? 



 

43 

43/03 Frank Jensen 
Max Nielsen 
Eva Roth 

Application of the Inverse Almost Ideal De-
mand System to Welfare Analysis 

44/03 Finn Olesen Rudolf Christiani – en interessant rigsdags-
mand? 

45/03 Finn Olesen Kjeld Philip – en økonom som også blev poli-
tiker 

46/03 Urs Steiner Brandt 
Gert Tinggaard Svendsen 

Bureaucratic Rent-Seeking in the European 
Union 

47/03 Bodil Stilling Blichfeldt Unmanageable Tourism Destination Brands? 

48/03 Eva Roth 
Susanne Jensen 

Impact of recreational fishery on the formal 
Danish economy 

49/03 Helge Tetzschner 
Henrik Herlau 

Innovation and social entrepreneurship in 
tourism - A potential for local business de-
velopment? 

50/03 Lone Grønbæk Kronbak 
Marko Lindroos 

An Enforcement-Coalition Model: Fishermen 
and Authorities forming Coalitions 

51/03 Urs Steiner Brandt 
Gert Tinggaard Svendsen 

The Political Economy of Climate Change 
Policy in the EU: Auction and Grandfather-
ing 

52/03 Tipparat Pongthanapanich Review of Mathematical Programming for 
Coastal Land Use Optimization 

53/04 Max Nielsen 
Frank Jensen 
Eva Roth 

A Cost-Benefit Analysis of a Public Labelling 
Scheme of Fish Quality 

54/04 Frank Jensen 
Niels Vestergaard 

Fisheries Management with Multiple Market 
Failures 

55/04 Lone Grønbæk Kronbak A Coalition Game of the Baltic Sea Cod 
Fishery 

 
 
 
 



 

44 

56/04 Bodil Stilling Blichfeldt Approaches of Fast Moving Consumer Good 
Brand Manufacturers Product Development 
“Safe players” versus “Productors”: Impli-
cations for Retailers’ Management of Manu-
facturer Relations 

57/04 Svend Ole Madsen 
Ole Stegmann Mikkelsen 

Interactions between HQ and divisions in a 
MNC 
- Some consequences of IT implementation on 
organizing supply activities 

58/04 Urs Steiner Brandt 
Frank Jensen 
Lars Gårn Hansen 
Niels Vestergaard 

Ratcheting in Renewable Resources Con-
tracting 

59/04 Pernille Eskerod 
Anna Lund Jepsen 

Voluntary Enrolment – A Viable Way of Staff-
ing Projects? 

60/04 Finn Olesen Den prækeynesianske Malthus 

61/05 Ragnar Arnason 
Leif K. Sandal 
Stein Ivar Steinshamn 
Niels Vestergaard 

Actual versus Optimal Fisheries Policies: An 
Evaluation of the Cod Fishing Policies of 
Denmark, Iceland and Norway 

62/05 Bodil Stilling Blichfeldt 
Jesper Rank Andersen 

On Research in Action and Action in Re-
search 

63/05 Urs Steiner Brandt Lobbyism and Climate Change in Fisheries: 
A Political Support Function Approach 

64/05 Tipparat Pongthanapanich An Optimal Corrective Tax for Thai Shrimp 
Farming 

65/05 Henning P. Jørgensen 
Kurt Hjort-Gregersen 

Socio-economic impact in a region in the 
southern part of Jutland by the establishment 
of a plant for processing of bio ethanol 

66/05 Tipparat Pongthanapanich Options and Tradeoffs in Krabi’s Coastal 
Land Use 



 

45 

67/06 Tipparat Pongthanapanich Optimal Coastal Land Use and Management 
in Krabi, Thailand: Compromise Program-
ming Approach 

68/06 Anna Lund Jepsen 
Svend Ole Madsen 

Developing competences designed to create 
customer value 

69/06 Finn Olesen Værdifri samfundsvidenskab? - nogle reflek-
sioner om økonomi 

70/06 Tipparat Pongthanapanich Toward Environmental Responsibility of Thai 
Shrimp Farming through a Voluntary Man-
agement Scheme 

71/06 Finn Olesen Rational Economic Man og Bounded Ratio-
nality – Nogle betragtninger over rationali-
tetsbegrebet i økonomisk teori 

72/06 Urs Steiner Brandt The Effect of Climate Change on the Proba-
bility of Conservation: Fisheries Regulation 
as a Policy Contest 

73/06 Urs Steiner Brandt 
Lone Grønbæk Kronbak 

Robustness of Sharing Rules under Climate 
Change. The Case of International Fisheries 
Agreements 

74/06 Finn Olesen Lange and his 1938-contribution – An early 
Keynesian 

75/07 Finn Olesen Kritisk realisme og post keynesianisme. 

76/07 Finn Olesen Aggregate Supply and Demand Analysis – A 
note on a 1963 Post Keynesian Macroeco-
nomic textbook 

77/07 Finn Olesen Betydningen af Keynes’ metodologi for aktuel 
makroøkonomisk forskning – En Ph.D. fore-
læsning  

78/08 Urs Steiner Brandt Håndtering af usikkerhed og betydningen af 
innovationer i klimaproblematikken: Med 
udgangspunkt i Stern rapporten 

79/08 Lone Grønbæk Kronbak 
Marko Lindroos 

On Species Preservation and Non-
Cooperative Exploiters 



 

46 

80/08 Urs Steiner Brandt What can facilitate cooperation: Fairness, 
ineaulity aversion, punishment, norms or 
trust? 

81/08 Finn Olesen Heterodoks skepsis – om matematisk 
formalisme i økonomi 

82/09 Oliver Budzinski 
Isabel Ruhmer 

Merger Simulation in Competition Policy: A 
Survey 

83/09 Oliver Budzinski An International Multilevel Competition Pol-
icy System 

84/09 Oliver Budzinski 
Jürgen-Peter Kretschmer 

Implications of Unprofitable Horizontal 
Mergers: A Positive External Effect Does Not 
Suffice To Clear A Merger! 

85/09 Oliver Budzinski 
Janina Satzer 

Sports Business and the Theory of Multisided 
Markets 

86/09 Lars J. Ravn-Jonsen Ecosystem Management – A Management 
View 

 
 


