Conservation only marginally mitigates

the decline in tropical fish contributions
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- MPASs alone can’t reverse these
Impacts
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Contribution changes in counterfactual scenarios

MPAs still support cultural and
> Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) are insufficient to restore most of reef emotional ties to nature
fish community contributions in the face of anthropogenic activities.

Relative changes in fish contributions on tropical reefs under counterfactual

scenarios of pseudo-pristine conditions or no conservation efforts.

We must rethink our relationship
with nature for lasting change
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