SPC Traditional Marine Resource Management and Knowledge Information Bulletin #34 – December 2014

13

A review of the past, the present, and the future of fishers’ knowledge
research: a challenge to established fisheries science1
Edward J. Hind2
Abstract
Fishers’ knowledge research is an approach to fisheries research that has a relatively long history, yet has
generally failed to become integrated into the fisheries science mainstream alongside approaches that rely
primarily on the knowledge of professional scientists. Its continued position on the margins of fisheries
science has not however stopped fishers’ knowledge researchers from publishing an expanding literature,
which they often use to advocate for the greater consideration of fishers’ knowledge by fisheries scientists and managers. They believe that the unique and often highly qualitative knowledge of fishers could
inform better decision-making, resulting in improved socio-ecological outcomes for fisheries. This review
first outlines the scope of the fishers’ knowledge literature, before outlining five waves of fishers’ knowledge research that have developed over the last century. For each wave, the nature of the fishers’ knowledge
documented during it is noted, as is the research and dissemination approach taken by its practitioners. The
impact of that wave on mainstream fisheries science is then assessed. Overall, it is found that only one wave
of fishers’ knowledge research is beginning to have consistent success integrating with mainstream fisheries
science, a wave that omits the research of many of the unique elements of fishers’ knowledge. Other waves
have died out, or are in danger of dying out, either because they have failed to be noticed by mainstream
fisheries scientists or because mainstream fisheries scientists have not welcomed their outputs. It is summarized that fishers’ knowledge research will only continue as a productive activity if mainstream fisheries
scientists begin to open their discipline to other knowledge cultures and if fishers’ knowledge researchers
facilitate this action by disseminating their research so that it is more accessible to these scientists.

Introduction
Documented to be approaching at least a century
old (Johannes 1981; Hutchings et al. 2002; Murray et al. 2008b), fishers’ knowledge research is an
approach to fisheries science that to date has struggled to take a place at the top table of fisheries science (Soto 2006; Hind 2012). Its focus is the study
of the experiential knowledge of marine and freshwater environments that fish harvesters accumulate
while operating in their respective fisheries. Those
who seek in different guises to achieve greater consideration for this experiential knowledge in mainstream fisheries science and management can be
considered fishers’ knowledge researchers.
The profile of fishers’ knowledge research compared with established approaches towards conducting fisheries science can currently be described
as marginal. The content of this very journal can
be considered an effective reflection of the paradigm defining approach to fisheries science taken
by The International Council for Exploration of the
Sea (ICES) (Rozwadowski 2002), yet, up until 2005,
1
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it had only published three papers which in their
abstracts even referred to what might be understood as fishers’ knowledge (Alcala and Russ 1990;
Dorn 2001; Maynou and Sardà 2001). Figure 1 illustrates how this trend has barely changed since.
Fishers’ knowledge has been neglected by not just
the scientists at the forefront of fisheries research
but also by eminent policy-makers and governance institutions. Major international fisheries
management instruments have tended to either
barely consider such knowledge or omit it totally.
For instance, the 2001 Reykjavík Declaration of the
United Nation’s Food and Agriculture Organization
(FAO) does not mention fishers’ knowledge as a
possible source of information (Turrell 2004) despite
a stated aim “to gather and review the best available knowledge on the marine ecosystem issues”
(FAO 2001). Even where policies have included
directives to introduce fishers’ knowledge into
fisheries science and management, they have often
been deemed to be only paying “lip service” to the
idea (Johannes 2003, p. 119). The 2002 reform of the
European Union’s (EU) flagship Common Fisheries
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Policy (CFP) promised greater inclusion for fishers’
knowledge, but feelings nearly a decade later were
that fishers had simply been asked to comment on
the knowledge of scientists rather than to actually
contribute their own knowledge (Griffin 2007, 2009;
Stöhr and Chabay 2010).
Even within anthropocentric fisheries research
fields, where it would be anticipated that interdisciplinary researchers and social or political scientists might be more open to stakeholder-centric
approaches, fishers’ knowledge research has predominantly taken a back seat. By the turn of the
millennium, when other social and political science
approaches to fisheries research were becoming
increasingly established, one of the most high profile and respected fishers’ knowledge researchers
(Ruddle 2008) stated:
Over the past two decades the study
of community-based management of
marine fisheries has expanded rapidly.
[. . .] But efforts by researchers to seek
out systematically and help put to use
fishers’ knowledge concerning their
marine resources have not kept pace,
as indicated by the contrastingly sparse
literature on this subject. (Johannes et al.
2000, pp. 257–258)
However, while it is tempting to question whether
a research approach that has failed to establish
itself after nearly 100 years is ever going to provide fisheries scientists with methods or outputs
that they should consider part of their day-to-day
toolbox, fishers’ knowledge research still has the
potential to become mainstream, in the process
considerably changing the landscape of fisheries
science and management in the coming decades.
Although its profile continues to be a low one, it

is one that nevertheless continues, which suggests
that some individuals or institutions are prepared
to dedicate their current and perhaps future efforts
towards putting fishers’ knowledge on research
agendas. The repeated and strongly emphasized
consideration of “the knowledge and experience of
all stakeholders” in the most recent reform of the
CFP (EU 2013); the sustained low-level presence of
fishers’ knowledge research in this journal; and the
recent funding of new fishers’ knowledge research
by governments and mainstream fisheries science
institutions in several fishing nations (Bangor University 2012; NOAA Fisheries 2012; Bjørkan 2013;
Léopold et al. 2014; SCU 2014) provides evidence
that fishers’ knowledge research could well still
have a substantial future. This paper reviews literature produced by a broad range of fishers’ knowledge researchers to determine how that future
might play out, and to ascertain whether it actually will mean that the fisheries scientists of institutions like ICES will indeed change their working
practices to integrate fishers’ knowledge.

Analysing an unsettled literature
Preceding literature reviews and summary papers
have analysed the progression of the concept of
fishers’ knowledge and its research. These have
taken various approaches. Huntington (2000) documented the development of the social science
methods used to actually conduct fishers’ knowledge research. His introductory paper, as well as
further reviews (Berkes et al. 2000; Johannes et al.
2000; Drew 2005; Johannes and Neis 2007), then
described real-world case studies to show how fishers’ knowledge could be used to support and supplement existing fisheries management activities
(e.g. stock assessment, ecosystem-based management, and fish larval biology). More recent reviews
have focused on what seems like an obvious next

Figure 1. Change in publication rate

of fishers’ knowledge research and the
ecosystem approach in the journals Fish
and Fisheries, Fisheries Oceanography,
and The ICES Journal of Marine Science.
These are three of the top five (by impact
factor) “fisheries” journals in the 2013
ISI Journal Citation Reports that support
searching by “title” and “abstract”. Papers
were considered to be fishers’ knowledge
research if the title or abstract included
the terms “fishers’ knowledge”, “fisher
knowledge”, or “fishermen’s knowledge”,
or if they included “fisheries” and either
“local ecological knowledge”, “local
knowledge”, or “traditional knowledge”.
Papers were considered to detail the
ecosystem approach if they included the
term “ecosystem”.
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step for the research approach; the integration of
fishers’ knowledge alongside other knowledge cultures. Soto’s (2006) thesis outlined the barriers to
the integration of fishers’ knowledge in mainstream
fisheries science, before Thornton and Scheer (2012)
then Bohensky et al. (2013) summarized attempts
to break down those barriers. Yet, while the review
papers and book chapters mentioned in this paragraph have covered new ground, they have not
expended much attention on two important factors
that are strongly dictating the direction of fishers’
knowledge research.
First, except Bohensky et al. (2013), they have primarily been written without describing the aims and
structure of the research approach. In two further
reviews (Davis and Ruddle 2010; Ruddle and Davis
2013b), Anthony Davis and Kenneth Ruddle have
criticized this trend, stating in the former that fishers’ knowledge researchers need to get their “house
in order”. They noted that much of the literature produced by this community has failed to consider the
needs of transparency, critical analysis, and reliability
required of research approaches that want to become
integrated within mainstream fisheries science. This
lack of organization is deemed to have created confusion over what fishers’ knowledge research actually
is, not just for those who are not fishers’ knowledge researchers but also for those who are (Davis
and Ruddle 2010; Bohensky et al. 2013). The blame
for what is assessed to be a low profile for fishers’
knowledge (Brook and McLachlan 2008), and a lack
of progress integrating it into mainstream science
(Bohensky et al. 2013) is at least partially attributed
to this situation. A future for fishers’ knowledge
research cannot be effectively planned or predicted
until the approach is itself better defined.
Second, apart from Soto (2006), the existing reviews
also lack coherence in identifying their target audience. By not always adequately addressing the historical split between fisheries science and marine
ecology, they have introduced a further confusion,
around who should be using fishers’ knowledge
as an information source and how they should be
using it. Although the gap between fisheries science
and marine ecology is beginning to close (Hughes et
al. 2005; Degnbol et al. 2006), it cannot be currently
assumed that communicating with one of these
audiences means you are simultaneously communicating with the other (Hind 2012, pp. 202–262).
For instance, Thornton and Scheer (2012) review
the relationship between fishers’ knowledge and
mainstream fisheries institutions, but the keywords
they select to represent the content of their paper do
not include “fisheries science”, “fisheries management”, or “population ecology”. Instead, they opt
for the vaguer and less fisheries-specific “resource
management” alongside terms more associated
with marine ecology (e.g. “ecological monitoring”,
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“environmental change”, and “marine conservation”). By rarely directly addressing the fisheries
scientists of national fisheries departments and
institutions like ICES, they and others like them
are not alerting fisheries scientists to the fact that
they believe fishers’ knowledge research should be
part of wider fisheries science practice. Targeting
an audience of marine ecologists is seen as a way
to increase outlets for fishers’ knowledge research
(Wilson 2009; Brattland 2013), but it is also stated
that such a constrained focus may reduce its chance
of integration with more established approaches to
fisheries science (Hind 2012).
This review, then, attempts to take a different track
to those that precede it to clarify for those outside
the fishers’ knowledge research approach what its
development may mean for them. It specifically talks
to fisheries scientists who ultimately are the primary
audience for any fisheries data. It is also hoped the
review will help highlight a path for fishers’ knowledge researchers towards making their research
more impactful, helping them perhaps to get their
“house in order” as Davis and Ruddle (2010) suggested. A chronological approach is taken so that
the evolution in fishers’ knowledge research can
be logically charted. Through describing the aims,
structure, and target audience of fishers’ knowledge
research at each stage of its evolution, it is possible
to determine in which guise it may become part of
the future of fisheries science, if at all.

Methodology
Literature qualified for review was primarily
sourced by using the Google Scholar search engine
to perform sequential online searches for “fishers’ knowledge” and similar pre-identified terms
(see Hind 2012, p. 58). A systematic approach was
used, where all papers, reports, and books were
included that met a criteria of documenting information that authors believed could be attributed
to fishers’ experiences. Searches ceased when
fewer than 5 of 10 publications on a results page
met inclusion criteria. Many papers were returned
in multiple searches, indicating good coverage of
the relevant literature.
Exceptions to a systematic reviewing approach
were made for very recent and pre-1950 literature.
For very recent developments in fishers’ knowledge research, such as the emergence of fishery
dependent data, little was published in print and
so conference presentations attended by the author
were considered. The systematic approach was also
excluding publications by amateur natural historians researching pre-1950, which were nevertheless
being referenced in the more recent publications
discovered systematically (e.g. in Johannes 1981;
Murray et al. 2006). These were considered for
review when referral to them was made. More than
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500 research outputs ultimately fit the inclusion criteria and many are referenced here.

The history of fishers’ knowledge research
The evolution of fishers’ knowledge research is
primarily a gradual one, but it is possible to chart
the introduction of new practices, theories, and
approaches when analysing the literature longitudinally. These can be broadly categorized into at
least three fairly well defined waves, and potentially a fourth and fifth. Each of these waves can be
coupled, in a general sense, to a certain approach
to research (e.g. ethnography or applied social science). They are described here in turn.

The first wave: birth—natural history
There is clear evidence that fishers’ knowledge
predates the Twentieth Century, which given that
all fishers are deemed to possess such knowledge
(Pálsson 1998) should not be a surprise. The first
deliberate recording of fishers’ knowledge appears
however to be that uncovered by contemporary
fishers’ knowledge researchers. The studies of
Hutchings et al. (2002) and Murray et al. (2008b) on
the stocks and migrations of cod in the Gulf of St.
Lawrence, Newfoundland, referenced the work of
W. A. Munn, a local merchant and amateur natural
historian. Munn (1922) did not overtly identify his
work as research, but his study used an intensive
method of questioning local fishers that can certainly be considered a scholarly approach. When he
amalgamated all the fishers’ qualitative inputs, he
found that he was able to identify traits in the life
cycle of the local cod population, including migratory patterns.
In the South Pacific, another contemporary fishers’ knowledge researcher identified a further early
amateur study. Johannes (1981, p. ix) commended
Nordhoff’s (1930) ethnography of the Tahitian fisheries for the way in which it described, in great
detail, the traditional offshore fishing techniques
used by Society Islands’ fishers, perfected based on
their knowledge of fish and even bird behaviour.
For example, he depicted how the fishers knew
when albacore tuna (Thunnus alalunga) were catchable due to the swooping behaviour of a species of
tern (Leucanous albus pacificus). Like Munn, Nordhoff was no professional scientist, but instead the
co-author of the well-known novel The Mutiny on
the Bounty. He went as far as to state that he had
only conducted such a study “because no one better
qualified was on the ground”. He was one of the
first to urge professional scientists to pay attention
to fishers’ knowledge (see Table 4).
Nordhoff’s (1930) call for the greater recording of
fishers’ knowledge as scientific data was not to be
soon answered however. Fishers’ knowledge was

not studied in detail again for another 40 years in the
South Pacific (Johannes 1981). In Canada, Munn’s
research continued to be the only cod fisheries data
and was even used to form the basis of one of the first
stock assessments for the species in the early 1940s
(Thompson 1943), but this was a reliance on fishers’
knowledge that would not last. By the second half of
the twentieth century tagging studies performed by
professional fisheries scientists began to replace the
anecdotes of fishers (Murray et al. 2008b), and the
first wave of fishers’ knowledge research had come
to an end. It was an era where in just a few locations,
fisheries that were not quantitatively assessed by
fisheries scientists were documented qualitatively
by keen amateurs who simply enjoyed spending
time with fishers. Yet, its practitioners were aware
of fisheries scientists as a target audience, as can be
seen by Munn’s contribution to the first professional
stock assessments and Nordhoff’s direct addressing of trained fisheries specialists. Their permanent
contributions to allying fishers’ knowledge research
with mainstream fisheries science were however
limited to these relatively low-key events.

The second wave: rebirth and
radicalism—ethnography
Those who were effectively the fishers’ knowledge
researchers of the first wave never identified as a
community, but this changed as a group of scholars
practising ethnography primarily in the subsistence
fisheries of the developing world, and the indigenous fisheries of developed nations, rediscovered
the research approach. The individual credited as
being a pioneer (Haggan et al. 2007b; Ruddle 2008)
in this re-emergence was a fisheries biologist, Robert Johannes, who latterly turned to more ethnographic work as a result of his experiences during
fieldwork in Palau.
In many short articles published between 1978 and
1980, Johannes documented both how indigenous
fishers’ knowledge of spawning aggregations could
be used to inform fisheries management (Johannes
1978a, 1980) and how traditional marine management systems could be implemented where typical western techniques for managing fisheries had
failed (Johannes 1977, 1978b). He then published
his full-length ethnography, Words of the Lagoon.
In the preface to this book, he stated that he “gained
more new (to marine science) information during
sixteen months of fieldwork using [ethnography]
than [he] had during the previous fifteen years
using more conventional research techniques”
(Johannes 1981, p. x). The appendices of this tome
show, for instance, that he was able as just part of
his study to comprehensively record reproductive
rhythms, spawning locations, and seasonal migrations for 58 species of reef and lagoon fish across
Palau and the wider Pacific. Like for most of the
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literature that had emanated from the first wave,
Johannes’ descriptions of fishers’ knowledge were
highly qualitative. Rather than being formally
recorded with techniques such as surveys and
interviews scheduled by external researchers, fishers’ knowledge was being transferred via semiformal interviews arranged by embedded researchers
like Johannes who were living and working alongside fishers, as well as ethnographically via observation, conversation, and social interactions over
extended timescales.
Johannes had been influenced by the early reporters of fishers’ knowledge in the South Pacific
such as Nordhoff, as well as by the more recent
but briefer endorsements of such knowledge that
stopped short of being comprehensive fishers’
knowledge research efforts (e.g. Gosline and Brock
1960; Ottino and Plessis 1972). Notably however,
Johannes and his contemporaries appear not to
have referenced fishers’ knowledge from the commercial fisheries of the developed world. Munn’s
work for instance is not mentioned by second wave
scholars. Johannes (1981) himself was the one to
identify the true trigger for the relative upsurge
in fishers’ knowledge research that started in the
1980s; the terrestrial ethnographic research recording experiential knowledge of those making their
livelihood from the land.
From the mid-1970s the “ethnographic turn” had
been under way, a movement rebelling against
hard quantitative sciences like fisheries science.
Some social researchers, angry at poverty creation
that they blamed on the modernist agenda, turned
to more qualitative methods such as ethnography
which they believed more accurately described
phenomena like the widening gap between rich
and poor (Purcell 1998; Culyba et al. 2004). This
new academic counterculture then spilled over into
the environmental sciences where it was perceived
that ecosystems were being destroyed for global
capital gain at the expense of local communities
(Agrawal 1995). Environmental researchers working with indigenous communities outside of capitalist systems quickly realized that they could not
ply their trade without understanding the experiential knowledge held in these communities, especially that used to sustainably manage ecosystems
which had not changed for centuries. Because the
ethnographic turn started within the development
field, it is no surprise then that the terrestrial agricultural systems so important to human subsistence
were the first focus of the ethnographic study of this
type of knowledge.
The subsequent connection with ethnographic
research of the marine environment is then
observed in Johannes’ (1989b) self-edited collection
of essays on “traditional ecological knowledge”.
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Five of seven case studies in the book are terrestrial, and the one marine case not penned by the
editor also refers to several land-based examples
for inspiration. Studying New Caledonian traditional fisheries management, Dahl (1989) identifies
parallels with traditional agricultural management
in the same territory (Barrau 1956) and in Vanuatu
(Spriggs 1981). With fishers’ knowledge research
again under way, the rate of publication within the
research field began to increase. By the mid-1990s
however, the published literature was seen to be
“scattered and fragmented” (Ruddle 1994a).
The literature often appeared in quick flurries, such
as with the publication of edited anthologies of
traditional marine management studies, some of
which were summaries of thematic journal issues or
specialist conferences (Ruddle and Johannes1985;
Freeman et al. 1991; Dyer and McGoodwin 1994).
The cases in these compendiums typically focused
on qualitatively documenting examples of fishers’
knowledge in certain locales, before describing how
that knowledge was being used by the fishers possessing it to sustainably manage the fishery they
operated in. As can be seen in Table 1, these fisheries were primarily the coastal or freshwater fisheries of the developing world, particularly the Pacific
Basin, where little or no professional fisheries science was being undertaken.
While the initial fishers’ knowledge research
focused on these developing world fisheries, it was
primarily being conducted by academics based
in the higher education institutions of developed
nations. Having rediscovered fishers’ knowledge
in the subsistence fisheries of Asia-Pacific, Africa,
and Latin America, they began to look for similar
examples closer to home. They found them in the
First Nations fisheries of Canada, the Inuit fisheries
of the Arctic region, and other indigenous fisheries
in the United States and Russia (see Table 1). The
Cree of James Bay in sub-Arctic Canada possessed,
for example, the same kind of knowledge of fish
behaviour that had been documented elsewhere.
They were likewise using it to support traditional
marine management, relocating their whitefish
fisheries when they noticed local drops in catch per
unit effort (cpue) (Berkes 1998).
At the same time, efforts were being made to consolidate the research approach’s outputs beyond
being just a list of isolated examples of fishers’
knowledge. Comparing subsistence fishers’ knowledge of managing coastal fisheries in several Indian
communities (Bavinck 1996), of similar ecosystems
in Indonesia and the Solomon Islands (Berkes et
al. 1995), and of the marine environments of Venezuela, The Pacific Basin, and the Virgin Islands
(Ruddle 1991), various researchers developed theories and frameworks that scaled up the information
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source, finding linkages, and shared applications
across different locales. Their summary findings
were consistent with what seems to have been the
main finding of second wave research; that subsistence fishers have a rich ecological knowledge,
which when they are permitted, they often use to
manage their fisheries sustainably without the need
of intervention from professional fisheries scientists
or managers.
There is no denying the re-establishment of fishers’ knowledge research between the late 1970s and
early 2000s, but Table 1 shows that the added structure was not resulting in a totally unified approach.
Despite the widely shared use of ethnography
and a similar focus on the subsistence fisheries of
developing nations and indigenous ones of developed countries, the research field was effectively
divided into two. On each side of the division were

individuals who had higher profiles due to their
larger publishing footprints.
Among the higher profile researchers on one side of
the divide were Fikret Berkes and Madhav Gadgil.
They were certainly aware of the work contemporaries like Robert Johannes and Kenneth Ruddle,
regularly citing their work (e.g. Gadgil 1998; Berkes
et al. 2000), an occurrence reciprocated by Ruddle
(1994b) if not Johannes. Yet, they and select others
were perhaps more allied to the principles behind
the ethnographic turn and wanted fishers’ knowledge research to be in conflict with positivist fisheries science. Favouring a parametric style of fisheries
management, based on a multispecies ecosystem
approach and self-management (Acheson and Wilson 1996), they used their publications as vehicles
with which to suggest the full replacement of quantitative fisheries science with a new model based on

Table 1. A sample of publications from the second wave of fishers’ knowledge research.
Publication

Study location(s)

Fishery Research
Audience(s) Publication Relationship
type(s) approach(es)
type(s)
with mainstream

Johannes (1977)
Johannes (1978b)
Johannes (1981)
Berkes (1987)
Dahl (1989)
Johannes (1989a)
Gadgil and Berkes (1991)

Micronesia
Pacific Basin
Palau
Canada (I)
Pacific Basin
Pacific Basin
Canada (I), Fiji, Mali,
Solomon Islands
Pacific Basin
Micronesia
United States
Pacific Basin, Venezuela, US
Virgin Islands
Dominican Republic
Indonesia, Solomon Islands
India
Canada (I)
India
Canada (I), Kiribati, Solomon
Islands, United States (I)
Russia (I)
United States (I)
Vanuatu
Brazil

A
A
A
A
A
A
A

E
E
E
E
E
E
E

FS
FS
FS
ME
Un
FS
ME

J-O
J-E
B
BS
BS
BS
J-O

Ch
Ch
I
I
I
Ch, I
Ch

A
A
C
A

E
ASS, E
E
E

FS
FS
FS
FS

J-O
J-O
BS
BS

I
Co
Ch
Co, I

A, C
A
A
A
A
A

ASS
E
E
E
E
ASS, E

FS
ME
FS
ME
Un
FS

BS
BS
J-MM
BS
J-E
J-F

Ch, Co
Ch, I
I
Ch, I
Ch
Ch

A
A
A
A

E
E, NS
E
ASS, E

Un
Un
FS
Un

J-E
J-E
BS, C-FK
BS, C-FK

Ch, Co
Ch
Ch, I
Ch, Co

Canada (I)

A

E

FS

J-O

Ch

Ruddle (1991)
Smith (1991)
Dyer and Leard (1994)
Ruddle (1994b)
Stoffle et al. (1994)
Berkes et al. (1995)
Bavinck (1996)
Berkes (1998)
Gadgil et al. (2000)
Johannes et al. (2000)
Klubnikin et al. (2000)
Pierotti and Wildcat (2000)
Hickey (2001/2007)*
Kalikoski and Vasconellos
(2001/2007)*
Menzies and Butler (2007)

Codes have been used to keep table compact: study location (I, indigenous); fishery type (A, artisanal; C, commercial; R, recreational); research
approach (ASS, applied social science; E, ethnography; NS, natural science); audience (FS, fisheries scientists; ME, marine ecologists; Un, unspecified
scientists); publication type (B, book; BS, book section; C-E, ecology conference; C-F, fisheries conference; C-FK, fishers’ knowledge conference; J-E,
ecology journal; J-E, fisheries journal; J-MM, marine management journal; J-O, other journal; R, report; T, thesis); relationship with mainstream (Ch,
challenges; Co, complements; I, independent from). This table does not include all the second wave publications that were reviewed. The representative list of references displayed here was systematically selected from a database constructed in the software package endnote. All references
were sorted by year then those at set intervals were chosen for inclusion. *First published in 2001 as part of conference proceedings.
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the work of marine ecologists and the knowledge
of fishers. As quoted in Table 4 they favoured this
approach not just in the developing nation and
indigenous fisheries that they had studied but in
developed world fisheries too.
Johannes, Ruddle, and another group of contemporaries, again quoted in Table 4, also made a radical challenge towards positivist fisheries science.
Likewise, they criticized its failures (Freeman
et al. 1998; Johannes et al. 2000) and its inability
to deliver the same kind of sustainable fisheries
that fishers had been able to do using their own
knowledge (Ruddle 1994b; Bavinck 1996), but they
instead favoured the engagement of the same scientists that they were challenging.
Rather than attempting to unseat them, they delivered a wake-up call asking practitioners of the established fisheries science to take fishers’ knowledge
seriously (see Table 4). As Ruddle (2008) identified,
Johannes in particular was notably forthright, often
questioning the disdainful attitude of most fisheries
scientists at the time towards fishers’ knowledge.
He and his more moderate contemporaries saw that
there would always be an important place for quantitative fisheries science at the head of the marine
management paradigm, but were left frustrated at
scientists who ignored fishers’ knowledge, even
when it would have informed better management,
simply because it was mainly constructed of qualitative anecdote which they saw as non-scientific
(Johannes et al. 2000). He openly wondered why
fisheries scientists would not at least use fishers’
knowledge in data-poor fisheries management situations when there was no capacity for quantitative
science (Johannes 1998).
In its fragmented state, fishers’ knowledge research
still struggled to have any impact on the structures
and institutions of fisheries science. Fisheries scientists, mostly based in developed countries and
researching commercial fisheries, were probably little aware of the books and conferences where most
fishers’ knowledge research was being discussed.
Table 1 shows that second wave journal articles published about fishers’ knowledge mostly appeared in
ecological journals. At a time where marine ecology
was not the day-to-day part of fisheries science it is
now becoming (Hughes et al. 2005) fisheries scientists would have read relatively few such publications. Finally, the ethnographic style of almost all
the second wave research would have been off the
radar of fisheries institutions that did not then typically employ researchers who practiced ethnography. The later publications of this wave did however
pave the way for a third wave of fishers’ knowledge
research. A few years before his untimely passing, Johannes with colleagues highlighted the first
in-depth cases of fishers’ knowledge research in

19

commercial fisheries. Primarily Canadian examples
Johannes et al. (2000), these were published by the
early members of the third wave.

Third wave: growth and reform—applied social
science
Citing the work of Johannes (1981), Barbara Neis
was among the first to research fishers’ knowledge
in the commercial fisheries of the developed world.
In a paper in a regional journal (Neis 1992), she
brought together the ethnography of others (e.g.
McCay 1976) with fishers’ knowledge from formally
arranged interviews she had conducted. In doing
this, she provided a new narrative for collapse of
the northern cod (Gadus morhua) of Newfoundland.
This narrative showed that if Canadian fisheries scientists had listened more effectively to the concerns
of some fishers about the deteriorating health of
inshore cod stocks then they may have been able to
act sooner to prevent the collapse (Neis 1992), one
that there has been no real recovery from (Hutchings and Rangeley 2011). Over the next 10–15 years,
Neis became part of a research cluster of Canadian
scholars who began to broaden the documentation of fishers’ knowledge of various stocks of
cod (Hutchings and Ferguson 2000a; Murray et al.
2008b), salmon (Felt 1994), and lobster (Davis et al.
2006). Their publications referenced the first wave
research of W.A. Munn (e.g. Hutchings et al. 2002;
Murray et al. 2008b), as well as the work of second
wave researchers of both the lesser and more radical approaches, such as Johannes and Berkes (see
Neis et al. 1999; Murray et al. 2006). Yet, they were
neither amateur historians nor using ethnography.
They favoured applied social science techniques,
selecting formally arranged interviews as their primary tool for recording fishers’ knowledge. Among
them were self-identifying natural scientists such
as Jeffrey Hutchings and David Schneider, who
were willing collaborators on research teams led
by social scientists (e.g. on Neis et al. 1999), as well
as leaders themselves of studies in fisheries science
that employed interviewing ahead of mainstream
fisheries science methods (e.g. Hutchings and Ferguson 2000b).
While third wave scholars have been influenced by
the work of second wave researchers like Johannes,
their approach has been less ethnographic and not
always qualitative. Most fields of research moved
towards more interdisciplinary approaches in the
late Twentieth Century, with many scholars noting the benefits of broader approaches (Klein 1996).
Fishers’ knowledge research seems to be no exception. With the use of applied social science techniques, a commitment to recording the qualitative
data typical of ethnographic approaches has been
retained, but also permitted has been the introduction of structure that facilitates the quantification of
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certain aspects of fishers’ knowledge. Using semistructured interviews, for example, Neis et al. (1999)
were able to record both fishers’ qualitative reasoning for the decline in northern cod stocks, as well as
to quantify “poor”, “average”, and “good” catches of
the same species back as far as the 1920s. Additionally, many third wave scholars have added further
structure to the results they have published through
using participative mapping as a technique during
interviews. This approach asks fishers to in effect
draw their knowledge onto nautical charts placed
in front of them during interviews. The Canadian
research cluster, for instance, aided by geographical information systems (GIS) were able to precisely
record fishing grounds (Neis et al. 1999; Macnab
2000), spawning sites (Neis et al. 1999), and species
migrations (Murray et al. 2008a) known by fishers.
Following the early Canadian efforts, a subsequent
geographical expansion of the third wave of fishers’ knowledge research occurred (see Table 2),
with gradual spreading to Northern Europe and
Central America in the 1990s, before a global expansion through the 2000s. As with the second wave,
growth has included the replication of pioneer
case studies in other geographic locations. Various fishers’ knowledge researchers have confirmed
that Norwegian and US fishers also have detailed
knowledge of cod spawning grounds and migrations (Maurstad and Sundet 1998; Ames et al. 2000),
that fishers in Belize are similarly capable of detecting changes in the health of fish stocks (King 1997),
and that Icelandic fishers and scientists too can
have different perceptions of fisheries status (Pálsson 1995). Unlike the second wave however, which
had primarily been concerned with the small-scale
fisheries of the developing world, the third wave
has been more focused on researching the commercial fisheries of the developed world.
Additionally, quotes in Table 4 show that the
researchers of the third wave have not followed
their second wave colleagues in avoiding positivist approaches to fisheries science. Still readily
critical of established science and management
approaches that do not consider fishers’ knowledge, third wave researchers have nevertheless
refrained from advancing fishers’ knowledge as an
independent source of information on which fisheries management should be solely based. While
they have concluded like their second wave predecessors that bottom-up management systems
based on fishers’ knowledge should be introduced,
they have changed tact by emphasizing that fishers’ knowledge should be a complement to existing
scientific enquiry and biological datasets instead of
a replacement (e.g. King 1997; Rowe and Feltham
2000; Baelde 2007). Resultantly, they have sought
collaboration with quantitative biologists already
operating in the commercial fisheries of their own.

The nature of this reform has become clearer following two events, evident in Table 2, which catalysed the more rapid growth of fishers’ knowledge
research in the 2000s. Leading these was the publication by Neis and Felt (2000a) of the first anthology
to deal solely with the analysis of the experiential
knowledge of fishers. It comprised mostly case
studies that employed the applied social science
methods of systematic interviewing and participatory mapping. The second event was the holding
of the first major international conference focusing
on fishers’ knowledge at the University of British
Columbia in Canada, attended by over 200 people from 24 countries. More than 40 presentations
from the conference, titled Putting Fishers Knowledge to Work, were documented in the conference
proceedings (Haggan et al. 2003) and a later peerreviewed book (Haggan et al. 2007a). Following
these substantial contributions, the publication
rate of peer reviewed journal articles detailing
fishers’ knowledge has risen. This expansion has
brought a similar expansion in the actual concept
of fishers’ knowledge. In addition to attempts to
scale up research efforts to identify relationships
between findings across case studies and regions
(e.g. Degnbol 2005; Daw 2008; Gerhardinger et al.
2009), there has been a concerted move to recognize that fishers’ knowledge is not solely ecological
in character but also socio-economic.
The interviews employed by third wave scholars
have been of a more interdisciplinary nature, often
being conducted by teams of researchers in which
different individuals have brought socioeconomic
then biological expertise (Neis 1992). In Murray et
al.’s (2006) profile of a Canadian fisher, multidisciplinary researchers using an interview were able to
describe how he, in addition to relying on a detailed
ecological knowledge of cod, shrimp and crab
stocks, was also able to reference a comprehensive
operational and economic knowledge to maximize
the day-to-day efficiency of his fishing activities.
For instance, the fisher told how he had changed his
fishing gears and licenses to reduce economic risk
through gaining access to a wider range of marketable species. Other studies have investigated these
“new” dimensions of fishers’ experience across
whole samples, collectively concluding that fishers’
knowledge is indeed a socio-ecological construct.
They have stated that the construct includes information about fishery logistics and culture, vessel
and gear setup, perspectives on management and
policy, and onshore marketing of seafood, as well
as the ecological knowledge already discovered by
the earlier fishers’ knowledge researchers (Pálsson
1995; Neis and Felt 2000b; Crona 2006; Daw 2008).
In fact, for many third wave researchers, it is these
non-ecological dimensions of fishers’ knowledge
that they identify as likely the most useful complement to mainstream fisheries science. Studies, like
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Table 2. A sample of publications from the third wave of fishers’ knowledge research.
Publication

Study location(s)

Fishery
type(s)

Research
Audience(s) Publication Relationship with
approach(es)
type(s)
mainstream

Neis (1992)
Felt (1994)
Pálsson (1995)
King (1997)
Hanna (1998)
Mackinson and Nottestad
(1998)
Neis et al. (1999)
Ames et al. (2000)
Fischer (2000)
Huntington (2000)
Maurstad (2000)
García-Allut et al.
(2001/03)*
Baelde (2001/07)*
Nsiku (2001/07)*
Küyük et al. (2001/07)*
Stanley and Rice
(2001/07)*
Maurstad (2002)
Moore (2003)
Davis et al. (2004)
Huntington et al. (2004)
Hamilton et al. (2005)
Murray et al. (2005)
Crona (2006)
Davis et al. (2006)
McCay et al. (2006)
Stead et al. (2006)
Wilson et al. (2006)
Grant and Berkes (2007)
Hall and Close (2007)
Shephard et al. (2007)
Murray et al. (2008b)
Daw (2008)
des Clers et al. (2008)
McKenna et al. (2008)
Schneider et al. (2008)
Charles and Wilson (2009)
Gerhardinger et al. (2009)
Hall et al. (2009)
Lavides et al. (2009)
Valdés-Pizzini and GarcíaQuijano (2009)
Foster and Vincent (2010)
Stöhr and Chabay (2010)
Wise et al.(2010)
Carruthers and Neis (2011)
Daw et al. (2011)
Ruddle and Davis (2011)
Zukowski et al. (2011)
Hamilton et al. (2012)
Heyman and GranadosDieseldorff (2012)
Nenadovic et al. (2012)
Blythe et al. (2013)
Hallwass et al. (2013)
Golden et al. (2014)

Canada
Canada
Iceland
Belize
USA
Canada, Norway

C
C
C
A, C
C
C

ASS, E
ASS
ASS, E
ASS, E
ASS, NS
ASS

FS
FS
FS
FS
FS
FS

J-O
BS
BS
J-MM
BS
J-F

Ch, Co
Co
Ch, Co
Co
Co
Ch, Co

Canada
USA
Nicaragua
Russia, USA, USA (I)
Norway
Spain

C
C
C
A
C
A

ASS
ASS
ASS, E, NS
ASS
ASS
ASS

FS
FS
FS
ME
FS
FS

J-F
BS
BS
J-E
BS
C-FK

Ch, Co
Ch, Co
Ch, Co
Ch, Co
Ch, Co
Ch, Co

Australia
Malawi
Mexico
Canada

C
A, C
A
C

ASS
E
ASS, NS
ASS

FS, ME
FS
ME
FS

BS, C-FK
BS, C-FK
BS, C-FK
BS, C-FK

Ch, Co
Ch, Co
Ch, Co
Ch, Co

Norway
Scotland
Canada
USA (I)
Solomon Islands
Canada
Kenya
Canada
USA
NW Europe
Laos, Vietnam, Zambia
Grenada
Turks and Caicos Islands
Ireland
Canada
NW Europe, Seychelles
England
Northern Ireland
Canada
Canada
Brazil
New Zealand
Philippines
Puerto Rico

C
C
C
A
A
C
A
C
C
C
A
A
A, C
C
C
A, C
C
C
C
C
A
C
A, C
A, C

ASS
ASS
ASS, NS
ASS, NS
ASS, E, NS
ASS
ASS
ASS
ASS, NS
ASS
ASS, NS
ASS, E
ASS
ASS, NS
ASS
ASS
ASS
ASS
ASS, NS
ASS
ASS
ASS, E
ASS
ASS

FS
FS
FS
Un
FS
FS
FS
FS
FS
FS
FS, ME
Un
FS
FS
FS
FS
ME
Un
FS
FS, ME
ME
FS
Un
FS, ME

J-MM
J-F
J-F
J-E
J-F
BS
J-E
J-E
BS, C-F
J-O
J-MM
J-F
J-F
J-F
J-E
T
R
J-E
BS
J-F
J-MM
J-E
J-E
J-O

Co
Ch, Co
Co
Co
Ch, Co
Ch, Co
Ch, Co
Co
Ch, Co
Co
Ch, Co
I
Co
Co
Ch, Co
Ch, Co
Co
Co
Ch, Co
Co
Ch, Co
Ch, Co
Ch, Co
Ch, Co

Mexico
Baltic states
Portugal
Canada
Seychelles
Canada, Vietnam
Australia
Solomon Islands
Belize, Guatemala,
Honduras
USA
Mozambique
Brazil
Fiji

C
C
C
C
A
C
R
A
A

ASS
ASS
ASS
ASS
ASS, NS
ASS, NS
ASS, NS
ASS, NS
ASS, E

FS
FS
FS
FS
FS
FS, ME
FS
FS, ME
FS, ME

J-MM
J-E
C-F
J-E
J-E
J-E
J-F
J-E
J-F

Ch, Co
Ch, Co
Co
Co
Ch, Co
Ch, Co
Co
Co
Ch, Co

C
A
C
A, C

ASS
ASS, NS
ASS, NS
ASS, NS

FS
FS
FS
FS, ME

J-E
J-E
J-E
J-E

Ch, Co
Ch, Co
Ch, Co
Ch, Co

Codes have been used to keep table compact: Study location (I ¼ indigenous); Fishery type (A ¼ artisanal, C ¼ commercial, R ¼ recreational);
Research approach (ASS ¼ applied social science, E ¼ ethnography, NS ¼ natural science); Audience (FS ¼ fisheries scientists, ME ¼ marine
ecologists, Un ¼ unspecified scientists); Publication type (B ¼ book, BS ¼ book section, C-E ¼ ecology conference, C-F ¼ fisheries conference,
C-FK ¼ fishers’ knowledge conference, J-E ¼ ecology journal, J-E ¼ fisheries journal, J-MM ¼ marine management journal, J-O ¼ other journal,
R ¼ report, T ¼ thesis); Relationship to mainstream (Ch ¼ challenges, Co ¼ complements, I ¼ independent from). This table does not include all
the third wave publications that were reviewed. The representative list of references displayed here was systematically selected from a database
constructed in the software package Endnote. All references were sorted by year and then those at set intervals were chosen for inclusion. *First
published in 2001 as part of conference proceedings.

SPC Traditional Marine Resource Management and Knowledge Information Bulletin #34 – December 2014

McCay et al.’s (2006) which found that fishers had
novel methods for excluding discards in a US squid
fishery, have been among a number (e.g. Shephard
et al. 2007; Stanley and Rice 2007) to call for fishers’ knowledge to be included systematically in the
design of fisheries science experiments.
The latest third wave literature has generally identified how fishers’ knowledge specifically complements other approaches to fisheries science.
Valdés-Pizzini and García-Quijano’s (2009) assertion that Puerto Rican fishers think in the same
ecological way as fisheries scientists and managers, Lavides et al.’s (2009) belief that Filipino fishers’ knowledge could immediately underpin local
marine legislation and the assessment work of the
International Union for Conservation of Nature
(IUCN), and Carruthers and Neis’ (2011) finding
that even where there are few shortcomings in
professional fisheries assessment the experience
of Canadian fishers could still be valuable to fisheries managers are just a few examples. What is
more, integration of fishers’ knowledge has actually resulted following research conducted by
third wave practitioners. The first case of fishers’
knowledge being referenced in the management of
a commercial fishery appears in the soft shell clam
fishery of Maine, United States. Feedback of clam
harvesters in regard to the predation of clams was
used by scientists to make recommendations to
fisheries managers on the appropriate rate of clam
harvesting (Hanna 1998). Since, fishers’ knowledge
recorded during third wave research has been used
to inform stock assessment of orange roughy (Hoplostethus atlanticus) in Ireland (Shephard et al. 2007),
marine habitat management in Norway (Maurstad
2002), and regional marine protected area design in
both Maine, United States (Nenadovic et al. 2012)
and southwest England (des Clers et al. 2008).
Linkages between the second and third waves
of fishers’ knowledge research coincide with the
integrations of fishers’ knowledge into mainstream fisheries science and the broader adoption
of applied social science techniques in its research.
Cross-referencing Tables 1 and 2, and considering
quotes in Table 4, it is seen that some of those considered part of the second wave can latterly be considered part of the third (i.e. Kenneth Ruddle and
Richard Hamilton). Although these two researchers
had been of the less radical persuasion within the
second wave, their modified outlook is still representative of a period of consolidation in fishers’
knowledge research post 2000. Additionally, one
of the more radical second wave scholars, Fikret
Berkes, has recently been involved in fishers’ knowledge research that used the applied social science
methods of scheduled interviews and focus groups
(Grant and Berkes 2007). This is further evidence of
the consolidation in fishers’ knowledge research.
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Second wave style publications that radically challenge the mainstream approach to fisheries science
do still appear (e.g. Menzies and Butler 2007), but
an overall slowing in the rate of second wave publications, evident in Table 1, shows that this wave has
lost its energy. The collaboration of Robert Johannes
in the final years of his career with Barbara Neis
(Johannes and Neis 2007), and the former’s contention that fisheries scientists and managers were
already mutually sharing knowledge (Haggan et al.
2007b, p. 35) is emblematic of the broadening support for a reformist challenge to established fisheries science, rather than a radical one.
A more unified research approach should not however be mistaken for a settled one. The nascent integration of fishers’ knowledge research into fisheries
science and management has been slight (Soto 2006;
Hind 2012). The case studies of integration detailed
here have been the exception rather than the rule.
This lack of full integration has overlapped a continued low profile for fishers’ knowledge literature. Table 2 shows that much fishers’ knowledge
research has remained limited to the ecology journals, topic-specific books, and specialist conferences
that mainstream fisheries scientists have neither
ordinarily read nor attended. Little third wave fishers’ knowledge research has been published in what
can be considered pure fisheries journals, although
Table 2 shows exceptions. Contrastingly, a potential
new typology of fishers’ knowledge researcher, one
practising a very different approach to that consolidated by second and third wave scholars, is using
this latter publication outlet above others.

The fourth wave: reinvention—quantitative
biology
The concept of “fishery-dependent data” or ”fishery-dependent information” can be traced back to
the late 2000s in the ICES Journal of Marine Science and is only addressed in eight papers in the
journal as of 10 February 2014. Until recently, fishery-dependent research had been independent of
fishers’ knowledge research, operating as its own
approach to fisheries science. Its practitioners have
typically enlisted fishers as data collectors to gather
quantitative biological information on their behalf
(Morgan and Burgess 2005). Dobby et al. (2008), for
instance, asked Scottish fishers to document their
catches of two anglerfish species on datasheets
designed specifically for the task. The information
returned to them revealed underreporting of landings in the official catch data gathered using other
methods. The practice of fishery-dependent data
research actually predates the identification of the
concept. From 1994, Canada’s Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) has trained fishers to collect
at-sea data to support the development of indicators for the recovery of cod stocks. These data have
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been partially integrated in mainstream fisheries
science (DFO 2014). Both the Scottish and Canadian
research mentioned here did not use any qualitative methods and did not require fishers to convey
any experiential knowledge. They also did not call
the data they collected fishers’ knowledge or anything similarly termed. Notably, these studies, and
those of many others practising this type of fisherydependent research, have not appeared to reference
the work of any of the practitioners in the first three
waves of fishers’ knowledge research. Yet, while
these studies and others like them have remained
independent to fishers’ knowledge research and
should not be considered part of it, other fisherydependent studies have begun to be considered
part of the approach.
At a 2010 conference entitled Fishery Dependent
Information: Making the Most of Fisheries Information,
a session on the Application of Fisher Knowledge in Scientific Assessments and Fisheries Management showcased a number of studies clearly recognizable as
third wave fishers’ knowledge research (e.g. Curtis
2010; Wize et al. 2010). Yet, it was a session (attended
by the author) that also included quantitative studies that had asked fishers to collect data on behalf
of biologists (e.g. Haukeland 2010; Jankovsky et al.
2010). These quantitative studies were not necessarily identified as fishers’ knowledge research, but the
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fact they existed in a session of this title organized
by mainstream fisheries biologists from ICES and
the FAO affiliated national fisheries science institutions of Ireland, the United States, and Norway,
means they cannot be seen as entirely separate to
it. The introduction to the conference proceedings
actually identifies fishers’ knowledge research as
being part of the fishery-dependent data approach
(Graham et al. 2011).
One of the earliest of the potential fourth wave
case studies identified in Table 3 also classified
data collected at-sea by fishers as fishers’ knowledge. Maynou and Sardà’s (2001) logbook study
that engaged a section of the Spanish commercially
fleet targeting Nephrops norvegicus, asked fishers
to record quantitative data for several fields (e.g.
cpue, nature of the wind, sea conditions, atmospheric conditions) just as Dobby et al. (2008) had
done in Scotland.
Further evidence that researchers already working in the fisheries science mainstream have
begun to visualize fishers’ knowledge research
as an approach where fishers contribute primarily quantitative biological information is seen in
a 2010 issue of the official ICES magazine, which
included a Danish case study of what was termed
“fishers’ knowledge”. Asking fishers to respond to

Table 3. A sample of publications from the fourth and fifth waves of fishers’ knowledge research.
Publication

Study location(s)

Fishery
type(s)

Research
Audience(s) Publication Relationship with
approach(es)
type(s)
mainstream

Wroblewski (2000)

Canada

C

NS

FS

BS

Co

Maynou and Sardà(2001)

Spain

C

NS

FS

J-F

Co

4th wave

Meeuwig et al. (2001/2007)*

Philippines

A

ASS, NS

FS

BS, C-FK

Co

Rochet et al. (2008)

France

C

ASS, NS

FS

J-F

Co

Johannesen (2010)

Denmark

C

ASS, NS

FS

J-F

Co

Postuma and Gasalla (2010)

Brazil

A

ASS, NS

FS

J-F

Co

Lorance et al. (2011)

Europe

C

ASS, NS

FS

J-F

Co

Parada et al. (2012)

Spain

A

NS

FS

J-F

Co

Macdonald et al. (2014)

Scotland

C

ASS, NS

FS

J-MM

Co

Serra-Pereira et al. (2014)

Portugal

C

ASS, NS

FS

J-E

Co

Metzuals et al. (2008)

Canada

C

ASS

FS

BS

Co

Léopold et al. (2014)

New Caledonia

A

ASS

FS

J-F

Co

5 wave
th

Beaudreau and Levin (2014)

United States

C, R

ASS

FS

J-E

Co

Tesfamichael et al. (2014)

Eritrea, Sudan, Yemen

A

ASS

FS

J-E

Co

Codes have been used to keep table compact: study location (I, indigenous); fishery type (A, artisanal; C, commercial; R, Recreational); research
approach (ASS, applied social science; E, ethnography; NS, natural science); audience (FS, fisheries scientists; ME, marine ecologists; Un, unspecified scientists); publication type (B, book; BS, book section; C-E, ecology conference; C-F, fisheries conference; C-FK, fishers’ knowledge conference; J-E, ecology journal; J-E, fisheries journal; J-MM, marine management journal; J-O, other journal; R, report; T, thesis); relationship with
mainstream (Ch, challenges; Co, complements; I, independent from). This table includes all reviewed fourth and fifth wave publications identified by systematic means. *First published in 2001 as part of conference proceedings.
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the question, “Has the abundance of cod changed
since last year?” by stating “much less”, “less”,
“no change”, “more”, or “much more”, those conducting the research concluded that fishers agreed
with scientists’ perceptions of trends in a fish stock
(Johannesen 2010). Canada’s DFO has also adopted
such techniques, using telephone surveys to question fishers about changes in cod abundance (DFO
2014). Subsequently, they have only included brief
qualitative findings from the survey to complement
its quantitative outputs, much less comprehensive than those produced by third wave Canadian
researchers working with the same cod fishers.
However, they have not referred to their outputs as
“fishers’ knowledge”. In stock assessment reports
they have simply termed such information to be
“stakeholder perspectives” (DFO 2014, p. 17). Other
publications, seen in Table 3, have though identified
the outputs of closed short-answer surveys with
fishers as fishers’ knowledge. Serra-Pereira et al.
(2014), for instance, successfully collaborated with
Portuguese fishers to quantify skate habitat, but
their structured surveys did not seek to gather the
type of qualitative anecdotes recorded by second
and third wave researchers.
The fourth wave of research is far from as prominent as the very much active third wave, but it can
already be identified as distinct. As mentioned, its
publications do most often appear in outlets that
only comprise fisheries science research, and they
do not ordinarily criticize mainstream fisheries scientists for under considering fishers’ knowledge
(see Table 3). Its practitioners, perhaps because
they themselves are primarily biologists employed
in mainstream fisheries institutions, are speaking
directly to the scientists and managers at the forefront of the fisheries paradigm. If the practitioners
of this wave find an appreciative audience among
their close colleagues, then it is likely this format
of fishers’ knowledge research will expand rapidly
in the next decade as it becomes adopted in more
national fisheries institutions.

A fifth wave? Reconciliation – applied social
science and quantitative biology
Recently, a fifth wave may have emerged within
fishers’ knowledge research. A small number of
researchers using applied social science methods
seem to have reacted to both the lack of integration
of third wave fishers’ knowledge research in mainstream fisheries science and the emergence of the
more quantitative fourth wave. Tesfamichael et al.
(2014), identified in Table 3 as part of this possible
wave, have explained how their research in countries bordering the Red Sea has been an attempt
to integrate fishers’ knowledge into mainstream
fisheries science (see Table 4) by making greater
efforts to report quantifiable information following

interviews with fish harvesters. Where third wave
researchers have specifically designed questions
to elicit fishers’ quantitative knowledge, they have
been able to construct complete datasets (Hutchings and Ferguson 2000b). However, for other third
wave scholars who have been able to report fishers’ knowledge for data fields such as cpue, their
statistics have often been seen as too subjective for
integration into professional population ecology
calculations (Hauge 2011; Hind 2012). Tesfamichael
et al. (2014), by ensuring that they elicited detailed
data during semi-structured interviews, found that
the fishers’ knowledge they were able to record correlated well with a previous biological study on
shark cpue.
Tesfamichael et al. (2014) also reported that within
the typically free-flowing forum of an interview,
researchers often have to insert structured questions
that can fragment conversation to elicit quantitative rather than qualitative fishers’ knowledge. The
fragmentation can expend both researchers’ time
and fishers’ patience, closing the window to collect
other types of data. Therefore, fifth wave researchers have not had the same opportunities as their
third wave colleagues to record either fishers’ qualitative anecdotes or their non-biological knowledge.
The lesser breadth of this new approach is also evident in Léopold et al.’s (2014) geospatial questioning of New Caledonian fishers. Like Tesfamichael et
al. (2014), they also reported almost entirely ecological results. The emergent fifth wave researchers do
cite both second and third wave research as influential to their work, but their outputs are generally
quantitative and biological like those of the fourth
wave. The future publications of the fifth wave will
need to be analysed as they growing volume to better discern linkages with the other waves.

The present: finding space for fishers’
knowledge research in a contested paradigm
The title of this paper deliberately attempts to speak
predominantly to those already working within the
mainstream of fisheries science and management.
It is a title that aims to highlight that not all is stable within the fisheries paradigm and that fishers’
knowledge researchers want to see the data they
collect inform fisheries management. Since the
mid-1980s or early 1990s fisheries science has been
undergoing something of a crisis as fish populations have in general declined internationally (FAO
2014). Following the high profile collapses of scientifically managed fish stocks like the Peruvian
anchoveta (Engraulis ringens) and the Canadian
northern cod, the population ecologists who have
dominated the paradigm of fisheries science for the
last century (Caddy and Cochrane 2001; Rozwadowski 2002) have rightly or wrongly been taking
blame for the failings of the data collection methods
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Table 4. Researcher quotes describing the potential nature of mainstream integration for fishers’ knowledge.
Wave

Publication

Quote

1st

Nordhoff
(1930, p. 138)

The time is ripe for some trained enthusiast to settle in these islands, learn the language, and devote
four or five years to a complete account of fishing, inside and outside the reefs. Such a work would
assume proportions almost encyclopaedic, and bring to light a mass of curious data, of interest to
ichthyologists, I should think, and of some comparative value to students of mankind in the Pacific.
But no doubt the task will never be undertaken — the subject is too obscure to justify the effort
required.

2nd

Ruddle (1994b,
pp. 199–200)

Practical, fish-behaviour-orientated local knowledge, which focuses on the economically most
important species, can provide a particularly important information base for managing tropical
multispecies and multigear fisheries and their habitats, because scientific knowledge of tropical
inshore fisheries is relatively poor, and data required for conventional management are usually either
scanty or nonexistent.

Ruddle (1994b,
p. 197)

Once collected, this [local knowledge] must be verified and also blended with more technical forms
of biological research, like population dynamics, population genetics, physiology, and microbiology,
among others, before it can be put to best use.

Berkes et al.
(1995, p. 295)

Resource management based on Western scientific knowledge often generates simplified
ecosystems, either directly through excessive resource extraction and monoculture-based
production, or through pollution and degradation that cause ecosystem stress. [...]. Resource
management characterised by [traditional ecological knowledge] systems allows unpredictable
perturbations to enter the system, instead of locking them out.

Johannes et al.
(2000, p. 268)

This kind of humility on the part if a scientists [. . .], in the presence of a native expert possessing
knowledge that is in some ways superior to his own, will remain uncommon, however, until more
biologists accept the value of such knowledge, as well as the methods for studying it, and cease to
promote narrow neo-positivist versions of ‘the scientific method’ as the only basis for structuring
ecological research.

Neis et al.
(1999, p. 1962)

Finding ways to make comparisons between fishers’ observations and data drawn from more
traditional scientific sources could improve the potential for more informed and more accepted
decisions on stock status and management.

Murray et al.
(2008a, p.118)

As with any knowledge system, the picture LEK produces will be partial. However, we have found
that LEK can be an invaluable addition to scientific and historical archival resources that are also
partial. Harvesters are and were the central human actors in these social ecological systems and
their observations and interpretations can contribute significantly to our efforts to understand the
interactions in these systems.

Ruddle and
Davis (2011,
pp. 897–898)

As was demonstrated [. . .,] the fisheries biological and oceanographic aspects of the hypothesis can
be ascertained only by elaborate scientific sampling. Clearly, strong guidance in this can be provided
by [local ecological knowledge], especially that related to the timing and location of the target
species.

4th

Johannesen
(2010, p. 28)

The [North Sea Stock Survey] has been collecting data on fishers’ perceptions of the status of eight
fish stocks in the North Sea since 2003, through a voluntary annual survey in Belgium, Denmark,
England, the Netherlands, and Scotland. The aim is to provide a means for fishery scientists and
managers to incorporate fishers’ knowledge into their assessments.

5th

Tesfamichael
et al. (2014,
abstract)

It is suggested that analysis of approximate data, quickly acquired at low cost from fishers through
interviews, can be used to supplement other data-recording systems or used independently to
document the changes that have occurred in the resource base over a lifetime of fishing. The results
can be used to guide the assessment and management of resources to conserve ecosystems and
livelihoods.

3rd

they have employed (Hilborn and Walters 1992;
Daw and Gray 2005). Quotes in Table 4 show that
it has been the contention of fishers’ knowledge
researchers (to varying degrees) that the consideration of fishers’ knowledge by fisheries managers
would allow them to act to arrest fishery declines.
Population ecologists have been able to counter
criticisms of their work by citing clear evidence of
where their science has helped fish stocks to recover
(Murawski 2010), or by referring to recent theoretical (Dickey-Collas et al. 2010) and technological

improvements (McElderry et al. 2008) in their
research approaches that have eliminated previous
perceived shortcomings. Nevertheless, the point at
which fisheries science was an uncontested discipline has passed. Perceived shortcomings continue
to be noted in contemporary approaches to fisheries science, not least the scientific uncertainty and
lack of coverage that prevents stock assessments
being made for the most commercially fished species (Kleisner et al. 2013). With a lack of capacity to address the perceived shortcomings in their
research approaches, professional fisheries scientists
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have been unable to convince, going forward, that
it should be only their expertise informing fisheries management. This situation has created a space
where practitioners advancing non-established
approaches for gathering fisheries information or
for managing fisheries can solve at least some scientific uncertainty. This is the space that fishers’
knowledge researchers can use to advance their
own approach to fisheries science in attempts to
have it mainstreamed.
The rise of new approaches to fisheries science
and management is well documented (Caddy and
Cochrane 2001; Jacquet 2009). Economists have proposed several bioeconomic solutions to the fisheries
crisis, suggesting how the introduction of management mechanisms such as individual transferable
quotas (Squires et al. 1995; Péreau et al. 2012) and
catch shares (Costello et al. 2008) could relieve some
of the pressure of having to precisely calculate fish
stocks. More recently, ecologists have advanced
ecosystem based fisheries management as an alternative, where the setting up of refugia from fishing effort automatically protects all species within
an area, negating the need for single-species stock
assessments (Pikitch et al. 2004). Figure 1 shows, that
since its emergence in the mid-1980s, the ecosystem
approach has received significant attention in this
and other fisheries journals, an indicator that as an
approach it has become part of the mainstream fisheries paradigm. It also shows that fishers’ knowledge research, regardless of its long history, has not
to date received the same acceptance.
Some of this lack of acceptance has been put down
to issues of utility. Natural scientists working in
fisheries institutions have found it hard to integrate a knowledge culture so different from their
own (Soto 2006). The often qualitative, non-standard format of much fishers’ knowledge contrasts
substantially with the systematic quantitative data,
with set spatiotemporal scales, to which many fisheries scientists have been accustomed. In addition,
politicization of fishers’ knowledge by policymakers electorally courting the fishing industry
has seen it uncritically accepted when inaccurate,
subsequently raising questions over whether it is
an information source that can be faithfully integrated. During the collapse of Canada’s northern
cod stock, the beliefs of politically powerful commercial fishers, that stocks were not in serious
decline, were cited by fisheries managers as a reason for not acting to protect the stocks although
less empowered small-scale fishers and some fisheries scientists contested this belief (Neis 1992; Finlayson and McCay 1998). Similarly, dependence
on fishers’ knowledge has also been queried as a
result of it being on occasion over-romanticized.
The case studies of the second wave demonstrated
that fishers could inform sustainable management

of fisheries solely with their knowledge, but the
idea that fishers’ knowledge should be viewed
sacredly as a data source that when integrated will
always underpin sustainable management is one
that has not prevailed (Davis and Ruddle 2010).
Recent research in Fiji, for instance, has documented how some fishers’ growing knowledge of
new harvesting technologies and export markets
has informed their overexploitation of fisheries
that they and their peers had previously managed
within safe harvest limits (Golden et al. 2014).
The continued non-acceptance of fishers’ knowledge by the fisheries science mainstream has also
been seen by many scholars to be based on prejudice. Soto’s (2006) review of these scholars’ work
reveals that the qualitative information documented during fishers’ knowledge interviews
has often not been deemed real science, that fishers’ experiences not collected through rigorous
hypothesis testing and systematic experimentation
have been regularly perceived as too subjective to
include in official datasets, and that the knowledge
of non-experts (i.e. fishers not trained in the scientific method) has been seen by some as simply inferior. These prejudices held by certain individuals,
and indeed institutions, have been documented to
be embedded within the structures of mainstream
fisheries science.
The neo-liberal focus of westernized fisheries management solely on proprietorship is judged to have
eroded the local organizational structures and cultural norms that have been so closely associated
with the production of fishers’ knowledge (Davis
and Ruddle 2012; Ruddle and Davis 2013a). In addition, the tendency of those in the fisheries science
mainstream to see fisher-informed management
systems as alternative is given as a reason that western fisheries science is still seen as normal despite
its failures. Ruddle and Satria (2010) document that
in the tropics where first and second wave scholars
“discovered” fisheries that had been sustainably
managed by fishers, such fisher-informed systems
have often been replaced by scientist-led western
management. In the developed world fisheries of
the European Union, similar preference for scientist-led fisheries management has been assessed.
Griffin (2009) describes how Regional Advisory
Councils (RACs) set up to foster fisher input into
fisheries management have in fact helped perpetuate some fisheries scientists’ unwillingness to allow
fishers to generate their own data. The RACs have
primarily been used thus far as simply a forum to
ask fishers to comment on preexisting data collected by biologists.
For Holm (2003), the lack of mainstream acceptance does not matter, as like some of the radicals
of the second wave of fishers’ knowledge research
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he believes that applied social science approaches
and those that are highly quantitative should not
simply be used to please those working in mainstream fisheries science. Such research, he says,
has “decontexualized” fishers’ experience to an
extent where it has lost its qualitative uniqueness
and subsequent utility. Neis (2003), in response to
Holm, says that he fails to either consider the differing objectives of fishers’ knowledge researchers
or the externally impacted networks of influence
in which they operate. For example, the fishers’
knowledge researchers of the third wave have
considered population ecology as essential and
have deliberately produced outputs that work in
synthesis with it. The abandonment of the second
wave detailed in this paper suggests that Holm’s
view is one that fishers’ knowledge researchers
have come to see as untenable. Future attempts
by fishers’ knowledge researchers to mainstream
their work seem more likely to be reformist or reconciliatory than they are radical.
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Fishers’ knowledge research could become
obsolete
Despite the growth in the fishers’ knowledge
research literature, especially during the third wave,
analysis here confirms the outlook shown in Figure
1. Even with a consolidation of research waves that
has indicated a growing desire of fishers’ knowledge researchers to support the work of other fisheries scientists, the integration of fishers’ knowledge
research into mainstream fisheries science has been
low. In particular, ethnographic and social science
approaches to fishers’ knowledge research have
largely been ineffective in producing outputs that
have gone on to inform real-world marine management. If integration of fishers’ knowledge is not
achieved soon, following increasingly more intense
efforts over the last century to achieve just this, will
those that research it choose instead to direct their
research efforts elsewhere?

The future: three scenarios for the future of
fishers’ knowledge research

Fishery-dependent data research may be
the only approach mainstreamed in fisheries
science

Figure 2 summarizes the direction taken by fishers’
knowledge research to date, showing that only the
third, fourth, and fifth waves are currently active.
It also shows that it is too early to tell whether the
fifth wave is truly a new direction for the research
approach or is instead a few isolated publications
sitting near to the fourth wave while remaining
ideologically between that wave and the third. The
questions to be answered in the final section of this
review paper then are: do any of the active waves
of fishers’ knowledge research represent the future
of the research approach, and if so, how will they
impact the mainstream fisheries paradigm? Three
possible scenarios can be theorized in response.

Fishery-dependent data research may not compare
to fishers’ knowledge research in terms of longevity
or publication output, but it is beginning to double
up as the fourth wave of fishers’ knowledge research,
and is already located within the fisheries science
mainstream. As it shares few linkages with the third
wave of fishers’ knowledge research, this integration, while not precluding the similar integration
of the longer established wave, will not necessarily
facilitate it. Its shared quantitative characteristics
and closer linkages with the potential fifth wave
may however partially catalyse the integration of
that wave and its applied social science methods.
Multiple approaches to fishers’ knowledge research

Figure 2. The progression of the five waves of fishers’ knowledge research.
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may be mainstreamed in fisheries science This final
scenario is the “integration project” that Soto (2006)
says most fishers’ knowledge researchers must successfully negotiate if their research is to be impactful within mainstream fisheries management. With
the fourth wave already likely heading to this
kind of integration, this scenario is more relevant
to the third and fifth waves. For this integration to
occur, ideological objections to fishers’ knowledge
in the fisheries science mainstream will need to be
dropped or mitigated. Dissemination of qualitative and nonbiological outputs may also have to be
rethought by third wave researchers so that they are
more accessible to quantitative biological scientists.

Shaping the future: renewed wake-up calls
It is how mainstream fisheries scientists and fishers’
knowledge researchers now proceed that will determine which of the three scenarios becomes reality, an
eventuality that will most likely be determined by
how each listens to wake-up calls that have already
been made. The warning of Robert Johannes’ et al.
(2000) to any fisheries scientist who continues to
ignore all or some dimensions of fishers’ knowledge
is still pertinent. The sizeable literature reviewed in
this paper includes many examples of where referencing fishers’ knowledge did prevent or could
have prevented further fish stock declines when
mainstream fisheries science had failed to provide
answers. It is likely that future fishers’ knowledge
literature will provide further examples of how the
consideration of fishers’ knowledge could complement existing biological, ecological, and economic
approaches to fisheries science to deliver better
management outcomes. With the fisheries paradigm unstable and under increasing criticism, can
such information be ignored?
Davis and Ruddle’s (2010) request to fishers’ knowledge researchers to get their “house in order”
remains valid. The preference of this community
for publishing to date in outlets that focus on fishers’ knowledge itself, or that have an ecological or
general conservation focus rather than a fisheries one
has resulted in progress. Without the consolidation
that resulted when reformist second wave and third
wave scholars looked inward, the now dominant
approach in which fishers’ knowledge researchers
seek to collaborate with mainstream fisheries scientists may not have developed. In a paradigm which
seems resistant to collapse, working with those in the
epistemic community is an important part of integration for a new knowledge culture (Haas 1990).
With ecology and conservation being larger fields
than fisheries science, targeting the research outlets
of these fields has introduced fishers’ knowledge to
new audiences that have found further applications
for the data source. The identification of greater utility for fishers’ knowledge increases its chances of

integration (Hind 2012). However, less regular targeting of the outlets of mainstream fisheries science
is reducing the potential for integration in the specific
field where it has been described as most applicable.
To further get their “house in order”, fishers’ knowledge researchers may therefore need to focus more
on how they outwardly communicate findings. The
fisheries scientists who are currently not fully aware
of the utility of fishers’ knowledge are ultimately
those most able to integrate new information sources
within fisheries management (Jentoft 2005).
The fisheries science mainstream is open to a paradigm change that includes the increased adoption of social science research approaches and the
greater consideration of new knowledge cultures,
as the current Head of Programme Advice for ICES
has been among those to have stated (Degnbol et
al. 2006). The next decade will likely tell whether
fishers’ knowledge research, and of course fishers’
knowledge, will be part of that change.

Acknowledgements
This research was funded by a Beaufort Marine
Research award (Grant-Aid Agreement No. PBA/
FS/08/001) and carried out under the Sea Change
strategy with the support of the Irish Marine Institute and the Marine Research Sub-Programme of the
National Development Plan 2007–2013, co-financed
under the European Regional Development Fund.
The author is extremely grateful to Brendan Flynn
for his insightful advice during the writing of previous drafts of this review, as well as to an editor
and three reviewers whose constructive and indepth comments contributed to a much improved
transcript.

References
Acheson J. M. and Wilson J. A. 1996. Order out of

chaos: the case for parametric fisheries management. American Anthropologist, 98:579–594.
Agrawal A. 1995. Indigenous and scientific knowledge:
some critical comments. Indigenous Knowledge
and Development Monitor, 3: 3–6.
Alcala A. C. and Russ G. R. 1990.Adirect test of the effects
of protective management on abundance and
yield of tropical marine resources. ICES Journal of
Marine Science: Journal du Conseil, 47: 40–47.
Ames E., Watson S. and Wilson J. 2000. Rethinking overfishing: insights from oral histories of retired
groundfishermen. p. 153–164. In: B. Neis and L.
Filthier (eds.). Finding our sea legs: linking fishery
people and their knowledge with science and management. Books, St. John’s, Canada.
Baelde P. 2007. Using fishers’ knowledge goes beyond
filling gaps in scientific knowledge: analysis of
Australian experiences. p. 381–399. In: N. Haggan,
B. Neis and I.G. Baird (eds.). Fishers’ knowledge
in fisheries science and management. UNESCO,
Paris, France.

SPC Traditional Marine Resource Management and Knowledge Information Bulletin #34 – December 2014
Bangor University. 2012. European Fisheries Fund project: sustainable use of fisheries resources in Welsh
waters. Bangor University, Bangor, UK. Available
at:
http://fisheries-conservation.bangor.ac.uk/
wales/documents/Projectoverview-SustainablefisheriesforWales.pdf (last accessed 18 February
2014).
Barrau J. 1956. Native subsistence agriculture in New Caledonia. South Pacific Commission Technical Paper
87. 45–153.
Bavinck M. 1996. Fisher regulations along the Coromandel coast: a case of collective control of common
pool resources. Marine Policy, 20:475–482.
Beaudreau A. H. and Levin P.S. 2014. Advancing the use
of local ecological knowledge for assessing datapoor species in coastal ecosystems. Ecological
Applications, 24: 244–256.
Berkes F. 1987. Common-property resource management
and Cree Indian fisheries. p. 66–91. In: B.J. McCay
and J. Acheson. Subarctic Canada in the question of
the commons: the culture and ecology of communal resources. University of Arizona Press, Tucson,
USA.
Berkes F. 1998. Indigenous knowledge and resource management systems in the Canadian subarctic. p.
98–128. In: F. Berkes and C.S. Folke. Linking social
and ecological systems: management practices and
social mechanisms for building resilience. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, New York,
UK, USA.
Berkes F., Colding J. and Folke C. 2000.Rediscovery of
traditional ecological knowledge as adaptive management. Ecological Applications, 10: 1251–1262.
Berkes F., Folke C. S. and Gadgil M. 1995. Traditional ecological knowledge, biodiversity, resilience and sustainability. p. 281–299. In: C. Perrings, K.G. Maler,
C.S. Folke and B.-O. Jansson (eds.). Biodiversity
conservation: policy issues and options. Kluwer
Academic Publishers, Dordrecht, The Netherlands.
Bjørkan M. 2013. GAP2 Exchange—Maiken Bjørkan. In
Seafish Blog. Seafish. Available at: http://www.
seafish.org/about-seafish/blog/2013/12/10/
gap2-exchange-%E2%80%93-maiken-bj-rkan (last
accessed 17 February 2014).
Blythe J.L., Murray G. and Flaherty M.S. 2013. Historical perspectives and recent trends in the coastal
Mozambican fishery. Ecology and Society, 18:65.
Bohensky E.L., Butler J.R.A. and Davies J. 2013. Integrating indigenous ecological knowledge and science
in natural resource management: perspectives
from Australia. Ecology and Society, 18: 20.
Brattland C. 2013. Proving fishers right. Effects of the integration of experience-based knowledge in ecosystem-based management. Acta Borealia, 30: 39–59.
Brook R.K. and McLachlan S.M. 2008. Trends and prospects for local knowledge in ecological and conservation research and monitoring. Biodiversity and
Conservation, 17:3501–3512.
Caddy J.F. and Cochrane K.L. 2001.Areviewof fisheries
management past and present and some future
perspectives for the third millennium. Ocean and
Coastal Management, 44:653–682.

29

Carruthers E.H. and Neis B. 2011. Bycatch mitigation
in context: using qualitative interview data to
improve assessment and mitigation in a data-rich
fishery. Biological Conservation, 144:2289–2299.
Charles A. and Wilson L. 2009. Human dimensions of
marine protected areas. ICES Journal of Marine Science: Journal du Conseil, 66:6–15.
Costello C., Gaines S.D. and Lynham J. 2008.Cancatch shares prevent fisheries collapse? Science,
321:1678–1681.
Crona B.I. 2006. Supporting and enhancing development
of heterogeneous ecological knowledge among
resource users in a Kenyan seascape. Ecology and
Society, 11:32.
Culyba R.J., Heimer C.A. and Petty J.C. 2004. The ethnographic turn: fact, fashion, or fiction? Qualitative
Sociology, 27:365–389.
Curtis D.G. 2010.Who is empowered by fishermen’s
information and knowledge? In Fishery dependent
information: making the most of fisheries information. 23–26 August 2010, Galway, Ireland.
Dahl A.L. 1989. Traditional environmental knowledge
and resource management in New Caledonia. p.
57–66. In: R.E. Johannes (ed.). Traditional ecological knowledge: a collection of essays. IUCN, Gland,
Cambridge, Switzerland, UK.
Davis A., Hanson J.M., Watts H. and MacPherson H. 2004.
Local ecological knowledge and marine fisheries
research: the case of white hake (Urophycis tenuis)
predation on juvenile American lobster (Homarus
americanus). Canadian Journal of Fisheries and
Aquatic Sciences, 61:1191–1201.
Davis A. and Ruddle K. 2010. Constructing confidence:
rational skepticism and systematic enquiry in local
ecological knowledge research. Ecological Applications, 20:880–894.
Davis A. and Ruddle K. 2012. Massaging the misery:
recent approaches to fisheries governance and the
betrayal of small-scale fisheries. Human Organization, 71:244–254.
Davis R., Whalen J. and Neis B. 2006. From orders to
borders: toward a sustainable co-managed lobster
fishery in Bonavista Bay, Newfoundland. Human
Ecology, 34:851–867.
Daw T. 2008. How Fishers Count: Engaging with Fishers’
Knowledge in Fisheries Science and Management.
Newcastle University, Newcastle, UK.
Daw T. and Gray T.S. 2005. Fisheries science and sustainability in international policy: a study of failure in
the European Union’s Common Fisheries Policy.
Marine Policy, 29:189–197.
Daw T.M., Robinson J. and Graham N.A.J. 2011. Perceptions of trends in Seychelles artisanal trap fisheries:
comparing catch monitoring, underwater visual
census and fishers’ knowledge. Environmental
Conservation, 38:75–88.
Degnbol P. 2005. Indicators as a means of communicating
knowledge. ICES Journal of Marine Science: Journal du Conseil, 62:606–611.
Degnbol P., Gislason H., Hanna S., Jentoft S., Raakjær
Nielsen J., Sverdrup-Jensen S. and Clyde Wilson D.
2006. Painting the floor with a hammer: technical
fixes in fisheries management. Marine Policy, 30:
534–543.

30

SPC Traditional Marine Resource Management and Knowledge Information Bulletin #34 – December 2014

des Clers S., Lewin S., Edwards D., Searle S., Lieberknecht
L.M. and Murphy D. 2008. Fishermap. Mapping
the Grounds: recording fishermen’s use of the seas.
Final report published for the Finding Sanctuary
project. 58p.
DFO. 2014. Stock assessment of NAFO subdivision 3Ps
cod. ICES Document Advisory Report 2014/001.
Available at: http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/csassccs/Publications/SAR-AS/2014/2014_001-eng.
pdf (last accessed 4 August 2014).
Dickey-Collas M., Nash R.D.M., Brunel T., van Damme
C.J.G., Marshall C.T., Payne M.R., Corten A. et
al. 2010. Lessons learned from stock collapse and
recovery of North Sea herring: a review. ICES
Journal of Marine Science: Journal du Conseil,
67:1875–1886.
Dobby H., Allan L., Harding M., Laurenson C.H. and
McLay H.A.2008. Improving the quality of information on Scottish anglerfish fisheries: making use
of fishers’ data. ICES Journal of Marine Science:
Journal du Conseil, 65:1334–1345.
Dorn M.W. 2001. Fishing behavior of factory trawlers: a
hierarchical model of information processing and
decision-making. ICES Journal of Marine Science:
Journal du Conseil, 58:238–252.
Drew J.A. 2005. Use of traditional ecological knowledge
in marine conservation. Conservation Biology,
19:1286–1293.
Dyer C.L. and Leard R.L. 1994. Folk management in the
oyster fishery of the U.S. Gulf of Mexico. p. 55–89.
In: C.L. Dyer and J.R. McGoodwin (eds.). Folk
management in the world’s fisheries. University
Press of Colorado, Niwot, USA.
Dyer C.L. and McGoodwin J.R. 1994. Folk management
in the world’s fisheries: Lessons for modern fisheries management. University Press of Colorado,
Niwot, USA.
EU. 2013. Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013 of the European
Parliament and of the Council of 11 December 2013
on the Common Fisheries Policy. European Union,
Brussels, Belgium.
FAO. 2001. The Reykjavik Conference on responsible fisheries in the marine ecosystem. In 31st Session of the
FAO Conference. Rome, Italy.
FAO. 2014. The State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture.
FAO, Rome, Italy.
Felt L. 1994. Two tales of a fish: the social construction
of indigenous knowledge among Atlantic salmon
fishers. p. 251–286. In: C.L. Dyer and J.R. McGoodwin (eds.). Folk management in the world’s fisheries. University Press of Colorado, Niwot, USA.
Finlayson A.C. and McCay B.J. 1998. Crossing the threshold of ecosystem resilience: the commercial extinction of the northern cod. p. 311–338. In: F. Berkes
and C.S. Folke (eds.). Linking social and ecological
systems: Management practices and social mechanisms for building resilience. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK.
Fischer J. 2000. Participatory research in ecological fieldwork: a Nicaraguan study. p. 41–54. In: B. Neis, and
L. Felt. Finding our sea legs: Linking fishery people and their knowledge with science and management. ISER Books, St. John’s, Canada.

Foster S.J. and Vincent A.C.J. 2010. Tropical shrimp trawl
fisheries: fishers’ knowledge of and attitudes about
a doomed fishery. Marine Policy, 34: 437–446.
Freeman M.M.R., Bogoslovskaya L., Caulfield R.A.,
Egede I., Krupnik I.I. and Stevenson M.G. 1998.
Inuit, whales, and sustainability. AltaMira Press,
Walnut Creek, USA.
Freeman M.M.R., Matsuda Y. and Ruddle K. 1991. Adaptive marine resource management systems in the
Pacific. Harwood Academic Publishers, Chur,
Switzerland.
Gadgil M. 1998. Traditional resource management systems. p. 5–26. In: B. Saraswati (ed.). Lifestyle and
ecology. IGNCA and D. K. Printworld Pvt. Ltd.,
New Delhi, India.
Gadgil M. and Berkes F. 1991. Traditional resource management systems. Resource Management and
Optimization, 8:127–141.
Gadgil M., Seshagiri Rao P.R., Utkarsh G., Pramod P.,
Chhatre A. and Members of the People’s Biodiversity Initiative. 2000. New meanings for old knowledge: the people’s biodiversity registers program.
Ecological Applications, 10:1307–1317.
García-Allut A., Freire J., Barreiro A. and Losada D.E.
2003. Methodology for integration of fishers’ ecological knowledge in fisheries biology and management using knowledge representation (artificial
intelligence). University of British Columbia, Vancouver, Canada. Fisheries Centre Research Reports
11(1):227–237.
Gerhardinger L.C., Godoy E.A.S. and Jones P.J.S. 2009.
Local ecological knowledge and the management of marine protected areas in Brazil. Ocean &
Coastal Management, 52:154–165.
Golden A.S., Naisilsisili W., Ligairi I. and Drew J.A. 2014.
Combining natural history collections with fisher
knowledge for community based conservation in
Fiji. PLoS ONE, 9: e98036.
Gosline W.A. and Brock V.E. 1960. Handbook of Hawaiian fishes. University of Hawaii Press, Honolulu,
USA.
Graham N., Grainger R., KarpW.A., MacLennan D.N.,
MacMullen P. and Nedreaas K. 2011. An introduction to the proceedings and a synthesis of the 2010
ICES Symposium on Fishery-Dependent Information. ICES Journal of Marine Science: Journal du
Conseil, 68:1593–1597.
Grant S. and Berkes F. 2007. Fisher knowledge as expert
system: a case from the longline fishery of Grenada, the Eastern Caribbean. Fisheries Research,
84:162–170.
Griffin L. 2007. All aboard: power, participation and
governance in the North Sea regional advisory
council. International Journal of Green Economics,
1:478–493.
Griffin L. 2009. Scales of knowledge: North Sea fisheries
governance, the local fisherman and the European
scientist. Environmental Politics, 18:557–575.
Haas E. B. 1990.When knowledge is power: Three models
of change in international organizations. University of California Press, Berkeley, USA.

SPC Traditional Marine Resource Management and Knowledge Information Bulletin #34 – December 2014
Haggan N., Brignall C. and Wood L. 2003. Putting fishers’
knowledge to work. UBC Vancouver, Vancouver,
Canada. Fisheries Centre Research Reports 11(1).
Haggan N., Neis B., and Baird I.G. 2007a. Fishers’ knowledge in fisheries science and management. In
Coastal Management Sourcebooks. UNESCO Publishing, Paris, France.
Haggan N., Neis B. and Baird I.G. 2007b. Introduction:
putting fishers’ knowledge to work. p. 35–40. In:
N. Haggan, B. Neis and I.G. Baird (eds.). Fishers’
knowledge in fisheries science and management.
UNESCO, Paris, France.
Hall G.B. and Close C. H. 2007. Local knowledge assessment for a small-scale fishery using geographic
information systems. Fisheries Research, 83:11–22.
Hall G.B., Moore A., Knight P. and Hankey N. 2009. The
extraction and utilization of local and scientific
geospatial knowledge within the Bluff oyster fishery, New Zealand. Journal of Environmental Management, 90:2055–2070.
Hallwass G., Lopes P.F., Juras A.A. and Silvano R.A.M.
2013. Fishers’ knowledge identifies environmental
changes and fish abundance trends in impounded
tropical rivers. Ecological Applications, 23:392–407.
Hamilton R.J., Giningele M., Aswani S. and Ecochard J.L.
2012.Fishing in the dark – local knowledge, night
spearfishing and spawning aggregations in the
Western Solomon Islands. Biological Conservation,
145:246–257.
Hamilton R.J., Matawai M., Potuku T., KamaW., Lahui
P.,Warku J. and Smith A. 2005. Applying local
knowledge and science to the management of
grouper aggregation sites in Melanesia. SPC Live
Reef Fish Information Bulletin, 14:7–19.
Hanna S. 1998. Managing for human and ecological context in the Maine soft shell clam fishery. p. 190–211.
In: F. Berkes and C.S. Folke (eds.). Linking social
and ecological systems: Management practices and
social mechanisms for building resilience. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, New York,
UK, USA.
Hauge K.H. 2011. Uncertainty and hyper-precision in
fisheries science and policy. Futures, 43: 173–181.
Haukeland V. 2010. Protection of the European eel
(Anguilla anguilla) in Norway: combined measures
of conservation and stakeholder’s involvement in
data sampling. In: Fishery Dependent Information:
Making the Most of Fisheries Information. 23–26
August 2010, Galway, Ireland.
Heyman W.D. and Granados-Dieseldorff P. 2012. The
voice of the fishermen of the Gulf of Honduras:
improving regional fisheries management through
fisher participation. Fisheries Research, 125–126:
129–148.
Hickey F.R. 2007. Traditional marine resource management in Vanuatu. p. 147–168. In: N. Haggan, B.
Neis and I.G. Baird (eds.). Fishers’ knowledge
in fisheries science and management. UNESCO,
Paris, France.
Hilborn R. and Walters C.J. 1992. Quantitative fisheries
stock assessment. Chapman and Hall, New York,
USA.

31

Hind E.J. 2012. Last of the hunters or the next scientists?
Arguments for and against the inclusion of fishers and their knowledge in mainstream fisheries
management. The National University of Ireland,
Galway, Ireland.
Holm P. 2003. Crossing the border: on the relationship
between science and fishermen’s knowledge in a
resource management context. MAST, 2:5–33.

Hughes T.P., Bellwood D.R., Folke C., Steneck R.S. and
Wilson J. 2005. New paradigms for supporting the
resilience of marine ecosystems. Trends in Ecology
& Evolution, 20:380–386.
Huntington H.P. 2000. Using traditional ecological
knowledge in science: methods and applications.
Ecological Applications, 10:1270–1274.

Huntington H.P., Suydam R.S. and Rosenberg D.H.
2004. Traditional knowledge and satellite tracking as complementary approaches to ecological
understanding. Environmental Conservation,
31:177–180.
Hutchings J. A. and Ferguson M. 2000a. Links between
fishers’ knowledge, fisheries science, and resource
management: Newfoundland’s inshore fishery for
northern Atlantic cod, Gadus morhua. p. 82–110. In:
B. Neis, and L. Felt (eds.). Finding our sea legs:
Linking fishery people and their knowledge with
science and management. ISER Books, St. John’s,
Canada.
Hutchings J. A. and Ferguson M. 2000b. Temporal changes
in harvesting dynamics of Canadian inshore fisheries for northern Atlantic cod, Gadus morhua. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences,
57:805–814.
Hutchings J. A., Neis B. and Ripley P. 2002. The “nature of
cod”, Gadus morhua. pp. 140–185. In: R.E. Ommer
(ed.). The resilient outport: ecology, economy, and
society in rural Newfoundland. ISER, St. John’s,
Canada.
Hutchings J.A. and Rangeley R.W. 2011. Correlates of
recovery for Canadian Atlantic cod (Gadus morhua).
Canadian Journal of Zoology, 89:386–400.

Jacquet J. 2009. Silent water: a brief examination of the
marine fisheries crisis. Environment, Development
and Sustainability, 11:255–263.
Jankovsky M., Boukal D.S., Prcyhalovál M. and Kubečka
J. 2010. Estimating anglers’ preferences for various
freshwater fish in man-made lakes: lessons from
fisheries statistics and direct ichthyologic assessments. In: Fishery Dependent Information: Making
the Most of Fisheries Information. 23–26 August
2010, Galway, Ireland.

Jentoft S. 2005. Fisheries co-management as empowerment. Marine Policy, 29:1–7.
Johannes R.E. 1977. Traditional law of the sea in Micronesia. Micronesia, 13:121–127.

Johannes R.E. 1978a.Reproductive strategies of coastal
marine fishes in the tropics. Environmental Biology of Fishes, 3:65–84.

Johannes R.E. 1978b. Traditional marine conservation
methods in Oceania and their demise. Annual
Review of Ecology and Systematics, 9:349–364.

32

SPC Traditional Marine Resource Management and Knowledge Information Bulletin #34 – December 2014

Johannes R.E. 1980. Using knowledge of the reproductive behavior of reef and lagoon fishes to improve
yields. p. 247–270. In: J. Bardach, J. Magnuson,
R. May and J. Reinhart (eds.). Fish behavior and
fisheries management (Capture and Culture),
ICLARM, Manila, The Philippines.

Lavides M.N., Polunin N.V.C., Stead S.M., Tabaranza
D.G., Comeros M.T. and Dongallo J.R. 2009. Finfish
disappearances around Bohol, Philippines inferred
from traditional ecological knowledge. Environmental Conservation, 36:235–244.

Johannes R.E. 1989a. Fishing and traditional knowledge.
p. 39–42. In: R.E. Johannes (ed.). Traditional ecological knowledge: a collection of essays. IUCN,
Gland, Cambridge, Switzerland, UK.

Lorance P., Agnarsson S., Damalas D., des Clers S., Figueiredo I., Gil J. and Trenkel V.M. 2011. Using qualitative and quantitative stakeholder knowledge:
examples from European deep-water fisheries.
ICES Journal of Marine Science: Journal du Conseil, 68:1815–1824.

Johannes R.E. 1981.Words of the lagoon: Fishing and
marine lore in the Palau District of Micronesia.
University of California Press, Berkley, Los Angeles, USA.

Johannes R.E. 1989b. Traditional ecological knowledge:
a collection of essays. IUCN, Gland, Cambridge,
Switzerland, UK.

Johannes R.E. 1998. The case for data-less marine
resource management: examples from tropical
nearshore finfisheries. Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 13:243–246.

Johannes R.E. 2003. Use and misuse of traditional ecological knowledge and management practices: Pacific
Island examples. p. 111–126. In: D. Dallmeyer (ed.).
Values at sea: Ethics for the marine environment,
University of Georgia Press, Athens, USA.
Johannes R.E., Freeman M.M.R. and Hamilton R.J. 2000.
Ignore fishers’ knowledge and miss the boat. Fish
and Fisheries, 1:257–271.

Johannes R.E. and Neis B. 2007. The value of anecdote. p.
35–58. In: N. Haggan, B. Neis and I.G. Baird (eds.).
Fishers’ knowledge in fisheries science and management. UNESCO Publishing, Paris, France.

Johannesen E. 2010. Can we agree to agree? Fishers and
scientists seeing eye to eye. ICES Insight, 47: 28–31.
Kalikoski D.C. and Vasconcellos M. 2007. The role of fishers’ knowledge in the co-management of smallscale fisheries in the estuary of Patos Lagoon,
Southern Brazil. p. 289–312. In: N. Haggan, B. Neis
and I.G. Baird (eds.). Fishers’ knowledge in fisheries science and management. UNESCO, Paris,
France.
King T.D. 1997. Folk management and local knowledge:
lobster fishing and tourism at Caye Caulker, Belize.
Coastal Management, 25:455–469.
Klein J.T. 1996. Crossing Boundaries: Knowledge, disciplinarities, and interdisciplinarities. University of
Virginia Press, Charlottesville, USA.

Kleisner K., Zeller D., Froese R. and Pauly D. 2013. Using
global catch data for inferences on the world’s
marine fisheries. Fish and Fisheries, 14:293–311.
Klubnikin K., Annett C., Cherkasova M., Shishin M. and
Fotievam I. 2000. The sacred and the scientific: traditional ecological knowledge in Siberian river conservation. Ecological Applications, 10:1296–1306.

Küyük K.E., Nichols W.J. and Tambiah C.R. 2007. The
value of local knowledge in sea turtle conservation: a case study from Baja California, Mexico.
p. 313–328. In: N. Haggan, B. Neis and I.G. Baird
(eds.). Fishers’ knowledge in fisheries science and
management. UNESCO, Paris, France.

Léopold M., Guillemot N., Rocklin D. and Chen C. 2014.
A framework for mapping small-scale coastal fisheries using fishers’ knowledge. ICES Journal of
Marine Science: Journal du Conseil. doi:10.1093/
icesjms/fst204

Macdonald P., Angus C.H., Cleasby I.R. and Marshall C.T.
2014. Fishers’ knowledge as an indicator of spatial
and temporal trends in abundance of commercial
fish species: megrim (Lepidorhombus whiffiagonis) in
the northern North Sea. Marine Policy, 45:228–239.
Mackinson S. and Nottestad L. 1998. Points of view: combining local and scientific knowledge. Reviews in
Fish Biology and Fisheries, 8: 481–490.

Macnab P. 2000. Drawing from experience. p. 224–235. In:
B. Neis and L. Felt. Finding our sea legs: Linking
fishery people and their knowledge with science
and management. ISER, St. John’s, Canada.

Maurstad A. 2000. Trapped in biology: an interdisciplinary attempt to integrate fish harvesters’ knowledge into Norwegian fisheries management. p.
133–152. In: B. Neis and L. Felt. Finding our sea
legs: Linking fishery people and their knowledge
with science and management. ISER, St. John’s,
Canada.
Maurstad A. 2002. Fishing in murky waters — ethics and
politics of research on fisher knowledge. Marine
Policy, 26:159–166.

Maurstad A. and Sundet J.H. 1998. The invisible cod; fishermen’s and scientists’ knowledge. p. 167–185. In:
S. Jentoft (ed.). Commons in cold climate: Reindeer
pastoralism and coastal fisheries. Parthenon Publishing Group, Carnforth, UK.

Maynou F. and Sardà F. 2001. Influence of environmental factors on commercial trawl catches of Nephrops
norvegicus (L.). ICES Journal of Marine Science:
Journal du Conseil, 58:1318–1325.
McCay B.J. 1976. “Appropriate technology” and coastal
fishermen of Newfoundland. Columbia University, New York, USA.

McCay B.J., Johnson T.R., St. Martin K. and Wilson D.C.
2006. Gearing up for improved collaboration: the
potentials and limits of cooperative research for
incorporating fishermen’s knowledge. p. 111–115.
In: T.W. Hartley and A.N. Read (eds.). Partnerships for a common purpose: cooperative fisheries research and management. American Fisheries
Society, Bethesda, USA.
McElderry H., Schrader, J., Wallin T. and Oh S. 2008. Trials
on F/V Sea Mac to evaluate the use of electronic monitoring for the Kodiak, AK Rockfish Pilot Program.
Archipelago Marine Research, Victoria, Canada.

SPC Traditional Marine Resource Management and Knowledge Information Bulletin #34 – December 2014
McKenna J.R., Quinn J., Donnelly D.J. and Cooper J.A.G.
2008. Accurate mental maps as an aspect of local
ecological knowledge (LEK): a case study from
Lough Neagh, Northern Ireland. Ecology and Society, 13:13.
Meeuwig J., Samoilys M., Erediano J. and Koldewey H.
2007. Fishers’ perceptions of the seahorse fishery in
the central Philippines: interactive approaches and
an evaluation of results. p. 221–246. In: N.Haggan,
B. Neis and I.G. Baird (eds.). Fishers’ knowledge
in fisheries science and management. UNESCO,
Paris, France.
Menzies C.R. and Butler C.F. 2007. Returning to selective
fishing through indigenous fisheries knowledge:
the example of K’moda, Gitxaała Territory. American Indian Quarterly, 31:441–464.
Metzuals K.I., Wernerheim C.M., Haedrich R.L., Copes
P. and Murrin A. 2008. Data fouling in Newfoundland’s Marine Fisheries. p. 121–136. In: J. S. Lutz
and B. Neis (eds.). Making and moving knowledge:
Interdisciplinarity and community-based research
in a world on the edge. McGill-Queens University
Press, Montreal, Kingston, Canada.
Moore P.G. 2003. Seals and fisheries in the Clyde Sea area
(Scotland): traditional knowledge informs science.
Fisheries Research, 63:51–61.
Morgan A.C. and Burgess G.H. 2005. Fishery-dependent
sampling: total catch, effort and catch composition. FAO Fisheries Technical Paper No. 474, FAO,
Rome, Italy. 182–200.
Munn W.A. 1922. Annual migration of codfish in Newfoundland waters. The Newfoundland Trade
Review, 2:21–24.
Murawski S.A. 2010.Rebuilding depleted fish stocks: the
good, the bad, and, mostly, the ugly. ICES Journal of
Marine Science: Journal du Conseil, 67:1830–1840.
Murray G., Neis B. and Johnsen J.P. 2006. Lessons learned
from reconstructing interactions between local ecological knowledge, fisheries science, and fisheries
management in the commercial fisheries of Newfoundland and Labrador, Canada. Human Ecology, 34:549–571.
Murray G., Neis B., Schneider D.C., Ings D., Gosse
K.,Whalen J. and Palmer C.T. 2008a. Opening the
black box: methods, procedures, and challenges in
the historical reconstruction of socio-ecological systems. pp. 100–120. In: J. S. Lutz and B. Neis (eds.).
Making and moving knowledge: Interdisciplinarity and community-based research in a world on
the edge. McGill-Queens University Press, Montreal, Kingston, Canada.
Murray G.D., Bavington D. and Neis B. 2005. Local ecological knowledge, science, participation and
fisheries governance in Newfoundland and Labrador: a complex, contested and changing relationship. p. 269–290. In: T.S. Gray (ed.). Participation
in fisheries governance. Springer, Dordrecht, the
Netherlands.
Murray G.D., Neis B., Palmer C. and Schneider D. 2008b.
Mapping cod: fisheries science, fish harvesters’
ecological knowledge and cod migrations in the
Northern Gulf of St. Lawrence. Human Ecology,
36:581–598.

33

Neis B. 1992. Fishers’ ecological knowledge and stock
assessment in Newfoundland. Newfoundland and
Labrador Studies, 8:155–178.
Neis B. 2003. Signposts at the border: a comment on
Holm. MAST, 2:35–38.

Neis B. and Felt L. 2000a. Finding our sea legs: linking
fishery people and their knowledge with science
and management. ISER, St. John’s, Canada.

Neis B. and Felt L. 2000b. Introduction. p. 11–23. In: J. S.
Lutz and B. Neis (eds.). Making and moving knowledge: Interdisciplinarity and community-based
research in a world on the edge. McGill-Queens
University Press, Montreal, Kingston, Canada.
Neis B., Schneider D.C., Felt L.F., Haedrich R.L., Fischer
J. and Hutchings J.A. 1999. Fisheries assessment:
what can be learned from interviewing resource
users? Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic
Sciences, 56:1949–1963.
Nenadovic M., Johnson T. and Wilson J. 2012. Implementing the Western Gulf of Maine Area Closure: the
role and perception of fishers’ ecological knowledge. Ecology and Society, 17:20.

NOAA Fisheries. 2012. Fund focuses on community innovation and knowledge transfer to support sustainable fisheries management. NOAA. Available at:
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/stories/2012/05/
4_30_2012_nfwf_grant_announcements.html (last
accessed 19 February 2014).
Nordhoff C. 1930. Notes on the off-shore fishing on the
Society Islands. Journal of the Polynesian Society,
39:137–262.

Nsiku E. 2007. Indigenous technical knowledge of
Malawian artisanal fishers. p. 83–102. In: N.
Haggan, B. Neis and I.G. Baird (eds.). Fishers’
knowledge in fisheries science and management.
UNESCO, Paris, France.

Ottino P. and Plessis Y. 1972. Les classifications ouest Paumotu de quelques poissons scaridés et labridés. In
Langues et Techniques, Nature et Societé. Vol II.
Ed. by J. M. C. Thomas, and L. Bernot. Editions
Klinksieck, Paris, France.

Pálsson G. 1995. Learning by fishing: practical science
and scientific practice. p. 85–97. In: S. Hanna, and
M. Munasinghe (eds.). Property Rights in a social
and ecological context: Case studies and design
applications. The World Bank, Washington, DC,
USA.
Pálsson G. 1998. Learning by fishing: practical engagement and environmental concerns. p. 48–66. In:
F. Berkes and C.S. Folke (eds.). Linking social and
ecological systems: management practices and
social mechanisms for building resilience. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK.
Parada J.M., Outeiral R., Iglesias E. and Molares J. 2012.
Assessment of goose barnacle (Pollicipes pollicipes
Gmelin, 1789) stocks in management plans: design
of a sampling program based on the harvesters’
experience. ICES Journal of Marine Science: Journal du Conseil, 69:1840–1849.

34

SPC Traditional Marine Resource Management and Knowledge Information Bulletin #34 – December 2014

Péreau J.C., Doyen L., Little L.R. and Thébaud O. 2012.
The triple bottom line: meeting ecological, economic and social goals with individual transferable quotas. Journal of Environmental Economics
and Management, 63:419–434.
Pierotti R. and Wildcat D. 2000. Traditional ecological
knowledge: the third alternative (commentary).
Ecological Applications, 10:1333–1340.
Pikitch E.K., Santora C., Babcock E.A., Bakun A., Bonfil
R., Conover D.O., Dayton P. et al. 2004. Ecosystembased fishery management. Science, 305:346–347.
Postuma F.A. and Gasalla M.A. 2010. On the relationship
between squid and the environment: artisanal jigging for Loligo plei at São Sebastião Island (248S),
southeastern Brazil. ICES Journal of Marine Science: Journal du Conseil, 67:1353–1362.
Purcell T.W. 1998. Indigenous knowledge and applied
anthropology: questions of definition and direction. Human Organization, 57:258–272.
Rochet M.-J., Prigent M., Bertrand J.A., Carpentier A.,
Coppin F., Delpech J.-P., Fontenelle G. et al. 2008.
Ecosystem trends: evidence for agreement between
fishers’ perceptions and scientific information.
ICES Journal of Marine Science: Journal du Conseil, 65:1057–1068.
Rowe S., and Feltham G. 2000. Eastport Peninsula lobster
conservation: integrating harvesters’ local knowledge and fisheries science for resource co-management. p. 236–248. In: B. Neis and L. Felt (eds.).
Finding our sea legs: linking fishery people and
their knowledge with science and management.
ISER Books, St. John’s, Canada.
Rozwadowski H.M. 2002. The sea knows no boundaries:
a century of marine science under ICES. University
of Washington Press and University of Columbia
Press, London, UK.
Ruddle K. 1991. A research framework for the comparative
analysis of traditional sole property rights fisheries
management systems in the Pacific Basin. Resource
Management and Optimization, 8:143–154.
Ruddle K. 1994a. A guide to the literature on traditional
community based fishery management in the AsiaPacific tropics. FAO Fisheries Circular 869. FAO,
Rome, Italy.
Ruddle K. 1994b. Local knowledge in the folk management of fisheries and coastal marine environments.
p. 161–206. In: C.L. Dyer and J.R. McGoodwin
(eds.). Folk management in the World’s fisheries.
University Press of Colorado, Niwot, USA.
Ruddle K. 2008. Introduction to the collected works of
R.E. Johannes, publications on marine traditional
knowledge and management. SPC Traditional
Marine Resource Management and Knowledge
Information Bulletin, 23:13–24.
Ruddle K. and Davis A. 2011.What is “ecological” in
local ecological knowledge? Lessons from Canada
and Vietnam. Society and Natural Resources, 24:
887–901.
Ruddle K. and Davis A. 2013a. Human rights and neoliberalism in small-scale fisheries: conjoined priorities and processes. Marine Policy, 39:87–93.

Ruddle K. and Davis A. 2013b. Local ecological knowledge (LEK) in interdisciplinary research and application: a critical review. Asian Fisheries Science, 26:
79–100.

Ruddle K. and Johannes R.E. 1985. The Traditional knowledge and management of coastal systems in Asia
and the Pacific. UNESCO, Jakarta, Indonesia.

Ruddle K. and Satria A. 2010. An introduction to preexisting local management systems in Southeast
Asia. p. 1–30. In: K. Ruddle, and A. Satria. Managing coastal and inland waters: pre-existing aquatic
management systems in Southeast Asia. Springer,
Dordrecht, The Netherlands.
Schneider D.C., Alcock E. and Ings D. 2008. The evolving
use of knowledge sources in fisheries assessment.
p. 85–99. In: J.S. Lutz, and B. Neis (eds.). Making
and moving knowledge: interdisciplinarity and
community-based research in a world on the edge.
McGill-Queens University Press, Montreal, Kingston, Canada.
SCU. 2014. Fisheries research projects attract funding. In
Discover SCU: Southern Cross University’s Community News. Southern Cross University. Available
at: http://discover.scu.edu.au/featured/fisheriesfunding/ (last accessed 19 February 2014).
Serra-Pereira B., Erzini K., Maia C. and Figueiredo I. 2014.
Identification of potential essential fish habitats for
skates based on fishers’ knowledge. Environmental Management, 53:985–998.

Shephard S., Connolly P., Hareide N.-R. and Rogan E.
2007. Establishing stakeholder connections for
management of the Irish orange roughy fishery.
ICES Journal of Marine Science: Journal du Conseil, 64:841–845.

Smith A. 1991. Tradition and the development of the
marine resources coastal management plan for the
Yap State, Federated States of Micronesia. Resource
Management and Optimization, 8:155–165.
Soto C.G. 2006. Socio-cultural barriers to applying fishers’ knowledge in fisheries management: an evaluation of literature cases. Simon Fraser University,
Burnaby, Canada.
Spriggs M.J.T. 1981. Vegetable Kingdoms: Taro Irrigation
and Pacific Prehistory. Australian National University, Acton, Australia.

Squires D., Kirkley J. and Tisdell C.A. 1995. Individual
transferable quotas as a fisheries management tool.
Reviews in Fisheries Science, 3:141–169.

Stanley R. D. and Rice J. 2007. Fishers’ knowledge? Why
not add their scientific skills while you’re at it?
p. 401–420. In: N. Haggan, B. Neis and I.G. Baird
(eds.). Fishers’ knowledge in fisheries science and
management. UNESCO, Paris, France.
Stead S., Daw T. and Gray T.S. 2006.Uses of fishers’
knowledge in fisheries management. Anthropology in Action, 13:77–86.

SPC Traditional Marine Resource Management and Knowledge Information Bulletin #34 – December 2014
Stoffle B.W., Halmo D.B., Stoffle R.W. and Burpee C.G.
1994. Folk management and conservation ethics among small-scale fishers of Buen Hombre,
Dominican Republic. p.115–138. In: C.L. Dyer
and J.R. McGoodwin (eds.). Folk management in
the world’s fisheries: lessons for modern fisheries management. University Press of Colorado,
Niwot, USA.
Stöhr C. and Chabay I. 2010. Science and participation in
governance of the Baltic Sea fisheries. Environmental Policy and Governance, 20:350–363.
Tesfamichael D., Pitcher T.J., and Pauly D. 2014. Assessing changes in fisheries using fishers’ knowledge
to generate long time series of catch rates: a case
study from the Red Sea. Ecology and Society, 19.
Available at: http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-06151190118 (last accessed 15 May 2014).

Thompson H. 1943. A biological and economic study of
cod (Gadus callarias L.) in the Newfoundland area
including Labrador. Research Bulletin 14. Department of Natural Resources of the Newfoundland
Government, St. John’s, Canada. 160 p.
Thornton T.F. and Scheer A.M. 2012. Collaborative
engagement of local and traditional knowledge
and science in marine environments: a review. Ecology and Society, 17. Available at: http:// dx.doi.
org/10.5751/ES-04714-170308 (last accessed 15
May 2014).
Turrell W. 2004. The policy basis of the “Ecosystem
Approach” to Fisheries Management. EuroGOOS,
Norrköping, Sweden. 32 p.

35

Valdés-Pizzini M. and García-Quijano C. 2009. Coupling
of humans, habitats and other species: a study of
the fishers’ traditional ecological knowledge (TEK)
in La Parguera. Caribbean Journal of Science,
45:363–371.
Wilson D.C. 2009. The paradoxes of transparency: Science and the ecosystem approach to fisheries management in Europe. Amsterdam University Press,
Amsterdam, the Netherlands. International Journal of the Commons, 4(2):772–775.

Wilson D.C., Raakjær J., and Degnbol P. 2006. Local ecological knowledge and practical fisheries management in the tropics: a policy brief. Marine Policy,
30:794–801.
Wise L., Murta A.G., Carvalho J.P., Abreu P., Fernandes
A.C., Fernandes P., Ferreira A.L., et al. 2010. Using
qualitative information collected onboard trawlers to simulate fishermen’s behaviour. In Fishery
Dependent Information: Making the Most of Fisheries Information. 23–26 August 2010, Galway,
Ireland.

Wroblewski J. 2000. The colour of cod: fishers and scientists identify a local cod stock in Gilbery Bay,
Southern Labrador. p. 72–81. In: B. Neis and L. Felt
(eds.). Finding our sea legs: Linking fishery people
and their knowledge with science and management. ISER Books, St. John’s, Canada.
Zukowski S., Curtis A. and Watts R.J. 2011. Using fisher
local ecological knowledge to improve management: the Murray crayfish in Australia. Fisheries
Research, 110:120–127.

