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Having left the European Union, the UK Fisheries Act (hereafter referred to as the Act) provides a framework that
may advance sustainable marine resource management. This requires the bias towards social-economic concerns
to be recognised, and greater emphasis to be placed on securing the natural capital to support fisheries. A Joint
Fisheries Statement (JFS) to be published in 2022 by the UK’s devolved fisheries authorities will set out how the
objectives of the Act will be achieved. While recognising the value of principles of the Act, this article challenges
the current management framework in light of the wider challenges in fisheries practice. It argues for more
emphasis on ecological and fisheries regeneration, and maximising societal benefits rather than yields. Three
recommendations are provided: (1) an integrated and more holistic Fisheries-Energy-Environment Nexus resource
management approach would better utilise systems thinking to optimise trade-offs and synergies between
competing domains to achieve fisheries, conservation and other environmental goals (e.g delivering the national
net zero strategy); (2) the use of best available technologies as is reasonably practicable to monitor compliance
and facilitate enforcement should be a regulatory requirement under the JFS; (3) the fisheries and marine
conservation science community should work with other stakeholders to change the media narrative, public
opinion, and political direction away from a “business-as-usual” model that risks long-term degradation of the
marine fisheries resource.

1. Introduction

Efforts to restore and protect degraded marine ecosystems are
frequently in direct conflict with traditional fisheries management ob-
jectives of maximizing yield and employment and maintaining food
security [1]. While attempts to resolve conflict between competing
fishing interests have a long history, the conservation of marine species
is a much more recent paradigm. For example, proclamations were made
at the start of the fifteenth and seventeenth centuries, respectively, to
reduce English fishing for cod (Gadus morhua L.) in Icelandic waters [2],
and Dutch fishing for herring (Clupea harengus L.) off the English and
Scottish coasts [3]. In comparison, early marine conservation efforts to
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protect endangered populations from extinction date back only as far as
the start of the last century, such as the conventions for the protection
and preservation of the fur seals of the North Pacific (1911) and the
preservation of the halibut (Hippoglossus stenolepis Schmidt) fishery of
the Northern Pacific Ocean and Bering Sea (1923) [4]. Today, fisheries
management can remain biased towards consideration of the social and
economic dimensions, while the ecological foundations on which sus-
tainable exploitation depends may continue to receive less attention,
indicating a lack of recognition that marine fisheries are
social-ecological systems [5] (Fig. 1). The UK Fisheries Act (hereafter
referred to as the Act) provides an opportunity to address this bias by
advancing more sustainable fisheries policy and management to meet
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the objectives of both marine conservation and the fishing industry.

Although conflicts between the conservation of marine ecology and
fisheries interests are becoming increasingly numerous, dialogue be-
tween the respective stakeholders and co-ordination between the
appropriate authorities is often lacking [10]. Current management
strategies that focus on trade-offs between the two domains frequently
fail to achieve optimal outcomes [11], while opportunities for synergies
(win-win) between conservation and social-economics goals are missed.
In-line with the FAO [12] guidance on sustainable fisheries,' to realise
better trade-offs and synergies for both sectors there is a need to inte-
grate fisheries and marine conservation science to provide advice to
policy makers [13] and highlight the non-financial benefits to fishers,
their communities, and wider society [14].

Although marine fisheries are a relatively small contributor to the UK
economy, representing approximately 0.12% of economic output in
2016 [15], they garner substantial political and public interest,
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especially in relation to historic UK-EU agreements. When the UK
negotiated to join the European Economic Community (EEC) in 1973,
fisheries was a highly controversial issue and one of the last to be settled,
with the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) considered to be one of the
most interventionist of policies [16]. For some in the fishing industry,
the deal struck represented a betrayal [17,18]. Ever since, fisheries have
been a politically sensitive issue, and successive governments have
recognised their social-economic and cultural importance in many
constituencies. The politicisation of fisheries has reinforced the biased
focus on social-economic aspects, rather than ecological ones.

Having left the EU, the management of UK fisheries is no longer
governed by the CFP. As a result, the UK is experiencing substantial
economic, political, and regulatory transition with associated uncer-
tainty as it develops its own domestic fisheries legislation. The Act,
passed by the UK Parliament in November 2020 [19], requires the
devolved fisheries policy authorities to publish a Joint Fisheries State-
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Fig. 1. Marine fisheries are social-ecological systems in which the social-economic domain (dark grey background) is dependent on the ecological foundations (light
grey). Stocks and flows and causal loops illustrate potential interactions associated with overfishing of a hypothetical fish population. The spawning stock biomass is

influenced by recruitment and mortality via a reinforcing (R) and balancing

(B) loop, respectively (R1 and B1), and potentially through immigration (R2) and

emigration (B2) if there is connectivity between populations (e.g. [6] and [7] for plaice). Likewise, the capital of a fishing fleet is influenced by flows of investment
(R3) and depreciation (B3). Spawning stock biomass is positively (+) correlated with yield per capital and profits. Increasing yields and profits may result in
increased fishing efforts (R4) and investments in the fleet. Alternatively, yield per capital may be positively related to fish supply and negatively (-) correlated with
price, driving increased fishing effort if profit ratios decline (R5). As stocks become depleted and the catch per unit effort declines (+ correlation) fishing effort

increases (- correlation) as vessel travel greater distances to reach their quota,

1 A biologically sustainable fish stock is defined by FAO [12] as a stock of
which abundance is at or greater than the level that can produce the maximum
sustainable yield (MSY) (see Kemp et al., 2022 this issue for a discussion).

resulting in increased fuel use as a result (R6) (developed from [8] and [9]).

ment (JFS) by the end of the current year (2022) outlining the strategies
adopted to meet sustainability and other objectives [20]. As a result, the
UK has an opportunity to progress to a more sustainable future for
marine resources rather than continue “business-as-usual”, risking
future degradation of commercial fish stocks and marine environments.
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The consultation process as part of the development of the JFS and
subsequent Fisheries Management Plans provides an important oppor-
tunity for fisheries and marine conservation science communities to
work together with other stakeholders, including neighbouring states, to
positively shape the future management of fisheries. A draft of the JFS
was released for consultation in January 2022 [21].

This paper explores the social-economic factors that underpin the
current status of the UK fisheries resource (for a discussion related to the
ecological domain see Kemp et al. [22], this issue). While recognising
the important principles of the Act and other earlier policies (e.g. the
Marine and Coastal Access Act [2009] and development of Marine
Conservation Zones), such as the ecosystems-based approach, this paper
provides further recommendations that we think should be included in
the final JFS to advance more sustainable management of marine eco-
systems and resilient fish stocks to the benefit of current and future
communities. The need to manage marine resources in an integrated and
holistic manner by accommodating complexity and systems (Nexus)
thinking [23] and the requirement to use available smart technologies to
monitor and protect fisheries is articulated. This article also examines
the role of stakeholders in influencing the debate and considers how the
media discourse, public opinion, and political direction might be shifted
to consider fisheries from a more holistic perspective in which envi-
ronmental regeneration and conservation are recognised as central te-
nets of future policy.

2. Embracing systems complexity: the fisheries-energy-
environment nexus

It is increasingly recognised that a focus on single objectives in a
multi-use ocean will result in strong trade-offs rather than optimal so-
lutions [24], indicating a need for holistic approaches that consider
multiple sectors [25,26]. As a result, a diverse range of approaches to
more sustainable fisheries management have integrated both fisheries
and conservation objectives (e.g. Marine Protected Areas target conser-
vation goals while providing co-benefits [synergies] for fisheries, [27];
but see [1] for a discussion of conflicts [trade-offs] between biodiversity,
climate change, and food security). Many of the frameworks developed,
such as ecosystems-based fisheries management [28], and
co-management and adaptive management [29] will likely play an
important role in advancing UK fisheries policy. However, there is also a
need to progress systems thinking (e.g. [8,30]) to simultaneously solve
multiple sustainability challenges (e.g. UN Sustainability Development
Goals, [31]) that bridge different domains (e.g. net zero Target
Amendment to the Climate Change Act [2008], UK Government [32];
food security, see [33]; marine biodiversity, EU Marine Strategy
Framework Directive, [34]) [23]. That is, to enhance the sustainability
of UK marine fisheries [12] it is important to recognise that they occupy
a position within a wider Food-Energy-Environment Nexus.

The Act does not explicitly adopt a holistic, integrated management
framework, but shows some appreciation of interactions with other
sectors through its eight core fisheries objectives, six of which are
focused on limiting adverse environmental impacts: sustainability,
precautionary, ecosystem, bycatch, scientific evidence and climate
change [19]. Indeed, the draft JFS [21] implicitly describes a Nexus
approach. For example, it states that ‘alignment and integration of
fisheries management with wider marine management mechanisms is
essential’ [21]. It also calls on fishery policy authorities to pursue
appropriate research and policies to protect, restore and sustainably
manage blue carbon habitats as a nature-based solution that can support
adaptation and resilience to climate change, alongside benefits for car-
bon sequestration and biodiversity. The detail of such measures will be
critical in practice but at least the JFS provides an opportunity to enact
measures that could make an important contribution to wider environ-
mental objectives, such as reducing greenhouse gas emissions in fishing
as part of the strategy to achieve net zero by 2050 [32].

There are considerable challenges to enhancing the environmental
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sustainability of fisheries when viewed more holistically. Globally, to-
day’s fishing fleets are heavily reliant on hydrocarbons (fuel represents
up to 60% of the total costs of fishing, [35,36]), and impose a large
carbon footprint [37]. In the UK context, one study estimates that the UK
marine fisheries emitted 914.4 kilotons of CO5 between May 2012 and
May 2013 [38,39], while producing other harmful atmospheric pollut-
ants (e.g NOyx and SO, [38]). Furthermore, the magnitude of carbon and
other emissions from fishing has increased globally over the decades,
with the small-scale sector (and particularly those that focus on pelagic
species, [40]) having lesser impacts in terms of emissions per unit catch
than what are considered to be the larger industrial fleet (e.g. vessel
length range: 16-150 m; capacity range: 185 — 7235 kW.boat ! in [41]).
The increasing carbon footprint partly reflects the ever-greater distances
travelled in search of a dwindling number of fish [42] (R6 in Fig. 1).
Since 1950, this has been achieved through state subsidised fuel ([39,43,
44] for UK context) that enables higher fishing effort and capacity and
reduces long-term fish production and carbon sequestration in the ocean
[45]. This overexploitation threatens the welfare of fishing communities
[43,46] because it is increasingly unprofitable (e.g. [47]). Small-scale
fishers in particular are left in ever greater indebtedness (e.g. [48] for UK
context) when fuel price is volatile ([49] for UK context) as has become
pertinent over recent times (e.g. Seafish [50] in relation to the fuel
crisis). As such, providing unsustainable support to sectors of the in-
dustry that may be overexploiting a primary resource can lead to
resource dependency [51], while reducing the resilience of local com-
munities that may be more dependent on the fishing sectors that might
employ less environmentally damaging techniques. Therefore, it is
important to meet commitments to remove capacity enhancing harmful
subsidies [43], such as the fuel tax exemption that preferentially benefits
some sectors of the industry [52], while at the same time not dis-
advantaging others ([22], this issue). Convictions to do so must be
maintained, despite conflicting future strategies that may be employed
by competing states [53].

Today, the UK fishing fleet continues to represent a large proportion
of the total shipping sector when considered as the absolute number of
vessels (e.g. 2019: 5911 registered fishing vessels, [54], compared to
1177 cargo vessels, [55]). Although the number of fishing vessels has
been reduced to just over half registered three-decades ago (1990: 11,
189, [56]), it nevertheless continues to represent an important
contributor to the overall UK transport sectors’ greenhouse gas emis-
sions (which itself represents 28% of the UK’s total emissions, 2018
figures, [57]). Some sectors of the fleet are particularly strong contrib-
utors. For example, using Automatic Identification Systems (AIS) data to
calculate an activity-based estimate of annual fuel consumption,
trawlers use nearly 93% of the amount consumed by the total UK fishing
fleet (2012-2013 data) [38]. Furthermore, it is suggested that the in-
direct carbon footprint of bottom trawling and dredging may be
increased through the disturbance of marine sediments that store car-
bon, resulting in the release of aqueous CO; [24]. It should be recognised
that, as carbon cycle dynamics and interactions between the atmosphere
and oceans are complex, there are substantial uncertainties related to
the consequences of disturbing marine sediments [58] and that the
underpinning assumptions may be incorrect [59]. Nevertheless, re-
ductions in the UK bottom trawl capacity may have the potential to
enhance the recovery of those species harvested and enable the regen-
eration of benthic habitat in areas where they have been damaged and
are most sensitive [60], while possibly contributing to climate change
mitigation by protecting carbon stocks.

In addition to the carbon footprint of fishing, there are also sub-
stantial transportation and processing costs driven by an imbalance in
what is caught and eaten in the UK. Prior to Brexit, approximately 75%
of the fish eaten nationally was imported, while up to 80% of that caught
was exported [61], with the majority (67% by value in 2019) of exports
destined for the EU [54]. Overall, the UK has been a net importer of fish
since the mid-1980s, with a trade deficit of around 348,000 tonnes of
fish and related products in 2019, worth £ 1.7bn [54]. Pelagic species
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represent the greatest proportion (around half in 2019) of the UK catch
in terms of weight, with herring and mackerel Scomber scombrus L.,
comprising the largest exports of wild caught fish. The top three imports
in weight are tuna, e.g. Thunnus spp., cod and salmon; while shrimps and
prawns e.g. Penaeid spp., salmon and cod are the most valuable cate-
gories [54,62]. Interestingly, when considering the nation’s favourite,
cod, the amount the UK exports (annual average 15,260 tonnes, 2015 —
2019 data, [56]) is almost identical to that caught by the home fleet and
landed into UK ports (15,700 tonnes), although the vast majority
consumed (110,900 tonnes) is imported, primarily from Iceland [63].
When viewed purely from an energy perspective, the logic of exporting
an equivalent volume of fish as that which is caught, while importing the
rest, is highly questionable. The explanation relates to differences in
consumer demand as imports are predominately from Iceland as frozen
at sea fillets that supply the UK’s fish-and-chips trade, while exports are
sold overseas as a fresh premium product. When considering fisheries
more holistically as part of a wider Food-Energy-Environment Nexus,
taking on board the challenges of a shifting climate (e.g [64]), vari-
ability in fuel prices (e.g [49]), geo-politically driven modifications of
supply chains ([65,66] in relation to tariffs on Russian whitefish imports
in response to the invasion of Ukraine) and declining and moving stocks
[67,68], there is a need to consider how to address imbalances that
contribute to the unsustainable use of energy and overexploitation of
fish.

Wasteful practices in the fisheries and aquaculture processing supply
chain illustrate the need for a Nexus-based approach to fisheries man-
agement. Of all marine fish caught globally, approximately 35% is either
lost or wasted (FAO, 2018) due to an inability to keep the catch fresh, or
because fish are discarded as undesirable or too small for market,
creating a circle in which fishers catch more fish to compensate for those
discarded (another reinforcing causal loop in addition to those illus-
trated in Fig. 1). Furthermore, despite extensive efforts to replace animal
with plant protein (e.g. [69,70]), a number of aquaculture systems
depend on feed provided by the processing of wild caught forage fish
that people could have eaten [71], and generate huge quantities of waste
[72]. Forage fish are the crucial link between lower and upper trophic
levels in the food web because they transport energy from
millimetre-sized plankton to the larger fish eaters [73]. For that reason,
they should not be overfished, and when they are fished, preferably used
directly for human consumption rather than animal feed to reduce en-
ergy lost through a long food chain. Reduction of fish waste overall,
while using that which remains to produce biofuels (e.g [74]), may
represent a Nexus success, providing it does not generate greater pres-
sure on fish populations through creation of a fish waste market to
supply renewable energy needs (e.g. [75]).

From a Nexus perspective, sustainable fisheries might be possible if
harvest is set at levels that allow stocks to recover using techniques that
facilitate the regeneration of sensitive habitats in those areas where they
have been damaged, while reducing the carbon footprint of long supply
chains. This can be achieved by focusing on the domestic UK market and
products with short supply chains (e.g., as opposed to European caught
fish shipped to China for processing before returning to the UK for
consumption, [76]), with the additional benefit that these are likely to
be easier to monitor and less prone to infiltration with illegally caught or
mislabelled fish sourced from elsewhere (see [77]). This is not a small
challenge, however, as it would require the marketing of the catch of
local fishers to drive a change in dietary preference of the wider public, a
requirement recognised in the draft JFS with respect to the need for the
fisheries policy authorities to promote locally sourced seafood and
encourage better consumer awareness to make informed choices related
to a more sustainable and healthy diet [21].

If a shift in preference to locally caught fish could be achieved then
this would provide a healthy and climate-conscious alternative to other
sources of protein, such as red meat that has a considerably larger car-
bon footprint [40,78,79]. In the UK context, one study indicated that the
age and sex adjusted average dietary carbon emissions (kilograms of
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carbon dioxide equivalents per day) for those who selected to be “fish
eaters” (i.e. excluded red meat but ate fish) was just over half (54%) of
that of those whose diet included a high red meat component
(>100 g day™) [80]. Indeed, compared to industrial® fishing, local
marine food systems based on “Community Supported Fisheries” can
reduce the carbon footprint of seafood distribution by two orders of
magnitude, while benefitting conservation through targeting stocks that
are in high local abundance [81] and improving the security of local
food networks in the face of market shocks (e.g. due to COVID-19, [82]).

3. Integrating social-political solutions to challenges of the
Fisheries-Environment-Energy Nexus

To solve the challenges of integrated resource exploitation and sus-
tainable long-term management there is a need to develop and combine
bottom-up and top-down social-political and technological fixes, while
remaining cognisant of potential unintended consequences (e.g fuel
consumption and CO» emissions are reduced for electric pulse compared
to beam trawling, but results in spatial displacement of fishing activity
and a shift to a different target species, Turenhout et al. [84]). From an
isolated viewpoint of enhancing fisheries sustainability, it is clear that
stocks should not be overexploited, and if they are actions should be
taken to allow them to regenerate to sustainable levels, wasteful prac-
tices should be minimised, and the most damaging techniques (e.g
bottom trawling on sensitive rocky reefs, [85]) reduced or stopped.
From a wider Nexus perspective, however, there is also a need to
decarbonise the fishing industry, while at the same time promoting
low-energy and sustainable fisheries (in support of a wider dietary shift
that may include more plant protein) to reduce dependency on energy
intensive production of red meat [80].

The challenge of achieving a more sustainable Fisheries-Energy-Envi-
ronment Nexus is not straight forward, as some goals might be contra-
dictory, requiring trade-offs and compromise (e.g in employment,
profitability, wages and carbon emissions, [86]; and fishing method,
[87]). From the UK perspective, an obvious contribution to a solution,
although one that is likely challenging to achieve, is to shift dietary
preference to more abundant and local species caught using sustainable
techniques. For example, if the UK preference could be shifted, even if
only partially, from the four main wild capture species (cod, haddock,
tuna, and prawns), to species, such as mackerel, herring and langoustine
Nephrops norvegicus L., there would not only be a reduction of pressure
on overexploited stocks, but a decline in the energy costs of capture and
transport.

There are precedents in the terrestrial agriculture sector for shifting
from industrially produced and globally sourced food systems to those
that are based on short, local supply chains (e.g. “farm-to-fork™). Some
emphasise the social (e.g. [88]) and environmental (e.g. [89]) benefits of
such initiatives [90]; others point to weak supporting evidence [91], and
argue that buying globally benefits the world’s poorest communities
while carbon offsetting can help mitigate the environmental footprint of
transportation [92]. Nevertheless, the supply of locally caught sea fish
(e.g. through Community Supported Fisheries) will reduce the energy
costs of harvest, processing and transportation typically associated with
longer supply chains without the need for offsetting, the value of which
is both empirically and ethically contested (e.g. [93,94]). This will also
enable the public to access high-quality, nutritious, fresh seafood while
supporting local fishing communities and enabling a better capture of

2 Thurstan et al. [83] describe the industrialization of fishing as accelerating
from 1889 to the onset of World War I. Today “industrial fishing” is a rather
arbitrary term. In the UK context we define industrial vessels to be larger than
the small-scale (< 10 m) fleet, not confined to inshore local coastal waters
during their typical fishing activity, and that tend to be corporate owned by
large businesses (as opposed to private or family owned, or by small partner-
ships and co-operatives).
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value for coastal fishers [95] that may employ less-damaging tech-
niques, but are frequently marginalised in the policy dialogue [96,97].
This sector may also become more accountable and potentially better
governed than others operating in distant regions because there is a
stronger drive for sustainability if consumers are more aware of activ-
ities taking place in their local marine environment, as evidenced
through various case study examples (e.g. [98] for non-UK examples;
[99] for description of the first community Marine Protected Area
designation in the Isle of Arran, Scotland, UK).

If more holistic management of marine resources is to be achieved
through a bottom-up societally driven approach, then consumers must
be sufficiently informed of the implications of their choices, e.g in
relation to which fish to eat. Indeed, one of the aspirations as outlined in
the draft JFS is that seafood will be promoted by the national fisheries
authorities who will facilitate the development of robust labelling and
traceability systems that can support accreditation and are under-
standable to the consumer [21]. Historically, the Marine Stewardship
Council (MSC) was established to develop standards for sustainable
fishing and to inform consumers about which fish they can eat with a
clear conscience through a certification and ecolabelling scheme [100].
The intention of the MSC was to influence consumer choice, reward
sustainable fisheries, minimise impacts on the ecosystem, and develop
effective and responsive management. Several studies highlight the
credibility of the scheme [101,102], and that MSC certification has led
to many improvements in the management of fisheries [103]. However,
others remain unconvinced that the approach reduces the decline of
stocks overall [104], benefits the wider environment (e.g. [105]), or
addresses ethical issues, such as labour practices on board vessels (e.g.
[106]). Others highlight flaws in the assessment protocols [107], or
consider the principles to be applied in a too lenient and discretionary
manner due to the liberal interpretation by third-party adjudicators
[108] with questionable independence [107]. There may also be an
imbalance in power between different sectors, as accreditation requires
sufficient funding for assessment that may be difficult for indebted
small-scale fishers to resource, resulting in their environmental cre-
dentials remaining unseen or unrewarded by a market that demands
ecolabelling. Furthermore, from the Nexus perspective, ecolabelling
schemes may preferentially influence selection of imported products,
despite having travelled substantial distances from developing nations,
providing contradictory messaging and conflicting choices for the con-
sumer [109].

There are alternative approaches to persuade the public to eat local
fish. This includes rebranding of products in association with modified
marketing campaigns [110]. There are lots of historic examples: ang-
lerfish Lophiidae spp., were advertised as monkfish; pilchards
S. pilchardus as Cornish sardines; and dogfish and huss Scyliorhinus
stellaris L., as rock salmon. More recently, the Cornish Fish Producers
Organisation announced the rebranding of several products, historically
sold mainly to customers in Spain, due to difficulties in exporting fresh
food to the continent after Brexit [111]. The British public may now
purchase locally sourced products marketed as Cornish king crab (as
opposed to spider crab Maja squinado Herbst, 85% of which was previ-
ously exported) or Cornish sole (as opposed to megrim Lepidorhombus
whiffiagonis Walbaum, for which 95% was exported).

While educating the public on decisions about food choice, multiple
factors (e.g. taste, nutrition, price, habit, choice, and ethics and sus-
tainability) interact to create a wide range of possible outcomes (e.g.
[112,113]). Some may choose to abstain from eating fish entirely (e.g.
promoted by the Netflix documentary Seaspiracy [2021]), and others
might select species based on their population status, while many more
are governed by alternative factors that, for them, take higher priority
(e.g. price in the face of a “cost-of-living crisis”). There is a role for
bottom-up consumer-led mechanisms to improve fisheries outcomes
[114]. It is important to note that they will ultimately prove insufficient
without the top-down regulation and/or industry-led governance cen-
tred around sustainability if real change is to be initiated.
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At a European regional scale, to solve many of the complex chal-
lenges associated with enhancing the sustainability of transboundary
fisheries in a multi-use ocean, neighbouring coastal states must continue
to work closely together to secure optimal social-ecological outcomes.
The UK-EU Trade and Cooperation Agreement (TCA) provided an op-
portunity to redistribute quota so that fishing activity could align better
with the decarbonisation agenda of both the UK government and the
wider EU. During the negotiations the EU proposed a continuation of
allocation based on the principles of historical fishing rights, otherwise
known as “relative stability”, in which fixed shares of the total allowable
catches (TACs) for each fish quota were based on reported landings
during a reference period from 1973 to 1978 [115]. The UK negotiation
appeared to be based more on the principle of “zonal attachment” that
would develop a greater linkage between the fishing fleet and the
geographic location of the fish populations over the course of their life
history.

There is scope under the Act to adopt the principle of zonal attach-
ment as a tool that can be used to negotiate shares of quota at the in-
ternational level and that could result in more quota being secured, and
so made available for distribution to fleets in the UK. This would enable
the home fleet to obtain a greater share of the stock residing within its
local waters [116], and improve the economic link between fishing ac-
tivities and coastal communities as is one of the objectives of the Act
[117]. Thus, from a Nexus perspective, zonal attachment has the po-
tential to reduce the carbon footprint and other environmental costs
associated with the existing supply chain, especially if consumers are
persuaded to buy local and more sustainably sourced fish from sectors of
the fleet using less-damaging techniques. This would align with inter-
national policy commitments (e.g. COP26, [118]) and may also provide
a means to prepare for climate driven shifts in the spatial distribution of
populations, such as that observed for mackerel in the northeast Atlantic
that triggered a dispute between the EU, Norway, Iceland, and the Faroe
Islands [119], thus reducing the potential for future conflict between
partners.

The final TCA agreement reflects a negotiated compromise in which
provisions on allocation appear to be closer to the aspirations of relative
stability supported by the EU than those of zonal attachment proposed
by the UK [120]. Twenty-five percent of the previous EU quota for fish
caught in UK waters will be reallocated to the UK gradually over a
five-and-a-half year period. This will be achieved in incremental phases,
with a 15% reallocated in year 1 (2021) and a further 2.5% per year
thereafter. Scrutiny of the details at a national scale indicate minimal
benefits for the small-scale fleet and little realignment with zonal
attachment [121]. Instead, large commercial vessels are most likely to
benefit. This is because the increase in quota is skewed to only some
stocks, largely for pelagic and North Sea species such as Norway pout
Trisopterus esmarkii Nilsson, horse mackerel Trachurus trachurus L., and
hake Merluccius merluccius L., species that are generally unsuitable for
the small-scale sector (Table 1 in [122]). Regarding the increase in value
across 56 fish stocks due to gaining EU quota, 41% of it comes from just
one mackerel stock (Western), while other populations do not undergo
any change at all [121]. Despite the shortcoming of the deal contained in
the TCA, there remains scope for changing the distribution of fishing
entitlements under the Act. This could be enabled under Section 25,
which requires national fisheries authorities to use transparent and
objective criteria when distributing fishing opportunities. This means
having regard to the fisheries objectives and includes criteria relating to
environmental, social and economic factors. This provision could be
used to increase access to stocks by small-scale fleets, or vessels that use
less environmentally harmful gear or that have a lower carbon footprint.

4. Technological advance: smart fisheries
Historically, technology to exploit fish stocks has advanced more

rapidly than regulations to protect them, resulting in some cases in a
one-sided race towards ecosystem degradation and stock depletion. For
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example, the emergence of steam trawlers in the 1880s increased fishing
power on average by eight times per vessel [123], and enabled bottom
trawling further off-shore, deeper, for longer periods, and with larger,
more efficient gear [83]. This trend continued so that at the turn of the
millennium a diesel-powered trawler had between 50 and 100 times
higher fishing power for cod and plaice Pleuronectes platessa L., respec-
tively, than the sail powered vessels they replaced [123]. Today, fishing
power is enhanced further by, for example, developing greater fish
finding capabilities [124], such as using drones to provide a more effi-
cient and cheaper alternative to commercial manned aircraft to locate
high-value species, such as tuna [125].

Advances in computer science, e.g. related to “Big data”, “Artificial
intelligence” (AI), such as machine learning and computer vision [126],
and the “Internet of Things” (IoT) [127], are expanding the distribution
and accessibility of data to allow fishers to optimise their activities
[126]. For example, information on oceanic conditions (e.g. temperature
and salinity) gathered by “smart buoys” and stored on cloud servers (e.g.
NTT Docomo, [128]) has the potential to be interrogated on a fishers
smartphone to predict the following day’s catch. In the UK context, the
Scottish Inshore Fisheries Integrated Data System (SIFIDS) project,
administered by the Scottish Government and conducted in collabora-
tion with industry and academia, provides an example of the develop-
ment of a sophisticated system that will enable fishermen to collect data
to facilitate decision-making in fisheries management and marine
planning [129]. Initiatives have included pilot schemes to trial low-cost
tracking systems that enable the automation of data collection and
sharing while minimising the burden of reporting (e.g. [130]); link GPS
tracks, gear deployment sensors and catch data to assess fishing intensity
and Catch Per Unit Effort; develop a prototype scanning device that
automates the determination of size and sex of live brown crabs and
lobsters onboard vessels while at sea [131]; advance low-cost, non-in-
vasive techniques to identify scallop grounds, deployed from an inshore
fishing vessel; and create methods to combine socio-economic data with
fishing drivers to inform policy and business planning.

Even actions to enhance fisheries sustainability, e.g. by reducing
carbon footprints, may have unintended consequences by increasing
fishing power that could threaten stocks if they are poorly managed. For
example, by transitioning to alternative fuels, such as hydrogen, or by
using solar electricity, the relationship between fishing activity and the
cost of hydrocarbon-based fuel (such as red diesel) will be disconnected,
enabling future vessels to operate more efficiently and increasing the
potential for unsustainable exploitation if robust management systems
are not employed and compliance enforced. Japan has invested in
shifting to renewable energy in fishing activities for over a decade (e.g.
[132]), and representatives of the motor industry (e.g. Toyota &
Hyundai) are now building fishing boats driven by hydrogen fuel cells
[133]. Elsewhere, others are advancing alternative forms of energy to
power vessels, including solar (e.g. [134]) and hybrid energy configu-
rations (e.g [135,136]). Without adopting a precautionary Nexus based
approach, the next generation of fleet may enhance fishing power and
capacity in a way that could imperil wild fish populations and the
fisheries and other societal benefits which depend on them, while at the
same time claiming green credentials when viewed from the perspective
of the decarbonisation agenda.

Rather than developing more efficient techniques to find and harvest
fish, today’s challenge is to employ technologies to promote environ-
mentally sensitive and less wasteful methods of capture, while moni-
toring and reporting catches in real time relative to targets set and
changes in stock status. To facilitate stock regeneration, a move forward
will entail reversing long-term trends of increasing efficiency and ca-
pacity [124], e.g. by simultaneously increasing mesh size and reducing
the dimension of fishing nets used while deploying them less frequently
and for shorter periods. Even with such efforts, however, there is a need
to use cutting-edge technologies to help advance more precise stock
management and enforcement programmes.

Advances in computer science are changing the methods of
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monitoring and managing traditional supply chains. At one end of the
scale, fishers are installing webcams on board their boats and using
social media platforms to market their catches online (e.g for UK ex-
amples see [137-139]), thus directly matching supply and demand and
potentially reducing waste. At the other end, Big Data and the IoT allows
the generation and use of large amounts of information in a more
effective and integrated way, including supply chain management of fish
products, as part of new “Smart Fisheries Management” (SFM) systems.
The IoT comprises a network of billions of devices, such as those
embedded within sensors and software that connect, collect and
communicate the large quantities of near-real time georeferenced data
generated (e.g. [126]). These data can be used to advance dynamic and
flexible approaches to SFM at appropriate scales, e.g. to adjust catch
targets, reassign quota, and close fisheries in response to information on
stock status, harvest, and market price. For example, commercially
available networks of linked wireless sensors installed on fishing gear
provide data on fleet effort while at sea, such as counts of winch revo-
lutions, winch direction, and date and time that nets are submerged and
hauled (e.g. [140]). This information can be transferred via Vessel
Tracking and Monitoring solutions to terrestrial databases to help co-
ordinate more sustainable management (e.g. [140]).

At the consumer end of the supply chain, those purchasing fish are
increasingly aided in their decision making through technology.
Smartphone apps, such as “The Good Fish Guide”, provide information
on specific stocks, indicating which should be avoided (red tags),
preferred (green) and eaten only occasionally (amber) [141]. At the
same time, supermarket stores are using smart technology to enhance
inventory management and advertising. Sensor and camera networks,
for example, can signal the need to replenish shelves, monitor the
temperature of freezers, and record the behaviours of customers as they
search for the best prices [142]. Smart shelves have electronic visual
displays that can grab the attention of the shopper [143] and update the
prices across the entire store within minutes, while providing additional
information (e.g nutritional value) and personalised advertising to the
consumer. Cameras integrated with image recognition systems monitor
customer-object interactions (e.g. [144]), potentially identifying age
group and gender of the consumer as they pass a shelf, enabling the
display of special offers based on the probability of product preference.
This is further informed by the sensors on the shelves interacting with
smartphone apps, highlighting deals on products based on purchasing
history and preference (e.g. [145]), and potentially environmental
consciousness.

As the UK is one of the global leaders in high-tech computer science,
including in Big Data, Al and IoT (e.g. [146]), it is well placed to adopt
sophisticated approaches to SFM. This includes in monitoring and
enforcing compliance with regulations and identifying illegal fishing
and environmentally damaging activities. For example, by integrating
increasingly accessible and accurate satellite imagery data with machine
learning it is possible to identify and track vessels to monitor compliance
and detect illegal fishing activity (e.g. [147,148]). This can advance
fisheries enforcement, while helping industry comply with regulations
developed to enhance sustainability of the supply chain, e.g. by identi-
fying and acting against non-compliant vessels (such as those that fish in
MPAs or otherwise illegally) when forming purchasing decisions. In-
formation provided by remote sensing can be further reinforced by that
gained from onboard Remote Electronic Monitoring (REM) systems (e.g.
continuous digital camera recording, Global Positioning Systems, Global
Navigation Satellite Systems, AIS and Vessel Monitoring Systems) to
improve cost-efficiency, increase representative coverage of the fleet,
and enhance the registration of fishing activity and location [149].
These enhance the collection of data [126] for electronic reporting and
documenting schemes that track the location and amount of fish caught
against quota.

The use of REM for regulatory enforcement and data collection was
raised and debated as part of an amendment to the Fisheries Bill as it
passed through Parliament. While the value of REM was recognised, it
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was argued that a flexible framework was required, rather than
restrictive regulation [150]. This highlighted an unwillingness by the
Government to impose technology on the fishing industry, arguing
instead that is it better to collaborate with the sector than impose con-
straints [150]. Indeed, this reflects a trend in institutional responses over
recent decades in which an emphasis on legislation regulating fisheries
in sovereign territorial waters has shifted towards “soft” governance, e.g.
relying on voluntary codes of conduct as has been proposed for man-
agement of trawling [151], market incentives and partnerships between
fishers and governments [152]. While there is undoubtedly value in
working in collaboration with stakeholders in developing future fish-
eries management and conservation policy, and novel approaches can be
adopted to improve the efficacy of voluntary codes of conduct (e.g. see
[153] in relation to the use of “nudges”), relying purely on voluntary
measures alone rarely bring about substantial improvement in envi-
ronmental outcomes [154] unless as part of a SMART regulatory system
[155]. The amendment was ultimately defeated, and a regulatory
requirement for REM was excluded from the Act, although its value has
been positively reiterated in the draft JFS as an element that should be
further explored by the fisheries policy authorities where appropriate. In
the context of an urgent need to reverse the degradation of a primary
resource, we argue that voluntary actions to protect marine fisheries
should be further reinforced by a regulatory framework that requires
adoption of best available technology where reasonably practicable
(rather than where appropriate). At the same time, further work is
needed to better understand the impediments to uptake including the
concerns of fishers related to intrusion of privacy, liability and costs
[149]. The draft JFS is open to innovation in sourcing and using data,
and its commitment to fostering collaborative approaches is to be
welcomed [21]. This is important because a top-down imposition of
reporting and monitoring requirements without bottom-up buy-in can
lead to conflicts [156].

5. The public, political and media dimensions in advancing
sustainable fisheries policy

While UK marine fisheries are a public asset ([157]; draft JFS), recent
debate on their future is prejudiced towards the short-term interests of
the fishing industry, more specifically the quota owning large vessel
sector [158]. This biased perspective was highlighted by the politicised
media coverage of the UK-EU negotiations over a post-Brexit trade deal
during a period in which fisheries became particularly newsworthy
(Fig. 2). The narrative focused on the social-economic system and
largely ignored the ecological domain that provides its foundations. In
an analysis of the media coverage (Fig. 2), the articles discuss UK
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fisheries almost entirely within the context of trade deals, with issues
such as gaining a “fairer share” of quota, regaining “control” of UK
waters, and “sovereignty”, being the primary concerns. Similar issues
were prioritised by the fishing industry during stakeholder engagement
workshops in the year after the Brexit referendum [18]. Conversely,
media commentary on the regeneration of stocks and the conservation of
imperilled populations was largely absent. In the wider public debate,
there appears to be a lack of interest in, and awareness and acknowl-
edgement of, the long-term decline and some recent recoveries of fish
populations on which the UK fishers depend ([22,159],), or the threat to
their habitat of damaging fishing practices. Considering that public
support for environmental policies is influenced, to some extent at least,
by the amount of media coverage [160], its content, the framing of the
message, and the source of information provided [161], the creation of a
more sustainable fishing industry depends on the engagement of wider
society in a more holistic and balanced discussion. This includes intro-
ducing the public, and the politicians that represent them, to the concept
of fisheries as a social-ecological system so that more informed and
nuanced opinions influence the political agenda and societal behav-
iours, such as which food to eat. Before attempting to reframe the debate
there is a need to consider why current discussions on sustainable fish-
eries might not be high on the agenda and identify barriers to engage-
ment needed to facilitate environmental awareness.

Environmental knowledge is an essential antecedent of awareness in
the shift towards meaningful pro-environmental behaviour and policy
change [162]. High-profile environmental issues that garner media
attention and awareness and that lead to public support and political
action include climate change [163], biodiversity loss (see [164] and
[165] for comparisons with climate change) and, more recently, plastic
pollution of the oceans [166]. In comparison, current attention on the
overexploitation by some UK marine fisheries, or indeed global fisheries,
appears to be limited. Without direct public engagement, this topic will
remain unfamiliar to large sections of society ambivalent to the com-
plexities of sustainable resource management, while more simplistic
messages on sovereignty and fairer shares are easier to understand and
appeal to nationalistic sentiments. Furthermore, indicators of resource
vulnerability are difficult to discern, as the public are generally unlikely
to observe in situ shifts in fish abundance or damage caused to marine
habitats beneath the waves. Indirect or secondary indicators are also less
easy to identify, as trips to local fish markets are increasingly a thing of
the past, while the provenance of produce displayed on supermarket
shelves might be difficult to ascertain, and in some cases intentionally
fraudulent [167].

One of the principal signals of resource availability is pricing (see R5
in Fig. 1). As the abundance of fish decline due to overexploitation,

Fig. 2. A word cloud generated on 30 December
2020 based on the text obtained from the first 20
articles retrieved from “Google News” using the
search term “Fisheries AND Brexit”. On this date
the UK Parliament voted overwhelmingly to
approve the post-Brexit trade deal agreed six days
earlier on 24 December 2020. The articles inter-
rogated had been published between one hour
and one month prior to the search. The word
cloud illustrates the bias in the text (16,666
words) towards consideration of socio-economic
elements, with words such as “deal” (198),
“quota” (76), “trade” (75), “access” (46), and
“control” (13) appearing at much higher fre-
quencies than those related to stock recovery and
management, such as “sustainable” (2), “sus-
tainability” (1), “conserving” (1). The words
“conservation”, “recovery”, “restoration”, and
“regeneration” were not used in any of the
articles.
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economic theory predicts a negative relationship between price of
products and elastic demand [168]; consumer demand and pressure on
stocks should reduce as the product becomes more expensive. Increasing
prices may influence environmental awareness by providing a signal to
the consumer of resource vulnerability. These relationships break down,
however, when the global nature of markets prevent transmission of
price signals from local fisheries to the consumer [63]. Signals are
weakened when declines in local catches are diluted by product sub-
stitution from alternative sources, e.g. UK imports of cod from Iceland
and the Faeroes ensuring a constant supply despite reductions in North
Sea contributions from around 50% in 1983 to just above 10% in 2010
[63]. Today the average value of cod landed by British vessels in the UK
remains relatively constant despite declines in catch (Fig. 3). Likewise,
government interventions, such as subsidies (e.g. fuel duty exemption,
[169]) or price control, influence the dynamics of supply by modifying
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Fig. 3. Despite a declining trend in (a) landings of cod by UK vessels into UK
ports between 1983 and 2019 (MMO data), (b) a strong positive linear rela-
tionship between landings and value (y = 2.32x + 0.94, R> = 0.95, F = 655.35,
p < 0.001), resulted in (c) a fluctuating but consistent (flat line: y = 0.002x
-2.17, R? = 0.0081, F = 0.29, p = 0.60) mean price (£°000s per tonne). The
lack of a price signal to consumers despite falling supply from home waters as a
result of imported product are likely to limit cues on stock status. All values
have been converted to the present day (2020) price equivalent using the
annual Retail Price Index (RPI).
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cost structures [170]. This was epitomised by the reduction in the supply
of demersal fish during World War II (see Fig. 1, [22,171]). In 1941,
landings of the English fleet were only 18% of the pre-war level, and
despite an increase in foreign landings, primarily from Iceland, the total
British supply was only 40% of that in 1938 [172]. With a reduction in
availability of fish, and an increase in the cost of harvest and distribu-
tion, the price of many stocks of demersal fish rose rapidly at the start of
the war (Fig. 4), leading to the introduction of price control from 1941
onwards [172].

Price signals can be weakened when supply chains become increas-
ingly consolidated and integrated, with large firms or co-operatives of
wholesalers, processors, and retailers exerting a downward pressure on
prices that the individual fishers are forced to accept [63]. This not only
limits signals to the consumer that indicate the potential degraded status
of marine resources but threatens the viability of UK fishing commu-
nities. This is particularly the case for owners of the smaller vessels who
are left to absorb increasing costs through incurring greater debt and
risking job security while struggling to recruit crew [49]. Overall, as
these factors conspire to dampen the feedback of price signals, the
challenge of advancing sustainable fisheries management is impeded.
Indeed, even if education and environmental awareness of the status of
fish stocks and ecosystems are enacted via alternative routes, such as
books (e.g. Four Fish, [173]), documentaries (e.g The End of the Line,
2009), and public engagement campaigns (e.g. Hugh Fearnley--
Whittingstall’s Fish Fight , 2010), the fact that the availability of afford-
able fish remains relatively consistent continues to send contradictory
signals to the wider public [63].

Even when an “environmentally aware” public are in possession of
sufficient knowledge, either provided via price signals or other infor-
mation sources, it is not a given that they will display pro-environmental
behaviour, or support those that advocate for doing so. The reasons for a
gap between awareness and action are numerous and complex [174].
These include demographics, and external (e.g. geography, institutional,
economic, and social) and internal (e.g. age, motivation, awareness,
attitudes) factors, the combinations of which lead to political “pre-
dispositions” [175]. There has been considerable examination and
empirical evidence collected to quantify the role of different actors in
changing public opinion and political direction in relation to a wide
range of issues. Particular attention has been directed to understanding
the influence of “political” or “intellectual” elites (e.g. politicians or
academics), the media, and activists and interest groups, all of which
have an important role in reframing and shifting the UK fisheries debate.

6. Expert engagement with elites, media and advocates to shift
public opinion

The intention to influence public opinion is highlighted in the draft
JFS in reference to the fisheries policy authorities’ role in improving
perception of the fishing industry as a good place to work and promoting
positive benefits of eating locally caught seafood as a healthy, low-
carbon, and sustainable protein source [21]. Detail on how this will be
achieved, however, is lacking, as is recognition for the need to shift
public and political awareness, opinion, and support towards a more
balanced social-ecological perspective to deliver sustainable fisheries
management.

Multiple factors interact to influence public opinion (e.g. political
debate and media narrative, [176]), and their relative importance can
change over time and with context. For example, elite discourse,
considered to be one of the most important drivers (e.g. [175]), is
modified by other interacting influences, such as exposure to different
perspectives [177]. The availability of information is another important
determinant [178,179], but is often lacking on environmental issues.
Even when evidence on which to base informed opinions is available,
there is no guarantee that public attitudes and behaviours will be
influenced in meaningful ways. Indeed, the role of science can be
ambiguous and limited, compared to the influence of elite cues and
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Fig. 4. Variation in mean value (£,000s per tonne) of demersal fish landed into Great Britain/UK ports by home fishing fleet from 1919 — 2019 for six commercially
important species. For all species there is a clear spike in mean value at the start of World War II, after which price control was introduced. All values have been
converted to the 2020 price equivalent using the annual Retail Price Index (RPI). From 1960 the landing data is for the UK, with the inclusion of Northern Ireland.

Prior to this the data is for Great Britain (Source MMO, 2020).

structural economic factors, e.g in relation to public concern over
climate change ([180,181] for the United States). To change public
opinion on UK marine fisheries, there is a need to frame the current
situation within a historic context while engaging with all parts of the
UK fishing industry, science, civil society, political elites and the wider
media to shift existing attitudes and reduce the risk of increased
polarisation.

Recent consultation and debate on UK fisheries policy have been
within the context of leaving the EU. It is known that when there is
strong disagreement among the elite, e.g. along partisan or ideological
lines, the public response becomes increasingly polarised and
entrenched; peer reviewed science becomes less influential, while con-
fidence in unsubstantiated opinion increases if it aligns with an existing
worldview [182]. Within highly polarised contexts, such as occurred
during Brexit, a reduction in the impact of science makes messaging on
sustainability more challenging, especially when doubt in its value is
reinforced by statements made by the political elite. For example, during
the run-up to the Brexit referendum a senior politician, who shortly after
took charge of the Government department responsible for fisheries,
stated that “I think the people of this country have had enough of experts
from organizations with acronyms that say that they know what is best
and getting it consistently wrong" [183]. To improve messages on sus-
tainability, the political elites should engage with the science

community, as proposed in the draft JFS, who are able to present ar-
guments that may help achieve consensus. If consensus can be attained,
common messages tend to be first received by the most politically aware
members of society before the wider general public follows [175].
However, the debate must first move away from that traditionally
defined by relationships with the EU and party politics, with the support
of the elites from all sides won by the weight of scientific evidence. The
establishment of the All Party Parliamentary Group [20] on fisheries is a
positive move in this direction. Specific opportunities to shape fisheries
management policy exist through consultation to inform the JFS and
Fisheries Management Plans under the Act, but this should be viewed as
part of a wider approach to engaging with other levers of policy, such as
mass media.

Mass media plays an important role in the relationship between elite
discourse and public opinion (e.g. [184]). Such interactions are often
complex and difficult to define, changing over time and with context,
and the method of study employed [185]. In some cases, the media at-
tempts to influence the political agenda, with varying degrees of success
[186]; in others, it forces change through influencing public opinion,
and as a consequence, political direction (e.g. see [187] in relation to the
“Thalidomide scandal”). However, the media narrative is predominantly
a function of elite cues (e.g. climate change, [180,181]; or arguments for
war, [188]), and not necessarily an expression of public opinion,
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although it may be used by the elites to try and influence it. In respect to
UK fisheries policy, interactions between media, elites and the public are
dynamic and complex. After the TCA was announced, representatives of
the fishing industry described what they saw as government betrayal
through multiple media outlets (e.g. [189]). In response, senior Gov-
ernment ministers defended the deal as a positive outcome for UK fishers
(e.g [190]) only to have claims discredited in the public interest by
fact-checkers within the UK media (e.g. regarding UK fishers share of
quota for home waters increasing from half to 58% rather than 66% as
claimed, [191]).

Social media has modified the traditional landscape in which infor-
mation is transferred and debate aired, increasing the speed with which
opinion is spread through the wider community. The social media model
is by design based on engagement that is most effectively engendered
through negative debate elements (outrage, animosity and division) that
can result in increased polarisation [192,193]. Platforms such as Twitter
are used to establish routes of communication between political elites
and the electorate, not only in relation to campaigning, but for fund-
raising, and information gathering (e.g. [194]), although also to promote
misperceptions [195,196]. Social media also gives a voice to those that
otherwise might not have a large platform to spread their message more
widely, and provides an opportunity to foster greater public participa-
tion, mobilisation and information transfer, including in relation to
enhancing environmental awareness [197] with examples of both fail-
ure and success.

Recent campaigns, using social and/or traditional media, have
attempted to change public opinion through a variety of routes.
Greenpeace ran a high-profile Facebook and Twitter campaign to raise
awareness of their concerns related to perceived exploitation of MPAs by
large commercial fishing vessels, culminating in a public petition calling
on the Government for a ban [198]. In response, DEFRA defended the
position that only those fishing activities that damage MPAs, such as
bottom trawling, require management [199]. When an amendment to
the Fisheries Bill that included greater protection for MPAs was defeated
[200], a frustrated Greenpeace commenced a campaign of direct action
by depositing large boulders from vessels in some MPAs to deter fishing
activity by snagging nets [201]. This was condemned by the fishing
industry, but supported by some celebrities, including Hugh
Fearnley-Whittingstall, a TV chef who previously increased public
awareness and activated citizens to demand real policy change. Whether
this results in shifting the general narrative to influence public opinion,
or rather increases potential for ever greater polarisation (e.g. between
the fishing industry and conservation organisation) and entrenched
positions remains open to debate. The latter scenario is certainly un-
helpful in generating the partnership working needed as emphasised in
the draft JFS.

In another instance, Hugh Fearnley-Whittingstall launched the “Fish
Fight” campaign in 2010 to highlight concerns over the practice of
discarding over-quota and undersized fish overboard by the crew who
were either not allowed to land them, or would have been economically
disadvantaged by doing so. The campaign helped lead to reform of the
CFP (the ‘landing obligation’) when the discarding of quota species was
progressively banned over a five-year period [202]. This development
was no doubt strongly influenced by the fact that around 870,000 people
from over 195 countries signed the petition [203]. Under some cir-
cumstances, it appears that by employing appropriate mechanisms of
communication, public opinion can be influenced through a variety of
actors (politicians, media, advocates, celebrities), and if informed by the
most up-to-date scientific evidence could drive change to achieve a more
sustainable future for UK fisheries.

7. Conclusions
Whether viewed within the context of conserving ecological foun-

dations or achieving a socially and economically viable industry, it is
apparent that the current status of UK marine fisheries is perceived to be
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undesirable by many stakeholders. This reflects a historic tendency not
to recognise both elements as “two sides of the same coin”. On one hand,
and despite recent recovery of some stocks [204], for many the marine
environment remains degraded and overexploited. On the other hand,
sectors of the fishing industry are highly dissatisfied with the outcome of
trade agreements with the EU and many continue to be impacted by
reducing profits and increasing indebtedness. There is a need to take a
step back and integrate more sustainable resource management with the
socio-economic wellbeing of the fishing communities they support. To
do so requires a change in media attention, public opinion and educa-
tion, and political direction if fisheries are to be managed and conserved,
using the best available technology, in a more sustainable manner for
future generations.

More sustainably managed UK fisheries could increase landings into
UK ports of fish captured in the UK Exclusive Economic Zone to source
local markets interested in a healthy and sustainable product with a low
carbon footprint and a profitable base without subsidies. This vision can
only be achieved by allowing the marine ecosystem and fisheries to
regenerate and become more resilient. To deliver this, the adoption of a
more holistic and wider ranging view of marine resource exploitation
and management is recommended. This should consider the interactions
between market driven demands and levels and methods of supply, the
response of stocks to harvest and the ability of the ecosystem to regen-
erate, and wider sustainability goals, e.g. related to climate change such
as the net zero target, biodiversity loss and societal ethics (e.g. poverty
and gender equality). Adopting a more integrated and holistic Fisheries-
Energy-Environment Nexus based management approach would promote
rational and more informed decisions, enabling trade-offs and synergies
between competing domains to be optimised. The UK Government and
devolved administrations will play an important role if fishing com-
munities are to be better safeguarded against negative consequences of
overexploitation by striking a more equal balance in conserving and
exploiting an increasingly resilient resource, using best available tech-
nology to enhance sustainability. However, it is unlikely that this will be
achieved by voluntary means alone, e.g. through industry guidance and
codes of practice, in a timeframe that will halt further degradation and
promote regeneration. Instead, it is recommended that uptake of best
available technology for fisheries monitoring and enforcement be ach-
ieved through a combination of collaboration with stakeholders and
regulation as part of the JFS.

Considering the complex interactions between the different factors
that influence public opinion and environmental awareness, and the
current biased media narrative associated with UK marine fisheries
policy, we propose that a concerted communication campaign is needed
to shift the focus of the debate. This should be driven by the “experts”,
i.e. representatives of the scientific and fisheries management commu-
nity (e.g. Fisheries Society of the British Isles and the Institute of Fish-
eries Management) who are equipped with the evidence and ability to
articulate the current challenges faced and need for urgent change. This
is a particularly important responsibility of fisheries scientists, such as
those in government agencies and universities and other institutes that
are funded from public sources, and are required to elevate the impor-
tance of public and political outreach and engagement (e.g [205]) and
demonstrate the impact of their research (e.g. [206]). It is recommended
that the scientific community work in close collaboration with others,
such as environmental lawyers, nongovernmental organisations, con-
servation and advocacy groups and other stakeholders, including the
fishing and seafood industries, to educate politicians and the general
public through succinct, clear and consistent messaging needed to shift
the societal baselines over the long-term [207]. This may be achieved
through a range of actions, including increasing public engagement
through films (e.g. David Attenborough: A Life on Our Planet [2020] in
relation to the global biodiversity crisis) and other media; consumer
awareness through marketing and wider public outreach (e.g. to shift
dietary preference by focusing on buying sustainable and locally sourced
fish); information provided by celebrity chefs and activist campaigns
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[208,209]; dissemination of the results of scientific research through the
traditional press and social media; and political lobbying and engage-
ment. Following the common practices of representatives of the medical
profession (e.g. [210]), submission of an open letter or petition signed by
a large number of the Fisheries Scientists, co-ordinated by the Fisheries
Society of the British Isles and Institute of Fisheries Management, would
provide a useful first step in changing the current narrative and direction
of the debate. In summary, the following recommendations are
provided:

¢ Recommendation 1: Adapt the marine resource management
approach so that it is better integrated to meet multiple objectives. It
is increasingly recognised that a systems approach should be adopted
to enhance the sustainable exploitation and management of re-
sources that are integrated and complex in nature [23]. For example,
increased exploitation of fisheries may increase job opportunities
and profits for some, but may also negatively impact ability to meet
targets for energy use (e.g. net zero) or the improvement of biodi-
versity and environmental status; this trilemma may be described as
a Fisheries-Energy-Environment Nexus. The JFS provides an opportu-
nity to deliver nature-based solutions to support adaptation and
resilience to climate change and biodiversity regeneration. For
example, approaches such as using MPAs and technical measures to
reduce effects of fishing on the marine environment and on stocks of
marine carbon should be developed. We support the intentions
outlined in the draft JFS and recommend that a more holistic marine
resource management-based approach should be further adopted to
optimise trade-offs and synergies between competing domains.
Aligned with the aim to support the continued development of robust
supply chains and a diverse, low emission and modern fleet, we
recommend the promotion of a system that better rewards the least
damaging sectors when viewed from a wider environmental
perspective. This would include better supporting some elements of
the local sectors of the fleet that bring product to markets via short
supply chains and with low carbon emissions; while removing ca-
pacity enhancing subsidies. Such actions would help achieve the
climate change, sustainability and national benefit objectives.

Recommendation 2: Employ the best available technology to ach-
ieve the sustainability, climate change and scientific evidence ob-
jectives. The draft JFS highlights the UK’s track-record in investing in
fisheries science and using new technologies. It also recognises that
effective monitoring is a key component of ensuring a well-
evidenced, sustainable future for the fishing industry and marine
environment. The draft JFS recognises that innovative technological
solutions may help realise carbon savings, e.g. from engine upgrades
(that should not increase fleet capacity beyond sustainable levels),
gear choice and green technology, as well as identifying opportu-
nities for vessel emission reductions through alternative fuels. It also
acknowledges that technologies may aid future fisheries manage-
ment that should be evidence led and that there are gaps in current
scientific, technical, economic and social data and understanding. It
is proposed that such gaps in scientific data should be resolved
through a co-ordinated programme of data collection across the
fisheries policy authorities that will be delivered through a specific
UK Work Plan, in accordance with the Fisheries Framework. We
recommend that the JFS should be strengthened and used as an
opportunity to more explicitly state the fisheries policy authorities
will require the use of best available technologies as is reasonably
practicable (as opposed to “where appropriate”). This would include
vessel monitoring systems and Remote Electronic Monitoring (REM)
for a range of purposes including scientific investigation and to
advance sustainable management, e.g. in surveillance programmes,
monitoring compliance (e.g related to the supply chain) and facili-
tating enforcement. We agree with the aspirations of the draft JFS
that fisheries management measures should be regularly monitored
to assess their effectiveness to enable continued improvement of
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decision making and that information obtained should be made
publicly available. We also recommend that the cost of installing
technology, e.g. in lower impact sectors of the small-scale fleet, might
be subsidised by Government (e.g. via the UK Seafood Fund and other
grants).

e Recommendation 3: Achieve multiple objectives through collabo-
ration and partnership working. The draft JFS recognises the need for
working in partnership for effective management of marine fisheries
due to the devolved nature of UK fisheries and the fact that several
stocks are shared with other states. We welcome the proposed part-
nership working with the scientific community (e.g. in relation to the
blue carbon evidence base) and recommend that Government works
closely with the fisheries and marine conservation science commu-
nity (e.g Fisheries Society of the British Isles and Institute of Fish-
eries management) to engage with the wider stakeholders
community. In addition to the aspiration that the fisheries policy
authorities should seek to improve the general public’s perception of
the industry as a place to work and prosper, we recommend that
efforts be made by Government to change the media narrative,
public opinion, and political direction to focus on the regeneration of
degraded marine ecosystems on which sustainable fisheries depend.
This aligns with FAO [12] guidance on sustainable fisheries that
recognises the need to change the narrative and improve commu-
nication on fisheries issues and gain political will to strengthen
policy frameworks. It also emphasises the recognition in the draft JFS
that wild sea fish are a public natural resource.

CRediT authorship contribution statement

Paul S. Kemp: Conceptualization, Writing — original draft, Writing —
review & editing, Visualization, Methodology, Formal analysis, Data
curation. Gowshika Subbiah: Formal analysis. Richard Barnes:
Conceptualization, Writing — review & editing. Kristina Boerder:
Writing — review & editing. Bethan C. O’Leary: Conceptualization,
Writing — review & editing. Bryce D. Stewart: Writing — review &
editing. Chris Williams: Writing — review & editing.

Data Availability

All data supporting this article are openly available from the Uni-
versity of Southampton repository at: https://doi.org/10.5258/
SOTON/D2358.

Acknowledgements

We thank Griffin Carpenter for comments on an earlier version of the
manuscript, and the reviewers / editor for constructive criticisms that
helped improve the final version.

References
[1] J.C. Rice, S.M. Garcia, Fisheries, food security, climate change, and biodiversity:

characteristics of the sector and perspectives on emerging issues, ICES J. Mar. Sci.

68 (2011) 1343-1353, https://doi.org/10.1093/icesjms/fsr041.

M. Gardiner, The character of commercial fishing in Icelandic waters in the

fifteenth century, in: J. Barrett, D. Orton (Eds.), Cod and Herring: The

Archaeology and History of Medieval Sea Fishing, Oxbow Books, 2016,

pp. 80-90. http://www.oxbowbooks.com/oxbow/cod-and-herring.html.

J.D. Benson, England, Holland, and the Fishing Wars, Philos. Study 5 (2015)

447-452, https://doi.org/10.17265/2159-5313/2015.09.003.

L.A. Teclaff, Jurisdiction over offshore fisheries - how far into the High Seas,

Fordham Law Rev. 35 (1967) 409-424. https://ir.lawnet.fordham.edu/flr/vol35/

iss3/1 (Accessed 25 April 2021).

E. Ostrom, A general framework for analyzing sustainability of social-ecological

systems, Science 325 (2009) 419-422, https://doi.org/10.1126/

science.1172133.

J. Dutz, J.G. Stgttrup, C. Stenberg, P. Munk, Recent trends in the abundance of

plaice Pleuronectes platessa and cod Gadus morhua in shallow coastal waters of the

Northeastern Atlantic continental shelf — a review, Mar. Biol. Res. 12 (2016)

785-796, https://doi.org/10.1080/17451000.2016.1210806.

[2]

[3]

[4

[5]

[6]


https://doi.org/10.5258/SOTON/D2358
https://doi.org/10.5258/SOTON/D2358
https://doi.org/10.1093/icesjms/fsr041
http://www.oxbowbooks.com/oxbow/cod-and-herring.html
https://doi.org/10.17265/2159-5313/2015.09.003
https://ir.lawnet.fordham.edu/flr/vol35/iss3/1
https://ir.lawnet.fordham.edu/flr/vol35/iss3/1
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1172133
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1172133
https://doi.org/10.1080/17451000.2016.1210806

P.S. Kemp et al.

[7]

[8]

[9

i}

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

[28]

[29]

[30]

C. Ulrich, J. Boje, M. Cardinale, P. Gatti, Q. LeBras, M. Andersen, J. Hemmer-
Hansen, N.T. Hintzen, J.B. Jacobsen, P. Jonsson, D.C.M. Miller, E.E. Nielsen, A.
D. Rijnsdorp, M. Skold, H. Svedéng, H. Wennhage, Variability and connectivity of
plaice populations from the Eastern North Sea to the Western Baltic Sea, and
implications for assessment and management, J. Sea Res. 84 (2013) 40-48,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.seares.2013.04.007.

D.H. Meadows, in: D. Wright (Ed.), Thinking in systems: a primer, Chelsea Green
Publishing, London, 2008. ISBN 978-1-60358-055-7.

ASC (2017). Academy for Systemic Change. Fishery causal loop diagrams. www.
youtube.com/watch?v=cQhiByadAYo (Accessed 24 November 2021).

K. Grip, S. Blomqvist, Marine nature conservation and conflicts with fisheries,
Ambio 49 (2020) 1328-1340, https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-019-01279-7.
W.W.L. Cheung, U.R. Sumiala, Trade-offs between conservation and socio-
economic objectives in managing a tropical marine ecosystem, Ecol. Econ. 66
(2008) 193-210, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2007.09.001.

FAO (2020). Proceedings of the International Symposium on Fisheries
Sustainability: strengthening the science-policy nexus. FAO Headquarters, 18-21
November 2019. FAO Fisheries and Aquaculture Proceedings No. 65. Doi:
10.4060/ca9165en.FAO. (2018). The State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture
2018 - Meeting the sustainable development goals. Rome. Licence: CC BY-NC-SA
3.0 IGO.

A.K. Salomon, S.K. Gaichas, O.P. Jensen, V.N. Agostini, N.A. Sloan, J. Rice, T.
R. McClanahan, M.H. Ruckelshaus, P.S. Levin, N.K. Dulvy, E.A. Babcock, Bridging
the divide between fisheries and marine conservation science, Bull. Mar. Sci. 87
(2011) 251-274.

M.E. Lam, D. Pauly, Who is right to fish? Evolving a social contract for ethical
fisheries, Ecol. Soc. 15 (2010) 6. http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol15/iss
3/artl6/.

UK Parliament (2017). The UK Fishing Industry. House of Commons Library.
Debate Pack Number CDP 2017/0256. 6 December 2017. file:///C:/Users/pk2/
Downloads/CDP-2017-0256.pdf (accessed 4 January 2020).

N.P. Ludlow, Safeguarding British identity or betraying it? The role of British
‘Tradition’ in the parliamentary great debate on EC membership, October 1971,
J. Common Mark. Stud. 53 (2015) 18-34. DOI: 10.1111/jcms.12202.

G. Agnisola, S. Weir, K. Johnson, The voices that matter: A narrative approach to
understanding Scottish Fishers’ perspectives of Brexit, Mar. Policy 110 (2019),
103563, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2019.103563.

B.D. Stewart, C. Burns, A.P. Hejnowicz, V. Gravey, B.C. O’Leary, K. Hicks, F.

M. Farstad, S.E. Hartley, Making Brexit work for the environment and livelihoods:
delivering a stakeholder informed vision for agriculture and fisheries, People Nat.
1 (2019) 442-456.

UK Government (2020). Fisheries Act 2020. (https://www.legislation.gov.uk/
ukpga/2020/22/contents/enacted) (accessed 27 January 2021).

APPG (2020). The Fisheries Act 2020: What you need to know. The All Party
Parliamentary Group on Fisheries Blog, 16 December 2020. https://www.fishe
riesappg.org/blog/2020/12/16/the-fisheries-act-2020-what-you-need-to-know
(Accessed 27 January 2020).

DEFRA, Welsh Government, The Scottish Government and Department of
Agriculture, Environment and Rural Affairs (2022). Consultation on the draft
Joint Fisheries Statement (January 2022). https://consult.defra.gov.uk/sustaina
bility-devolution-and-legislation-team/jfs/supporting_documents/Consultation%
20draft%200f%20the%20Joint%20Fisheries%20Statement.pdf (Accessed 31
August 2022).

Kemp, P.S., Subbiah, G., Barnes, R., Boerder, K., O’Leary, B.C., Stewart, B.D. &
Williams, C. (2022a). The future of marine fisheries management and
conservation in the United.

P.S. Kemp, M. Acuto, S. Larcom, D. Lumbroso, M.R. Owen, Exorcising Malthusian
ghosts: Vaccinating the Nexus to advance integrated water, energy and food
resource resilience, Curr. Res. Environ. Sustain. 4 (2022), 100108, https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.crsust.2021.100108.

E. Sala, J. Mayorga, D. Bradley, R.B. Cabral, T.B. Atwood, A. Auber, W. Cheung,
C. Costello, F. Ferretti, A.M. Friedlander, S.D. Gaines, C. Garilao, W. Goodell, B.
S. Halpern, A. Hinson, K. Kaschner, K. Kesner-Reyes, F. Leprieur, J. McGowan, L.
E. Morgan, D. Mouillot, J. Palacios-Abrantes, H. Possingham, K.D. Rechberger,
B. Worm, J. Lubchenco, Protecting the global ocean for biodiversity, food and
climate, Nature 592 (2021) 397-402. DOL: org/10.1038/541586-021-03371-z.
R. Barnes, The Law of the Sea Convention and the Integrated Regulation of the
Oceans, Int. J. Mar. Coast. Law 27 (2012) 859-866.

R. Staupe-Delgado, The water-energy—food-environmental security nexus:
moving the debate forward, Environ. Dev. Sustain 22 (2020) 6131-6147, https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10668-019-00467-5.

J.R. Wilson, D. Bradley, K. Phipps, M.G. Gleason, Beyond protection: Fisheries co-
benefits of no-take marine reserves, Mar. Policy 122 (2020), 104224, https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.marpol.2020.104224.

E.K. Pikitch, C. Santora, E.A. Babcock, A. Bakun, R. Bonfil, D.O. Conover,

P. Dayton, P. Doukakis, D. Fluharty, B. Henemane, D. Houde, J. Link, P.

A. Livingston, M. Mangel, M.K. McAllister, J. Pope, K.J. Sainsbury, Ecosystem-
based fishery management, Science 305 (2004) 346-347, https://doi.org/
10.1126/science.1098222.

L. d’Armengol, M.P. Castillo, I. Ruiz-Mallén, E. Esteve Corbera, A systematic
review of co-managed small-scale fisheries: social diversity and adaptive
management improve outcomes, Glob. Environ. Change 52 (2018) 212-225,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2018.07.009.

A.C. Castano-Barreto, C.A. Jaramillo-Cruz, R.A.M. Benavides, A.S. Atzori,
Scenarios of sustainable fishing in the Zapatosa marsh (Colombia) simulated with

12

[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

[46]

[47]

[48]

[49]

[50]

[51]

Marine Policy 147 (2023) 105335

a system dynamics model, Sustainability 12 (2020) 3458, https://doi.org/
10.3390/5u12083458.

G.G. Singh, A.M. Cisneros-Montemayor, W. Swartz, W. Cheung, J.A. Guy, T.-

A. Kenny, C.J. McOwen, R. Asch, J.L. Geffert, C.C.C. Wabnitz, R. Sumaila,

Q. Hanich, Y. Ota, A rapid assessment of co-benefits and trade-offs among
Sustainable Development Goals, Mar. Policy 93 (2018) 223-231, https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.marpol.2017.05.030.

UK Government (2019a). UK becomes first major economy to pass net zero
emissions law. (https://www.gov.uk/government/news/uk-becomes-first-
major-economy-to-pass-net-zero-emissions-law) (accessed 30 January 2021).

S. Jennings, G.D. Stentiford, A.M. Leocadio, K.R. Jeffery, J.D. Metcalfe,

I. Katsiadaki, N.A. Auchterlonie, S.C. Mangi, J.K. Pinnegar, T. Ellis, E.J. Peeler,
T. Luisetti, C. Baker-Austin, M. Brown, T.L. Catchpole, F.J. Clyne, S.R. Dye, J.
E. Edmonds, K. Hyder, J. Lee, D.N. Lees, O.C. Morgan, C.M. O’Brien,

B. Oidtmann, P.E. Posen, A. Ribeiro Santos, N.G.H. Taylor, A.D. Turner, B.

L. Townhill, D.W. Verner-Jeffreys, Aquatic food security: insights into challenges
and solutions from an analysis of interactions between fisheries, aquaculture,
food safety, human health, fish and human welfare, economy and environment,
Fish Fish 17 (2016) 893-938, https://doi.org/10.1111/faf.12152.

S.E. Rees, E.V. Sheehan, B.D. Stewart, R. Clark, T. Appleby, M.J. Attrill, P.J.

S. Jones, D. Johnson, N. Bradshaw, S. Pittman, J. Oates, J.-L. Solandt, Emerging
themes to support ambitious UK marine biodiversity conservation, Mar. Policy
117 (2020), 103864, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2020.103864.

P.H. Tyedmers, R. Watson, D. Pauly, Fueling global fishing fleets, in: Ambio, 34,
2005, pp. 635-638. DOL. 10.1579/0044-7447-34.8.635.

Wilson, J.D.K. (1999). Fuel and financial saving for operators of small fishing
vessel (more needed). FAO Fisheries Technical Paper 0429-9345. 46 pp. ISBN:
9251042233 http://www.fao.org/publications/card/en/c/918e
3848-b398-52bc-beaf-f1c1698b2932/ (Accessed 25 April 2021).

R.W.R. Parker, J.L. Blanchard, C. Gardner, B.S. Green, K. Hartmann, P.

H. Tyedmers, R.A. Watson, Fuel use and greenhouse gas emissions of world
fisheries, Nat. Clim. Chang. 8 (2018) 333-337, https://doi.org/10.1038/541558-
018-0117-x.

J. Coello, I. Williams, D.A. Hudson, S. Kemp, An AlS-based approach to calculate
atmospheric emissions from the UK fishing fleet, Atmos. Environ. 114 (2015) 1-7,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2015.05.011.

S. Stephenson, A.F. Johnson, Shifting gears: achieving climate smart fisheries,
Published by WWF, RSPB and Marine Conservation Society, 2021. https://www.
mcsuk.org/news/getting-climate-smart-our-new-fishery-report/ (Accessed 17
August 2022).

R. Hilborn, J. Banobi, S.J. Hall, T. Pucylowski, T.E. Walsworth, The
environmental cost of animal source foods, Front. Ecol. 16 (2018) 329-335,
https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.1822.

K. Greer, D. Zeller, J. Woroniak, A. Coulter, M. Winchester, M.L.D. Palomares,
D. Pauly, Global trends in carbon dioxide (CO3) emissions from fuel combustion
in marine fisheries from 1950 to 2016, Mar. Policy 107 (2019), 103382, https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2018.12.001.

D. Tickler, J.J. Meeuwig, M.L.D. Palomares, D. Pauly, D. Zeller, Far from home:
distance patterns of global fishing fleets, Sci. Adv. 4 (2018) eaar3279. DOL:
10.1126/sciadv.aar3279.

U.R. Sumaila, N. Ebrahim, A. Schuhbauer, D. Skerritt, Y. Li, H.S. Kim, T.

G. Mallory, V.W.L. Lam, D. Pauly, Updated estimates and analysis of global
fisheries subsidies, Mar. Policy 109 (2019), 103695, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
marpol.2019.103695.

D. Tickler, J.J. Meeuwig, K. Bryant, F. David, J.A.H. Forrest, E. Gordon, J. Joudo
Larsen, B. Oh, D. Pauly, U.R. Sumaila, D. Zeller, Modern slavery and the race to
fish, Nat. Commun. 9 (2018) 4643.

G. Mariani, W.W.L. Cheung, A. Lyet, E. Sala, J. Mayorga, L. Valez, S.D. Gaines,
T. Dejean, M. Troussillier, D. Mouillot, Let more big fish sink: Fisheries prevent
blue carbon sequestration - half in unprofitable areas, Sci. Adv. 6 (2020)
eabb4848. DOI: 10.1126/sciadv.abb4848.

Guillen, J., Carvalho, N., & Fabrizio, N. (2016). The effects of fuel prices,
subsidies and taxes on fisheries production and management. Proceedings of the
18th biennial conference of the International Institute of Fisheries Economics and
Trade on Challenging new frontiers in the global seafood sector — a Northern
Enlightenment, 11-15 July, Aberdeen, Scotland. https://ir.library.oregonstate.
edu/concern/conference_proceedings_or_journals/nk322g272 (Accessed 28
February 2021).

E. Sala, J. Mayorga, C. Costello, D. Kroodsma, M.L.D. Palomares, D. Pauly, U.
R. Sumaila, D. Zeller, The economics of fishing the high seas, Sci. Adv. 4 (2018)
eaat2504. DOI: 10.1126/sciadv.aat2504.

Jones, P.A. (2020). Fishing without a safety net. The financial resilience of small-
scale coastal fishers, their families and communities. A research report by
Seafarers UK & Liverpool John Moores University, Research Unit for Financial
Inclusion. Seafarers UK. Published: September 2020. https://www.seafarers.uk/
wp-content/uploads/2020/09/Seafarers-UK-Fishing-Without-a-Safety-Net-R
eport.pdf (Accessed 26 November 2020).

K.E. Abernethy, P. Trebilcock, B. Kebede, E.H. Allison, N.K. Dulvy, Fuelling the
decline in UK fishing communities? CES J. Mar. Sci. 67 (2010) 1076-1085.
Seafish (2022a). Modelling impacts of the rising price of fuel. Blog article. https
://www.seafish.org/about-us/news-blogs/modelling-impacts-of-the-rising-price
-of-fuel/ (Accessed 17 August 2022).

N.A. Marshall, D.M. Fenton, P.A. Marshall, S.G. Sutton, How resource
dependency can influence social resilience within a primary resource industry,
Rural Sociol. 72 (2007) 359-390, https://doi.org/10.1526/
003601107781799254.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.seares.2013.04.007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cQhiByadAYo
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cQhiByadAYo
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-019-01279-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2007.09.001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref11
http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol15/iss3/art16/
http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol15/iss3/art16/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref13
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2019.103563
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref15
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2020/22/contents/enacted
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2020/22/contents/enacted
https://www.fisheriesappg.org/blog/2020/12/16/the-fisheries-act-2020-what-you-need-to-know
https://www.fisheriesappg.org/blog/2020/12/16/the-fisheries-act-2020-what-you-need-to-know
https://consult.defra.gov.uk/sustainability-devolution-and-legislation-team/jfs/supporting_documents/Consultation%20draft%20of%20the%20Joint%20Fisheries%20Statement.pdf
https://consult.defra.gov.uk/sustainability-devolution-and-legislation-team/jfs/supporting_documents/Consultation%20draft%20of%20the%20Joint%20Fisheries%20Statement.pdf
https://consult.defra.gov.uk/sustainability-devolution-and-legislation-team/jfs/supporting_documents/Consultation%20draft%20of%20the%20Joint%20Fisheries%20Statement.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.crsust.2021.100108
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.crsust.2021.100108
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref18
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10668-019-00467-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10668-019-00467-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2020.104224
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2020.104224
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1098222
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1098222
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2018.07.009
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12083458
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12083458
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2017.05.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2017.05.030
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/uk-becomes-first-major-economy-to-pass-net-zero-emissions-law
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/uk-becomes-first-major-economy-to-pass-net-zero-emissions-law
https://doi.org/10.1111/faf.12152
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2020.103864
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref27
http://www.fao.org/publications/card/en/c/918e3848-b398-52bc-bcaf-f1c1698b2932/
http://www.fao.org/publications/card/en/c/918e3848-b398-52bc-bcaf-f1c1698b2932/
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-018-0117-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-018-0117-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2015.05.011
https://www.mcsuk.org/news/getting-climate-smart-our-new-fishery-report/
https://www.mcsuk.org/news/getting-climate-smart-our-new-fishery-report/
https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.1822
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2018.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2018.12.001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref33
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2019.103695
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2019.103695
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref36
https://ir.library.oregonstate.edu/concern/conference_proceedings_or_journals/nk322g272
https://ir.library.oregonstate.edu/concern/conference_proceedings_or_journals/nk322g272
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref37
https://www.seafarers.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/Seafarers-UK-Fishing-Without-a-Safety-Net-Report.pdf
https://www.seafarers.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/Seafarers-UK-Fishing-Without-a-Safety-Net-Report.pdf
https://www.seafarers.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/Seafarers-UK-Fishing-Without-a-Safety-Net-Report.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref38
https://www.seafish.org/about-us/news-blogs/modelling-impacts-of-the-rising-price-of-fuel/
https://www.seafish.org/about-us/news-blogs/modelling-impacts-of-the-rising-price-of-fuel/
https://www.seafish.org/about-us/news-blogs/modelling-impacts-of-the-rising-price-of-fuel/
https://doi.org/10.1526/003601107781799254
https://doi.org/10.1526/003601107781799254

P.S. Kemp et al.

[52]

[53]

[54]

[55]

[56]

[57]

[58]

[59]

[60]

[61]

[62]

[63]

[64]

[65]

[66]

[67]

[68]

[69]

[70]

[71]

[72]

[73]

[74]

N. Carvalho, J. Guillen, Economic impact of eliminating the fuel tax exemption in
the EU fishing fleet, Sustainability 13 (2021) 2719, https://doi.org/10.3390/
sul3052719.

D.J. Skerritt, R. Arther, N. Ebrahim, V. Le Brenne, F. Le Manach, A. Schuhbauer,
S. Villasante, U.R. Sumaila, A 20-year retrospective on the provision of fisheries
subsidies in the European Union, ICES J. Mar. Sci. 77 (2020) 2741-2752, https://
doi.org/10.1093/icesjms/fsaal42.

Uberoi, E., Hutton, G., Ward, M., & Ares, E. (2020). UK fisheries statistics.
Briefing paper 2788. House of Commons Library. www.parliament.uk/common
s-library (Accessed 20 December 2020).

DoT (2020). Department of Transport Shipping Fleet Statistics 2019. https
://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/atta
chment_data/file/951092/shipping-fleet-statistics-2019.pdf (Accessed 29
January 2021).

MMO (2020). Marine Management Organisation - UK sea fisheries statistics
archive. https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140508034354/http://
www.marinemanagement.org.uk/fisheries/statistics/annual_archive.htm
(Accessed 20 December 2020).

BEIS (2020). Department for Business, Energy & Industryial Strategy. 2018 UK
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Final Fig. 4 February 2020. National Statistics In
2018, UK emissions of the basket of seven greenhouse gases covered by the Kyoto.
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/862887/2018 _Final_greenhouse_gas_emissions_statistical
_release.pdf (Accessed 22 January 2021).

G. Epstein, J.J. Middelburg, J.P. Hawkins, C.R. Norris, C.M. Roberts, The impact
of mobile demersal fishing on carbon storage in seabed sediments, Glob. Change
Biol. 28 (2022) 2875-2894, https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.16105.

J.G. Hiddink, S.J. van de Velde, R.A. McConnaughey, E. De Borger, B. O’Neill,
J. Tiano, M.J. Kaiser, A. Sweetman, M. Sciberras, Quantifying the carbon benefits
of ending bottom trawling. figshare, Preprint (2021), https://doi.org/10.6084/
m9.figshare.16722808.v1.

M.J. Kaiser, J.S. Collie, S.J. Hall, S. Jennings, L.R. Poiner, Modification of marine
habitats by trawling activities: prognosis and solutions, Fish Fish 3 (2002)
114-136, https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1467-2979.2002.00079.x.

UK Parliament (2016). Brexit: Fisheries. House of Lords European Union
Committee 8th Report of Session 2016-17. HL Paper 78. https://publications.par
liament.uk/pa/1d201617/Idselect/Ideucom/78/78.pdf (Accessed 3 January
2020).

MMO (2019). Marine Management Organisation National Statistics: UK sea
fisheries annual statistics report 2019. The 2019 report on the UK commercial
fishing industry including statistical tables and underlying data sets. Published 24
September 2020 https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/uk-sea-fisheries-ann
ual-statistics-report-2019 (Accessed 26 November 2020).

B.I. Crona, T.M. Daw, W. Swartz, A.V. Norstr6m, M. Nystrom, M. Thyresson,

C. Folke, J. Hentati-Sundberg, H. Osterblom, L. Deutsch, M. Troell, Masked,
diluted and drowned out: how global seafood trade weakens signals from marine
ecosystems, Fish Fish 17 (2016) 1175-1182, https://doi.org/10.1111/faf.12109.
U.R. Sumaila, T.C. Tai, End overfishing and increase the resilience of the ocean to
climate change, Front. Mar. Sci. 7 (2020) 523, https://doi.org/10.3389/
fmars.2020.00523.

Seafish (2022b). UK Government tariff on Russian seafood imports introduced.
https://www.seafish.org/about-us/news-blogs/uk-government-tariff-on-russian-
seafood-imports-introduced/ (Accessed 28 August 2022).

D. Symes, J. Phillipson, ’A sea of troubles’ (2): brexit and the UK seafood supply
chain, Mar. Policy 102 (2019) 5-9, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
marpol.2019.01.015.

W.W.L. Cheung, T.L. Frolicher, Marine heatwaves exacerbate climate change
impacts for fisheries in the northeast Pacific. Scientific Reports 10, 6678. Doi.org/
, Z (2020), https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-63650-.

A.D. Rijnsdorp, M.A. Peck, G.H. Engelhard, C. Mollmann, J.K. Pinnegar,
Resolving the effect of climate change on fish populations, ICES J. Mar. Sci. 66
(2009) 1570-1583, https://doi.org/10.1093/icesjms/fsp056.

A.-C. Hansen, G.-I. Hemre, Effects of replacing fish meal and oil with plant
resources in on-growing diets for Atlantic cod Gadus morhua L, Aquac. Nutr.
(2013) 19, https://doi.org/10.1111/anu.12078.

S. Nagappan, P. Das, M. AbdulQuadir, M. Thaher, S. Khan, C. Mahata, H. Al-Jabri,
AXK. Vatland, G. Kumar, Potential of microalgae as a sustainable feed ingredient
for aquaculture, J. Biotechnol. 341 (2021) 1-20, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jbiotec.2021.09.003.

T. Cashion, F. Le Manach, D. Zeller, D. Pauly, Most fish destined for fishmeal
production are food-grade fish, Fish Fish 18 (2017) 837-844, https://doi.org/
10.1111/faf.12209.

LS. Arvanitoyannis, A. Kassaveti, Fish industry waste: treatments, environmental
impacts, current and potential uses, Food Sci. Technol. 43 (2008) 726-745,
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2621.2006.01513.x.

E.K. Pikitch, P.D. Boersma, I.L. Boyd, D.O. Conover, P. Cury, T. Essington, S.

S. Heppell, E.D. Houde, M. Mangel, D. Pauly, E. Plaganyi, K. Sainsbury, R.

S. Steneck, Little Fish, Big Impact: managing a crucial link in ocean food webs,
2012, Lenfest Ocean Program,, Washington, DC, 2012, p. 108. https://www.
oceanconservationscience.org/foragefish/files/Little%20Fish,%20Big%201
mpact.pdf (Accessed 21 January 2021).

Y. Dinakarkumar, B. Bharathiraja, J. Rithika, S. Dhanasree, Production of biofuels
from fish wastes: an overview, Biofuels 10 (2016) 301-307, https://doi.org/
10.1080/17597269.2016.1231951.

13

[75]

[76]

[77]

[78]

[79]

[80]

[81]

[82]

[83]

[84]

[85]

[86]

[87]

[88]

[89]

[90]

[91]

[92]
[93]

[94]

[95]

[96]

[97]

[98]

Marine Policy 147 (2023) 105335

A.J. Ward, A.K. Lges, The potential of fish and fish oil waste for bioenergy
generation: Norway and beyond, Biofuels 2 (2011) 375-387, https://doi.org/
10.4155/bfs.11.114.

Seafish (2004). Seafood industry value chain analysis — cod, haddock and
Nephrops. Report prepared by KPMG AS, Centre for Aquaculture and Fisheries,
Trondheim, Norway and Sea Fish Industry Authority, Edinburgh, UK. 159pp.
S.J. Helyar, H.D. Lloyd, M. de Bruyn, J. Leake, N. Bennett, G.R. Carvalho, Fish
product mislabelling: Failings of traceability in the production chain and
implications for illegal, unreported and unregulated (IUU) fishing, PLoS ONE 9
(2014), 98691, https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0098691.

D. Nijdam, T. Rood, H. Westhoek, The price of protein: Review of land use and
carbon footprints from life cycle assessments of animal food products and their
substitutes, Food Policy 37 (2012) 760-770, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
foodpol.2012.08.002.

A. Tsakiridis, C. O’Donoghue, S. Hynes, K. Kilcline, A comparison of
environmental and economic sustainability across seafood and livestock product
value chains, Mar. Policy 117 (2020), 103968, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
marpol.2020.103968.

P. Scarborough, P.N. Appleby, A. Mizdrak, A.D.M. Briggs, R.C. Travis, K.

E. Bradbury, T.J. Key, Dietary greenhouse gas emissions of meat-eaters, fish-
eaters, vegetarians and vegans in the UK, Clim. Change 125 (2014) 179-192.
DOI: org/10.1007/s10584-014-1169-1.

L. McClenachan, B.P. Neal, D. Al-Abdulrazzak, T. Witkin, K. Fisher, J.N. Kittinger,
Do community supported fisheries (CSFs) improve sustainability, Fish. Res. 157
(2014) 62-69, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fishres.2014.03.016.

N.J. Bennett, E.M. Finkbeiner, N.C. Ban, D. Belhabib, S.D. Jupiter, J.N. Kittinger,
S. Mangubhai, J. Scholtens, D. Gill, P. Christie, The COVID-19 pandemic, small-
scale fisheries and coastal fishing communities, Coast. Manag. 48 (2020)
336-347, https://doi.org/10.1080/08920753.2020.1766937.

R.H. Thurstan, S. Brockington, C.M. Roberts, The effects of 118 years of industrial
fishing on UK bottom trawl fisheries, Nat. Commun. 1 (2010) 15, https://doi.org/
10.1038/ncomms1013.

Turenhout, M.N.J., Zaalmink, B.W., Strietman, W.J., Hamon, K.G. (2016). Pulse
fisheries in the Netherlands: economic and spatial impact study. Report by
Wageningen Economic Research commissioned by the Dutch Ministry of
Economic Affairs (project number BO-20-010-078). https://library.wur.nl/Web
Query/wurpubs/fulltext/396469 (Accessed 19 July 2021).

B.F.R. Davies, L. Holmes, A. Bicknell, M.J. Attrill, E.V. Sheehan, A decade
implementing ecosystem approach to fisheries management improves diversity of
taxa and traits within a marine protected area in the UK, Divers. Distrib. 28
(2022) 173-188, https://doi.org/10.1111/ddi.13451.

NEF, Managing EU fisheries in the public interest; results from the Bio-Economic
Model of European Fleets, N. Econ. Found. Rep. (2015) 31. https://newecono
mics.org/uploads/files/e2a0356a6c69ecOcc6_ygm6bznj3.pdf (Accessed 3
January 2021).

C. Williams, G. Carpenter, R. Clark, B.C. O’Leary, Who gets to fish for sea bass?
Using social, economic, and environmental criteria to determine access to the
English sea bass fishery, Mar. Policy 95 (2018) 199-208. DOI: org/10.1016/j.
marpol.2018.02.011.

S.M. Schnell, Food miles, local eating, and community supported agriculture:
putting local food in its place, Agric. Hum. Values 30 (2013) 615-628, https://
doi.org/10.1007/510460-013-9436-8.

E. Nicholls, A. Ely, L. Birkin, P. Basu, D. Goulson, The contribution of small-scale
food production in urban areas to the sustainable development goals: a review
and case study, Sustain. Sci. 15 (2020) 1585-1599, https://doi.org/10.1007/
$11625-020-00792-z.

Jaccarini, C. (2021). Community food systems should be part of the new normal —
here’s why. New Economics Foundation. https://neweconomics.org/2021/04/co
mmunity-food-systems-should-be-part-of-the-new-normal-heres-why (Accessed
19 July 2021).

G. Edwards-Jones, Does eating local food reduce the environmental impact of
food production and enhance consumer health? Proc. Nutr. Soc. 69 (2010)
582-591, https://doi.org/10.1017/50029665110002004.

B. Ferguson, C. Thompson, Why buy local, J. Appl. Philos. 38 (2020) 104-120,
https://doi.org/10.1111/japp.12459.

K. Hyams, T. Fawcett, The ethics of carbon offsetting, Clim. Change 4 (2013)
91-98, https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.207.

S. Neuteleers, Survey Article: Trading nature: When are environmental markets
(un)desirable, J. Political Philos. Early Online view (2021), https://doi.org/
10.1111/jopp.12257.

L.M. Campbell, N. Boucquey, J. Stoll, H. Coppola, M.D. Smith, From vegetable
box to seafood cooler: applying the community-supported agriculture model to
fisheries, Soc. Nat. Resour. 27 (2014) 88-106. DOI: 1080/
08941920.2013.842276.

P.J. Cohen, E.H. Allison, N.L. Andrew, J. Cinner, L.S. Evans, M. Fabinyi, L.

R. Garces, S.J. Hall, C.C. Hicks, T.P. Hughes, S. Jentoft, D.J. Mills, R. Masu, E.
K. Mbaru, B.D. Ratner, Securing a just space for small-scale fisheries in the blue
economy, Front. Mar. Sci. 6 (2019) 171, https://doi.org/10.3389/
fmars.2019.00171.

P. Davies, C. Williams, G. Carpenter, B.D. Stewart, Does size matter? Assessing the
use of vessel length to manage fisheries in England, Mar. Policy 97 (2018)
202-210.

C. Garaway, N. Esteban, Increasing MPA effectiveness through working with local
communities. Guidelines for the Caribbean, MRAG Ltd, London, UK, 2003, p. 45.
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&ve
d=2ahUKEw;jjrPn74pP5AhWuSkEAHWqyDkoQFnoECAO0QAQ&url=https%3A%


https://doi.org/10.3390/su13052719
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13052719
https://doi.org/10.1093/icesjms/fsaa142
https://doi.org/10.1093/icesjms/fsaa142
http://www.parliament.uk/commons-library
http://www.parliament.uk/commons-library
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/951092/shipping-fleet-statistics-2019.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/951092/shipping-fleet-statistics-2019.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/951092/shipping-fleet-statistics-2019.pdf
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140508034354/http://www.marinemanagement.org.uk/fisheries/statistics/annual_archive.htm
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140508034354/http://www.marinemanagement.org.uk/fisheries/statistics/annual_archive.htm
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/862887/2018_Final_greenhouse_gas_emissions_statistical_release.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/862887/2018_Final_greenhouse_gas_emissions_statistical_release.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/862887/2018_Final_greenhouse_gas_emissions_statistical_release.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.16105
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.16722808.v1
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.16722808.v1
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1467-2979.2002.00079.x
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld201617/ldselect/ldeucom/78/78.pdf
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld201617/ldselect/ldeucom/78/78.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/uk-sea-fisheries-annual-statistics-report-2019
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/uk-sea-fisheries-annual-statistics-report-2019
https://doi.org/10.1111/faf.12109
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2020.00523
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2020.00523
https://www.seafish.org/about-us/news-blogs/uk-government-tariff-on-russian-seafood-imports-introduced/
https://www.seafish.org/about-us/news-blogs/uk-government-tariff-on-russian-seafood-imports-introduced/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2019.01.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2019.01.015
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-63650-
https://doi.org/10.1093/icesjms/fsp056
https://doi.org/10.1111/anu.12078
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiotec.2021.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiotec.2021.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/faf.12209
https://doi.org/10.1111/faf.12209
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2621.2006.01513.x
https://www.oceanconservationscience.org/foragefish/files/Little%20Fish,%20Big%20Impact.pdf
https://www.oceanconservationscience.org/foragefish/files/Little%20Fish,%20Big%20Impact.pdf
https://www.oceanconservationscience.org/foragefish/files/Little%20Fish,%20Big%20Impact.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/17597269.2016.1231951
https://doi.org/10.1080/17597269.2016.1231951
https://doi.org/10.4155/bfs.11.114
https://doi.org/10.4155/bfs.11.114
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0098691
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2012.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2012.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2020.103968
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2020.103968
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref60
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fishres.2014.03.016
https://doi.org/10.1080/08920753.2020.1766937
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms1013
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms1013
https://library.wur.nl/WebQuery/wurpubs/fulltext/396469
https://library.wur.nl/WebQuery/wurpubs/fulltext/396469
https://doi.org/10.1111/ddi.13451
https://neweconomics.org/uploads/files/e2a0356a6c69ec0cc6_ygm6bznj3.pdf
https://neweconomics.org/uploads/files/e2a0356a6c69ec0cc6_ygm6bznj3.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref66
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-013-9436-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-013-9436-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-020-00792-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-020-00792-z
https://neweconomics.org/2021/04/community-food-systems-should-be-part-of-the-new-normal-heres-why
https://neweconomics.org/2021/04/community-food-systems-should-be-part-of-the-new-normal-heres-why
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0029665110002004
https://doi.org/10.1111/japp.12459
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.207
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopp.12257
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopp.12257
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref73
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2019.00171
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2019.00171
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref75
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref75
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref75
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&amp;rct=j&amp;q=&amp;esrc=s&amp;source=web&amp;cd=&amp;ved=2ahUKEwjjrPn74pP5AhWuSkEAHWqyDkoQFnoECA0QAQ&amp;url=https%3A%2F%2Fassets.publishing.service.gov.uk%2Fmedia%2F57a08d0bed915d3cfd001794%2FR7976Guide.pdf&amp;usg=AOvVaw3-jiAh5zkYD4OZzQVT-lb7
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&amp;rct=j&amp;q=&amp;esrc=s&amp;source=web&amp;cd=&amp;ved=2ahUKEwjjrPn74pP5AhWuSkEAHWqyDkoQFnoECA0QAQ&amp;url=https%3A%2F%2Fassets.publishing.service.gov.uk%2Fmedia%2F57a08d0bed915d3cfd001794%2FR7976Guide.pdf&amp;usg=AOvVaw3-jiAh5zkYD4OZzQVT-lb7

P.S. Kemp et al.

[99]

[100]

[101]

[102]

[103]

[104]

[105]

[106]

[107]

[108]

[109]

[110]

[111]

[112]

[113]

[114]

[115]

[116]

[117]

[118]

[119]

[120]

[121]

[122]

[123]

[124]

2F%2Fassets.publishing.service.gov.uk%2Fmedia%2F57a08d0be
d915d3cfd001794%2FR7976Guide.pdf&usg=A0vVaw3-jiAh5zkYD40ZzQVT-1
b7. accessed 25 July 2022.

Scottish Government (2015). 2014 Consultation on the management of inshore
Special Areas of Conservation and Marine Protected Areas - Consultation analysis
report. https://www.gov.scot/publications/2014-consultation-management-insh
ore-special-areas-conservation-marine-protected-areas-9781785444890/pages/1
7/ (Accessed 25 July 2022).

MSC (2021). Marine Stewardship Council - Use the blue MSC label. https://www.
msc.org/for-business/use-the-blue-msc-label (Accessed 26 March 2021).

D.J. Agnew, N.L. Gutiérrez, A. Stern-Pirlot, A.D. Smith, C. Zimmermann,

K. Sainsbury, Rebuttal to Froese and Proelss “Evaluation and legal assessment of
certified seafood”, Mar. Policy 38 (2013) 551-553.

A.M.M. Miller, S.R. Bush, Authority without credibility? Competition and conflict
between ecolabels in tuna fisheries, J. Clean. Prod. 107 (2015) 137-145, https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.02.047.

MSC (2019). Global impacts report update. https://www.msc.org/docs/defaul
t-source/default-document-library/what-we-are-doing/global-impact-reports/
msc-global-impacts-update-2019.pdf?sfvrsn=15813b9b_6 (Accessed 12 August
2021).

L.H. Gulbrandsen, The emergence and effectiveness of the Marine Stewardship
Council, Mar. Policy 33 (2009) 654-660, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
marpol.2009.01.002.

S. Ponte, The Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) and the making of a market for
‘Sustainable Fish’, J. Agrar. Change 12 (2012) 300-315, https://doi.org/
10.1111/j.1471-0366.2011.00345.x.

Fish Standard (2021). The Fish Standard. https://fishstandard.com/ (Accessed 13
August 2021).

S. Long, P.J.S. Jones, Greenland’s offshore Greenland halibut fishery and role of
the Marine Stewardship Council certification: A governance case study, Mar.
Policy (2020), 104095, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2020.104095.

C. Christian, D. Ainley, M. Bailey, P. Dayton, J. Hocevar, M. LeVine, J. Nikoloyuk,
C. Nouvian, E. Velarde, R. Wernera, J. Jacquet, A review of formal objections to
Marine Stewardship Council fisheries certifications, Biol. Conserv. 61 (2013)
10-17, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2013.01.002.

K.H. Lim, W. Hu, R.M. Nayga Jr, Is Marine Stewardship Council’s ecolabel a rising
tide for all? Consumers’ willingness to pay for origin-differentiated ecolabeled
canned tuna, Mar. Policy 96 (2018) 18-26, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
marpol.2018.07.015.

C. Clover, The End of the Line: how over-fishing is changing the world and what
we eat, Ebury Publishing, 2004, p. 320. ISBN 100091897807.

The Times (2021). Cornwall freshens up fish names to lift sales. Ben Webster,
Environment Editor, 9 February 2021. https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/co
rnwall-freshens-up-fish-names-x80q6kxcg (Accessed 11 February 2021).

P.-J. Chen, M. Antonelli, Conceptual models of food choice: influential factors
related to foods, individual differences, and society, Foods 9 (2020) 1898,
https://doi.org/10.3390/foods9121898.

A. Kabir, S. Miah, A. Islam, Factors influencing eating behavior and dietary intake
among resident students in a public university in Bangladesh: A qualitative study,
PLoS One 13 (2018), e0198801, https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0198801.
I. van Putten, C. Longo, A. Arton, M. Watson, C.M. Anderson, A. Himes-Cornell,
C. Obregoén, L. Robinson, T. van Steveninck, Shifting focus: The impacts of
sustainable seafood certification, PLOS ONE 15 (2020), 0235602, https://doi.
org/10.1371/journal.pone.0233237.

B.D. Stewart, C. Williams, R. Barnes, S.F. Walmsley, G. Carpenter, The Brexit deal
and UK fisheries - has reality matched the rhetoric? Marit. Stud. 21 (2022) 1-17,
https://doi.org/10.1007/540152-022-00259-0.

DEFRA (2020a). Fisheries: Apportioning additional quota between the UK
administrations - UK and the Crown Dependencies. Public Consultation October
2020. https://consult.defra.gov.uk/fisheries/apportioning-additional-quota-be
tween-the-uk-admin/ (Accessed 28 February 2020).

DEFRA (2020b). Fisheries: strengthening the economic link licence condition.
October 2020. https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/fisheries-strength
ening-the-economic-link-licence-condition (Accessed 28 February 2020).

UK Government (2021a). COP 26 ends with global agreement to speed up action
on climate change. https://www.gov.uk/government/news/cop-26-ends-with
-global-agreement-to-speed-up-action-on-climate-change (Accessed 3 December
2021).

J. Spijkers, W.J. Boonstra, Environmental change and social conflict: the
northeast Atlantic mackerel dispute, Reg. Environ. Change 17 (2017) 1835-1851,
https://doi.org/10.1007/510113-017-1150-4.

R. Churchill, Fisheries Management in European Union and United Kingdom
Waters after Brexit: a Change for the Better, Ocean Yearb. Online 36 (2022)
287-313, https://doi.org/10.1163/22116001-03601011.

Barnes, R., Williams, C., Carpenter, G. (2021). Written evidence (EEH0033)
provided to the EU Environment Sub-Committee on the UK-EU Trade and
Cooperation Agreement. https://committees.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/22
452/html/ (Accessed 20 February 2021).

ABPmer (2021). EU-UK Trade and Cooperation Agreement, Thoughts on fisheries
from a UK perspective. ABPmer White Paper, January 2021. https://www.
abpmer.co.uk/media/3467 /white-paper-eu-uk-trade-and-cooperation-agreement
.pdf (Accessed 19 July 2021).

G. Engelhard, One hundred and twenty years of change in fishing power of
English North Sea trawlers, Adv. Fish. Sci. 50 (2008) 1-25.

M.L.D. Palomares, D. Pauly, On the creeping increase of vessels’ fishing power,
Ecol. Soc. 24 (2019) 31, https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-11136-240331.

14

[125]

[126]

[127]

[128]

[129]

[130]

[131]

[132]

[133]

[134]

[135]

[136]

[137]

[138]

[139]

[140]

[141]

[142]

[143]

[144]

[145]

[146]

[147]

Marine Policy 147 (2023) 105335

G. Collins, D. Twining, J. Wells, Using vessel-based drones to aid commercial
fishing operations, OCEANS Conf. 2017, Aberd. 2017 (2017) 1-5, https://doi.
org/10.1109/0CEANSE.2017.8085014.

D. Bradley, M. Merrifield, K.M. Miller, S. Lomonico, J.R. Wilson, M.G. Gleason,
Opportunities to improve fisheries management through innovative technology
and advanced data systems, Fish Fish 20 (2019) 564-583, https://doi.org/
10.1111/faf.12361.

M. Maksimovic, Greening the Future: Green Internet of Things (G-IoT) as a Key
Technological Enabler of Sustainable Development, in: N. Dey, A. Hassanien,

C. Bhatt, A. Ashour, S. Satapathy (Eds.), Internet of Things and Big Data Analytics
Toward Next-Generation Intelligence. Studies in Big Data, 30, Springer, Cham,
2018, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-60435-0_12.

SeaFoodSource (2019). Japanese IoT firms pour into aquaculture. https://www.
seafoodsource.com/news/aquaculture/japanese-iot-firms-pour-into-aquaculture
(Accessed 15 February 2021).

Scottish Government (2021). Supporting a new approach to fisheries
management. Marine Scotland Blog. February 18, 2021. https://blogs.gov.sco
t/marine-scotland/2021,/02/18/supporting-a-new-approach-to-fisheries-mana
gement/ (Accessed 16 July 2022).

Scottish Government (2020). Launch of inshore fisheries pilot. Marine Scotland
Blog. November 5, 2020. https://blogs.gov.scot/marine-scotland/2020/11/05/1a
unch-of-inshore-fisheries-pilot/ (Accessed 16 July 2022).

UK Seafood Innovation Fund (2021). Automated Shellfish Species, Size and Sex
Identification System (AS3ID) (RD062). https://www.seafoodinnovation.fund
/projects/automated-shellfish-species-size-and-sex-identification-system-as3id-rd
062/ (Accessed 16 July 2022).

S. Ezoe, Activity in utilizing of clean energy and background of development of
fishing boat with hydrogen combustion engine, J. Natl. Fish. Univ. (Jpn.) 56
(2009) 377-388.

H. Nazir, N. Muthuswamy, C. Louis, S. Jose, J. Prakash, M.E.M. Buan, C. Flox,
S. Chavan, X. Shi, P. Kauranen, T. Kallio, G. Maia, K. Tammaveski,

N. Lymperoupoulos, E. Carcadea, E. Vezziroglu, A. Iranzo, A.M. Kannan, Is the H2
economy realizable in the foreseeable future? Part III: H2 usage technologies,
applications, and challenges and opportunities, Int. J. Hydrog. Energy 45 (2020)
28217-28239, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhydene.2020.07.256.

P.I. Santosa, The configuration of solar sail catamaran fishing vessel. Global
Journal of Researches in Engineering: A Mechanical and Mechanics Engineering
19, Global Journals, 2019. ISSN: 2249-4596 & Print ISSN: 0975-5861.

Baird Maritime (2021). Vessel review LIBAS — Hybrid seiner/trawler delivered to
Norway’s Liegruppen. https://www.bairdmaritime.com/fishing-boat-world/t
rawling/vessel-review-libas-hybrid-seiner-trawler-delivered-to-norways-lie
gruppen/ (Accessed 21 July 2022).

WorkBoat (2022). Norway’s Skipsteknisk designs hydrogen-powered fishing
vessel. https://www.workboat.com/shipbuilding/norway-s-skipsteknisk-desi
gns-hydrogen-powered-fishing-vessel (Accessed 21 July 2022).

BBC (2020). Follow the Food - The fisherman selling his catch on social media.
https://www.bbc.co.uk/future/bespoke/follow-the-food/the-fisherman-selling-h
is-catch-on-social-media.html (Accessed 1 March 2021).

Pesky Fish (2021). A daily market to buy fish from the British inshore fleet: a
better way to buy fish. For fishermen, for the environment and for you. https
://peskyfish.co.uk/ (Accessed 19 July 2021).

Seafish (2020). Seafish launches free marketing workshops for seafood businesses
looking to get social media savvy. https://www.seafish.org/about-us/news-
blogs/seafish-launches-free-marketing-workshops-for-seafood-businesses-lookin
g-to-get-social-media-savvy/ (Accessed 1 March 2021).

BlueSenze (2020). IoT for Fisheries. https://bluetraker.com/solutions/iot-for-
fisheries/#:~:text=BlueSenz%20I10T%20for%20Fisheries%20is,t0%
20sustainably%20manage%20their%20fisheries (Accessed 15 February 2021).
MCS (2021). Marine Conservation Society Good Fish Guide. https://www.mcsuk.
org/goodfishguide/search?gclid=CjwKCAiAyc2BBhAaEiwA44-wW4FulgeJ
MbZGaPwcZcrRwmC_cAiNVxVE_0xjXjoij57j5qxTCsSj9hoCGOAQAVD_BwWE
(Accessed 22 February 2021).

Ramundo, L., Taisch, M., Terzi, S. (2016). State of the art of technology in the
food sector value chain towards the IoT. IEEE 2nd International Forum on
Research and Technologies for Society and Industry Leveraging a better tomorrow
(RTSI), Bologna, Italy, 2016, pp. 1-6, DOI: 10.1109/RTSI.2016.7740612.

D. Grewal, S.M. Noble, A.L. Roggeveen, J. Nordfalt, The future of in-store
technology, J. Acad. Mark. Sci. 48 (2020) 96-113.

E. Frontoni, P. Raspa, A. Mancini, P. Zingaretti, V. Placidi, Customers’ activity
recognition in intelligent retail environments, in: A. Petrosino, L. Maddalena,

P. Pala (Eds.), New Trends in Image Analysis and Processing — ICIAP 2013. ICIAP
2013. Lecture Notes in Computer Science, vol 8158, Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg,
2013, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-41190-8_55.

A. Fagerstrgm, N. Eriksson, V. Sigurdsson, Investigating the impact of Internet of
Things services from a smartphone app on grocery shopping, J. Retail. Consum.
Serv. 52 (2019), 101927, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2019.101927.
McKinsey Global Institute (2019). Artificial intelligence in the United Kingdom:
Prospects and challenges. Briefing note Prepared for London Tech Week, June
2019, in collaboration with QuantumBlack and McKinsey & Company UK and
Ireland. https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/McKinsey,/Featured%20Insights/
Artificial%20Intelligence/Artificial%20intelligence%20in%20the%20United%
20Kingdom%20Prospects%20and%20challenges/Artificial-intelligence-in-the-
United-Kingdom-VF2.ashx (Accessed 22 February 2021).

Global Fishing Watch (2021). Global Fishing Watch. https://globalfishingwatch.
org/ (Accessed 19 July 2021).


https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&amp;rct=j&amp;q=&amp;esrc=s&amp;source=web&amp;cd=&amp;ved=2ahUKEwjjrPn74pP5AhWuSkEAHWqyDkoQFnoECA0QAQ&amp;url=https%3A%2F%2Fassets.publishing.service.gov.uk%2Fmedia%2F57a08d0bed915d3cfd001794%2FR7976Guide.pdf&amp;usg=AOvVaw3-jiAh5zkYD4OZzQVT-lb7
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&amp;rct=j&amp;q=&amp;esrc=s&amp;source=web&amp;cd=&amp;ved=2ahUKEwjjrPn74pP5AhWuSkEAHWqyDkoQFnoECA0QAQ&amp;url=https%3A%2F%2Fassets.publishing.service.gov.uk%2Fmedia%2F57a08d0bed915d3cfd001794%2FR7976Guide.pdf&amp;usg=AOvVaw3-jiAh5zkYD4OZzQVT-lb7
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&amp;rct=j&amp;q=&amp;esrc=s&amp;source=web&amp;cd=&amp;ved=2ahUKEwjjrPn74pP5AhWuSkEAHWqyDkoQFnoECA0QAQ&amp;url=https%3A%2F%2Fassets.publishing.service.gov.uk%2Fmedia%2F57a08d0bed915d3cfd001794%2FR7976Guide.pdf&amp;usg=AOvVaw3-jiAh5zkYD4OZzQVT-lb7
https://www.gov.scot/publications/2014-consultation-management-inshore-special-areas-conservation-marine-protected-areas-9781785444890/pages/17/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/2014-consultation-management-inshore-special-areas-conservation-marine-protected-areas-9781785444890/pages/17/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/2014-consultation-management-inshore-special-areas-conservation-marine-protected-areas-9781785444890/pages/17/
https://www.msc.org/for-business/use-the-blue-msc-label
https://www.msc.org/for-business/use-the-blue-msc-label
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref77
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref77
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref77
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.02.047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.02.047
https://www.msc.org/docs/default-source/default-document-library/what-we-are-doing/global-impact-reports/msc-global-impacts-update-2019.pdf?sfvrsn=15813b9b_6
https://www.msc.org/docs/default-source/default-document-library/what-we-are-doing/global-impact-reports/msc-global-impacts-update-2019.pdf?sfvrsn=15813b9b_6
https://www.msc.org/docs/default-source/default-document-library/what-we-are-doing/global-impact-reports/msc-global-impacts-update-2019.pdf?sfvrsn=15813b9b_6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2009.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2009.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-0366.2011.00345.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-0366.2011.00345.x
https://fishstandard.com/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2020.104095
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2013.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2018.07.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2018.07.015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref84
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref84
https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/cornwall-freshens-up-fish-names-x80q6kxcg
https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/cornwall-freshens-up-fish-names-x80q6kxcg
https://doi.org/10.3390/foods9121898
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0198801
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0233237
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0233237
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40152-022-00259-0
https://consult.defra.gov.uk/fisheries/apportioning-additional-quota-between-the-uk-admin/
https://consult.defra.gov.uk/fisheries/apportioning-additional-quota-between-the-uk-admin/
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/fisheries-strengthening-the-economic-link-licence-condition
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/fisheries-strengthening-the-economic-link-licence-condition
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/cop-26-ends-with-global-agreement-to-speed-up-action-on-climate-change
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/cop-26-ends-with-global-agreement-to-speed-up-action-on-climate-change
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10113-017-1150-4
https://doi.org/10.1163/22116001-03601011
https://committees.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/22452/html/
https://committees.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/22452/html/
https://www.abpmer.co.uk/media/3467/white-paper-eu-uk-trade-and-cooperation-agreement.pdf
https://www.abpmer.co.uk/media/3467/white-paper-eu-uk-trade-and-cooperation-agreement.pdf
https://www.abpmer.co.uk/media/3467/white-paper-eu-uk-trade-and-cooperation-agreement.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref91
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref91
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-11136-240331
https://doi.org/10.1109/OCEANSE.2017.8085014
https://doi.org/10.1109/OCEANSE.2017.8085014
https://doi.org/10.1111/faf.12361
https://doi.org/10.1111/faf.12361
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-60435-0_12
https://www.seafoodsource.com/news/aquaculture/japanese-iot-firms-pour-into-aquaculture
https://www.seafoodsource.com/news/aquaculture/japanese-iot-firms-pour-into-aquaculture
https://blogs.gov.scot/marine-scotland/2021/02/18/supporting-a-new-approach-to-fisheries-management/
https://blogs.gov.scot/marine-scotland/2021/02/18/supporting-a-new-approach-to-fisheries-management/
https://blogs.gov.scot/marine-scotland/2021/02/18/supporting-a-new-approach-to-fisheries-management/
https://blogs.gov.scot/marine-scotland/2020/11/05/launch-of-inshore-fisheries-pilot/
https://blogs.gov.scot/marine-scotland/2020/11/05/launch-of-inshore-fisheries-pilot/
https://www.seafoodinnovation.fund/projects/automated-shellfish-species-size-and-sex-identification-system-as3id-rd062/
https://www.seafoodinnovation.fund/projects/automated-shellfish-species-size-and-sex-identification-system-as3id-rd062/
https://www.seafoodinnovation.fund/projects/automated-shellfish-species-size-and-sex-identification-system-as3id-rd062/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref96
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref96
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref96
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhydene.2020.07.256
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref98
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref98
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref98
https://www.bairdmaritime.com/fishing-boat-world/trawling/vessel-review-libas-hybrid-seiner-trawler-delivered-to-norways-liegruppen/
https://www.bairdmaritime.com/fishing-boat-world/trawling/vessel-review-libas-hybrid-seiner-trawler-delivered-to-norways-liegruppen/
https://www.bairdmaritime.com/fishing-boat-world/trawling/vessel-review-libas-hybrid-seiner-trawler-delivered-to-norways-liegruppen/
https://www.workboat.com/shipbuilding/norway-s-skipsteknisk-designs-hydrogen-powered-fishing-vessel
https://www.workboat.com/shipbuilding/norway-s-skipsteknisk-designs-hydrogen-powered-fishing-vessel
https://www.bbc.co.uk/future/bespoke/follow-the-food/the-fisherman-selling-his-catch-on-social-media.html
https://www.bbc.co.uk/future/bespoke/follow-the-food/the-fisherman-selling-his-catch-on-social-media.html
https://peskyfish.co.uk/
https://peskyfish.co.uk/
https://www.seafish.org/about-us/news-blogs/seafish-launches-free-marketing-workshops-for-seafood-businesses-looking-to-get-social-media-savvy/
https://www.seafish.org/about-us/news-blogs/seafish-launches-free-marketing-workshops-for-seafood-businesses-looking-to-get-social-media-savvy/
https://www.seafish.org/about-us/news-blogs/seafish-launches-free-marketing-workshops-for-seafood-businesses-looking-to-get-social-media-savvy/
https://www.mcsuk.org/goodfishguide/search?gclid=CjwKCAiAyc2BBhAaEiwA44-wW4FuIgcJMbZGaPwcZcrRwmC_cAiNVxVE_0xjXjoij57j5qxTCsSj9hoCGOAQAvD_BwE
https://www.mcsuk.org/goodfishguide/search?gclid=CjwKCAiAyc2BBhAaEiwA44-wW4FuIgcJMbZGaPwcZcrRwmC_cAiNVxVE_0xjXjoij57j5qxTCsSj9hoCGOAQAvD_BwE
https://www.mcsuk.org/goodfishguide/search?gclid=CjwKCAiAyc2BBhAaEiwA44-wW4FuIgcJMbZGaPwcZcrRwmC_cAiNVxVE_0xjXjoij57j5qxTCsSj9hoCGOAQAvD_BwE
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref99
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref99
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-41190-8_55
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2019.101927
https://globalfishingwatch.org/
https://globalfishingwatch.org/

P.S. Kemp et al.

[148]

[149]

[150]

[151]

[152]

[153]

[154]

[155]

[156]

[157]

[158]

[159]

[160]

[161]

[162]

[163]

[164]

[165]

[166]

[167]

[168]

[169]

[170]

[171]

Ocean Mind (2021). Marine Protected Areas. https://www.oceanmind.glo
bal/mpas/ (Accessed 27 March 2021).

A.T.M. van Helmond, L.O. Mortensen, K.S. Plet-Hansen, C. Ulrich, C.L. Needle,
D. Oesterwind, L. Kindt-Larsen, T. Catchpole, S. Mangi, C. Zimmermann, H.

J. Olesen, N. Bailey, H. Bergsson, J. Dalskov, J. Elson, M. Hosken, L. Peterson,
H. McElderry, J. Ruiz, J.P. Pierre, C. Dykstra, J. Poos, Electronic monitoring in
fisheries: Lessons from global experiences and future opportunities, Fish Fish 21
(2020) 162-189, https://doi.org/10.1111/faf.12425.

UK Parliament (2020a). Fisheries Bill [House of Lords] Volume 807: debated on
Thursday 12 November 2020 (Hansard). (https://hansard.parliament.uk/lords
/2020-11-12/debates/5DF68E25-0D02-4FE4-8520-3A35B74EE9F7 /Fisheries
Bill)(HL) (accessed 22 February 2021).

R.A. McConnaughey, J.G. Hiddink, S. Jennings, C.R. Pitcher, M.J. Kaiser,

P. Suuronen, M. Sciberras, A.D. Rijnsdorp, J.S. Collie, T. Mazor, R.O. Amoroso, A.
M. Parma, R. Hilborn, Choosing best practices for managing impacts of trawl
fishing on seabed habitats and biota, Fish Fish 21 (2020) 319-337. DOI: org/
10.1111/faf.12431.

E.H. Allison, Big laws, small catches: global ocean governance and the fisheries
crisis, J. Int. Dev. 13 (2001) 933-950, https://doi.org/10.1002/jid.834.

M. Mackay, S. Jennings, E.I. van Putten, H. Sibly, S. Yamazaki, When push comes
to shove in recreational fishing compliance, think ‘nudge’, Mar. Policy 95 (2018)
256-266, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2018.05.026.

J.A. Aragon-Correa, A.A. Marcus, D. Vogel, The effects of mandatory and
voluntary regulatory pressures on firms’ environmental strategies: a review and
recommendations for future research, Acad. Manag. Ann. 14 (2020) 339-365,
https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2018.0014.

R. Barnes, The Pursuit of Good Regulatory Design Principles in International
Fisheries Law: What Possibility of Smarter International Regulation?. Smart Mixes
for Transboundary Environmental Harm Cambridge University Press, Cambridge,
2019, pp. 97-125.

NFFO (2022). Catch App Review. National Federation of Fishermen’s
Organisations. https://www.nffo.org.uk/catch-app-review/ (Accessed 31 August
2022).

UK Government (2018). Fisheries white paper: sustainable fisheries for future
generations. (https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/fisheries-white
-paper-sustainable-fisheries-for-future-generations) (accessed 30 December
2020).

Carpenter, G., Williams, C., Scurrah, E. (2019). Media capture in UK fisheries:
How concentrated power has influenced Brexit coverage. New Economics
Foundation Briefing Report. https://neweconomics.org/uploads/files/Medi
a-analysis-briefing FINAL.pdf (Accessed 20 July 2021).

P.S. Kemp, R. Froese, D. Pauly, COVID-19 provides an opportunity to advance a
sustainable UK Fisheries Policy in a post-Brexit brave new world, Mar. Policy 120
(2020) 1-5 [104114]. DOI: 10.1016/j.marpol.2020.104114.

S. Drews, J.C. van den Bergh, What explains public support for climate policies? A
review of empirical and experimental studies, Clim. Policy 16 (2016) 855-876,
https://doi.org/10.1080/14693062.2015.1058240.

A. Bostrom, R.E. O’Connor, G. Bohm, D. Hanss, O. Bodi, F. Ekstrom, P. Halder,
S. Jeschke, B. Mack, M. Qu, L. Rosentrater, Causal thinking and support for
climate change policies: international survey findings, Glob. Environ. Change 22
(2012) 210-222, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2011.09.012.

S.M. Geiger, M. Geiger, O. Wilhelm, Environment-specific vs. general knowledge
and their role in pro-environmental behaviour, Front. Psychol. 10 (2019) 718,
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00718.

A. Anderson, Media, politics and climate change: towards a new research agenda,
Sociol. Compass 32 (2009) 166-182, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-
9020.2008.00188.x.

K. Skogen, H. Helland, B. Kaltenborn, Concern about climate change, biodiversity
loss, habitat degradation and landscape change: embedded in different packages
of environmental concern, J. Nat. Conserv. 44 (2018) 12-20, https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jnc.2018.06.001.

P. Legagneux, N. Casajus, K. Cazelles, C. Chevallier, M. Chevrinais, L. Guéry,

C. Jacquet, M. Jaffré, M.-J. Naud, F. Noisette, P. Ropars, S. Vissault,

P. Archambault, J. Béty, D. Berteaux, D. Gravel, Our house is burning:
discrepancy in climate change vs. biodiversity coverage in the media as compared
to scientific literature, Front. Ecol. Evol. 5 (2018) 175, https://doi.org/10.3389/
fevo.2017.00175.

L. Henderson, C. Green, Making sense of microplastics? Public understandings of
plastic pollution, Mar. Pollut. Bull. 152 (2020), 110908, https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.marpolbul.2020.110908.

M. Fox, M. Mitchell, M. Dean, C. Elliott, K. Campbell, The seafood supply chain
from a fraudulent perspective, Food Secur. 10 (2018) 939-963, https://doi.org/
10.1007/512571-018-0826-z.

A. Gillespie, Foundations of Economics, Oxford University Press, Oxford, UK,
2011.

UK Government (2021b). Notice 263: marine voyages - relief from fuel duty.
Updated 18 January 2021. (https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/excis
e-notice-263-marine-voyages-excise-duty-relief-for-mineral-hydrocarbon-oil/not
ice-263-marine-voyages-excise-duty-relief-for-mineral-hydrocarbon-oil)
(accessed 20 July 2021).

T. Bostock, P. Greenhalgh, U. Kleith, Policy Research — implications of
liberalization of fish trade for developing countries, Natural Resource Institute,
Chatham, UK., 2004.

Anon, Kingdom: Lessons learnt from over 100 years of biased policy. Marine
Policy (this issue). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2022.105075.

15

[172]

[173]

[174]

[175]

[176]

[177]

[178]

[179]

[180]

[181]

[182]

[183]

[184]

[185]

[186]

[187]

[188]

[189]

[190]

[191]

[192]

[193]

[194]

[195]

[196]

[197]

[198]

Marine Policy 147 (2023) 105335

MAF (1946). Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries — Fisheries in war time. Report
of the Sea Fisheries of England and Wales for the Years 1939-1944 inclusive.
London: His Majesty’s Stationary Office, 1946. Available at the Marine
Management Organisation UK sea fisheries statistics archive: https://webarchive.
nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140508034354/http://www.marinemanagement.or
g.uk/fisheries/statistics/annual_archive.htm (Accessed 5 January 2021).

P. Greenberg, Four fish: the future of the last wild food, Penguin Press,, London,
2010, p. 284. ISBN 1-594-20256-7, 2011.

A. Kollmuss, J. Agyeman, Mind the gap: why do people act environmentally and
what are the barriers to pro-environmental behavior, Environ. Educ. Res. 8
(2002) 239-260, https://doi.org/10.1080/13504620220145401.

J.R. Zaller, The Nature and Origins of Mass Opinion, Cambridge University Press -
Political Science, 1992, p. 367.

W. Quattrociocchi, G. Caldarelli, A. Scala, Opinion dynamics on interacting
networks: media competition and social influence, Sci. Rep. 4 (2014) 4938,
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep04938.

J.N. Druckman, J.N. Nelson, Framing and deliberation: how citizens’
conversations limit elite Influence, Am. J. Political Sci. 47 (2003) 729-745,
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-5907.0005.

J.G. Bullock, Elite influence on public opinion in an informed electorate, Am.
Political Sci. Rev. 105 (2011) 496-515, https://doi.org/10.1017/
$0003055411000165.

M. Temple, In praise of the popular press: the need for tabloid racism, Politics 30
(2010) 191-201, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9256.2010.01383.x.

R.J. Brulle, J. Carmichael, J.C. Jenkins, Shifting public opinion on climate
change: an empirical assessment of factors influencing concern over climate
change in the U.S., 2002-2010, Clim. Change 114 (2012) 169-188, https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10584-012-0403-y.

J.T. Carmichael, R.J. Brulle, Elite cues, media coverage, and public concern: an
integrated path analysis of public opinion on climate change, 2001-2013,
Environ. Polit. 26 (2017) 232-252, https://doi.org/10.1080/
09644016.2016.1263433.

J.N. Druckman, E. Peterson, R. Slothuus, How elite partisan polarization affects
public opinion formation, Am. Political Sci. Rev. 107 (2013) 57-79, https://doi.
org/10.1017/S0003055412000500.

FT (2016). Britain has had enough of experts, says Gove. Article in the Financial
Times, 3 June 2016. https://www.ft.com/content/3be49734-29cb
-11e6-83e4-abc22d5d108c (Accessed 11 January 2021). Full interview available
at: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GGgiGtJk7MA (Accessed 13 July 2022).
M.A. Baum, P.B.K. Potter, The relationships between mass media, public opinion,
and foreign policy: toward a theoretical synthesis, Annu. Rev. Political Sci. 11
(2008) 39-65, https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.polisci.11.060406.214132.

H. Rojas, D.V. Shah, J. Cho, M. Schmierbach, H. Keum, H. Gil-De-Zuniga, Media
dialogue: perceiving and addressing community problems, Mass Commun. Soc. 8
(2005) 93-110, https://doi.org/10.1207/515327825mcs0802_2.

L. Helfer, Media effects on politicians: an individual-level political agenda-setting
experiment, Int. J. Press/Polit. 21 (2016) 233-252, https://doi.org/10.1177/
1940161215627461.

R. Coombes, Attacking the devil: the thalidomide story, BMJ 352 (2016) i353,
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.i353.

A. Gershkoff, S. Kushner, Shaping public opinion: the 9/11-Iraq connection in the
Bush administration’s rhetoric, Perspect. Polit. 3 (2005) 525-537, https://doi.
org/10.1017/51537592705050334.

FT (2021). Fishermen feel waves of betrayal over Boris Johnson’s Brexit deal.
Article in the Financial Times, 22 January 2021. https://www.ft.com/content
/82371fcb-3814-4ac1-8332-c59daaa49¢8b (Accessed 3 March 2021).

The Scotsman (2020). UK market, not the EU, is what is most important for
Scotland. By Michael Gove, 28 December 2020. https://www.scotsman.com/
news/opinion/uk-market-not-eu-what-most-important-scotland-michael-gove-
3079756 (Accessed 28 January 2021).

BBC (2021a). More or Less: Behind the stats. Will the vaccine bring back normal
life? GDP and Fishing — 20 January 2021. https://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/
p094h4kl (Accessed 3 March 2021).

L. Munn, Angry by design: toxic communication and technical architectures,
Humanit. Soc. Sci. Commun. 7 (2020) 53, https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-020-
00550-7.

S. Rathje, J.J. Van Bavel, S. van der Linden, Out-group animosity drives
engagement on social media, €2024292118, PNAS 118 (2021), https://doi.org/
10.1073/pnas.2024292118.

S. Poulakidakos, A. Veneti, Political communication and Twitter in Greece: jumps
on the bandwagon or an enhancement of the political dialogue? Censorsh.,
Surveill., Priv.: Concepts, Methodol., Tools, Appl. (2019) 28, https://doi.org/
10.4018/978-1-5225-7113-1.ch054.

A. Bovet, H.A. Makse, Influence of fake news in Twitter during the 2016 US
presidential election, Nat. Commun. 10 (2019) 7, https://doi.org/10.1038/
s41467-018-07761-2.

R.K. Garrett, Social media’s contribution to political misperceptions in U.S.
Presidential elections, PLOS ONE (2019), https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.
pone.0213500.

A.V. Mavrodieva, O.K. Rachman, V.B. Harahap, R. Shaw, Role of social media as a
soft power tool in raising public awareness and engagement in addressing climate
change, Climate 7 (2019) 122, https://doi.org/10.3390/cli7100122.
Greenpeace (2019). Ban supertrawlers from UK Marine Protected Areas. http
s://act.greenpeace.org/page/64494/action/1?source=WB&subsource
=0OCMRGLSOWB01QY &utm_source=gpeace&utm_medium=WB&utm_campaig
n=0CMRGLSOWBO01QY (Accessed 18 January 2021).


https://www.oceanmind.global/mpas/
https://www.oceanmind.global/mpas/
https://doi.org/10.1111/faf.12425
https://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2020-11-12/debates/5DF68E25-0D02-4FE4-8520-3A35B74EE9F7/FisheriesBill
https://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2020-11-12/debates/5DF68E25-0D02-4FE4-8520-3A35B74EE9F7/FisheriesBill
https://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2020-11-12/debates/5DF68E25-0D02-4FE4-8520-3A35B74EE9F7/FisheriesBill
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref103
https://doi.org/10.1002/jid.834
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2018.05.026
https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2018.0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref107
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref107
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref107
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref107
https://www.nffo.org.uk/catch-app-review/
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/fisheries-white-paper-sustainable-fisheries-for-future-generations
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/fisheries-white-paper-sustainable-fisheries-for-future-generations
https://neweconomics.org/uploads/files/Media-analysis-briefing_FINAL.pdf
https://neweconomics.org/uploads/files/Media-analysis-briefing_FINAL.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref108
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref108
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref108
https://doi.org/10.1080/14693062.2015.1058240
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2011.09.012
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00718
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9020.2008.00188.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9020.2008.00188.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jnc.2018.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jnc.2018.06.001
https://doi.org/10.3389/fevo.2017.00175
https://doi.org/10.3389/fevo.2017.00175
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpolbul.2020.110908
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpolbul.2020.110908
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-018-0826-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-018-0826-z
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref117
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref117
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/excise-notice-263-marine-voyages-excise-duty-relief-for-mineral-hydrocarbon-oil/notice-263-marine-voyages-excise-duty-relief-for-mineral-hydrocarbon-oil
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/excise-notice-263-marine-voyages-excise-duty-relief-for-mineral-hydrocarbon-oil/notice-263-marine-voyages-excise-duty-relief-for-mineral-hydrocarbon-oil
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/excise-notice-263-marine-voyages-excise-duty-relief-for-mineral-hydrocarbon-oil/notice-263-marine-voyages-excise-duty-relief-for-mineral-hydrocarbon-oil
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref118
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref118
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref118
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2022.105075
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140508034354/http://www.marinemanagement.org.uk/fisheries/statistics/annual_archive.htm
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140508034354/http://www.marinemanagement.org.uk/fisheries/statistics/annual_archive.htm
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140508034354/http://www.marinemanagement.org.uk/fisheries/statistics/annual_archive.htm
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref119
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref119
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504620220145401
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref121
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref121
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep04938
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-5907.0005
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055411000165
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055411000165
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9256.2010.01383.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-012-0403-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-012-0403-y
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2016.1263433
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2016.1263433
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055412000500
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055412000500
https://www.ft.com/content/3be49734-29cb-11e6-83e4-abc22d5d108c
https://www.ft.com/content/3be49734-29cb-11e6-83e4-abc22d5d108c
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GGgiGtJk7MA
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.polisci.11.060406.214132
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327825mcs0802_2
https://doi.org/10.1177/1940161215627461
https://doi.org/10.1177/1940161215627461
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.i353
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592705050334
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592705050334
https://www.ft.com/content/82371fcb-3814-4ac1-8332-c59daaa49c8b
https://www.ft.com/content/82371fcb-3814-4ac1-8332-c59daaa49c8b
https://www.scotsman.com/news/opinion/uk-market-not-eu-what-most-important-scotland-michael-gove-3079756
https://www.scotsman.com/news/opinion/uk-market-not-eu-what-most-important-scotland-michael-gove-3079756
https://www.scotsman.com/news/opinion/uk-market-not-eu-what-most-important-scotland-michael-gove-3079756
https://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/p094h4kl
https://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/p094h4kl
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-020-00550-7
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-020-00550-7
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2024292118
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2024292118
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-5225-7113-1.ch054
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-5225-7113-1.ch054
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-07761-2
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-07761-2
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0213500
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0213500
https://doi.org/10.3390/cli7100122
https://act.greenpeace.org/page/64494/action/1?source=WB&amp;subsource=OCMRGLSOWB01QY&amp;utm_source=gpeace&amp;utm_medium=WB&amp;utm_campaign=OCMRGLSOWB01QY
https://act.greenpeace.org/page/64494/action/1?source=WB&amp;subsource=OCMRGLSOWB01QY&amp;utm_source=gpeace&amp;utm_medium=WB&amp;utm_campaign=OCMRGLSOWB01QY
https://act.greenpeace.org/page/64494/action/1?source=WB&amp;subsource=OCMRGLSOWB01QY&amp;utm_source=gpeace&amp;utm_medium=WB&amp;utm_campaign=OCMRGLSOWB01QY
https://act.greenpeace.org/page/64494/action/1?source=WB&amp;subsource=OCMRGLSOWB01QY&amp;utm_source=gpeace&amp;utm_medium=WB&amp;utm_campaign=OCMRGLSOWB01QY

P.S. Kemp et al.

[199]

[200]

[201]

[202]

[203]

[204]

DEFRA (2020c). Government response to Greenpeace investigation into
supertrawlers. Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs. https://defr
amedia.blog.gov.uk/2020/08/13/government-response-to-greenpeace-inves
tigation-into-supertrawlers/ (Accessed 18 January 2021).

UK Parliament (2020b). Votes in Parliament on the Fisheries Bill [Lords]: Report
Stage: Amendment 3. https://votes.parliament.
uk/Votes/Commons/Division/877#noes (Accessed 11 December 2020).

BBC (2021b). Why Greenpeace is dropping huge boulders into the sea htt
ps://www.bbc.co.uk/news/av/science-environment-56201231 (Accessed 3
March 2021).

UK Government (2019b). Marine development. What is the landing obligations?
(https://marinedevelopments.blog.gov.uk/2019/01/11/what-is-the-landing-obli
gation-discards-ban/) (accessed 12 August 2021).

R.M.F. Otero, G.A. Bayliss-Brown, M. Papathanassiou, Ocean literacy and
knowledge transfer synergies in support of a sustainable blue economy, Front.
Mar. Sci. 18 (2019) 646, https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2019.00646.

EEA (2021). European Environment Agency Report. Status of marine fish and
shellfish stocks in European seas. https://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-maps/ind
icators/status-of-marine-fish-stocks-5/assessment (Accessed 3 August 2021).

16

[205]

[206]

[207]

[208]

[209]

[210]

Marine Policy 147 (2023) 105335

NERC (2020). Public engagement in research — Natural Environment Research
Council public engagement strategy. https://nerc.ukri.org/about/whatwedo/eng
age/public/ (Accessed 8 January 2020).

H. Tilley, L. Ball, C. Cassidy, Research Excellence Framework (REF) impact
toolkit, Overseas Development Institute,, 2018. https://www.odi.org/sites/odi.or
g.uk/files/resource-documents/12144.pdf (Accessed 18 January 2021).

M.E. Lam, Of fish and fishermen: shifting societal baselines to reduce
environmental harm in fisheries, Ecol. Soc. 17 (2012) 18, https://doi.org/
10.5751/ES-05113-170418.

P. Bowman, B.D. Steward, Celebrity chefs and the sustainable seafood movement:
Smokescreen or a dish to savour? Report. Marine Ecosystem Management Report,
University of York, York, 2013. https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/76850/
(Accessed 20 July 2021).

R.R. Gambarato, S.A. Medvedev, Fish Fight: Transmedia storytelling strategies for
food policy change, Int. J. E-Polit. (IJEP) 6 (2015) 43-59.

FT (2020). Scientists warn UK’s coronavirus response is inadequate. Article in the
Financial Times, 15 March 2020. https://www.ft.com/content/f3136d0a-663e
-11ea-800d-da70cff6e4d3 (Accessed 28 March 2021).


https://deframedia.blog.gov.uk/2020/08/13/government-response-to-greenpeace-investigation-into-supertrawlers/
https://deframedia.blog.gov.uk/2020/08/13/government-response-to-greenpeace-investigation-into-supertrawlers/
https://deframedia.blog.gov.uk/2020/08/13/government-response-to-greenpeace-investigation-into-supertrawlers/
https://votes.parliament.uk/Votes/Commons/Division/877#noes
https://votes.parliament.uk/Votes/Commons/Division/877#noes
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/av/science-environment-56201231
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/av/science-environment-56201231
https://marinedevelopments.blog.gov.uk/2019/01/11/what-is-the-landing-obligation-discards-ban/
https://marinedevelopments.blog.gov.uk/2019/01/11/what-is-the-landing-obligation-discards-ban/
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2019.00646
https://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-maps/indicators/status-of-marine-fish-stocks-5/assessment
https://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-maps/indicators/status-of-marine-fish-stocks-5/assessment
https://nerc.ukri.org/about/whatwedo/engage/public/
https://nerc.ukri.org/about/whatwedo/engage/public/
https://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/resource-documents/12144.pdf
https://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/resource-documents/12144.pdf
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-05113-170418
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-05113-170418
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/76850/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref144
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(22)00382-7/sbref144
https://www.ft.com/content/f3136d0a-663e-11ea-800d-da70cff6e4d3
https://www.ft.com/content/f3136d0a-663e-11ea-800d-da70cff6e4d3

	Future advances in UK marine fisheries policy: Integrated nexus management, technological advance, and shifting public opinion
	1 Introduction
	2 Embracing systems complexity: the fisheries-energy-environment nexus
	3 Integrating social-political solutions to challenges of the Fisheries-Environment-Energy Nexus
	4 Technological advance: smart fisheries
	5 The public, political and media dimensions in advancing sustainable fisheries policy
	6 Expert engagement with elites, media and advocates to shift public opinion
	7 Conclusions
	CRediT authorship contribution statement
	Data Availability
	Acknowledgements
	References


