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Abstract 

Currently available communication studies within fisheries politics largely concern 

communication between scientists and decision makers, to some extent stakeholders and 

decision makers, but seldom merely fishermen and scientists. This thesis attempts to discuss 

the relationship between fishermen and scientists in Sweden, on a more local level. This is 

carried out through the analysis of the possible barriers blocking communication at the higher 

levels of the fisheries hierarchy, together with the implication of these barriers on whether 

fishermen find fisheries policies legitimate or not.  

The empirical data in this thesis is based upon face-to-face interviews, with four fishermen 

and four scientists concerning their involvement in communication with the opposite group. 

The results from these interviews are analysed through the use of a framework resting upon 

the basis of environmental governance, marine governance and risk communication theory.  

Within this theoretical base, legitimacy will be used as a central concept. As a part of the 

theoretical framework, communication barriers indicating a cultural difference will also be 

examined. 

In the analysis section of this thesis, indications of several communication barriers are 

discussed along with the respective potential effects of these barriers on the acceptance of 

science and the legitimacy of fisheries policies. It was found that in terms of detecting the 

main functions of risk communication, the lack of a structure for communication between 

fishermen and scientists may be holding back the full potential of communication between the 

two groups. The cultural differences spotted in the data are, as far as this study shows, 

inconclusive and do not seem severe enough to set up any potential communication barriers. 

Instead, this study did find four major communication barriers: media polarisation; several 

differing opinions within the Swedish fisheries sector; hierarchy and a lack of a 

communicational structure between fishermen and scientists. Although all of these 

communication barriers are seen as risks to legitimacy, the most significant risk appears to be 

lowered legitimacy due to the difference  between experience-based knowledge and research-

based knowledge. It is believed that a more structured communication together with 

cooperative research and  / or cooperative management would be able to mend these barriers. 

Keywords: Cultural barriers, Communication barriers, Media polarisation and Knowledge 

bases.  
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Introducing the Research Problem 

In the last 40 years the global fish uptake has increased four-fold and, as a result, 70% of the 

world‟s fish species are ranked as either heavily depleted or fully exploited (United Nations, 

n.d.). Throughout the nineteenth century, and into the twentieth century, the view that natural 

ecosystems were infinitely resilient was prevalent. This view was not challenged until the 

fragility of the marine systems became more than obvious with the collapse of the Atlantic 

cod stock in the end of the twentieth century. This was due to massive increases in fishing 

efficiency (Scearce, 2009). 

This kind of long-term fast growing capacity to fish marine resources results in overfishing, 

which is an environmental risk. A risk can, in the short-term, be described as a possible 

natural event caused by human activities that is not directly chosen, but instead an effect of 

another, usually chosen, activity (Renn, 2008, p. 1) –a good having a dark side. It is this 

increased efficiency and society‟s rising demand of fish, shrimp and other marine resources, 

this good, which results in the risk of the stocks becoming depleted. To hinder this outcome 

and inform about the societal risks we foremost use, and count on, legislation, knowledge, 

education and communication (Renn, 2008). 

Today, to keep the stocks from reaching complete depletion, we need to regulate the uptake of 

these marine resources. To manage the resources legislation is used as a main administrative 

tool. It is often found that acceptance and legitimacy are key concepts to ease the 

implementation of heavier policies. This thesis assumes that high legitimacy comes from trust 

in the process of the legislation and in the science / knowledge  on which the process is based.  

This thesis will concentrate on Sweden in investigating two types of knowledge: experience-

based knowledge (fishermen) and research-based knowledge (scientists). The responsibilities 

of water and fisheries legislation in Sweden, are divided between three governmental bodies
1
. 

The main part of the regulation, managed by these bodies, is set by the European common 

                                                           
1
Havs- och vattenmyndigheten (Swedish Agency for Marine and Water management), Jordbruksverket 

(Swedish Board of Agriculture), Sveriges Lantbruksuniversitet (Swedish University of Agricultural Science). 
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fisheries policy (CFP)
2
, with complementary national legislation (Jordbruksverket, 2011). The 

CFP is a policy set to regulate the uptake of marine resources for all fisheries within the 

European Union
3
 (EU) (European Commission, 2011). 

The CFP is heavily science-based, but the scientific interplay within the CFP is, by some 

scientists, seen as a failure (Linke, 2012). Some of the arguments raised against the CFP are 

that it is over-centralised, too detailed and too top-down controlled (Dreyer & Sellke, 2011). 

Given to this criticism, communication can become crucial for the acceptance of the CFP. The 

science-based knowledge and the experience-based knowledge is also argued to be treated as 

separate information channels within the CFP, and not as equal sources, resulting in a lack of 

incorporation of both types of knowledge. Instead the situation risks ending in a competition 

between these two types of knowledge (Linke, Dreyer, & Sellke, 2011). 

This separation of knowledge risks to result in fishermen lacking trust in the scientific base of 

the CFP, since their knowledge is not included within the process. That lack of trust, in the 

scientific base, might result in a lack of trust in the whole scientific chain leading up to the 

CFP, consequently risking a low legitimacy for the entire policy. It may also result in 

scientists having a lower trust in fishermen knowledge, since their knowledge is not included 

in the process. Fishermen are the first and the last party in the chain of implementation. They 

are supplying the data that is laying the scientific basis of the CFP and are supposed to be 

implementing the CFP regulations in the last stage of the process. Hence a high sense of 

legitimacy for the process from this group, and all other groups involved, is of utmost 

importance. In sum, the integration of scientists´ and fishermen´s knowledge might be crucial 

for the legitimacy of policy and, in turn, also of great importance for the implementation of 

sustainable fisheries.   

Currently available communication studies, within the field of fisheries politics, mainly 

concern communication between scientists and decision makers, to some extent stakeholders 

and decision makers, but seldom merely just fishermen and scientists. 

For this thesis the term „fishermen‟ is used to represent a separate group, instead of counting 

them  as one of many stakeholders - as done in the CFP. It is also assumed that fishermen are 

                                                           
2
 The CFP are, during the time this report is written, being reformed and the future design of the policy is in this 

stage hard to foresee.  
3
 http://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/cfp/index_en.htm 
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entitled to a greater stake than other stakeholders, e.g. environmental NGOs, since fishermen 

are affected by fisheries legislation and decisions concerning the availability of marine 

resources to a greater extent than most other stakeholders.  

Since all policy decisions relating to the CFP have a significant scientific basis, the 

relationship and communication between scientists and fishermen should be of great 

importance. This thesis tries to shed some light upon that communication or the alleged lack 

of it.  

This thesis discusses the relationship between fishermen and scientist's on a more local level 

within Sweden, and the potential barriers that are blocking communication at the higher levels 

of the chain, along with the implications of these potential barriers on legitimacy for fisheries 

policy.  

1.2 Aim and Research Questions 

The aim of this study is to analyse the communication and, by doing so, parts of the 

relationship between the fishermen and marine scientists in Sweden, and to identify possible 

communication barriers. Furthermore what consequences such barriers may have on the 

relationship between fishermen and scientists. In addition to this, the implications of these 

barriers upon acceptance for knowledge and legitimacy for legislation, will also be 

investigated. 

This study hopes to contribute to a heightened understanding of the complex processes behind 

fisheries policies by extending awareness about how the process of communication can affect 

policy implementation and possibly how the impacts of deficiencies in communication can be 

minimised. This knowledge may also contribute to raising awareness about the role of 

communication barriers and thus about how to prevent these barriers from arising This 

concerns all levels  within the CFP framework as well as within other legislative policies 

concerning fisheries.  
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To fulfil this aim, this thesis poses two main research questions 

- Which communication barriers, if any, can be found and how can they be 

characterised and explained? 

- What may be the possible implications upon the acceptance for the knowledge, 

and consequently legitimacy for the policies based on that knowledge, due to 

these barriers? 

 

In order to answer the research question concerning legitimacy for policy a certain level of 

knowledge, about what fisheries policies Sweden, are required and will be presented in the 

background chapter of this thesis. 

2. Theory 

Since the aim of this study is to analyse the relationship and communication between the 

fisheries and marine scientists in Sweden, and to identify possible communication barriers, 

the theoretical framework for this thesis has a marine and environmental focus that is 

designed to emphasise communication and risk. As participation plays a more important role 

in today‟s society and many stocks of marine resources are fished by several countries, this 

calls for multinational legislation and governance. The theories making up the framework for 

this are motivated by the fact that fisheries, in the CFP, are directed by several actors which, 

in turn, motivates the need for a governance perspective. The prominent environmental issue, 

inherited within overfishing and risks concerning overfishing, together with the uniqueness in 

governing mobile marine resources, such as fish, motivates the focus on environmental and 

marine governance, together with risk-theory. The apparent need of a theoretical framework 

for this study, covering communication and barriers, is fulfilled by the risk communication 

theory and the culturally focused communication barrier framework. 

The ground for this theoretical framework will rest upon a basis made up of environmental 

governance, marine governance and risk communication theory, as presented by Ortwin 

Renn. Within this theoretical base, legitimacy will be used as a central concept. As a part of 

this theoretical framework, there will be a focus upon communication barriers that indicate a 

cultural difference in order to fit the aim of this thesis.  
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2.1 Governance of Fisheries 

A policy can be described as having the purpose to control or change human behaviour. The 

main focus of environmental policy is to acquire change; shape a different society; and with a 

focus on behavioural change, shape a more ecologically sound society. As overfishing has 

serious environmental consequences, as well as socio-economic effects and possible health 

effects, marine policies that are designed to minimise these issues and in turn shape a more 

ecologically sound society can be considered as environmental policies. In order to fulfil the 

goals of environmental policies, environmental governance can be integrated into the process, 

since governance have greater ability to the option of a more goal-orientated approach to 

environmental management. This type of governance frames this thesis since significant 

changes are required in order to minimise the societal risks of overfishing, and in turn, 

encourage the modern world‟s fisheries to become more sustainable. This is for example 

shown by the European Commission‟s effort to reform the CFP - that is a governance process.  

Simply put, the core idea of governance is to steer focus on a decline of top-down 

government, and the invitation of more actors into the process and letting them all discuss, 

more equally, on a similar level. This is especially needed when one discusses marine 

governance, since an ocean has several coasts in separate countries. When constructing 

regional marine governance the combination of five factors can be seen as essential: national 

leadership, international institutions, transnational scientific networks, NGO‟s and public 

concern. Differing combinations of these five factors, in differing concentrations, will lead to 

different types of governance (Haas & Hall, 2000). In this thesis it is assumed that 

communication on a national, as well as regional or international level, is required to govern 

marine areas in a sustainable way. 

2.2 Risk Communication 

In order to frame the communication between fishermen and scientists, the concept of risk 

communication, as presented by Ortwin Renn, will be used. This theory is centred around 

building a mutual trust between all concerned parties: stakeholders, the public, and the risk 

managers (Renn, 2008, pp. 201-202). This development has gone through three phases, 

starting with the vision to educate the public about the risk at hand, but as the public refused 

to be educated by experts (top down), this one way education developed into a two-way 

communication with both the public and the managers of the risk, where both were engaged 



Science - A fishermen’s friend? 
– A study of communication and policy legitimacy between researchers and fishermen in Sweden 
By ÅsaEnströmGarnström 2012  
  

12 
 

in the learning process (Renn, 2008, pp. 201-202). As a risk education tool, the dialogical way 

of communicating risks has been proven to be the most effective (Renn, 2008, pp. 201-202). 

Risk communication has four major functions that will be the main risk communication-guide 

in this theory chapter. 

 These functions are: 

-  to educate and enlighten about the risk at hand  

- to give risk training and motivate behavioural change  

- to create confidence in institutions responsible for the assessment and management of risk 

and involvement in risk-related decision;  

-  conflict resolution of stakeholders and the general public  (Renn, 2008, p. 203). 

Positioning overfishing as an overarching issue, surrounding this thesis, and assuming 

overfishing as a risk, environmental governance and marine governance, together with the 

functions of risk communication, falls as a frame around the subject of this thesis and will be 

used as such when discussing the empirical data. 

2.2.1 Communication Barriers 

When communication occur in-between actors or among private people, one can come across 

several barriers, resulting in misunderstandings or failure in reaching expected results. These 

barriers can be due to physical boundaries, such as being in different countries, or due to the 

choice of medium or due to attitude. Several of these barriers can be connected to differences 

in culture. 

Salience, credibility and legitimacy are, by some, considered the attributes required for 

acceptance of any information that is communicated. The implication is that any information 

communicated that is lacking all or any of these attributes may also lack acceptance. As a part 

of transferring knowledge, which is the focus of this thesis, being able to manage boundaries 

of geographical and jurisdictional nature as well as differences between disciplines of 

knowledge is of high importance. In saying this however, differences in geography, 

jurisdiction and knowledge base not only risk being boundaries to communication but also 

tend to affect the view of salience, credibility and legitimacy (Cash, et al., 2002). “Cultural” 
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differences like these, similar to geography, jurisdiction and knowledge, can be found 

between fishermen and scientists. It has been stated that two actors, doing their job, following 

their routines, results in them being cultivated into a certain system with certain practices 

resulting in a certain experience and knowledge. This sort of cultivation may  result in a 

systematic difference between the two groups and thereby result in a communication downfall 

due to the groups being institutionally and culturally different, which in turn results in a 

failure of management (Wilson, 2003).  

With crossing country borders becoming a greater part of our new, broader, more global 

society, we become more dependent on, or at least the possiblity of fluent communication. 

But a broad global society brings physical and cultural differences and these differences may 

risk to block communciation. Amongst these differences is the view of the importance of 

communication  or what is the core of an issue. These cultural differences is a question of 

framing, but can also as far as globalization is concerned, be based on the difference in 

cultivation. Cultural differences can also emerge more locally, such as between two or more 

working groups, resulting in difficulty to cooperate. An example of such a cultural difference 

could be the use of language between scientists and fishermen. This cultivation would most 

likely be based on these two groups differing in knowledge base. This could result in both 

groups developing trade adapted knowledge,  language and ways of practice that may set up 

communication barriers. Details, such as different ways of estimating stock size, the use of 

expressions and the interpretation of data, may mirror the differences between the two actors; 

fishermen and scientists (Linke, Dreyer, & Sellke, 2011). In order to process the, data  

presented in this study, three indicators for cultural differences have been chosen: practice, 

language and experience. These three indicators are believed to be able to indentify 

differences between the two groups that may be caused by cultivation. Practice being an 

accustomed, trade adapted way of how to execute tasks in a practical way. Language being an 

accustomed way of expression specific to that trade. Finally experience being knowledge, 

based on experiences specific to that trade. 

Many scholars have advocated the use of fishermen knowledge and today we can see an 

increased use of stakeholder knowledge, not only in the decision making processes of policies 

but in several places throughout the entire process, e.g. throughout the CFP process. Studies 

have shown that participation is increasing legitimacy for management and legislation 

(Johnson T. R., 2010). One example could be that of scientists and fishermen working 
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together with a scientific purpose, which is believed to build trust for the scientific methods 

employed and the overall outcome of the study. Some even speak about us living in a growing 

participatory regime (Johnson T. R., 2010), with a focus on main concepts such as citizen, 

participatory science and civic, as well as focusing on citizens providing a meaningful role in 

the production and use of knowledge, but also in promoting transparency and involvement of 

stakeholders (Johnson T. R., 2010). In some decisions legitimacy is paramount, however, in 

other it is instead, the closely related, credibility or salience that is most important (Cash, et 

al., 2002). This thesis has chosen to just concentrate on legitimacy. In order to widen the 

range of legitimacy, communication is needed, at least to increase transparency. 

Legitimacy: An actor seeing the process in a system being unbiased, meeting standards of political and 

procedural fairness. 

(Cash, et al., 2002) 

Putting this quote in the context of fishermen and scientists, in a policy situation; the 

fishermen need to be able to trust the knowledge behind the policies they are implementing. 

This is important, since the implementation of fishery legislation and regulations is about how 

the risk of overfishing is managed today. Scientists, however, must also be able to trust that 

the whole policy process, including implementation, is legitimate. Legitimacy will be used as 

a central concept in this thesis, originating from the definition stated above and will be 

separately analysed and discussed.  

2.3 Previous Research 

Previous research, relevant to this study and covered by this chapter, concerns communication 

between fishermen and scientists, as well as the relationship between politics and 

stakeholders. Possible solutions for communicational problems and literature on 

communication barriers are also touched upon. Since Swedish fisheries legislation is heavily 

influenced by the CFP, the CFP is also relevant to this thesis, particularly at the stakeholder 

level.   

The currently extending globalisation, is calling for a less “top-down” governing and with a 

higher degree of governance the political responsibility being divided down the decision 

chain, it is no  longer sustainable with just one single government independently making 

governing decisions. Research is showing that an inclusive management process improves 

compliance to regulations (Kaplan & MacCay, 2004) and  participation increases 
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transparency but spreads responsibility, which results in it being less easy to simply shift the 

blame onto one single party or stakeholder (Button & Rossera, 1990). 

With participation, however, comes issues related to the non-scientific public and other non-

scientific stakeholders being a part of a scientific management process. In reality this means 

that many participants, with varying levels of knowledge, attempt to participate in a scientific 

forum, which simply results in a much more general level of discussion. On the other hand, it 

must also be recognised that the participants´ specific knowledge may in fact also contribute 

to the process. In both the cases of the negative and the positive effects of this participation, it 

must be remembered that there is a difference in being let in to chosen stages of the process 

and actually being active (Johnson T. R., 2010).  Thus the level of participation of course 

could and/or should differ in different parts of the process because of the stakeholders 

different competences.   

To exemplify the difference of being active and partial participation, one can expand on this 

by comparing the role of the researchers and the fishermen in the CFP. Science is the basis for 

the whole CFP, however fishermen are only considered as participants, being let into the 

process via the Regional Advisory Committees (RAC‟s) or in one of the later parts of the 

process. In this case, although in theory they are present, since they are only let into various 

stages of the process, they are not actually empowered to be active, and in turn influence 

decisions, within the entire course of the CFP. This has raised the question as to whether 

fishermen have the ability to influence the outcomes of the CFP process and has also led to 

the risk of decreased legitimacy for the policy. 

Another differentiation between fishermen and scientists, usually made, is the one of 

“research-based” knowledge and “experience-based” knowledge. The latter lacks the former's 

status as specialist knowledge. Nevertheless, it has been documented that in some cases 

fishermen‟s knowledge does contribute to fisheries science and fisheries management 

(Johnson T. R., 2007; Johnson T. R., 2010). While fishermen have a more local / practical 

knowledge, scientist‟s research-based knowledge is a more "geographically" distant one. 

Consequently, these two groups seem to have the potential to complement each other. If this 

is not recognised there is an evident risk that the groups are missing the each others´ views. 

This in turn might result in a possible lack of trust for the other parties work and approach to 
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different situation.. This appear as a barrier in communication and also as an indication of the 

existence of two different cultures (Johnson T. R., 2007; Johnson T. R., 2010). 

Scientists and fishermen working together is a way of building bridges over the differences 

mentioned above. Cooperative research is thought to build trust and renew faith in the current 

management system. This result in co-research more often being seen as a “solution” and a 

last resort instead of becoming a routine for how science is made. (Kaplan & MacCay, 2004). 

The increased trust that comes from cooperative research makes the process more transparent 

and opens up for scrutiny and scientific knowledge as well as public participation (Johnson T. 

R., 2007). 

Despite this, the division of knowledge types might result in the two types of knowledge 

being weighed differently in a policy process, where the knowledge of fishermen, harvested 

by experience, is seen as anecdotal in comparison to the knowledge of scientists (Wilson, 

2003).  

2.4 Theory Summary 

To summarise the theoretical framework for this thesis, one could describe environmental 

policy as a part of environmental governance. The latter together with marine governance 

bases and frames this theoretical chapter. This frame sets the scene for risk communication 

and communication barriers, which are the main theories used in this thesis.  

The role of governance is important to point out since the CFP is a governance led process. In 

this thesis risk communication theory is not seen as having the purpose to identify how to 

reach certain goals, it only gives a vision of what goals to meet in order to be able to 

successfully communicate different societal risks. The main functions of risk communication 

are instead seen as a guide for what the current communication, between fishermen and 

scientists, should contain to properley communicate and to reduce the risks of overfishing. 

These functions are  

- to educate and inform about the risk at hand 

- to give risk training and motivate behavioural changes   

-to create confidence in institutions responsible for the assessment;  
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-to manage the involvement in risk-related decisions and conflict resolution between 

stakeholders and the general public. 

 This will be examined further in the discussion section of this thesis.  

Cultural differences are, in this thesis, assumed to become apparent as the interviewees 

mention indicators for differences in practice, language and experience. The cultural 

differences are also assumed to be the greatest communication barriers, found by this study, in 

the relationship between fishermen and scientists. This assumption is dependent upon this 

study showing that there are significant issues, regarding communication, between fisherman 

and scientists.  Legitimacy will also be discussed and analysed as a concept, in combination 

with other communication barriers.  

As a base, when moving forward in this thesis, we have participation and co-op science as a 

way of building trust for scientific advice. From this, one can make the assumption that a lack 

of trust in science could impair also the policy legitimacy, foremost from a fisherman's 

perspective.  Also, the possible division between fishermen knowledge and scientific 

knowledge is believed to be potent enough to hurt legitimacy.  

From this base we can assume that if there are any communicational issues, they will be 

caused by cultural differences and that fishermen are not let into the process. This is presumed 

to, lead to a mutual lack of trust between opposing parties. This theoretical base does 

however, also indicate that cooperative science and cooperative management could serve as a 

solution. Not keeping fishermen and scientists on the same level (i.e. by counting fishermen 

just as one of many stakeholders) risks to work against the benefits of participation.  

The framework will be used when analysing the interview data, by categorising the results 

into different parts of the theoretical framework, as presented above. 

3. Background 

As an EU state, the CFP‟s influence on Swedish fisheries is extensive, but how great is 

Sweden‟s influence on the CFP? A basic understanding of the CFP process, and the single 

states‟ influence upon this, is recommended in order to be able to understand the context 

within which the fishermen and scientists, the focus for this study, are communicating. 
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The following section of this thesis aims to give the information needed to a better 

understanding of the policy and regulations surrounding the Swedish fisheries, as well as the 

scientific base of the CFP. 

3.1 Sweden in the CFP
4
 

3.1.1 National Level 

Up until the summer of 2011 the Swedish board of fisheries was the sole Swedish authority 

responsible for the Swedish fisheries, including fisheries legislation, data collection, scientific 

advice and some water issues. Since the summer of 2011 the Swedish board of fisheries has 

been replaced by three main organisations:  

- The Swedish Agency for Marine and Water management (HaV), mainly responsible for 

water issue;  

- The Swedish Board of Agriculture, mainly responsible for fisheries legislation  

- The Swedish University of Agricultural Science (SLU), mainly responsible for marine 

research. SLU has also taken over the laboratories that previously where managed by the 

Swedish board of fisheries (Sveriges Lantbruksuniversitet, 2011),  (Hav och Vatten 

Myndigheten, 2011).  

When we talk about the CFP being science-based, it is important to differentiate between 

research and advice. In the process of providing biological monitoring data to the 

International Council for Exploration of the Seas (ICES), getting passed on as advice for the 

European Commission to base the CFP quotas on, the Swedish University of Agricultural 

Science (SLU) has the main responsibility to assemble national biological data analysis 

(International Council for Exploration of the Seas, 2011). Being SLU's advisory 

responsibilities. 

So, to separate the two, advice can be defined as long chains of data, that is not concluded 

around or generated by research questions. It is merely seen as an advisory base, that it the 

first phase in the four steps to becoming legitimate advice for the CFP quotas (Sveriges 

Lantbruksuniversitet, 2011).  

                                                           
4
 This section is to a great extent based on an interview with a person, within SLU, who is handling these issues.  
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3.1.2 International Level 

According to EU regulations, and as a member state in the EU , with shores toward a common 

pool ocean, and as a country participating in the CFP, Sweden is required to collect data for 

biological advice and report that data to ICES (Sveriges Lantbruksuniversitet, 2011). SLU‟s 

main task, within the CFP process, is to provide Swedish government, other involved Swedish 

authorities and ICES with biological data and data analysis for the management of fishing 

stocks of marine resources managed and fished by Swedish fisheries.  

ICES are an international network united by the ICES convention, consisting of 1600 

scientists from 20 different countries (International Council for Exploration of the Seas, 

2011). ICES makes, amongst other tasks involving marine ecosystems and hydrology, yearly 

estimations of the future of the different fishing stocks present in the seas bordering EU 

countries. These estimations are based on scientific data collected by national scientists in EU 

member state countries. These measurements and estimations are the base for the Totally 

Allowed Catch quotas (TACs), which is the maximum uptake of fish allowed for the specific 

regions within the EU fishing waters. These TACs are the primary regulation tool within the 

CFP (International Council for Exploration of the Seas, n.d.). 

The difference between countries within the EU CFP and non-EU countries, when it comes to 

the scientific base of the policy, can be assumed to be small since ICES conduct advice for 

countries both within and outside of the EU. The actual difference between an EU and a non-

EU country, when it comes to the fisheries policy, may instead lay in the number of countries 

sharing the same policy. Since there are 27 member states in EU, this means that the CFP has 

to be applicable in all fishing countries within the EU, which puts demands on how detailed 

the policy can be. Mostly since a policy regulating many countries cannot go into as many 

details as a policy just governing one or a few countries. Marine resources, however, have the 

habit of not complying to national boundaries, meaning that even a nation fishing under its 

own national rules will have to comply to international or regional agreements. It is there for 

hard to conclude the positive and negative effects of the different approaches to fisheries 

policy, made by EU and non-EU countries, though it is worth noting.  

3.1.3 CFP Advice - Step by Step 

The national advice provided by the EU states is to include both data collected from national 

fisheries and data collected independently from the national fisheries. This means both data 
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directly from the fishermen and sample fishing made by or ordered by scientists. Data from 

the commercial fisheries, such as the amount of resources caught and landed, as well as age 

and size of the resources caught, is collected by the SLU. This is data provided to SLU 

directly from the working fishermen.  Besides data based on reports from the fisheries, SLU 

collects data using their own fisheries equipment, to provide a base for biological advice for 

the resources fished within the areas of the North Sea, Skagerrak, Kattegat and the Baltic Sea 

that is together analysed by the SLU and reported to ICES, this is the first step of the process. 

In the next step, the national data is processed by national experts. In this stage there are 40 

different working groups, made up of experts, divided based on the national spread of the 

resource or based on the region discussed These groups will then discuss and process the data. 

Leaving the working groups, the data is examined by a review group consisting of 

independent scientists, without national connections, and observers from NGOs and the 

fishing industry. The task of the review group is to review the methods of the first stage of 

advice. The next step is called the advisory drafting group, also consisting of a group of 

scientists and observers, that put together a preliminary advice that is handed over to the 

advisory committee, a more permanent group consisting of experts from each member state 

that is obligated to send in biological data., This committee concludes and decides the final 

advice that will be sent to the European Commission (EC). Even this stage of the process is 

opened to observers. A yearly advisory process takes three to four months before submitted to 

the EC in June, when the advice is normally provided. 

The European Commission is the instance ordering the biological advice from ICES and is the 

only instance in the CFP process allowed to weigh in socio-economic variables and political 

needs into the estimation. In this step the EC puts together a proposition for the CFP., This 

can contain regulations about fishing equipment or areas prohibited for fishing during the 

coming year. It is then sent to the member states thus starting a national process. The last 

decision, regarding the CFP, takes place at the EU council of ministers, consisting of fishery 

or agricultural ministers from each member state. 

However, before the commission sends the proposition to national governments they have one 

more advisory committee. This is called the Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee 

for Fisheries (STECF) and handles less complex issues, that does not need as long a process, 

and questions along or about the process itself. This committee is also advisory, made to 
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complement the long working process of ICES, by being able to provide direct advice on 

smaller issues, even being able to answer direct questions at a sitting meeting, in contrast to 

ICES‟s three to four month process. STECF is a group consisting of non-permanent expert 

members that are called in depending on the topic of the issue at hand, not representing a 

nation or anything else but their expertise. This group can be called in at any stage of  the 

process and is also reviewing the member states methods for the data collection phase 

(European Commission, n.d.). The nations are required to submit plans for sampling, process 

budget, assessments of the precision of the analysis (confidence intervals, limitations), etc., 

These are then reviewed by STECF. 

Member states participate in the first step of the process by providing ICES with national 

data. This data is processed and catalogued to find patterns and appreciate the current status of 

the stock at hand, that is to result in an objective as well as a transparent scientific base, for 

the CFP. It is first when the biological advice is complete that the socio-economic variables 

are applied and a proposition for the CFP is made, that is done by the EC. Since the CFP 

reform of 2002, seven Regional Advisory Councils (RAC‟s), consisting of stakeholders, are 

made up to give their opinion on the advice made and to be a forum for discussions  for the 

European Commission. Three of the RAC‟s involve Sweden (pelagic stocks, the North Sea 

and the Baltic Sea) but as mentioned above, the larger part of the process, even if it not 

directly includes the RAC‟s, is open for the observations of stakeholders. These stakeholders 

also have the right to comment, which might confuse the actual role of the RAC‟s.  

Returning to a national, Swedish, level, SLU is participating with biological advice almost the 

whole chain up to the Commission‟s proposition. As an EU country participating in the CFP, 

Sweden has national boundaries extending 12 nautical miles (1 NM = 1.85 km) off the coast, 

but have negotiated this right away by going into an agreement with, amongst others, Norway 

and Denmark. This agreement results in these countries being able to fish on their national 

terms inside of these 12 NM, with the national boundaries extending only 4 NM off the 

Swedish coast., Of course Sweden can do the same on Danish or Norwegian waters, but the 

rules in the CFP that are used in Sweden, together with national rules, are at several points 

more stringent than, for example, the Danish and Norwegian policies, when it comes to 

fishing gear and catch sizes. 
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4. Approach and Study Design 

This study is conducted as an intensive case study, discussing the communication between the 

two groups: fishermen and scientists, within Sweden. In this thesis, the fisheries will, 

foremost, be represented by working fishermen or representatives for working fishermen, 

without differentiating between different types of fisheries. Marine researchers will be defined 

as a scientist working with science relevant to the working fishermen and both groups will 

have at least one individual representing sports fisheries. 

What makes Sweden a relevant case for studying is its long sensitive shore‟s, fisheries 

conducted both in brackish water, with varying salt levels (the Baltic Sea), and the marine 

North Sea, as well as a long history of fishing as an important socio-economic livelihood. 

Together with it being a part of the EU CFP and thus tightly intertwined with that policy, 

these variables make Sweden a very interesting country to study. Putting all of this in the 

context of communication and relations between fishermen and scientists, Sweden becomes 

an interesting example of an EU state. As a case within the CFP it will be treated as a typical 

case, even though many of the variables stated above, together with sharing the fisheries 

within the restricted area to the Baltic Sea region with up to 8 other countries, makes Sweden 

a unique case. The thesis focuses on marine resources, and not freshwater ones, since 

freshwater resources are mainly nationally governed and not governed by the CFP. 

4.1 Method 

To be able to discuss the communication between fishermen and scientists in Sweden, and 

identify possible communication barriers, this study is mainly based on empirical data from 

face-to-face interviews. The interviewees are representatives from both fisheries and science. 

The study also makes use of existing literature on the topic. 

Face-to-face interviews were seen as best fitted to answer the research questions since the 

research questions revolve around the aim to study the communicational flow and possible 

barriers. Face-to-face interviews were also seen as suitable since the fisherman – scientist 

communication is not regulated by agreements and therefore reaches a personal, individual 

level. 

The background material and theories have been obtained from literature and one background 

interview. The background interview has been held with one SLU employee, working with 
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international fisheries issues, in order to explain the national scientific responsibilities Sweden 

has towards  the CFP.  

Other national or international initiatives to join fishermen and scientists, such as conferences 

and workshops, have not been included in this study.  

4.1.1 Interview Base 

The choice of face-to-face interviews, instead of other types of interviews engaging a bigger 

sample of participants, i.e. surveys, was foremost based on the nature of the aim and the 

research questions of this thesis. When searching for interviewees it was shown that the 

diverse dynamics of the communication and the small scale did not seem ideal for surveys. As 

an example; data for the legitimacy part of this study could have been based on a survey 

instead. However that would risk making the analysis more complex and time-consuming. For 

more information regarding these personal interviews, please refer to Appendices1 and 2. 

4.1.2 Selection 

Eight face-to-face interviews were conducted with four representatives from both of the 

groups. These interviews were conducted via telephone, all the interviewees were Swedish 

speaking, as well as the interviewer, so all the interviews were done in Swedish in order to 

avoid any lingual communication barriers. 

The group selections were as follows. To fulfil the criteria for the group “researcher” one 

needed to conduct own research as well as, in one way or another, communicate science or 

research results to fishermen.. The results communicated did not have to be the results of own 

research and the procedure for conducting the communication did not have to be the same. 

The criteria for the “fishermen” group were either to be a working fisherman or in other ways 

representing the fisheries, e.g. as a union representative.  

The type of fisheries was differing, among the interviewees, as the thesis does not aim 

towards studying a specific type of fisheries, but to give a general picture of the representing 

fisheries (for the nation studied). Also included in the eight interviews were two interviews 

not concerning commercial fishery but sport fisheries - one interview conducted with a 

researcher and one with a fishermen representative for the sports fisheries. This choice is 

motivated by sports fisheries being a big part of Swedish fisheries and being affected by 

mostly national regulation but also partly the CFP. They are however not affected by the 
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quota system. The interviews with representatives for sport fisheries were made from the 

same interview guide as the rest of the interviews, but in some instances also had to diverge 

more from the original interview guide than the other interviews. Also it should be underlined 

that the fisheries mentioned in this thesis are all small scale and mostly coastal, which results 

in more representatives for shellfish fisheries than actual fish species. Coastal fisheries do 

mean that the activity to a greater extent is done inside national borders, but still falls under 

the CFP even though some of the domestic coastal stocks are not run by the quota system. 

Freshwater fisheries are not included in this study and are also rarely falling under the CFP. 

The interviewees were selected using snowball selection, meaning that contacts provided a 

certain amount of names for people suitable for the study at hand. These people then gave a 

certain amount of names. This pattern may continue until no new names are mentioned, in this 

case the snow ball selection was just used to a certain point, and some of the actual 

interviewees did not give names. The snowball selection for this study was initiated by a 

number of e-mails that was sent to a number of different actors. The actors e-mailed were 

selected according to the following criteria: 

 - relevant in fisheries legislation in Sweden;  

- being a big NGO concerned with fishery issues; 

 - being a governmental research facility 

-  conducting marine research on a university level or in other ways connected to the caring 

and sharing of Swedish waters or fisheries resources (see Appendix 3 for the list of initial 

contacts used for this procedure).  

These actors were also chosen in order to give a wide range of interviewees and contacts from 

both the fisheries as well as marine science, and each contact was asked about both fishermen 

and scientists as potential interviewees. 

4.1.3 Interviewees 

The snowball method of finding interviewees resulted in scientist and fishermen contacts, as 

stated in the table below: 
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Name Who Where Type of communication 

Scientist 1 Professor for the department of 
biology and environmental 

science at Gothenburg 

university. 

At Tjärnö laboratory Participating in contact with 
fishermen via a steering group 

for the Koster Sea National Park 

and participating in a co-
management group for Norra 

Bohuslän.  

Scientist 2 Researcher working for 
Swedish University of 

Agricultural Science (SLU) 

with a background in biology 
with focus on aquatic ecology 

now working with fishing gear 

developing 

At the Institute of Marine 
Research in Lysekil (SLU) 

Is participating in contact with 
fishermen via co-management 

group and responsible for a 

project called “low-impact 
fishing methods”.  

Scientist 3 Working with data collection 

and responsible for field work 

and environmental monitoring 
along the Swedish coasts 

At the Institute of Coastal 

Research in Oskarshamn (SLU) 

Participating in contact with 

fishermen via his assignment to 

collect data from Swedish 
fisheries that later contribute to 

ICES 

CFP advice 

Scientist 4 Working with coastal fisheries 
and coastal environmental 

issues 

At the Institute of Coastal 
Research in Öregrund (SLU) 

Participating in contact with 
sports fishermen by direct 

contact and to some extent 

research co-operation as well as 
invitations to bigger meeting, 

initiated by sports fishermen 

Fisherman 1 Coastal working fisherman and 
former representative of the 

union for coastal fisheries in 

Norrbotten 

In Norrbotten, fishing in the 
Baltic Sea 

Former member of a 
consultation group in 

Norrbotten, as a representative 

for the local union of coastal 
fishermen 

Fisherman 2 Working fisherman and the 

head of the Halland department 

of the Swedish Union for 
Fishermen 

In Halland, fishing in Kattegat Is responsible for the SFR 

department for the region / 

county Halland, which board 
directly communicates with 

scientists and authorities 

Fisherman 3 Biologist and official 
representative for Swedish sport 

fishermen, in the Salmon issue, 

in Norrbotten 

In Norrbotten As a part of a project involving 
salmon, he is negotiating with 

both scientists and authorities 

bout salmon issues 

Fisherman 4 Working fisherman and 

chairman for the department of 

the Swedish Union for 
Fishermen in Norra Bohuslän 

In Västra Götaland, fishing in 

Skagerrak 

Is representing the fisheries in 

union issues, as a chairperson of 

the local SFR department of 
Norra Bohuslän and through 

that channel communicates with 

scientists 

Table 1: Summary of the interviewees, appropriate for comparison, showing location and generally how they 

participate in communication with the other group .Correlate with Figure 1, for a clearer picture of geographical 

distribution and location. 

 

The selection of scientists is made to represent several research facilities, why three of four 

scientist are working for SLU is due to SLU taking over the governmental fisheries research 

facilities that earlier was managed by the Swedish board of fisheries. The selection of 

fishermen is instead aiming to get a wide selection of geographical locations and fishermen 

from both of the Swedish coastal lines. Please refer to Figure 1 for a map showing the 

geographical location of both fishermen and scientists.  
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Figure 1: Map of Sweden with approximate location of fishermen‟s origin of activities and the location of the 

scientist‟s workplace / laboratories. Correlate with Table 1. 

5. Empirical Data and Analysis 

In this chapter is the data collected from the interviews, that is relevant for this study, 

presented and analysed with the theory chapter as a knowledge base. This chapter starts with 

an introductory analysis of the material and the interviewees and continues by analysing the 

relations and barriers indicated by the data. The data and the findings are then to be discussed 

in broader terms in the next chapter. The analysis was performed by looking for indicators in 

the interview material, that were either answering the research questions or connecting to the 

theory. 

5.1 Communicational Structure 

Before presenting the data retrieved from the face-to-face interviews one should reflect over 

the interviewees. They were chosen to fulfil two or three purposes.  

-  to have the same amount of representatives for scientists as for fishermen.  
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- to have working fishermen and sports fishermen as representatives for Swedish fisheries, 

both as scientists and fishermen.  

- to mix fishermen and representatives for the fisheries, on the fisherman side. 

 In accordance with point three the fisherman representative is fisherman 3, representing the 

sports fisheries. Fisherman 3 being a representative, in this case, means that he, besides from 

being a sports fisherman, has a degree in biology. This makes him stand out from the other 

fishermen and does, in a way, put him half way between the fishermen category and the 

scientist‟s category. But as his position entails representing sports fishermen in negotiations 

with scientists, his definite place is in the fishermen category as the sports fishermen 

representative.  

In the scientist category, another one of the representatives, scientist 3, stands out. Scientist 1 

and 2 are both working with fishermen in different constellations as a part of co-management 

groups, scientist 4 is working together with sports fishermen to protect and nourish the 

resources. But scientist 3‟s communication with working fishermen does not entail the same 

type of cooperation, which is important to be aware of when comparing the results from the 

different interviews. He does instead work together with fishermen in a way, as his lab is 

contracting fishermen for data collection. 

Scientist 3, just mentioned above, does not see any issues in the communication he is involved 

in. But this type of communication is both one way, top-down and also, to a greater extent, 

simplified since minor problems more easily can be overlooked. If the relation between him 

and the fishermen were more on equal terms differences of opinion would be more likely to 

occur. In saying that, it is to be pointed out that other types of communication instead can put 

too much focus on minor issues, meaning that all types of communication is in need of a 

balance. This thesis  

Also, it seems like most co-management groups that the interviewees are involved in are not 

fully conducting co-management. Instead they are groups striving towards that or striving to 

change local or regional management. If one refers back to the theories posed above, about 

co-management as a solution to a problem or a last way out, this may indicate that today‟s 

management system is not enough on a local level.  
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5.2 Relations and Communication Barriers 

In this part of the chapter the relevant results from the interviews will be presented and 

analysed. The relevance is decided by the issues fitting into the range of the research 

questions or the theoretical framework. Several categorisations will be done. The two first 

categories- "media as a barrier?" and "barriers due to multiple levels?" - both raise unexpected 

barriers that showed up in the analysis of the results. The third category - "interplay and 

communication" - has a broader focus on the relationship between the two parties. The fourth 

and last category -"trust and reliability" -continues to focus on the relationship between the 

two parties. After this section, this chapter continues with analysing results from the 

interviews in relation to legitimacy issues.  

5.2.1 Media as a Barrier? 

When analysing the data from the interviews, a view of a polarised media picture seemed to 

be a recurring phenomenon. One of the scientists confirmed a perceived polarisation by 

saying that when the laboratory in Tjärnö was first established there was a conflict between 

the relevant fishermen and scientists, where both groups looked at each other as a threat. The 

fishermen were perceived as a threat against the environment and the scientists were 

perceived as a threat against the fishermen‟s right to fish. According to the same scientist this 

problem was overcome by introducing a level of cooperation between the fishermen and the 

scientists, which later resulted in co-management of marine resources in the area and what we 

today know as Sweden's first marine national park: Kosterhavet. Another scientist even 

plainly stated that the two groups are polarised by the media and that this has a negative effect 

on the actual relationship between these two groups. Both indicating media as an 

communication barrier. 

"It started as a conflict about how you see the natural resources. If you want to protect them and then ban 

fishing, or if you want to use them in a sustainable way” 

Scientist 1   

“With the media debate being as it is, it may result in both sides overreacting a bit” 

Scientist 2 

Another scientist pointed out that the Swedish fisheries appear bigger in the media than they 

really are, and that the role fisheries plays in the media thus  is not proportionate to the size of 

the industry. Also all fishermen agreed to the polarisation and one of them states that the 
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fisheries mainly the group are criticised by the media He goes on saying that their voices are 

not heard  in the media and when wrong information is released by the press it is not 

prioritised to correct it, saying that "wrong information" usually is comments incrementing 

fishermen. A reason for media not to withdraw information might be due to a lack of 

situational knowledge, but it can also be a matter of the journalist having an individual angle, 

view and/or opinion which makes some information hard to disclaim. One of the fishermen 

interviewees says that fishermen feel like the media are working against them and that the 

first person in the debate "holds the truth" and   is not contradicted., This makes one think that 

the media situation today threatens to further worsen the relationship between fishermen and 

scientists. But as one of the scientists points out, there is a difference between different kinds 

of media, i.e. scientific journals and commercial newspapers, where scientific journals are 

seen as keeping to the factual issues It is commercial media that is referred to  in the 

continuation of this thesis.  

The view that the fisheries have a disproportionally large share of the Swedish media 

coverage was also pointed out, by one of the scientists. When talking about the fisheries as the 

„bad guy‟, all fisheries seem to be included within this category, even though it is big scale 

fisheries that probably are the target. The fact that fisheries are extensively reported about in 

Swedish media, may result in people not involved in one of the two groups getting the 

impression that Swedish fisheries have a larger size and impact then it actually do have. 

“The media likes fisheries issues. Especially in Sweden are these issues big in comparison to in other countries.” 

Scientist 4 

“Science journalists stick to the factual matters. But then there are other types of journalism that are looking for 

conflict. Where conflicts are blown out of proportion relations probably gets worse with media deepening the 

misconceptions or make misconceptions. I’ve seen that happen.”  

Scientist 4 

“If you constantly hear that the fisheries is causing the problem, of course they will be a bit on the defensive” 

Fisherman 1 

When discussing the issue of media polarisation, the interviewees mention misunderstandings 

about the political role in fisheries issues; media reports about eel, cod, salmon frequently 

making the fisherman into the „bad guy‟. A basic element in the polarisation seems to be that 

there is a need to have someone to blame, a responsible group, when problems arise. Since 

fishermen are the ones using the resource, they often are the ones receiving the blame. 
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Sometimes that is justified, according to an interviewee from science, but other times it seems 

to be due to knowledge gaps or a lack of understanding for fisheries politics and management, 

says the same fisherman. But in a world where participation, involvement and globalisation 

are growing, how far can we play the blame game? How far can a society go to hold a party 

responsible? Should it not instead advocate a growing development of involvement? But at 

the same time, since responsibility is the main corner stone in all legal systems, how much 

can we blame the media for looking for the bad guy?  

 “It’s almost a general idea of today´s society, that fishing is a big problem and that it is causing next to all 

known problems of the sea. But if we look at the Swedish fisheries today, then it’s so small that the effect we have 

on the stocks can’t be very big, at least not in the coastal fisheries”  

Fisherman 4 

Data seems to indicate that the media polarisation creates a barrier, maybe even resulting in a 

“self-fulfilling prophesy”., A psychological expression meaning that if you over and over 

again are told that you are in a specific way or are fulfilling a specific role, then after a while 

you start to adapt to those words and act like the world sees you. Also, when someone always 

identifies enemies or feels like it is you against the world, one is much more likely to create a 

hostility towards the group that is picturing you as an antagonist, e.g. in the media. But with 

this being said, media strongly monitoring marine scientists and fisheries may bring about 

benefits, such as fewer errors, due to the knowledge of being monitored.  

5.2.2 Barriers due to Multiple Levels? 

The analysis also indicates issues within the fisheries that risk to create barriers for the 

communication between fishermen and scientists. One example concerns a difference in 

capability on the central national level as compared to the local level. Fishermen describe the 

fishermen union as lacking resource., This is said to result in strong local union departments 

pushing not only local issues, but also issues concerning fishermen nationwide, that the union 

centrally is not able to handle. When one of the fishermen says "strong departments" he is 

referring to the power of board members with experience and connections, which strengthens 

the capability of some of the local departments. This strength can evidently make the local 

departments more capable than the central level of pushing some issues, but since it is up to 

every local department, this strength becomes unevenly divided between the departments. 
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 “Our department instead have to play a bigger role than we would have to, because we have to deal with many 

issues that actually are more national issues. We have to take care of them by ourselves at the regional level 

instead.”  

Fisherman 2 

One of the scientists, involved in co-management groups, also stated to have experienced a 

difference in engagement between fishermen on a local level and fishermen representatives 

from the national central level. The difference seems to be that local level fishermen are much 

more positive to communication with scientists than representatives on the national level. The 

view of these two levels within the fisheries, concerning the same issues, sometimes seems to 

differ. Local fishermen‟s views are described, by one of the scientists, as having a more 

realistic and problem solving character, whilst, in regards to their will to cooperate with 

scientists, the national level of the union's view is perceived as more negative and dogmatic. 

This statement is backed up by one of the fishermen. One can assume difficulties in 

representing a whole profession, from a national central level, when the different levels within 

that profession do not share the same views on many issues.  

“We have got the whole union against us on this issue and it wasn’t until after the last congress that we 

succeeded to get a decision that the union will work towards getting a general contract that for example  

regulates research and information structures with different governmental agencies.” 

Fisherman 2 

Another difference within the fisheries, is that between large scale and small scale fisheries, 

where large scale fisheries have more influence over the management and small scale 

fisheries are more marginalised and left in the shadows. 

Another scientist mentions conflict between working fishermen and sports fishermen due to 

differences in how they see the resource., Working fishermen sees the resource as their 

livelihood and sports fishermen sees the resource as their recreational activity, put in a rather 

crud way; one group of fishermen wants to exploit the resource in order to earn a day's pay, 

the other group wants to preserve the resource in order to keep fishing for pleasure. Sports 

fishermen may see the situation as working fishermen depleting the stock, disabling them to 

fish. Tracking back to differences between national and local level, one of the fishermen 

underlines the difference in communication with scientists working in the field and outside 

the field. Here the scientists in the field are described as more open to a straighter 

communication and being easier to discuss issues with. This is probably due to field working 

http://tyda.se/search/recreational%20activity?w_lang=en
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scientists and the fisherman having a more shared knowledge, something that comes naturally 

with sharing experiences. Having a close relationship can consequently help to bridge 

differences in opinion, solve misunderstandings and also gain an understanding for each 

other‟s knowledge, maybe even so between working fishermen and sports fishermen. 

All of these possible splits within the fisheries are indicating that there might be a 

communication issue within the fishing sector due to differences in attitude and view between 

local and national level . If so, that might lead to complications when communicating with 

other parties. Consequently, internal tensions may result in external communication barriers. 

Does this mean that it is easier acting on a local level? Several interviewees, both scientists 

and fishermen, indicate that it is harder to hold a discussion the higher up the hierarchy you 

go. This is said about scientists and this is also indicated within the working fishermen union. 

One fisherman says that one of the issues with having a discussion with the higher levels of 

the science hierarchy is that the higher up people are the lower is their level of field 

knowledge. Unfortunately they at the same time have more power. 

The sports fisherman uses the term “basic communication” when talking about 

communicating at the local level, also indicating that it is easier to discuss at the lower level. 

Another fisherman mentions that he feels some proximity to the nearest coastal SLU 

laboratory, but feels more negative towards higher authorities, above the local level, thus also 

indicating better communication existing at the local level. One scientist says that the fact that 

the work at the bottom of the process is more cooperative makes the communication easier. 

What makes local level more prone for cooperation, on the other hand, is not a part of this 

study, but one can theorise that it may be related to the same issue of hierarchy. 

Is the local level stronger due to them having more power or more voice? From the data 

collected within this study there are indications that it is easier to communicate and even 

express your opinion on a local level, but that power still follows the hierarchy. The views of 

many of the interviewees indicate that it is in fact harder to communicate on a higher 

administrative level. 

5.2.3 Interplay and Communication 

It was mentioned by one of the fishermen, with experience in communicating both with 

scientists and politicians, that within the science hierarchy the clear difference between levels, 
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points out a flaw within the system. He means that the higher you look in the scientific 

hierarchy, the harder it is to have an objective discussion. The higher up, the more prestige 

and the further away they are from the issue and the field, he argues. Consequently, the higher 

up you come, the more responsibility gained but also less field knowledge. 

“In gear developing we have had a very good cooperation with research. But that concerns more basic gear use. 

We are in different ends of the hierarchy and that is what differentiates the easy from the hard” 

Fisherman 4 

One of the fishermen is also concerned about the way that the scientific system works today, 

where he says that scientists try to increase their chances for funding by going to the media 

with alarming findings about the fisheries. That kind of system results in a ring of evil where 

scientists are forced to feed the media polarisation to survive.  

On one the hand the same fisherman indicated an unfairness in media reports, connected to 

the earlier mentioned tradition of picturing fishermen as the villains and the way he said that 

scientists sometimes use the media, due to the lopsided system. On the other hand, one of the 

scientists stated that the media is a good channel for distributing information. The 

combination of these two opposing views tends to cause communication issues, since it is 

important to inform the public via channels that they accept, in order to get their attention. 

However, it is also important to recognise that the term “media” is a very general one, 

resulting in the need to underline the different types of media, as mentioned earlier. 

Several of the fishermen said that there is a will to contribute to science, but one of them 

mentioned that contribution to science sometimes ended in the data they collected being 

turned against them. Data collection for the CFP is, according to European law, to be done on 

a national level both with the help of fisheries and by data collection independent from 

fisheries. Even if it is just the fear of science being turned against them, that possible fear can 

hurt the trust necessary for SLU's data collection, and other scientific collaborations with the 

fisheries. In addition to this, according to legal policy, all fishing boats are to leave room for 

scientists., In a situation where there would be a lack of trust between the scientists and the 

fishermen this could end up making the cooperation needed for data collection more difficult 

than necessary. Such a situation could also hurt the acceptance of science and of statements 

based on that science, as well as further worsen the media climate. 
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Two of the fishermen pointed out the need for a more structured communication. This could 

be in the form of a written agreement for the aim and structure of a joint communication and 

how and when the communication is needed, or a general contract regulating the relationship 

between federal agencies and the fisheries sector, containing both how to communicate and a 

specific section about research activities.  

The function of an agreement, or contract, could in this case work to build trust between the 

parties; secure terms and conditions that both parties would be aware of and/or could easily 

inform themselves about. In terms of the structure of the communication, the agreement 

would make sure that both parties have rights and something to refer to when those rights are 

not provided, resulting in both parties being heard and able to communicate their view and 

cultivate cooperation.  

One scientist pointed out that fishermen often are first with spotting change, whilst being at 

sea, and are usually the first to sound the alarm, making a good relationship between 

fishermen and scientist needed in order to early spot and address marine environmental 

changes. On top of this all the fishermen and scientists interviewed for this study agreed that 

fishermen and scientific knowledge complement each other and are two sides of the same 

coin i.e. that none is arguing one knowledge to be better than the other. Instead it is rather 

being said that both types of knowledge is needed. A joint knowledge would also broaden the 

base for legislation, for science and for sustainable fisheries, making these outcomes easier to 

reach.  

”They have the knowledge, not me. I’m providing what is doable in the field  and what’s happening in 

politically.” 

Scientist 2 

“It’s like everything else, the better data you put in, the better the result”  

Fisherman 4 

5.2.4 Trust and Reliability 

One of the scientists pointed out that both science and authorities have a history of not 

listening to fishermen, thus putting  them at risk for top down decisions. Being the lower party 

in a top down decision dose put a lot of weight on trust, where the fishermen needs to trust 

scientists and authorities to make a, in their eyes, good decision, in order to withhold a high 

legitimacy.  
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One of the scientists also points out that when talking about history it is good to remember 

that memory is not a totally reliable tool. Scientists have their scientific methods and 

fishermen have their memory. The human memory is not a long-term tool. For example, when 

we talk about slow changes in nature, an aspect changing over a 10 year period might not be 

noticed at all. To clarify this statement the same scientist exemplifies with a classical 

metaphor. If you put a frog in a pot of boiling water, it will jump right out. But if you put the 

frog in a pot of cold water that is slowly heating, the frog will not take notice of the change 

until it probably is too late. If, as an example, one looks at the cod stocks being fished by 

Swedish fishermen today, and look at what today is considered a big cod and then take an 

historical peak on what a big cod looked like before the word overfishing became normality, 

you will see a great difference. But this difference is easily overlooked. Since what we see 

today, and have been seeing for years, as a big cod is to us just that, a big cod. Lack of 

historical memory, much like this example, will make all the difference when we choose 

between long term and short term solutions. To make that statement clearer, fisherman 4 

mentioned an example concerning cod. -He says that the last time the stock was big and the 

fishing was good, was in the middle of the 1980‟s and those few good years were seen as the 

normal state. And of course everything less than that was then seen as deviant. The fisherman 

says that these few good years was indeed not the normal state, but an above normal state and 

thanks to weather conditions and other external factors these years were actual above normal. 

So today, when the cod stock is high again, that is instead seen as the normal state and as a 

consequence the policy gets adjusted to this being the normal state. This "new normal" will 

the stop the work towards restoring the stock and fishermen will then exploit a unhealthy 

stock as if it was healthy. When not knowing how it once have looked and assume that 

today‟s state is the normal state, nature conservation can become something rather dangerous. 

This is mentioned by both fishermen and scientists.   

“Slow changes are not noticeable” 

Scientist 4 

One of the fishermen mentioned science as reliable if it is done by professional people, 

underlining the need for trust. The same fisherman mentions pure biology (e.g. measuring and 

counting of fish and stocks) as being the trustworthy type of science, unconsciously 

dismissing scientific theories that are needed even in purely biological and statistical science. 

This indicates a cultural difference or simply a need of a common understanding about both 
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science and fisheries knowledge. Either way it sheds a light on the importance of 

understanding the theories and limitations of science and the need for dialogue. 

Looking at the CFP / ICES system, where fishermen are let into just parts of the process and 

counted as a general stakeholder group, it is not about scientists shutting fishermen out from 

the data analysis; it is about how the current governance system works. Scientists are not 

obliged to report their results to those whom they collected the data from, they are only 

obliged to report to those whom they are collecting the data for, in this case ICES and the 

European Commission. The difference being that the fishermen are extracting the 

information, or are the ones the scientists are extracting information from, not for. This might 

instead result in a greater need of trust, not just for the scientist working directly with the 

fishermen but for the entire process, right up until the last input. Especially as fishermen are 

both the first and the last stage of the process, both being the source of the data collection and 

also the ones being guided by and implementing the legislation.   

As stated by the scientists involved in co-operative research, they are working on the 

conditions set by the fishermen; coming to their workplace and being led by their expertise. 

Maybe partly because it is more relevant in these issues, than fishermen working in a lab, but 

as stated in the theory, this type of „Co-op‟ research potentially increases the fishermen‟s trust 

in science and scientists and may therefore contribute to a better communication. Not having 

trust would hurt the cooperation and just hearing that you or your group is a problem may 

itself cause issues that may not have been there from the beginning. To use working 

fishermen for data collection, like the ICES system looks today, can also be a communication 

opener. Even though that type of communication, in this thesis, has been described as one 

way, it does provide an opportunity to open up for two-way communication. 

Instead of discussing possible cultural differences between the two groups, one of the 

scientists mentioned scientific terminology as possibly causing barriers. Here one can 

differentiate between terminology and language by saying that terminology, theoretically, 

should be an easier barrier to bridge than that of language. Other facts, which might be harder 

to bridge, is what you actually see when you look at a day‟s catch. Here the scientists, 

contrary to fishermen, can be assumed to search for patterns and statistics. This is a habit 

harder to break, since it is defining the group‟s line of work.  
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Sports fishermen and working fishermen contribute to science in different ways. Working 

fishermen are, by European law, obligated to contribute to science via logbooks, including 

details about the catch. Sports fishermen have no obligations, as it looks today, to contribute 

to science but it is claimed that some do so anyway, according to the two sports fishermen 

interviewees, via e.g. logbooks and labelling of fish. The sports fishing related scientist‟s 

description of the sports fishermen´s contributions and willingness towards science, gives the 

impression that sports fishermen are more willing to contribute than working fishermen. First 

of all one could argue that these two groups contributions to science are not comparable, due 

to the difference in fishing on your free time and having fishing as your occupation. Also, 

working fishermen are heavily obligated to report, which may be affecting the will and the 

capability to contribute. Working fishermen are heavily dependent on taking up the greatest 

amount of fish possible, sports fishermen can instead engage in so called catch and release 

fisheries, giving the two groups different views on the resource.  

Contrasting expectations are also something that can set up a barrier and may have a base in 

cultural differences, or simply a lack of understanding of each other‟s situations. One of the 

fishermen mentioned, when talking about implementation of new fishing policies, unrealistic 

expectations when it comes to efficiency. He says there is a demand where 100% is the goal 

and the time to reach that is short. But in a system where authorities, scientists and fishermen 

are to work together, communication and compromise is needed and compromise is not to 

always get your entire wish fulfilled.  

5.3 Legitimacy of science based policy 

All the interviewees agree upon the importance of the acceptance and understanding of 

science and also the legitimacy of policy. One of the scientists pointed out that, within this 

acceptance, it is of high importance to understand the limits of science and question the 

scientific methods, as stated earlier. It could become a threat to the credibility and 

transparency of science not to question it. To understand the uncertainty surrounding 

estimations of stocks and forecasts of growth is of utmost  importance and crucial for the 

result. Without these methods being questioned, they cannot develop or be trusted. 

As a part of this acceptance, the importance of authorities motivating the regulations also 

plays a big role and in that situation the basic knowledge and understanding of the fishermen's 

place may become crucial. As we discuss this, the importance of a communication flow 



Science - A fishermen’s friend? 
– A study of communication and policy legitimacy between researchers and fishermen in Sweden 
By ÅsaEnströmGarnström 2012  
  

38 
 

between the three main actors - authorities, scientists and fishermen -almost seems too 

obvious. When discussing the importance of a common ground for these three parties, we 

trace back to fishermen being seen as a separate actor, instead of a part of the group 

"stakeholders". Of course it is important for both transparency and legitimacy that also 

interests groups and NGOs can affect the process.  

The legitimacy of the policy is even more important in cases where the fishermen‟s 

obligations to report are increased since they already have a wide range of data reporting to do 

for policy and scientific purposes. This together with the point about authorities motivating 

regulations also pushes a need for scientist‟s to report findings, a process that might be tricky 

without a more outlined structure than the current more informal way of communication.  

One of the fishermen pointed at the informality of the current communication, between the 

two groups, and says that we first need an agreement between fishermen, scientists and the 

authorities for how these groups should work in relation to each other. That includes a 

structure for how to work with information and communication. Without that agreement, 

potential progress will not lead far. In a system without that kind of agreement, he says, it is 

up to the individuals and their personal networks how well the communication works and how 

far it reaches., This would result in an uneven communication. Several of the interviewees 

talk about discussion groups, co-op and co-management groups as a way to reach acceptance. 

Furthermore, assuming that the acceptance has an effect on the legitimacy of legal action, it 

consequently will increase the trust in policies surrounding fisheries. 

“First we need to understand each other, it’s not until then we can succeed” 

Fisherman 2 

If we instead discuss the sports fisheries, the two relevant people interviewed for this thesis 

seem to see a greater willingness to contribute to science. It is hard to draw conclusions about 

how accurate that picture is, due to the small selection, but there are a few things, as stated in 

a previous chapter, that can lead us to assume that sports fishermen tend to have a greater 

acceptance for science and therefore are more prone to legitimise policies and therefore also 

make a voluntary contribution to science. Though this voluntary attitude can be based on 

sports fishermen not having as many regulations to follow and that their ability for fishing 

efforts get highly decreased by a high fishing pressure from working fishermen. This, in turn, 
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can make it hard to compare these two groups. This is because even though they seem like 

they are a part of the same group, i.e. fishermen, they work on very differing premises.  

It is hard to argue against the importance of understanding the acceptance of science. 

Especially when thinking of the benefits of not just scientists and fishermen being able to 

communicate and understand each other, but also to a higher degree getting a general 

acceptance for science based policies. But this goes both ways. It is not just fishermen that are 

to accept science in order to be able to get a greater understanding and acceptance for both 

science and legal action. There is also a need of scientist‟s acceptance and understanding of 

fishermen‟s knowledge, so that their science and the coming policies match the work actually 

being done on the boats.  

6. Discussion 

In this chapter the findings presented in the chapter above will be further discussed in broader 

terms, touching upon expectations before the study and future research.  

6.1 The Study 

Before discussing the data and results one should also broaden the perspective a bit and 

discuss the representativeness of the interviewees. First, since there is no structure for 

communication between fishermen and scientists in Sweden and the communication studied 

in this thesis mostly is voluntary, it can be assumed that the people participating in this study 

were all willing to communicate. Thus one should be aware of that results showing that most 

of the communication is going smoothly could be due to this fact. This study, however, does 

also involve interviewees such as Scientist 3 that communicate with fishermen mostly through 

hiring them for data collection. That cooperation is not based on willingness, but it is also a 

very small part of the study and is also the only compulsory communication in this study. 

Secondly, the willingness also affects how representative the interviewees are for the two 

groups, Swedish fishermen and scientists. As mentioned previously, it is most likely that it is 

the people who are willing to communicate that will end up in these groups of co-science, co-

management and communication.  Except the willingness, the amount of interviewees in this 

study can be seen as low, four for each group, but it is still hard to comprehend how 

representative they are  since there is a lack of communicational structure. Since it is hard to 

assume how representative this selection was for this study it becomes hard to put the study 
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into perspective. The results suggesting that the amount of communication between the two 

groups needs to be increased, can still be seen as significant. 

To further strengthen what this study shows, continued research on communication but with a 

bigger selection, or a comparison between the Northern Sea and the Baltic Sea could test the 

results. Other interesting study subjects or angles, stemming from this thesis could be to 

separate working fishermen and sports fishermen. E. g. study both sports fishermen and 

working fishermen's environmental impact and ultimately compare the two groups view of the 

resource to find policy solutions. It could also be interesting to perform a similar study to this 

one, but with large scale fisheries instead. Depending on approach, an intriguing experiment 

could be to try to follow a specific set of e.g. scientific results or a specific issue and see how 

it is communicated. It would also be possible to do the  same study using different methods, 

such as surveys or focus groups, or similar studies guided by other theories with more 

attention to cultural differences, or empirical focus on other ways by which fishermen and 

scientists communicate, e.g. joint conferences.  

6.2 The Findings 

When comparing the findings and the theory, it becomes apparent that the media polarisation 

and even media itself as a barrier, was not expected. The extent of the polarisation issue was 

also very surprising. The issue came up already in the first interview when the interviewee 

discussed problems with communication and the polarisation kept coming up in each 

subsequent interview, making it very clear that the media plays a significant role in the 

relationship between fishermen and scientists. A close relationship with good communication 

can be assumed to result in the media having a smaller role in the relationship or at least a less 

significant effect on the relationship between the two parties. Meaning, if the communication 

was good, media would not be able to affect the climate to get so negative, as it seem to do.  

Media polarisation itself puts up a barrier both by an increased risk to create a greater hostility 

between scientists and fishermen and by giving the general public a picture of hostility 

between these two parties. The results of this study suggest that the climate between the two 

parties gets more polarised by the picture painted by the media. This is probably due to both 

parties looking more suspiciously at each other and by the crooked picture given to the 

general public. The general public which, supposedly, will believe the extent of the 

polarisation. Also, suspicions from the fishermen‟s side, towards both science and authorities, 
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might be based on their vulnerability due to the top-down structure of the system and them 

not being valued equally to other main actors such as scientists and decision makers.  

Another unexpected turn in the analysis was the small extent to which the results indicated 

cultural differences. First of all, it is hard to ask the right questions to investigate the existence 

of cultural differences and it is also hard to figure out the most fitting indicating factors. 

Choosing practice, language and experience was somewhat connected to parts of the previous 

research, mentioning differences in knowledge. But foremost, these three factors are believed 

to be differences that are cultivated depending upon your practice, which also can set up 

boundaries. This thesis does not show any communication barriers, due to culture, that are 

significant enough to put up a permanent blockage. Instead internal factors seem to play a 

much more significant role when it comes to communication barriers. Splits within the 

fisheries might affect the external communication, since they cannot talk in one voice when 

not agreeing.  

Continuing on barriers, the prestige automatically included in the higher levels, both within 

the fisheries and science, together with the proximity to the field, seems to awaken a worry, 

especially within the fishermen group. The participants in this study have described 

themselves as working on base level and the results of this study indicate that it is on this 

level that the communication is the easiest. This is indicated by how the interviewees are 

describing cooperation and communication with the higher levels and by the nature of the 

communications studied in this thesis. The interviewees in this thesis describe  the 

communication that they are involved in as running smoothly once it is in place, indicating 

that communication is working on the base level., This also indicates  the need and function 

of a structure, in order to set up a wider functioning communication.  

Another barrier can be the lack of cooperation itself, especially the lack of cooperation and 

communication between levels. This risks to lower trust and acceptation for the relevant 

science, amongst groups involved. All of these barriers, or potential barriers, do together put 

up a risk for an unproductive communication. A structure or guidelines for communication 

can be expected to ease communication and level the field between all actors and levels. To 

have an agreement saying how and what to communicate could also help to ease some of the 

issues that is caused by hierarchy.   
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When it comes to legitimacy, all issues in communication can be seen as a potential threats to 

legitimacy since they indicate a lack of will to communicate or another type of barrier that 

might also block legitimacy. Another type of barrier can be caused by one of the parties 

doubting whether the system really is unbiased or fair. Some of the communication barriers 

mentioned above might be interpreted as showing a lack of either balance or fairness. One of  

these barriers is the possible division between fishermen knowledge and scientific knowledge. 

Any greater evidence of a division of knowledge is not seen in this study. But as mentioned 

earlier, the CFP divides the knowledge by separating scientists and fishermen and giving 

science a more distinguished place in the policy. More so, due to a lack of structured 

communication, such communication or agreement of communication could possibly 

overcome this unfairness in the system. 

Science needs understanding of uncertainty and to be questioned in order to perform renewal, 

development and to be trustworthy. This is important for legitimacy. To be able to question 

and understand uncertainty and science however, requires a certain level of basic 

understanding and knowledge that can only be achieved by education, information and/or 

communication. Again this suggests the need of a communication structure and / or more 

research / management cooperation. 

If environmental policy has the function to change behaviour and if we grant overfishing as 

both a societal risk and as an environmental issue, then we may successfully motivate the link 

between a fisheries policy and risk communication. Then we may also grant that the policy 

process around a fisheries policy can be seen as a part of risk communication and thus 

motivate how the communication between fishermen and scientists can be expected to at least 

partly live up to the four functions of risk communication. The four functions are: 

 - to educate and enlighten about the risk at hand 

 - to give risk training and motivate behavioural changes 

 - to create confidence in institutions responsible for the assessment and management of risk  

- the involvement in risk-related decisions and conflict resolution of stakeholders and the 

general public (Renn, 2008, p. 203). 
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The function "education and enlightenment about the risk at hand", will in this context have to 

be interpreted to fit the situation. Since this study is looking at fisheries policy / the CFP and 

the relationship between fishermen and scientists, the function to educate will be interpreted 

as follows: sharing of knowledge between the two parties to reach a common understanding 

of the problem, without one of them leading the process. Due to the lack of a standardised 

communication system between scientists and fishermen, the parties and even the groups 

within the parties, my differ a lot amongst each other. This makes an even sharing of 

knowledge hard and almost impossible. First of there is, as mentioned, no standard for how 

the groups within each party looks, which make it hard to know how to communicate with 

them. Also, there is no standard for how to communicate knowledge and share risk 

assessments between the parties, or even the groups within the parties. Except the knowledge 

sharing, the communication itself is up to each individual, which makes it highly uneven and 

may result in communication between single groups working perfectly but a complete lack of 

communication between another set of groups. 

In the function "give risk training and motivate behavioural changes", risk training is hard to 

put in the perspective of a policy, but in saying that the motivation of behavioural change is 

supposed to be one of the main functions of policy and so also the CFP, as mentioned earlier 

in this thesis. In the case of the CFP, that is to be steered by the scientific advice, thus 

motivating a change. This is telling us that the mere existence of a policy shows at least an 

effort to motivate behavioural change. Unfortunately, on the basis of the interviews conducted 

in this study, one cannot more than speculate on this issue from the basis of the theory. 

Instead we can choose to see the CFP itself as the risk training put in place to lower risks of 

overfishing, from that we can conclude that risk training is in place, though a greater 

communication on national and local lever probably would make the system more potent. 

Discussing the function "to create confidence in institutions responsible for the assessment 

and management of risk", the structural change when the Swedish board of fisheries was split 

up into a system consisting of three instances, as mentioned in the beginning of this thesis, 

should probably be noticed. This structural change was not covered by this thesis due to the 

nature of the research questions,  even though many of the interviewees still did give material 

for continuing studies. A conflict between the former board of fisheries and the fisheries was 

indicated by the interviewees in this study, underpinning the assumption that the structural 

change was done in order to increase the trust and legitimacy for the institutions responsible.  



Science - A fishermen’s friend? 
– A study of communication and policy legitimacy between researchers and fishermen in Sweden 
By ÅsaEnströmGarnström 2012  
  

44 
 

The function "involvement in risk-related decisions and conflict resolution of stakeholders 

and the general public". Again put in the perspective of the CFP, the risk related decisions are 

letting in stakeholder concerned by the issue, invovling both fishermen and NGOs, etc, at the 

same level. Except the stakeholder category we have the RACs, a CFP incentive to involve 

local fishermen, but the so called RACs have gotten a lot of critique.  Also, the fishermen 

involved in this study do point at their vulnerability to top down decisions, due to them being 

counted as stakeholders and not as one of the main parties. We have also previously discussed 

the risk of the general public being misled by media reports and this together with a lack of 

communication between key parties, indicates a lack of involvement and does also put the 

question: who or which institution/party is supposed to initiate this involvement?  

7. Conclusion 

This thesis has analysed the empirical data from eight interviews, with four scientists and four 

fishermen, concerning communication between the two parties. The data was analysed using a 

theoretical framework based on marine governance, environmental governance and risk 

communication but with a main focus on communication barriers, foremost cultural 

differences, with legitimacy as a main concept. 

 

From the analysis of this study, four major communication barriers were identified 

- media polarisation 

- several splits within the Swedish fisheries sector 

-  hierarchy  

-  lack of a communicational structure between fishermen and scientists.  

 In addition to these findings, this study did not identify signs of cultural differences that 

would be too great to overcome.  

 

Although all of the above recognised communication barriers do present a risk against 

legitimacy of fisheries policy. This study especially identifies a risk for lowered legitimacy 

due to fishermen and scientists not being equal in policy processes, in this thesis identified as 

division of experience based knowledge and research based knowledge between fishermen 

and scientists. 
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Looking at the results of this thesis, it has been found that two major changes could be able to 

bridge the above mentioned communication barriers and increase legitimacy. These two are 

- a structured communication between authorities, fishermen and scientists, nationally 

- cooperative research and / or cooperative management  

In this sense, cooperative research appears to be a significant tool that can be implemented to 

minimise the existing issues between the two groups studied. Through cooperative research 

activities, both scientists and fisherman not only have the opportunity to work together, but 

they also gain invaluable knowledge and appreciation for how the other carries out their work, 

and in turn, something that also can be strengthened with a set communicational structure. 

Ultimately cooperative a set communication strategy together with cooperative research or 

cooperative management may bring a heightened legitimacy for the policies that bring these 

two parties together.   
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APPENDIX 1 

Method 

Interview guide scientists 

There is no interview guide for the background interview. 

What is your background? 
- What does your work entail? Where are you employed? Where do you work geographically? 

- What kind of research do you perform? 

- What do you focus on geographically for your research / communication? 

- How much of your work includes research and how much communication? 

- What target groups, if any, do you see your research and communication? 

- Connection to regional / international law? Ex CFP - in terms of research 

 

How is results communicated? What is your role? 
- How do you participate in / contribute to the communication of results? 

- How do you participate in / contribute to the communication of results specific to scientists? 
 

What is the communication like? 
- What is communicated? 

- What determines what is communicated? 

- Adapted information specific to the target group fishermen? 

 
What is the relationship with the fisheries like? 
- What information is being received? (response rate) 

- Would a change make communication easier? 

- Does the fisheries given some information back in return? (feedback) 

- What information would you like to receive in return? 

 

- Are there any problems in the communication? 

 
Legitimacy: 
- To what extent is it in yourinterest that fisheries have an understanding / legitimacy of the knowledge you 

communicate / knowledge that also becomes policy? 

 

- What is made from your side, to ensure the legitimacy of information / knowledge you communicate? 

 

Legitimacy researching questions:  
1. 

- In what form do you think the fishing industry would prefer to be informed? 

(ex: formal, informal networks, etc.) 

- In what medium? 

- At what level? 

 

2. 

- In what form would you prefer to be informed? 

(ex: formal, informal networks, etc.) 
- In what medium? 

- At what level? 
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APPENDIX 2 
Method 

Interview guide fishermen 

There is no interview guide for the background interview. 

What is your background? 
What does your work entail? Where are you employed? Where do you work geographically? 

- How is that tied to communication? 

- What is your fishing background? 

- How much of your work includes communication? 

- What target groups, if any, do you see your work and communication? 

- Connection to regional / international law? 

 

What is your role in the communication of science / knowledge? 

  

Who does the communicating / how does it look? 
- The form in which / through which the channel is the communication going / received? 

- How do you receive the information? (is there any standard evaluation, management, etc.?) 

- Do you provide feedback on the information received? / Is there room to provide feedback on information 

received? 

- How is the feedback received? 

 

Is fishing knowledge communicated? 
- If not, why not? 

- If yes, what is communicated? 

 

- Are there any problems in the communication? 

 

Legitimacy: 
- Seems it made no effort to secure the legitimacy of the information / knowledge you 

receive? 

- What are you doing to secure the legitimacy of the information / knowledge you receive, 

among other fishermen? 

- How important do you think it is that fishing is understanding / legitimacy of the knowledge 

that is communicated to you? 

 

Legitimacy researching questions: 
1. 

- In what form do you think the science sector would prefer to be informed / get feedback? 

(ex: formal, informal networks, etc.) 

- In what medium? 

- At what level? 

2. 

- In what form would you prefer to be informed? 

(ex: formal, informal networks, etc.) 

- In what medium? 

- At what level? 
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APPENDIX 3 

Method 

Actors first contacted in the snowball selection, all contacted via e-mail: 

 Havs- och vattenmyndigheten 

(Swedish Agency for Marine and Water management) 

 Green Peace 

 Sveriges Lantbruksuniversitet (Swedish University of 

Agricultural Science) 

 Sveriges Fiskares Riksförbund  

(Swedish Union for Fishermen) 

 Naturskyddsföreningen 

(Swedish Society for Nature Conservation) 

 Naturvårdsverket 

(Swedish EPA) 

 Havfiskelaboratoriet 

(the Institute of Marine Research) 

 Kustlaboratoriet 

(Institute of Coastal Research) 

 Forskningsstationen i Ar  

(Research Station in Ar) 

 Umeå marina forskningscentrum  

(Umeå Marine Sciences Centre) 

 Havsmiljöinstitutet 

(Swedish Institute for the Marine Environment) 

 Linnéuniversitetet 

(Linnaeus University) 

 Informationscentralen för Bottniska viken 

(County Administrative Board of Västerbotten) 

 Informationscentralen för Egentligen Östersjön 

(County Administrative Board) 

 Informationscentralen för Västerhavet 

(County Administrative Board) 

 Regionala vattenmiljömyndigheterna för / Regional Water 

Authorities for Bottenviken, Bottenhavet, Norra Östersjön, 

Södra Östersjön och Västerhavet 


