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For many of the world’s coastal regions, the 
exploitation of large pelagic fishes, partic-
ularly for tuna, has a long and significant 
history (Majkowski 2007). In the North Pacific, 
Japanese and Native Americans hunted Pacific 
bluefin tuna (Thunnus orientalis) more than five 
millennia ago (Anonymous 2013b), and people 
living in the Pacific Islands have fished for 
tuna at the subsistence level for centuries 
(SPC 2013). Similarly, in the Atlantic Ocean, 
especially in the Mediterranean Sea, the ex-
ploitation of various tuna species dates back 
to ancient times. Drawings of tuna have been 
discovered in the Grotta del Uzzo (c. 9000 BCE) 
and Genovese caves on Levanzo Island, near 
Sicily (c. 3000 BCE; Longo and Clarke 2012), and 
both the Phoenicians and the Romans used a 
variety of netting methods to capture these 
fish (Fromentin and Powers 2005; Di Natale 
2010). Some of the earliest currencies of these 
societies depicted Atlantic bluefin tuna (Thun-
nus thynnus) on their coins (Di Natale 2011), and 

literature and artwork from ancient Greece 
attempted to portray the importance of these 
fish and the associated fisheries (Longo and 
Clarke 2012). Over time, fishing methods diver-
sified, and by the eleventh century traditional 
trap fishing (la tonnera) in the Mediterranean 
had been established (Longo and Clarke 2012).

The Expansion of Large-Scale  
Tuna Fisheries
For centuries, tuna continued to be targeted by 
small, localized fisheries using traps and other 
artisanal methods. Commercial tuna fishing 
by longline and pole-and-line began around 
the Pacific Islands in the 1910s and 1920s. How-
ever, it was not until after World War II that 
industrial efforts began to intensify (Miyake 
2005; Gillett 2007). Initially, smaller species 
(e.g., skipjack Katsuwonus pelamis and albacore 
tuna Thunnus alalunga) were sought for canning 
purposes and dried export by locally based but 
foreign-owned fleets (mainly from the United 
States and Japan). However, improvements 
in fishing vessel technology and shipping 
methods—as well as the development of flash 
freezing capabilities—precipitated a rapid 
expansion in the industry, not only in terms 
of the gears used but also with regard to the 
species targeted and the regions fished (Gillett 
2007; Majkowski 2007).

Around the world, purse-seine catches 
quickly surpassed those of smaller pole-and-
line operations, and a substantial shift in gear 
occurred in the 1970s. By the early 1980s the 
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European purse-seine fleet had expanded into 
the Indian Ocean (Stequert and Marsac 1983, 
1989; Fonteneau 1996; Bayliff et al. 2005; Mar-
sac et al. 2014), while purse-seine fleets in the 
western Pacific, which had simultaneously 
expanded outward from the Pacific islands and 
South American countries, began fishing in 
the eastern Pacific (Majkowski 2007). The next 
decade saw an even greater increase in purse-
seine effort, often in combination with fish 
aggregating devices (FADs), by these fleets in 
all three oceans (Bromhead et al. 2003; Miyake 
2005; Davies et al. 2014).

FADs exploit the propensity of tunas and 
other pelagic fishes to gather under floating 
objects (e.g., rafts formed by uprooted trees 
after typhoons) and follow them as they drift 
with the currents. The first stage for fisheries 
was to search for these “natural FADs”; this 
was quickly replaced by the use of artificial 
FADs, made of palm fronds and other natural 
products, which are either allowed to drift 
(d-FADs) until sufficient fish had gathered un-
der them (at which point they are harvested) 
or are anchored (a-FADs) and harvested at set 
intervals (Floyd and Pauly 1984). The current 
stage of FAD development involves large con-
crete or metal contraptions, with electronics 
that monitor the biomass of fish under them 
and communicate the results via satellite to 
purse-seiners who harvest the FADs when the 
aggregated fish biomass is deemed sufficient 
(Dagorn et al. 2013).

In tandem with increasing management 
measures (primarily with regard to the imple-
mentation of regional fisheries management 
organizations [RFMOs]; United Nations 1995), 
the 1990s saw an increased prevalence of ille-
gal fishing (Majkowski 2007). It was during 
this time that the use of flags of convenience 
intensified; also, many smaller coastal coun-
tries began chartering vessels from foreign 
fleets of longliners and purse-seiners (Maj-
kowski 2007).

The high demand for sashimi-grade tuna 
also led to the onset of tuna “ranching,” a 
capture-based husbandry practice whereby 
tuna (primarily bluefin but also yellowfin) are 

taken from wild schools and fattened in large 
ocean pens before being killed and exported, 
overwhelmingly to Japan (Miyake et al. 2010). 
These operations originated in the 1990s in the 
Mediterranean, where Croatia, Italy, Malta, 
and Spain are the main countries ranching 
Atlantic bluefin tuna, and southern Australia, 
where southern bluefin tuna (Thunnus maccoyii) 
is ranched. They later expanded to the Pacific 
coast of Mexico, where yellowfin tuna are 
fattened with locally caught sardine. By the 
end of the 2000s, around 12,000 t of tuna were 
ranched annually (FAO 2013b).

Despite tuna fisheries being among the 
most valuable in the world (FAO 2012), and de-
spite the considerable interest by civil society 
in the management of large pelagic fishes, to 
date there are no global and comprehensive 
spatial datasets or atlases presenting the his-
torical industrial catches of all the tuna and 
billfish species.

Material and Methods
The aim of this chapter is to present the meth-
ods used to produce this comprehensive atlas 
of the fisheries for large pelagic fishes and to 
discuss its output and implications.2 To pro-
duce this atlas, we assembled various existing 
tuna datasets (table 3.1) and harmonized them 
using a rule-based approach.

  For each ocean, the nominal catch data 
were spatialized according to reported pro-
portions in the spatial data. For example, 
if France reported 100 t of yellowfin tuna in 
1983 using longlines in the nominal dataset, 
but there were 85 t of yellowfin tuna reported 
spatially in 1983 by France using longlines, 
in four separate statistical cells (potentially 
of varying spatial size), the nominal 100 t for 
France were split up into those four spatial cells 
according to their reported proportion of total 
catch in the spatial dataset. This matching of 
the nominal and spatial records was done over 
a series of successive refinements, with the 
first being the best-case scenario, in which 
there were matching records for year, country, 
gear, and species. The last refinement was the 
worst-case scenario, in which there were no 
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matching records except for the year of catch. 
For example, if France reported 100 t of yellow-
fin tuna caught in 1983 using longlines, but 
there were no spatial records for any country 
catching yellowfin tuna in 1983, the nominal 
100 t for France was split up into spatial cells 
according to their reported proportion of total 
catch of any species and gear in 1983. After 
each successive refinement, the matched and 
nonmatched records were stored separately, 
so that at each new refinement, only the pre-
vious step’s nonmatched records were used. 
The matched database was added to at the 
end of each step. The end result was a catch 
baseline database containing all matched and 
spatialized catches records, which sum up to 
the original nominal catch.

The catches thus assigned to the various 
sized tuna cells (1° × 1° to 20° × 20°; table 3.1) 
were then spatially reallocated to the standard 
0.5° × 0.5° cells used by the Sea Around Us follow-
ing the procedure described in chapter 5. All 
artisanal catches (i.e., any gear other than 
industrial-scale longlines, purse-seines, and 
pole-and-lines,3 as well as offshore gillnets) 
were reallocated to the EEZs of origin of the 
fleet, as the Sea Around Us defines artisanal 

fleets as being restricted to domestic inshore 
areas (chapter 2). Here, only the industrial 
catches are presented.

Finally, a review of the literature was 
performed for each ocean to collect estimates 
of discards. Because of the limited amount of 
country- and fleet-specific data that this search 
yielded, it was decided that discard percentages 
should be averaged across the entire time pe-
riod and applied to the region of origin of the 
fleet (e.g., East Asia or Western Europe), rather 
than the country of origin of the fleet. Similarly 
to the spatialization step described above, 
successive refinements were then performed 
to add discards to all reported catch.

For the Atlantic Ocean, we identified the 
lowest discard rate as 1.1% (longlines, North 
America; ICCAT 2009), the highest as 100% 
(longlines targeting swordfish; European 
Commission 2011), and the median discard rate 
as 10.7% (purse-seine, western and northern 
Europe; Amandè et al. 2011). For the Indian 
Ocean, we identified the lowest discard rate as 
1.5% (gillnet, Asia; Shahifar 2012), the highest 
as 113% (longline; Alverson et al. 1994), and 
the median discard rate as 7.2% (longline, 
Asia; IOTC 2000). For the Pacific Ocean, we 

Table 3.1. Overview of the various data sources used to create global catch maps of industrially caught tuna and 
other large pelagic fishes.

Ocean RFMO Sources Spatial resolution Countries/
gear/speciesNominal catch Spatialized catch

Atlantic ICCAT ICCAT website ICCAT website 1° × 1°, 5° × 5°, 5° × 10°,  
10° × 10°, 10° × 20°, 20° × 20°

114/48/142

Indian IOTC IOTC website IOTC website 1° × 1°, 5° × 5°, 10° × 10°,  
10° × 20°, 20° × 20°

57/35/45

Eastern Pacific IATTC IATTC website FAO Atlas of Tuna 
and Billfish Catches

5° × 5°a 28/11/19

Western Pacific WCPFC WCPFC website WCPFC website 5° × 5° 41/9/9

Southernb CCSBTb Provided by 
CCSBT staff

CCSBT website 5° × 5° 11/8/1

aA number of these cells were straddling the Pacific and Atlantic Oceans. Their total catch was split into these two ocean 
basins, proportionately to the surface of the cell included in each ocean. This step was then corrected for biological 
distributions (based on www.fishbase.org); catches of both Atlantic bluefin tuna and Atlantic white marlin that were 
obviously wrongly allocated to the Pacific Ocean were reallocated back to the Atlantic Ocean.
bThis RFMO covers all three oceans but deals only with southern bluefin tuna. Note that the other RFMOs also sometimes 
report this species (which we account for to avoid double-counting).
Acronyms: CCSBT, Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna; FAO, Food and Agriculture Organization; 
IATTC, Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission; ICCAT; International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic 
Tunas; IOTC, Indian Ocean Tuna Commission; RFMO, regional fisheries management organization; WCPFC, Western 
and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission.
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identified the lowest discard rate as 0.4% 
(pole-and-line; Kelleher 2005), the highest as 
75% (longline, Federated States of Micronesia; 
Bailey et al. 1996), and the median discard rate 
as 20.5% (longline, Fiji, Hawaii; Lawson 1997; 
Kelleher 2005; WPRFMC 2013).

Industrial Tuna Fisheries 
of the Atlantic Ocean
Industrial catches in the Atlantic Ocean steadi-
ly increased from very low values in 1950 to a 
high of almost 600,000 t/year in the mid-1990s 
(figure 3.1). They subsequently declined to 
around 400,000 t/year by the mid-2000s before 
rebounding beyond 500,000 t by 2012 (figure 
3.1).

Longline catches became prevalent in the 
1960s with the arrival of Japanese vessels in 
the Atlantic, but their contribution to the 
total catch decreased over time (figure 3.1). 
In the early 1980s, their contribution began 
to increase again to reach about 50% of the 
total catch by the mid-2000s. However, this 
relative increase was essentially caused by the 
migration of European purse-seiners to the 
Indian Ocean (Stequert and Marsac 1983, 1989; 

Fonteneau 1996; Bayliff et al. 2005; Marsac et 
al. 2014), as well as the overall decline of the EU 
fleet and number of fishing access agreements 
(Anonymous 2005, 2013a).

Purse-seiners (targeting skipjack and 
yellowfin tunas) are the second major gear 
in terms of catch (figure 3.1). Apart from a 
high contribution in the early 1950s (mostly 
from Norway), the purse-seine fleet only 
truly began expanding in the late 1960s and 
1970s with the development of the French 
and Spanish fleets off West Africa, following 
the decreasing catches of albacore tuna in the 
Bay of Biscay (Chauveau 1989; Fonteneau et 
al. 1993; Sahastume 2002). It is noteworthy 
that the fleet of purse-seiners in the Atlantic 
Ocean has been increasing again since the 
late 2000s, with some vessels coming back 
from the Indian Ocean to avoid Somali piracy 
(Anonymous 2013a).

Industrial Tuna Fisheries 
of the Indian Ocean
Industrial fisheries started in 1952 with the 
arrival of Japanese longliners (figure 3.2). 
By the mid-1950s, with Taiwan joining in, 

Figure 3.1. Industrial catch of large pelagic species in the Atlantic Ocean, 1950–2010. The top left panel shows 
nominal catches (without bycatch), whereas the top right, bottom left, and bottom right panels show this total 
catch as percentage contributions disaggregated by country, gear, and species, respectively. Gray areas are “other.”
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catches reached 100,000 t/year. Until the 
migration of the European purse-seiners in 
the early 1980s, catches slightly fluctuated, 
but they always remained below 200,000 t/
year (figure 3.2). Thereafter, catches increased 
to 600,000 t/year by the mid-1990s, and then 
again to more than 900,000 t/year by the mid-
2000s (mostly because of the expansion of the 
Iranian gillnet fleet). Since then, industrial 
catches have steadily declined, at least in part 
because of the effects of Somali piracy in the 
region (Chassot et al. 2010; Martín 2011; Anon-
ymous 2014).

With the expansion of the Japanese fleet 
in the 1950s through the 1970s, followed by 
the arrival of European purse-seiners, the 
contribution of the western Indian Ocean has 
consistently increased over time, from zero in 
1950 to a stable level of about 80% after 1990 
(figure 3.2). Focusing on the purse-seine fleets, 
FADs have been used since the beginning of 
this fishery in the Indian Ocean (Stequert and 
Marsac 1983, 1989; Davies et al. 2014). Drifting 
FADs, developed in the early 1990s (Bayliff et 
al. 2005), are now used predominantly in the 

northern area in the second half of the year 
but less in the Mozambique Channel because 
of the high occurrences of natural rafts (Davies 
et al. 2014).4 About 55% of the total purse-seine 
catch was taken under d-FADs in the early 
1980s, increasing to 74% in the late 2000s and 
early 2010s.

Industrial Tuna Fisheries 
of the Pacific Ocean
The industrial tuna fisheries of the Pacific 
Ocean are currently among the most prof-
itable fisheries in the world. Their main 
targets are skipjack, yellowfin, bigeye, and 
albacore tunas, but two species, yellowfin and 
skipjack, have contributed more than 79% of 
the catch by weight from 1950 to 2010 (figure 
3.3). However, on a per-kilogram basis, the 
most valuable species caught in the Pacific are 
bigeye and bluefin (Majkowski 2007; Williams 
and Terawasi 2011).

At present, the majority of the catch is 
acquired through the use of purse-seines 
targeting yellowfin and skipjack for canning 
(Lehodey et al. 2011; Hall and Roman 2013; 

Figure 3.2. Industrial catch of large pelagic species in the Indian Ocean, 1950–2010. The top left panel shows 
nominal catches (without bycatch) by FAO area (51: western Indian Ocean; 57: eastern Indian Ocean), whereas 
the top right, bottom left, and bottom right panels show this total catch as percentage contributions disaggre-
gated by country, gear, and species, respectively. Gray areas are “other.”
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Sumaila et al. 2014). Specifically, purse-seiners 
are responsible for more than 70% of the tuna 
caught in the Pacific Ocean (figure 3.3), and 
purse-seining with the use of d-FADs mas-
sively increased (Hall and Roman 2013; IATTC 
2013b). Historically, distant-water fleets from 
Japan, Korea, Taiwan, and the United States 
were the main purse-seining operations in the 
Pacific Ocean, with fleets from, for example, 
China, Ecuador, El Salvador, New Zealand, 
and Spain becoming more prevalent in the 
region since the 2000s. In addition, since the 
late 1980s, Pacific island–based purse-seine 
fleets have steadily increased in number, and 
in 2010 there were seventy-eight locally based 
purse-seine vessels in the western part of the 
Pacific Ocean (Williams and Terawasi 2011).

Longlines are the second most common 
gear in the Pacific Ocean, contributing about 
20% of the catch (figure 3.3). All longline fleets 
target primarily mature bigeye and yellowfin 
(which are flash frozen, then thawed for sale 
as fresh sashimi), as well as some albacore for 
canning (WCPFC 2011; Sumaila et al. 2014). 
Fleets from Asia, South America, and Spain 

have also targeted swordfish in the eastern 
part of the Pacific Ocean since the 1950s. Be-
tween 2000 and 2010, the total annual catch 
of this species averaged more than 800 t (1.8% 
of the total catch).

The prevalence of pole-and-line fishing 
(i.e., baitboat, figure 3.3) has decreased signifi-
cantly over the last three decades (from more 
than 70% of the total catch in the early 1950s 
to about 10% in the 2000s), largely as a result 
of the expansion of purse-seining (Williams 
and Terawasi 2011). Nonetheless, this type of 
surface fishing remains a seasonal venture for 
Australia, Fiji, and Hawaii (domestic fleets), 
as well as Japan (both distant-water and 
domestic fleets) and a year-round fishery for 
domestic vessels from Indonesia, the Solomon 
Islands, and French Polynesia (Amoe 2005; 
Langley et al. 2010; WPRFMC 2013). Skipjack 
is the primary species landed by pole-and-line 
(81.4% of the catch).

The Southern Bluefin Tuna Fishery
Unlike the other tuna species, which form 
distinct populations in each ocean, southern 

Figure 3.3. Industrial catch of large pelagic species in the Pacific Ocean, 1950–2010. The top left panel shows 
nominal catches (without bycatch) by area (“Western,” WCPFC; “Eastern,” IATTC), whereas the top right, bottom 
left, and bottom right panels show this total catch as percentage contributions disaggregated by country, gear, 
and species, respectively. Gray areas are “other.”
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bluefin tuna (Thunnus maccoyii) has a circum-
polar distribution range between 8°S and 
60°S, although it occurs mainly between 
30°S and 50°S (www.fishbase.org). Initially, 
Australia began fishing for southern bluefin 
in the southern Pacific Ocean with the use of 
surface gears in the early 1950s, and in 1965 
Japan entered the fishery with a longline fleet 
(CCSBT 2011; Polacheck 2012). Currently, nine 
countries (including the EU as a single enti-
ty) target southern bluefin; however, Japan 
and Australia are responsible for most of the 
catch of southern bluefin. Despite the use of 
other gears in the past and a large surface 
gear component targeting southern bluefin 
for ranching, longlines are currently the 
primary gear used to catch southern bluefin 
tuna (CCSBT 2011).

The Industrial Catch of Large 
Pelagic Fishes: Global Maps
The database described above allows mapping 
of the global catch of pelagic fishes (mainly 
tuna, as well as billfishes, and including 
bycatch and discards) by industrial fisheries, 
by year, from 1950 to 2010. As an example, we 
present a catch map representing this catch, 

averaged for the 11 years from 2000 to 2010 
(figure 3.4).

Conclusion
This contribution introduced the first harmo-
nized and spatially complete database of global 
large pelagic fisheries for all large pelagic taxa, 
including an estimate of discards. Until now, 
only regional (RFMO) or incomplete (e.g., 
the FAO Atlas of Tuna and Billfish Catches) 
databases existed, thus providing a truncated 
picture of these highly interconnected and 
global fisheries. Therefore, the interest of 
this new database lies in its ability to show 
the development of the various fisheries 
within and between each ocean basin (i.e., 
a clear advantage of scaling up), despite its 
preliminary nature. Notably, figures 3.1, 3.2, 
and 3.3, pertaining to the Atlantic, Indian, 
and Pacific Oceans, respectively, show an 
ominous progression, with catches peaking 
in the Atlantic in 1994 and in the mid-2000s in 
the Indian Ocean, but still increasing—until 
when?—in the Pacific Ocean.

Several points are perfectible, and the total 
catch is still thought to be incomplete and will 
have to be fixed in future iterations:

Figure 3.4. Average annual catches (t/km2) of large pelagic species (tuna and billfishes, as well as associated 
bycatch and discards) for 2000–2010 as derived for the present database and spatially assigned to the Sea 
Around Us 0.5° × 0.5° cells.
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•	 The Inter-American Tropical Tuna 
Commission (IATTC) posed some data 
problems by not releasing the spatialized 
catches that they were supposed to 
release in 2014. Our temporary solution 
was to apply the average spatial data of all 
other gears to the longline fleets, but this 
was only a stopgap measure. We hope 
that spatialized IATTC data will become 
available in the future, which will then 
improve mapping of tuna catches in the 
northeast Pacific.

•	 The ICCAT nominal catch database 
contains some qualitative geographic 
information (i.e., “subareas”), which are 
apparently not geographically defined. 
Thus, we could not use them to refine our 
coarse spatialization. If these subareas 
were to become geographically defined, 
we could force the allocation of the nomi-
nal catch to specific subareas rather than 
to the entire ICCAT area.

•	 Our FAD versus free-school breakdown 
could be improved, using the actual 
spatial and annual breakdown from the 
spatialized database rather than applying 
only the annual breakdown. This gear 
distinction is made only by the Indian 
Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC) and 
ICCAT. We will later dedicate resources to 
this issue; in the meantime, our stopgap 
measure resulted in the same spatial 
allocation for both FAD and free-school 
catches.

•	 Discard rates presented here account 
for only a subset of the literature, and 
we encountered some initial difficulties 
in harmonizing all of them. Feedback 
from worldwide experts could allow us 
to refine these rates by integrating a 
rule-based approach by gear and country 
to our discard estimation.

•	 Finally, we also imagine that improved 
spatial assignment rules and other global 
databases such as www.fishbase.org  
could be used to refine our spatial 
distribution of the catch by, for example, 
restricting species to certain areas.
Thus, this chapter should be seen as version 

1.0, and we hope it will trigger some interest 
in the community, ultimately resulting in the 
involvement of experts through feedback to 
improve our set of assumptions.

Acknowledgments
This is a contribution of the Sea Around Us, a 
research activity at the University of British 
Columbia initiated and funded by the Pew 
Charitable Trusts from 1999 to 2014 and cur-
rently funded mainly by the Paul G. Allen 
Family Foundation. We are thankful to the 
many colleagues throughout the world for 
answering our questions and providing infor-
mation. We acknowledge the steady support 
and assistance of the University of British 
Columbia library system and the associated 
interlibrary loan facility.



42  ·  chapter 3

REFERENCES
Alverson, D. L., M. H. Freeberg J. G. Pope, and 

S. A. Murawski. 1994. A global assessment of 
fisheries by-catch and discards. FAO Fisheries 
Technical Papers T339, Rome.

Amandè, M. J., J. Ariz, E. Chassot, P. Chavance, 
A. Delgado de Molina, D. Gaertner, H. 
Murua, R. Pianet, and J. Ruiz. 2011. By-catch 
and discards of the European purse seine 
tuna fishery in the Atlantic Ocean: estima-
tion and characteristics for 2008 and 2009. 
Collective Volume of Scientific Papers: ICCAT 
65(5): 2113–2120.

Amoe, J. 2005. Fiji tuna and billfish fisheries [FR 
WP-12]. 1st Meeting of the Scientific Com-
mittee of the Western and Central Pacific 
Fisheries Commission WCPFC-SC1, Western 
and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission 
(WCPFC), Kolonia, Pohnpei State, Federated 
States of Micronesia, Noumea, New Caledo-
nia.

Anonymous. 2005. Specific Convention SC 12: 
the European tuna sector economic situation, 
prospects and analysis of the impact of the 
liberalisation of trade. Framework Contract 
for performing evaluations, impact analyses 
and monitoring services in the context of 
Fisheries Partnership Agreements concluded 
between the community and non-member 
coastal states. Project FISH/2003/02, 
Oceanic Développement, Poseidon Aquatic 
Resource Management Ltd, and MegaPesca 
Lda, Brussels.

Anonymous. 2013a. Contrat spécifique no. 5: 
revue des pêcheries thonières dans l’océan 
Atlantique Est. Rapport final. Contrat cadre 
MARE/2011/01, lot 3: Évaluations rétrospec-
tives et prospectives relatives à la dimension 
internationale de la politique commune 
des pêches. Cofrepeche, MRAG, Poseidon 
Aquatic Resource Management Ltd, NFDS, 
Brussels.

Anonymous. 2013b. The Story of Pacific Bluefin. 
The Pew Environment Group, Washington, 
DC.

Anonymous. 2014. Specific contract no. 7: review 
of tuna fisheries in the western Indian Ocean. 
Framework contract MARE/2011/01: Evalua-
tion and impact assessment activities for DG 
MARE, lot 3: Retrospective and prospective 
evaluations on the international dimension 
of the Common Fisheries Policy: final report. 
COFREPECHE, MRAG, Poseidon Aquatic 
Resource Management Ltd, NFDS, Brussels.

Bailey, K., P. G. Williams, and D. Itano. 1996. By-
catch and discards in Western central Pacific tuna 
fisheries: a review of SPC data holdings and litera-
ture. Oceanic Fisheries Programme Technical 
Report no. 34. Secretariat of the Pacific 
Community, Noumea, New Caledonia.

Bayliff, W. H., J. Ignacio de Leiva Moreno, and 
J. Majkowski. 2005. Management of tuna 
fishing capacity: conservation and socio-
economics. Second Meeting of the Technical 
Advisory Committee of the FAO Project, 
Madrid (Spain), March 15–18, 2004. FAO 
Fisheries Proceedings 2, Food and Agriculture 
Organization of the United Nations (FAO), 
Rome.

Bromhead, D., J. Foster, R. Attard, J. Findlay, and 
J. Kalish. 2003. A review of the impact of fish 
aggregating devices (FADs) on tuna fisheries: 
final report to Fisheries Resources Research Fund. 
Commonwealth Department of Agriculture, 
Fisheries and Forestry, Bureau of Rural 
Sciences, Canberra, Australia.

CCSBT. 2011. Report of the Sixteenth Meeting of the 
Scientific Committee. July 19–28, 2011, Commis-
sion for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin 
Tuna, Bali, Indonesia.

Chassot, E., P. Dewals, L. Floch, V. Lucas, M. Mo-
rales-Vargas, and D. Kaplan. 2010. Analysis of 
the effects of Somali piracy on the European tuna 
purse seine fisheries of the Indian Ocean. IOTC-
2010-SC-09, Indian Ocean Tuna Commission, 
Victoria, Seychelles.

Chauveau, J.-P. 1989. Histoire de la pêche 
industrielle au Sénégal et politiques 
d’industrialisation, 2ème partie: l’essor tho-
nier et les limites d’une politique nationale 



chapter 3  ·  43

d’industrialisation de la pêche (de 1955 aux 
premières années de l’Indépendance). Cahiers 
des Sciences Humaines 25(1–2): 259–275.

Dagorn, L., K. N. Holland, V. Restrepo, and G. 
Moreno. 2013. Is it good or bad to fish with 
FADs? What are the real impacts of the use of 
drifting FADs on pelagic marine ecosystems? 
Fish and Fisheries 14(3): 391–415.

Davies, T. K., C. C. Mees, and E. J. Milner-Gul-
land. 2014. The past, present and future use 
of drifting fish aggregating devices (FADs) in 
the Indian Ocean. Marine Policy 45: 163–170.

Di Natale, A. 2010. The eastern Atlantic bluefin 
tuna: entangled in a big mess, probably far 
from a conservation red alert. Some com-
ments after the proposal to include bluefin 
tuna in CITES Appendix I. Collective Volume of 
Scientific Papers: ICCAT 65(3): 1004–1043.

Di Natale, A. 2011. The iconography of tuna traps: 
an essential information for the understanding 
of the technological evolution of this ancient 
fishery. ICCAT GBYP Symposium on Tuna Trap 
Fishery for Bluefin Tuna, May 23–25, 2011, 
Tangier, Morocco, International Commission 
for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas 
(ICCAT), Madrid.

European Commission. 2011. Impact assessment 
of discard reducing policies: EU discard annex. 
Studies in the field of the Common Fisheries 
Policy and Maritime Affairs, lot 4: impact 
assessment studies related to the CFP, 
European Commission.

FAO. 2012. The state of world fisheries and aquacul-
ture. Food and Agriculture Organization of 
the United Nations (FAO), Rome.

FAO. 2013a. Atlas of tuna and billfish catches. Fish-
ery Statistical Collections (online; updated 
June 12, 2013; extracted June 27, 2013), Food 
and Agriculture Organization of the United 
Nations (FAO), Rome.

FAO. 2013b. FishStatJ: software for fishery 
statistical time series. V2.1.1. Food and Agri-
culture Organization of the United Nations 
(FAO), Rome.

Filmalter, J. D., M. Capello, J.-L. Deneubourg, 
P. D. Cowley, and L. Dagorn. 2013. Looking 
behind the curtain: quantifying massive 
shark mortality in fish aggregating devices. 

Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment 11(6): 
291–296.

Floyd, J., and D. Pauly. 1984. Smaller size tuna 
around the Philippines: can fish aggregating 
devices be blamed? Infofish Marketing Digest 
5(84): 25–27.

Fonteneau, A. 1996. Panorama de l’exploitation 
des thonidés dans l’océan Indien. Pp. 50–74 
in P. Cayré and J. Y. Le Gall (eds.), Le thon, 
enjeux et stratégies pour l’océan Indien. Proceed-
ings of the International Tuna Conference, 
November 27–29, 1996, Maurice. Indian 
Ocean Commission (IOC) and Office de la 
Recherche Scientifique et Technique Outre-
Mer (ORSTOM), Maurice.

Fonteneau, A. 1997. Atlas of tropical tuna fisheries: 
world catches and environment. Office de la 
Recherche Scientifique et Technique Outre-
Mer (ORSTOM), Paris.

Fonteneau, A. 2009. Atlas of Atlantic Ocean Tuna 
Fisheries. IRD Editions, Paris.

Fonteneau, A 2010. Atlas of Indian Ocean Tuna 
Fisheries. IRD Editions, Paris.

Fonteneau, A., T. Diouf, and M. Mensah. 
1993. Tuna fisheries in the eastern tropical 
Atlantic. Pp. 31–103 in A. Fonteneau and J. 
Marcille (eds.), Resources, fishing and biology of 
the tropical tunas of the Eastern Central Atlantic. 
FAO Fisheries Technical Paper 292. Food and  
Agriculture Organization of the United 
Nations (FAO), Rome.

Fromentin, J.-M., and J. Powers. 2005. Atlantic 
bluefin tuna: population dynamics, ecology, 
fisheries and management. Fish and Fisheries 
6: 281–306.

Gillett, R. 2007. A short history of industrial fishing 
in the Pacific Islands. Asia-Pacific Fishery 
Commission and Food and Agriculture 
Organization of the United Nations (FAO), 
Bangkok, Thailand.

Hall, M. A., and M. Roman. 2013. Bycatch and 
non-tuna catch in the tropical tuna purse seine 
fisheries of the world. FAO Fisheries Technical 
Paper 568, Food and Agriculture Organiza-
tion of the United Nations (FAO), Rome.

Hallier, J.-P., and D. Gaertner. 2008. Drifting 
fish aggregation devices could act as an 



44  ·  chapter 3

ecological trap for tropical tuna species. 
Marine Ecology Progress Series 353: 255–264.

IATTC. 2013a. Resolution C-13-05: data confidential-
ity policy and procedures. 85th Meeting of the 
Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission, 
June 10–14, 2013, Veracruz (Mexico). 
Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission, 
La Jolla, CA. http://www.iattc.org/PDFFiles2/
Resolutions/C-13-05-Procedures-for-confi

	 dential-data.pdf. Accessed June 16, 2013.
IATTC. 2013b. Tunas and billfishes in the eastern 

Pacific Ocean in 2012. Fishery Status Report 11, 
Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission 
(IATTC), La Jolla, CA.

ICCAT. 2009. Report of the 2008 ICCAT yellowfin 
and skipjack stock assessments meeting, 
July 21–29, 2008, Florianópolis (Brazil). 
SCRS/2008/016. Collective Volume of Scientific 
Papers: ICCAT 64: 669–927.

IOTC. 2000. Indian Ocean tuna fisheries: data 
summary for 1989–1998. IOTC Data Summary 
20, Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC), 
Victoria, Seychelles.

Kelleher, K. 2005. Discards in the world’s marine 
fisheries. An update. FAO Fisheries Technical 
Paper 470, Food and Agriculture Organiza-
tion, Rome.

Langley, A., K. Uosaki, S. Hoyle, H. Shono, and 
M. Ogura. 2010. A standardized CPUE analysis 
of the Japanese distant-water skipjack pole-and-
line fishery in the western and central Pacific 
Ocean (WCPO), 1972–2009. WCPFC Scientific 
Committee 6th Regular Session, August 
10–19, 2010, Nuku’alofa, Tonga.

Lawson, T. A. 1997. Estimation of bycatch and 
discards in central and western Pacific tuna 
fisheries: preliminary results. Oceanic Fisheries 
Programme Internal Report No. 33, Secretar-
iat of the Pacific Community, Noumea, New 
Caledonia.

Lehodey, P., J. Hampton, R. Brill, S. Nicol,  
I. Senina, B. Calmettes, H. Pörtner, L. Bopp,  
T. Ilyina, J. Bell, and J. Sibert. 2011. Vulner
ability of oceanic fisheries in the tropical 
Pacific to climate change. Pp. 435–485 in 
J. Bell, J. Johnson, and A. Hobday (eds.), 
Vulnerability of Tropical Pacific Fisheries and 
Aquaculture to Climate Change. Secretariat of 

the Pacific Community (SPC), Noumea, New 
Caledonia.

Longo, S., and B. Clarke. 2012. The commod-
ification of bluefin tuna: the historical 
transformation of the Mediterranean fishery. 
Journal of Agrarian Change 12: 204–226.

Majkowski, J. 2007. Global fishery resources of tuna 
and tuna-like species. FAO Fisheries Technical 
Paper 483, Food and Agriculture Organiza-
tion of the United Nations (FAO), Rome.

Marsac, F., A. Fonteneau, and P. Michaud. 2014. 
L’or Bleu des Seychelles: Histoire de la Pêche 
Industrielle au Thon dans l’Océan Indien. IRD 
Editions, Marseille, France.

Martín, J. I. 2011. Fisheries in the Seychelles and 
fisheries agreements with the EU. Note IP/B/
PECH/NT/2011_04, European Parliament, 
Directorate General for Internal Policies,  
Policy Department B: Structural and Cohe-
sion Policies: Fisheries, Brussels.

Miyake, M. P. 2005. A brief history of the tuna 
fisheries of the world. Pp. 23–50 in W. H. 
Bayliff, J. Ignacio de Leiva Moreno, and J. 
Majkowski (eds.), Management of tuna fishing 
capacity: conservation and socio-economics. 
Second meeting of the Technical Advisory 
Committee of the FAO project, Madrid 
(Spain), March 15–18, 2004. FAO Fisheries 
Proceedings 2. Food and Agriculture Organi-
zation of the United Nations (FAO), Rome.

Miyake, M. P., P. Guillotreau, C.-H. Sun, and G. 
Ishimura. 2010. Recent developments in the 
tuna industry: stocks, fisheries, management, 
processing, trade and markets. FAO Fisheries 
and Aquaculture Technical Paper 543, Food 
and Agriculture Organization of the United 
Nations (FAO), Rome.

Polacheck, T. 2012. Assessment of IUU fishing 
for southern bluefin tuna. Marine Policy 36(5): 
1150–1165.

Romanov, E. V. 2002. Bycatch in the tuna purse-
seine fisheries of the western Indian Ocean. 
Fishery Bulletin 100(1): 90–105.

Sahastume, A. 2002. Thoniers et pêcheurs 
basques à Dakar: de la guerre au tournant de 
la senne (1945–1968). Zainak 21: 131–169.

Shahifar, R. 2012. Estimation of bycatch and discard 
in Iranian fishing vessels (gillnets) in the IOTC 



chapter 3  ·  45

area of competence during 2012. 8th Session 
of the IOTC Working Party on Ecosystems 
and Bycatch, IOTC-2012-WPEB08-42, Indian 
Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC), Cape Town, 
South Africa.

SPC. 2013. Balancing the needs: industrial versus 
artisanal tuna fisheries. SPC Policy Brief 
22/2013, Secretariat of the Pacific Community 
(SPC), Noumea, France.

Stequert, B., and F. Marsac. 1983. Pêche thonière  
à la senne: evolution de la technique et 
bilan de dix années d’exploitation dans l’océan 
Indien. Office de la Recherche Scientifique et 
Technique Outre-Mer (ORSTOM), Paris.

Stequert, B., and F. Marsac. 1989. Tropical tuna: 
surface fisheries in the Indian Ocean. Fisheries 
Technical Paper 282, Food and Agriculture 
Organization of the United Nations (FAO), 
Rome.

Sumaila, U. R., A. J. Dyck, and A. Baske. 2014. 
Subsidies to tuna fisheries in the western 
central Pacific Ocean. Marine Policy 43: 
288–294.

United Nations. 1995. Agreement for the 
implementation of the provisions of the United 
Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea of 
10 December 1982 relating to the conservation 
and management of straddling fish stocks and 
highly migratory fish stocks. Conference on 
Straddling Fish Stocks and Highly Migratory 
Fish Stocks, 6th session, July 24–August 4, 
1995, United Nations, New York, NY.

WCPFC. 2011. Tuna fishery yearbook 2010. Western 
and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission 
(WCPFC), Noumea, New Caledonia.

Williams, P., and P. Terawasi. 2011. Overview 
of tuna fisheries in the western and central 
Pacific Ocean, including economic conditions: 
2010. WCPFC Scientific Committee 7th 
Regular Session, August 9–17, 2011, Pohnpei, 
Federated States of Micronesia.

WPRFMC. 2013. Pelagic fisheries of the western 
Pacific region: 2011 annual report. Western 
Pacific Regional Fishery Management 
Council, Honolulu.

Notes
1.	 Cite as Le Manach, F., P. Chavance, A. M. Cisneros- 
Montemayor, A. Lindop, A. Padilla, D. Zeller, L. Schiller, 
and D. Pauly. 2016. Global catches of large pelagic fishes, 
with emphasis on the high seas. Pp.34–45 in D. Pauly and 
D. Zeller (eds.), Global Atlas of Marine Fisheries: A Critical 
Appraisal of Catches and Ecosystem Impacts. Island Press, 
Washington, DC.
2.	 The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United 
Nations (FAO) has published a global, harmonized atlas, 
but it includes only the catch of twelve species of tuna 
and billfishes (i.e., albacore, Atlantic bluefin tuna, Atlan-
tic white marlin, bigeye tuna, black marlin, blue marlin, 
Pacific bluefin tuna, skipjack tuna, southern bluefin 
tuna, striped marlin, swordfish, and yellowfin tuna; 
FAO 2013a). This atlas is available at www.fao.org/figis/
geoserver/tunaatlas. For reasons of confidentiality of 
commercial interests, this dataset entirely lacks longline 
data for the eastern Pacific area after 1962, managed by 
the IATTC, although some data for the earlier time period 
have been published in aggregated form (Fonteneau 
1997). A recent resolution on confidentiality rules may 
mean that these spatialized data may eventually become 
publicly available (IATTC 2013a). Fonteneau (1997) has also 
published a global atlas but did not estimate discards 
or scale up the spatialized data to 100% of the nominal 
catch. Updates were published later but at regional 
scales and without the Pacific Ocean (Fonteneau 2009, 
2010).
3.	 Except when labeled “nonmechanized,” “coastal,” 
“small,” or such that nonindustrial fishing can be inferred.
4.	 Note that the current intense use of d-FADs results 
in a fishing activity closer to “gathering” than “hunting,” 
because it greatly reduces searching time and aggregates 
the fish in traceable locations. However, d-FADs are 
regularly criticized for generating high bycatch rates of 
juvenile yellowfin and bigeye tunas, reducing potential 
catches by the longline fleet (Bromhead et al. 2003; 
Miyake 2005), and nontarget species including at-risk 
shark species (Romanov 2002; Dagorn et al. 2013; 
Filmalter et al. 2013). They also may act as an “ecological 
trap” by tricking tunas into nonoptimal waters (Hallier 
and Gaertner 2008).


