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Abstract An in-depth explanation of selected content of the European Inland Fisheries Advisory CommissionÕs
ÔCode of Practice for Recreational FisheriesÕ (CoP) is presented. The focus is on core areas that were intensely
debated in the drafting the CoP. These include deﬁnition of recreational ﬁshing, recreational ﬁshing practices,
ﬁsh welfare, recreational ﬁsheries management and research. It is anticipated that the CoP for recreational
ﬁsheries promotes best practice and management principles for sustainable recreational ﬁsheries, within the
recreational ﬁsheries sector and ancillary industries/sectors regionally, nationally, and ultimately globally. To
be viable, the CoP for recreational ﬁsheries must be adopted by the international community complementing
the Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries of the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations.
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Introduction
Fisheries throughout the world, in all environments,
are in crisis from exploitation pressures to meet
societal needs (Pauly et al. 2002; Allan, Abell, Hogan,
Revenga, Taylor, Welcomme & Winemiller 2005).
Sustainable use of the ﬁsheries resources requires
concerted actions that are adopted by individuals,
stakeholder groups, non-governmental organizations
(NGOs), regions, states and nations (Arlinghaus et al.
2002). One global initiative to promote sustainable
ﬁsheries has been the Code of Conduct for Responsible
Fisheries (CCRF) by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO 1995). This
document was endorsed by multiple national and
international bodies and countries (Cochrane & Doul-

man 2005). It provides guidelines for the sustainable
use of the worldÕs ﬁsheries (Garcia et al. 1999).
Notwithstanding some constraints in its application
(Cochrane & Doulman 2005), the CCRF has successfully inﬂuenced ﬁsheries management world-wide, not
least by raising the issue of non-sustainable ﬁsheries
among policy makers and the broader public (Hosch
2009).
The CCRF focuses mainly on marine commercial
ﬁsheries, but some articles are relevant to the commercial and recreational inland ﬁsheries (Pitcher 2003)
and the aquaculture sector, and these have been
developed into technical guidelines to promote the
CCRF relative to these activities (e.g. FAO 1997).
The CCRF, however, does not address issues that
are particular to recreational ﬁsheries, despite their
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increasingly recognised socio-economic and ecological
importance in industrialised countries (Arlinghaus
et al. 2002; Cooke & Cowx 2004) and transitional
economies (Mike & Cowx 1996; Cowx 2002; Arismendi & Nahuelhual 2007). It has also become apparent
that high recreational ﬁshing mortality (either harvest
or incidental post-release mortality) and certain
ﬁsheries management actions, such as introduction of
non-native ﬁsh, can negatively impact ﬁsh stocks
(reviewed in Cooke & Cowx 2006; Lewin et al. 2006),
something that has been largely overlooked by the
public (McPfee et al. 2002; Post et al. 2002). Moreover,
despite considerable environmental and cultural differences, recreational ﬁsheries worldwide (Arlinghaus
& Cooke 2009) are threatened by pollution, anthropogenic change of aquatic ecosytems, cultural change
and changing societal perceptions that conﬂict with
the practice (Arlinghaus et al. 2002; Arlinghaus 2006),
and thus have similar rights and plights. Hence, the
need for a global code of practice (CoP) for the
recreational ﬁshery sector has increased (Cowx &
Arlinghaus 2008).
Several international conferences (Hickley 1998;
Pitcher & Hollingworth 2002; Cowx & Arlinghaus
2008), and international organizations, agencies and
angling bodies [e.g. FAO-European Inland Fisheries
Advisory Commission (EIFAC), European Anglers
Alliance (EAA)] have highlighted the need for an
international CoP for recreational ﬁsheries. Such a
CoP would reduce the need for national, provincial
and local authorities to develop their own code as they
could use and adapt an international document that
sets a minimum standard of ethically permissible,
environmentally friendly and, depending on local
situations, socially acceptable recreational ﬁshing
(Cowx & Arlinghaus 2008). After some delay in
development, primarily because of lack of funding,
the EIFAC instigated the development of a CoP for
recreational ﬁsheries. The ﬁnal document (EIFAC
2008) built on an early version produced by staﬀ of
EAA and various other nationally or locally available
codes of practice for recreational ﬁsheries. Various
stakeholder groups, ranging from individual anglers
and conservationists to representatives of angling
bodies, ﬁsheries agencies and academia, were invited
to provide input into a draft CoP. The ﬁnal CoP was
endorsed by the 25th session of EIFAC in May 2008 in
Antalya, Turkey. It provides a generic collection of
best practice guidelines for the sustainable development of recreational ﬁsheries. Its provisions are not
narrowly focused on the recreational ﬁshing sector, but
include broader issues, experiences and impacts of
relevance for aquatic ecosystems, ﬁsh stocks and
 2010 Blackwell Publishing Ltd.

recreational ﬁsheries in general. All principles of the
CoP for recreational ﬁsheries are scientiﬁcally defensible and based on fact to avoid conﬂict.
The aim of this paper was to provide explanation for
the structuring and selected content of the CoP for
recreational ﬁsheries developed under the auspices of
EIFAC. The discussion is restricted to the most
relevant articles. The structure of the present paper
follows the extensive comments received in the preparation of the CoP that highlighted areas needing
in-depth explanation to avoid misunderstanding. First,
the structure of the CoP is introduced. Afterwards
recreational ﬁsheries are deﬁned so as to mark a clear
separation between this practice and commercial
ﬁsheries or pure subsistence ﬁsheries. Finally, in-depth
context for selected core areas and articles (see Fig. 1)
in the original CoP is provided, followed by an outlook
into the future.

INTRODUCTION
Article 1: Nature and Scope
Article 2: Objectives
Article 3: Implementation and Updating
VALUES
Article 4: General Principles
Article 5: Environmental Stewardship And Ethics
POLICY
Article 6: Policy and Institutional Frameworks
Article 7: Compliance and Enforcement
TECHNICAL SUBSTANCE
Article 8: Recreational Fishing Practice
Article 9: Fish Welfare
Article 10: Stakeholder Interactions
Article 11: Management
NEW KNOWLEDGE
Article 12: Research
PROMOTION and EDUCATION
Article 13: Awareness, Education and Training
Figure 1. Articles of the code of practice (CoP) for recreational ﬁsheries in hierarchical order. Core areas (with its respective articles) are
inﬂuenced by each level in a top-down manner. For example, values
inﬂuence policy which inﬂuences technical substance etc. Most core
areas of the CoP are comprised by various individual articles. Only
selected articles are discussed in the text.
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Structure of the CoP for recreational fisheries
The CoP (EIFAC 2008) has 13 articles and one annex
that lists deﬁnitions of major terms used in the
document (Fig. 1). In addition, a brief introduction
highlights the purpose of the CoP.
Similar to the structure of the CCRF (FAO 1995),
the ﬁrst three articles of the CoP for recreational
ﬁsheries are introductory: (1) Nature and Scope; (2)
Objectives; and (3) Implementation and Updating.
Some General Principles are contained in article (4),
which is followed by the article (5) on Environmental
Stewardship and Ethics. These two articles prescribe a
set of basic values that people involved with recreational ﬁsheries should embrace when promoting sustainability. However, pro-environmental values are not
good enough to develop sustainable recreational ﬁsheries. What is also needed is a functioning Policy and
Institutional Framework (article 6) as well as appropriate Compliance and Enforcement (article 7). What
follows these articles on basic policy and governance
are four articles that deal with the various technical
areas of importance for developing responsible and
sustainable recreational ﬁsheries, viz. Recreational
Fishing Practices (article 8); Fish Welfare (article 9);
Stakeholder Interactions (article 10); and Management
(article 11). Successful recreational ﬁsheries management is impossible without some level of understanding about the dynamics of recreational ﬁsheries. This
necessitates recreational ﬁsheries research, which is
dealt with in article (12). Article (13) on Awareness,
Education and Training closes the CoP by detailing
necessary steps to popularise the code and educate
ﬁsheries and other stakeholders impacting on recreational ﬁsheries resources.
As is typical for documents developed by international bodies with no executive power, the CoP for
recreational ﬁsheries is voluntary and is designed to be
interpreted and applied in conformity with the relevant
rules of various international, national and regional
agreements and legislation relating to the aquatic
environment and ﬁsheries. It complements the CCRF.
The CoP for recreational ﬁsheries is speciﬁcally directed
towards recreational ﬁshing but also addresses, to some
extent, anthropogenic inﬂuences that impact on aquatic
ecosystems and ﬁsh stocks external to what is commonly perceived as the recreational ﬁsheries sector (e.g.
water resources management, nature conservation).
This is particularly relevant in freshwater recreational
ﬁsheries where non-ﬁshing inﬂuences have had, and
continue to have, the most dramatic impact on the
quality of the recreational ﬁshing experience and ﬁsh
stocks (FAO 1997; Collares-Pereira & Cowx 2004;

Cowx & Arlinghaus 2008). Therefore, while overﬁshing
seems to be the most important impact on many
commercially exploited ﬁsh stocks in the marine environment (Pauly et al. 2002), overﬁshing is of lesser
importance in recreational ﬁsheries, but this does not
mean that recreational ﬁsheries exploitation is without
an impact (see Post et al. 2002; Lewin et al. 2006).
Although the EIFAC Code was developed with respect
to Europe, its provisions have been drafted in a way
that the document is applicable worldwide. It covers all
recreational ﬁsheries in both fresh and marine waters.
Defining recreational fishing
Deﬁning recreational ﬁsheries by distinguishing this
activity from commercial and pure subsistence ﬁshing
has proved elusive. Various deﬁnitions of recreational
ﬁsheries have been proposed in the primary literature
or in policy documents, but all have weaknesses or are
not sufﬁciently generic for a CoP that covers all forms
of recreational ﬁsheries globally. For example, the
discipline of leisure sciences deﬁned recreational ﬁshing as Ôany form of ﬁshing done during free time (as
opposed to working time) that is subjectively deﬁned
by the individual as being leisureÕ (Aas 2002). However, the term Ôfree timeÕ used by leisure researchers to
deﬁne recreational ﬁshing excludes indigenous people,
children younger than school age and jobless people
(including retirees) that do not experience the dichotomy of working time vs leisure time (Aas 2002). Other
earlier deﬁnitions of recreational ﬁshing focus on the
type of beneﬁts accruing to the individual actor in the
process of ﬁshing. For example, Policansky (2002)
deﬁned recreational ﬁshing as Ôﬁshing primarily for
recreation or enjoyment as opposed to ﬁshing whose
main purpose is the production of food or other
productsÕ. Similarly, FAO (1997) deﬁned recreational
ﬁshing as Ôﬁsheries conducted by individuals primarily
for sport but with a possible secondary objective of
capturing ﬁsh for domestic consumption but not for
onward saleÕ. These deﬁnitions address the motivations of recreational ﬁshers such as ﬁshing for
enjoyment (Policansky 2002) or sport (FAO 1997).
However, motivations of recreational ﬁshers are
diverse and diﬀer from individual to individual and
probably from ﬁshing trip to ﬁshing trip (Fedler &
Ditton 1994), rendering the use of speciﬁc motives
unsuitable for deﬁning recreational ﬁshing. Moreover,
according to modern perceptions of the term sport in
the sport sciences, deﬁning recreational ﬁshing as sport
is only valid for particular forms of recreational
ﬁshing, such as those that involve competition (Heister
2005).
 2010 Blackwell Publishing Ltd.

GLOBAL CODE OF PRACTICE

It is useful to approach a generic deﬁnition of
recreational ﬁshing and distinguish it from commercial and pure subsistence ﬁshing by focusing on
primary human needs and analyse which type of
ﬁshing is fulﬁlling these needs (Arlinghaus & Cooke
2009). Maslow (1971) described human needs as a
hierarchy in terms of their potency. Although all
needs are instinctoid, i.e. innate, some are more
powerful, i.e. more important for human survival
than others. The base of the hierarchy is formed by
the physiological needs, including the biological
requirements for food, water, air and sleep. Once
the physiological needs are met, an individual can
concentrate on the second level, the need for safety
and security, the third level (love and belonging), the
fourth level (self-esteem) and so on. In the process of
drafting the CoP, it was agreed that recreational
ﬁsheries is diﬀerent from commercial and pure
subsistence ﬁsheries because recreational ﬁshing does
not contribute substantially to meeting essential
physiological (i.e. nutritional) needs. By contrast,
commercial and pure subsistence ﬁsheries are primarily directed towards livelihood and therefore
contribute substantially to meeting physiological
needs. Moreover, recreational ﬁshing products are
generally not sold on markets, but there are rare
exceptions to this rule where recreational ﬁshers sell
surplus harvest to oﬀset costs (Cowx 2002). To
account for these facets and to distinguish recreational ﬁshing unequivocally from commercial ﬁshing
and pure subsistence ﬁshing, the following generic
deﬁnition of recreational ﬁshing was adopted for the
CoP: ÔRecreational ﬁshing is ﬁshing of aquatic animals
that do not constitute the individualÕs primary resource
to meet nutritional needs and are not generally sold
or otherwise traded on export, domestic or black
marketsÕ.
This deﬁnition is sufﬁciently broad to include
other animals beyond ﬁsh (e.g. invertebrates such as
lobster and crabs), it avoids pointing to individual
motivations (fun, sport, enjoyment, thrill of the
catch, social bonding), does not discriminate against
particular methods of ﬁsh capture (e.g. recreational
rod and line angling vs recreational gill netting,
which is an important recreational ﬁshing activity in
some countries [Salmi et al. 2008]), does not preclude
the catch being taken for personal consumption (as
long as the catch does not become the primary
resource to meet essential physiological needs), does
not discriminate against non-Western cultures, but
does discriminate commercial and purely subsistence
ﬁshing from recreational ﬁshing. It is acknowledged
that the unambiguous demarcation between pure
 2010 Blackwell Publishing Ltd.

recreational ﬁsheries and pure subsistence ﬁsheries is
impossible because many recreational ﬁshers have
strong subsistence-like incentives to harvest ﬁsh
(Macinko & Schumann 2007). However, using ﬁshing activity to generate resources for livelihoods
marks a clear diﬀerentiation between recreational
ﬁsheries and pure subsistence ﬁsheries, and, as a rule,
recreational ﬁshers have the capacity to substitute
the products of their ﬁshing experience by other
products to meet nutritional needs. Globally, angling
is by far the most common recreational ﬁshing
technique, which is why recreational ﬁshing is often
used synonymously with (recreational) angling
(Arlinghaus et al. 2007b).
Guiding norms and values
The CoP provides a balance between principles that
promote and strengthen recreational ﬁsheries, for
example, by explicitly acknowledging its role and
importance in many of the worldÕs freshwater and
marine ﬁsheries, while at the same time forwarding
the general principle of environmental stewardship as
the main moral principle against which to judge the
activities of those involved in or dealing with
recreational ﬁsheries (articles 4 and 5). This duality
is, for example, stressed by emphasising the importance of providing access to recreational ﬁsheries, but
doing so only to the extent that sustainability is
assured.
Environmental stewardship as the guiding moral
value system is deﬁned in the CoP as Ôthe moral
obligation to care for aquatic environments and the
actions undertaken to provide that care.Õ Thus, the
CoP requires the recreational ﬁsheries sector to
support and implement measures that address undesirable impacts of recreational ﬁshing practices and
management actions on individual ﬁsh, ﬁsh populations and the aquatic ecosystems as a whole. Particularly, the sector should aim to avoid irreversible,
costly or slowly reversible changes to aquatic biodiversity, ﬁsh populations and aquatic ecosystems, and
there is increasing scientiﬁc evidence that recreational
ﬁshing can indeed exert such impacts (Post et al. 2002;
Cooke & Cowx 2006; Lewin et al. 2006). The CoP
highlights these potential impacts that recreational
ﬁshing might have on ﬁsh stocks and the ecological
services provided by ﬁsh to society (Holmlund &
Hammer 1999). The CoP is therefore not a one-sided
document that only promotes recreational ﬁshing.
Instead, it is proactive; emphasising actions to address
contentious issues, while improving and conserving
high quality ﬁshing experiences.
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Technical substance
The core of the CoP encompasses articles that provide
the technical substance of what constitutes good
practice in recreational ﬁsheries. Some of the more
heavily debated articles are brieﬂy discussed below.
Recreational fishing practices

For the CoP to be accepted by society at large, it must
provide guidelines on how to conduct environmentally
friendly, socially acceptable and conﬂict-free ﬁshing
practices. The code, inter alia, provides this by calling
upon recreational ﬁshers to:
• not take more ﬁsh or other aquatic organisms than
are needed for consumption in the close network of
family and friends.
• avoid littering and damage to the environment
(Cryer et al. 1987a; Radomski et al. 2006).
• not stock, introduce or transfer ﬁsh or other aquatic
organisms within or between catchments without permission from the appropriate authorities; this is particularlyrelevantiflivebaitﬁshare usedinwater bodies from
which they were not captured (Hickley & Chare 2004).
• avoid disturbance of wildlife and waterfowl, particularly not ﬁshing near nesting birds and avoid using
bait that might be ingested by waterfowl (Cryer et al.
1987b).
• minimise the use of lead weights on the ﬁshing line
and use alternatives to lead where possible and when
appropriate (Jacks et al. 2001; Radomski et al. 2006).
• minimise other environmental impacts resulting
from access to ﬁshing sites (Cooke & Cowx 2006), boat
travel (Wolter & Arlinghaus 2003), groundbaiting/
chumming (Niesar et al. 2004) and other ﬁshing
activities such as collection of bait (e.g. backﬁll holes
on the foreshore that are dug when collecting bait)
(McPfee et al. 2002).
It is acknowledged that not all of the issues
mentioned above are of relevance to the same degree
in every recreational ﬁshery. Moreover, these factors
are probably present a lesser threat to aquatic biodiversity globally than other factors impacting on
ﬁsheries resources (Lewin et al. 2006). Locally, however, some of the factors can be of importance for
conservation, hence their inclusion in the CoP.
Fish welfare

A contentious issue within recreational ﬁsheries is ﬁsh
welfare and how this welfare might be compromised
in the process of recreational ﬁshing (Huntingford
et al. 2006; Arlinghaus et al. 2007a, 2009b; Arlinghaus

et al. 2009b). Fish welfare perspectives always deal
with the individual ﬁsh, not with impacts resulting
from recreational ﬁshing at the population level
(Arlinghaus 2008). By the very nature of the activity,
hooking or otherwise catching a ﬁsh with recreational
ﬁshing gears causes stress and induces some injury to
an individual ﬁsh (Cooke & Sneddon 2007). This can
impair the welfare of the individual ﬁsh, but this
judgement is contingent on how ﬁsh welfare is deﬁned.
Irrespective of the deﬁnition of impaired ﬁsh welfare,
appropriate (i.e. ﬁsh-friendly) treatment and handling
of ﬁsh is critical for all recreational ﬁsheries because it
reﬂects a high moral attitude of recreational ﬁshers
towards their quarry.
Deﬁning ﬁsh welfare has proved elusive even among
scientists (Arlinghaus et al. 2007a). However, a feelings-based approach to deﬁne ﬁsh welfare that focuses
on diﬃcult to measure Ôunpleasant mental statesÕ of ﬁsh
(Huntingford et al. 2006) was found to be unsuitable
for the CoP on recreational ﬁshing based on arguments
presented in detail in Arlinghaus et al. (2007a, 2009b).
Stakeholders involved in the development of the CoP
preferred a function-based deﬁnition of ﬁsh welfare
based on objectively measurable indicators of impaired
ﬁsh welfare (sensu Arlinghaus et al. 2007a, 2009b).
Indeed, compared with feelings-based deﬁnitions
of ﬁsh welfare, most function-based deﬁnitions allow
a greater variety of such objective indicators to be
measured (Huntingford & Kadri 2008). Thus, a
function-based deﬁnition of ﬁsh welfare was found
more appropriate than a feelings-based approach.
Consequently, the deﬁnition adopted in the CoP was
Ôgood welfare means that an individual ﬁsh is in good
health, with its biological systems functioning properly
and with no impairment of ﬁtnessÕ. This is, for
example, relevant when a ﬁsh is caught and released
by recreational anglers with an injury to the mouth
region. If full recovery from the catch-and-release
event is quick, leading to no measurable impacts on
ﬁtness (as indicated by unaltered reproductive output,
high quality of the gametes or lack of a growth
depression), the ﬁsh welfare impact of the catch-andrelease event is negligible.
A number of techniques and handling practices
promote this scenario (Arlinghaus et al. 2007a), while
other practices potentially aggravate ﬁsh welfare
impairment. To address these issues and provide
guidance, some detailed recommendations for appropriate behaviour and techniques for minimising ﬁsh
welfare impairments are provided in the CoP. For
example, to maintain the welfare condition of angled
ﬁsh, tackle and gear should be used in a way that
minimises landing duration (e.g. Meka & McCormick
 2010 Blackwell Publishing Ltd.
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2005), minimises air exposure (e.g. Ferguson & Tufts
1992) and minimises injury (e.g. Arlinghaus, Klefoth,
Kobler & Cooke 2008). In recreational angling, ﬁsh
that are to be harvested should be immediately
anaesthetised and killed, preferably before dehooking.
For most ﬁsh species, anaesthetization before death
can most easily be achieved by a sharp blow to the
cranium (e.g. cerebral percussion) and the kill can most
quickly be achieved by exsanguinations (bleeding-out)
(see Davie & Kopf 2006 for details). If ﬁsh are to be
held alive after capture, devices should be used that
provide suﬃcient space and maintain high water
quality (Arlinghaus et al. 2007a). Suitable devices
include keepnets (Raat et al. 1997) and live-wells
(Suski et al. 2006); stringers or very small metal cages
should not be used (Cooke & Hogle 2000). To take due
regard of ﬁsh welfare, recreational ﬁshing should also
adopt the use of alternatives to live baitﬁsh. Further, if
ﬁsh are to be assessed (e.g. weighed) and released after
capture, e.g. in ﬁshing competitions, weigh-in stress
should be reduced by minimising air exposure and
crowding/compromised water quality at the weigh-in
facility (Suski et al. 2004). Afterwards, the ﬁsh should
be released as quickly as possible and as close as
possible to the original capture site. Finally, detailed
criteria for good ﬁsh welfare in the context of catchand-release angling are provided in the CoP. This
entails, in agreement with the current body of literature
(see Muoneke & Childress 1994; Bartholomew &
Bohnsack 2005; Cooke & Suski 2005; Arlinghaus et al.
2007b for reviews) that ﬁsh are released in the best
condition possible.
Management of recreational fisheries

One of the most important aspects of a CoP for
recreational ﬁsheries is to encourage development of
sustainable management systems. Moving from the
goal of sustainability (reviewed by Arlinghaus et al.
2002), the underlying management philosophy promoted by the CoP rests on the ecosystem approach
(Arlinghaus & Cowx 2008) and the precautionary
approach (Richards & Maguire 1998) to avoid potentially irreversible changes to biodiversity and aquatic
ecosystems induced by recreational ﬁshing and its
supporting activities such as stocking. This necessity is
borne out of the increasing realisation that excessive
harvest mortality as well as deleterious management
actions, such as some forms of ﬁsh stocking, (Lewin
et al. 2006; Lewin et al. 2008) might pose threats to the
structure and functioning of recreationally exploited
ﬁsh stocks. This in turn damages the quality of
recreational ﬁsheries necessitating the development of
 2010 Blackwell Publishing Ltd.

sustainable recreational ﬁsheries practices. Sustainability of recreational ﬁsheries resources includes conserving biodiversity at all levels, including genetic diversity,
as well as supporting terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems, while maximising the social and economic
beneﬁts that recreational ﬁshing generates within
society (Arlinghaus et al. 2002). Such management is
holistic and integrated in orientation, and diﬀers from
the more traditional narrow focus on one component
of interest, such as a targeted ﬁsh stock, and thus is in
line with the objectives of the CCRF (FAO 1995).
The CoP for recreational ﬁsheries emphasises and
acknowledges that the management of recreational
ﬁsheries is multi-dimensional, requiring recognition of
the complexities of the resource system, the interactions between social and ecological subsystems of
recreational ﬁsheries, and effective communication
and cooperation among stakeholders. To manage this
complexity in a meaningful manner, an adaptive
management framework (Walters 1986) is needed that
embraces uncertainty and responds to environmental
and social change rather than imposing strict regulatory frameworks. This can only be successful if
management decisions are based on best available
science (see below) while recognising traditional ecological, socio-economic and cultural knowledge and
the need to balance competing demands. The CoP,
however, also stresses that lack of scientiﬁc information common in many small-scale, spatially diﬀuse,
recreational ﬁsheries (Post et al. 2002) should not
preclude decision making. In this scenario, experiences
from other regions should guide the adaptive management process. Irrespective, successful recreational
ﬁsheries management requires clear identiﬁcation of
generic goals and operational (i.e. measurable) objectives (Barber & Taylor 1990). Such goals and objectives are highly dependent on societal values and
should be developed in consultation with all stakeholders.
There was some disagreement among the stakeholders providing feedback on drafts of the CoP regarding
the focal point of recreational ﬁsheries management.
Some more conservation-oriented stakeholders heavily
promoted a focus on avoiding change to aquatic
biodiversity, while more ﬁshing-oriented people
emphasised the socio-economic domain of sustainable
recreational ﬁsheries management. The ﬁnal CoP was
drafted reaching a compromise among these partly
opposing viewpoints. It was stressed that all management decisions in recreational ﬁsheries must promote
high quality ﬁshing opportunities while balancing the
needs of other parties, respecting the ecological limitations of the supporting ecosystem, and acknowledg-
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ing the socio-economic needs of society. If possible and
technically feasible, a management plan should be
established for each ﬁshery consisting of (Cowx 1998;
Arlinghaus 2004):
• well-deﬁned, measurable objectives.
• analysis of the current state and the problems
requiring attention.
• suggested actions to overcome the identiﬁed problems.
• required human and ﬁnancial resources for implementation of the proposed management actions.
• proposed time scale and monitoring approach.
The need for improved monitoring was considered
crucial by most stakeholders involved in drafting the
CoP, as these data are essential to inform management
decisions in the future by Ôlearning-from-doingÕ
(Arlinghaus 2006). Indeed, evaluation of the eﬀectiveness and appropriateness of management actions, as
well as the collection and veriﬁcation of information
and its dissemination to all interested stakeholders, is
critical for the sustainable use of recreational ﬁsheries
resources and to allow capacity-building. Such activities should be conducted whenever possible to comply
with the good practice principles of the CoP.
Because monitoring demands might be daunting for
those regions that lack experience with recreational
ﬁsheries management, appropriate expert assistance
should be provided and promoted to establish a more
coherent approach to recreational ﬁsheries management. All recreational ﬁsheries managers should seek
alternative qualiﬁed advice when uncertain about
likely outcomes of a planned management intervention. This is particularly important in privately managed European recreational ﬁsheries, where some local
managers do not accept the need for qualiﬁed advice
(Arlinghaus 2006).
New knowledge
Recreational fisheries research

A structured approach to sustainable management of
recreational ﬁsheries requires understanding of the
features and the dynamics of targeted ﬁsh stocks and
the associated social-ecological system, i.e. focussed,
cutting-edge research. Unfortunately, such information is sparse in the recreational ﬁsheries sector
compared with other dimensions of ﬁsheries science
and management (Arlinghaus et al. 2002). The CoP
highlights the importance of high quality recreational
ﬁsheries research that is application-oriented. These
activities should support policy decision making with
respect to the aquatic environment to reduce the risk of

negative eﬀects on recreational ﬁsheries and to support
and improve recreational ﬁshing for those that enjoy
the practice. Such science supporting recreational
ﬁsheries must, depending on the problem to be solved,
adopt a multidisciplinary, interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary approach. Research programmes should
promote study designs that will cross research disciplines because modern recreational ﬁsheries research
extends the traditional ﬁsheries biology research
domain and explicitly integrates social and economic
sciences (Ditton 2004; Arlinghaus 2005, 2006; Arlinghaus et al. 2009a).
Some more speciﬁc advice on how to conduct
research is also provided in the CoP. In particular, it
is stressed in the CoP with respect to research and in
line with article (11) on management that recreational
ﬁsheries organizations and agencies should monitor
and assess the stocks under their jurisdiction, including
the impact resulting from land use change, climate
change, habitat alteration and other anthropogenic
sources. Basic data needs include catch, harvest, catch
structure (e.g. age and length structure, species, if
possible age and size at maturation), harvest, recreational ﬁshing effort and ﬁsher/angler preferences,
attitudes and behaviour. Such data should be updated
regularly and veriﬁed through an appropriate peerreview system. There is a need to provide the resources
and human capital to allow local recreational ﬁshing
communities to gather these data in joint collaboration
with trained researchers to be functional (Lester,
Marshall, Armstrong, Dunlop & Ritchie 2003). Data
should be collected in a standardised way to ensure
progress towards management goals and objectives is
documented and comparable across regions. Equally
important is to monitor social, economic, marketing
and institutional factors aﬀecting recreational ﬁshers
and ﬁsheries. Fishers are required to contribute to the
monitoring of ﬁsh populations by reporting relevant
data and other observations to the appropriate
agencies.
To facilitate successful research in recreational
ﬁsheries, a number of prerequisites must be met; the
CoP provides detailed insights into what this entails.
First, research programmes should work across multilevel governance systems at local, regional, national
and international levels, as well as involving various
bodies with management and research responsibilities,
such as universities, consultancy and private sector
organizations, local agencies, national institutes
and international ﬁsheries organizations. Second,
adequate resources, including research facilities and
trained staff, should be provided for recreational
ﬁshery research programmes. These programmes
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should be provided with ﬁnancial support from public
sources and from a variety of self-sustaining funding
mechanisms, such as user-pay initiatives and costrecovery mechanisms. Third, states and relevant
international organizations with the ability to support
capacity-building should work with developing countries to promote appropriate institutional strengthening and research programmes.
Recreational ﬁsheries research is, by deﬁnition,
applied research, and therefore must not be conducted in isolation from the real world. Development
of joint initiatives to identify meaningful recreational
ﬁshery research questions is important for successful
ﬁsheries management. These frameworks should
incorporate traditional ecological knowledge of
recreational ﬁshers and other stakeholders to ensure
that their research needs are met. Recreational
ﬁsheries research results should be shared with
stakeholders using clear language and concise communication approaches that match the needs of the
stakeholders.
Final remarks
This paper expounds on a number of issues raised
during the endorsement of the CoP for recreational
ﬁsheries. It is not an exhaustive account of the intense
discussions underpinning the development of the Code
or the content of the Code; but focuses on those
articles where some level of disagreement was noted or
where additional detail was though to be important.
The CoP on recreational ﬁsheries is intended to
provide general advice in support of the implementation of CCRF and its follow-up technical guidelines
(e.g. for inland ﬁsheries, FAO 1997) pertinent to the
development and management of recreational ﬁsheries
in all environments (fresh, brackish and marine
waters). The document is meant to serve as general
guidance, and should be taken as suggestions or
observations for consideration when addressing issues
related to the implementation of the provisions of
CCRF. Furthermore, any eventual diﬀerences in the
terminology employed should not be understood as
intending reinterpretation of the CCRF. It should also
be remembered that since the guidelines are intended
to be ﬂexible and capable of evolving as circumstances
change, or as new information becomes available, they
may be further revised and complemented by other
guidelines and notes on speciﬁc issues, some of which
are already under elaboration.
The CoP for recreational ﬁsheries is mainly targeted at policy makers, representatives of angler
associations, unions and clubs, recreational ﬁshers,
 2010 Blackwell Publishing Ltd.

the recreational ﬁshing industry at large, local and
regional ﬁsheries managers and ﬁsheries scientists to
serve as a communication tool for best practices for
individual recreational ﬁshers/anglers and ﬁshing
groups and local/regional recreational ﬁsheries management. It is anticipated that the CoP for recreational ﬁsheries promote these best practice and
management principles for responsible recreational
ﬁsheries, among nations, regions, organisations or
individual recreational ﬁshing communities in the
Europe, and ultimately worldwide. Its most important
impact may not be on the individual recreational
ﬁsher, but by raising the proﬁle of recreational
ﬁsheries as an important actor in the exploitation of
the worldÕs ﬁsheries, and promoting the socio-economic importance of recreational ﬁshing among
public bodies, NGOs and individual stakeholders
involved in conservation, management and development of aquatic ecosystems (Cowx & Arlinghaus
2008).
Adherence to, and promotion of, the CoP for
recreational ﬁsheries offers many advantages to the
recreational ﬁsheries sector including (Cowx & Arlinghaus 2008):
• increased awareness in the policy arena and an entry
point for viable dialogue, at global, regional, national
and local level;
• increased acceptance of the sector as a major player
in the worldÕs ﬁsheries;
• improved understanding and management of
impacts of recreational ﬁsheries to move towards
sustainability;
• improved assessment of, and potential resolution of
conﬂicts between sectors and user groups;
• better identiﬁcation of issues of conservation
concern;
• promotion of a platform for exchange of experiences;
• enhanced awareness among relevant actors and
stakeholders within the recreational ﬁshing community;
• promotion of traditional management measures;
• promotion of low risk and sustainable enhancement
measures;
• promotion of a positive image of recreational
ﬁsheries within society;
• promotion of integrated aquatic resource management and an ecosystem approach to recreational
ﬁsheries management;
• promotion of environmentally and socially responsible behaviour of recreational ﬁshers/anglers.
Ultimately the CoP can have a dual role in
inﬂuencing international ﬁsheries management and
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policy through its incorporation into international
agreements and conventions, and national and local
ﬁsheries management through its inﬂuence on regional
recreational ﬁsheries and ﬁsher/angler behaviour.
This creates spin-over effects for conservation in
general. Recreational ﬁshers/anglers are excellent
ambassadors to promote the ﬁsh cause (Arlinghaus
et al. 2002). More opportunity needs to be made of
the recreational ﬁshersÕ willingness to support environmental and conservation campaigns because the
general public often has poor awareness of the issues
and problems facing exploitation and conservation of
ﬁsh, particularly in freshwater ﬁsheries. Similarly,
ﬁshing clubs and organisations are encouraged to
promote protection of ﬁsheries and front environmental lobbying of potentially damaging development
projects.
However, to be viable, a CoP for recreational
ﬁsheries must be adopted by the international community and be further developed as the new issues and
conﬂicts arise. Consequently, it is recommended that
the CoP for Recreational Fisheries is institutionalised
as an annex to the CCRF (FAO 1995) and is adopted
by member states of FAO and by international angler
and industry alliances such as the European AnglersÕ
Association, RecFish Australia or the American
Sportﬁshing Association. This will give the CoP for
recreational ﬁshing the recognition it deserves and a
focal point for governments, agencies and international policy makers. It will also provide the necessary
infrastructure for development and updating of the
CoP for recreational ﬁsheries on a timely basis.
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