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From the polar oceans to flooded rice fields in southeast 
Asia to the Amazon River in South America, humans have 
forged strong nutritional, economic, and social/cultural con-
nections with fish. The relationships between humans (and 
indeed humanity) and fish can be traced back to the earliest 
human settlements, with evidence of fishing dating back as 
early as 70,000 years ago (Henshilwood et al. 2001; O’Connor 
et al. 2011). Although we continue to capture fish as part of 
industrial-scale commercial fisheries from inland (Welcomme 
et al. 2010) and marine (Pauly et al. 2005) systems, which have 
substantial global reach, the role of small-scale fisheries is also 
being acknowledged. It is now recognized that small-scale fish-
eries engage several fold more participants and support liveli-
hoods and nutritional security for some of the poorest people 
on the planet (Andrew et al. 2007). Aquaculture is increasing-
ly considered to be a potential solution to food insecurity, es-
pecially in the face of continued overexploitation of wild fish 
stocks (Naylor et al. 2000; Bostock et al. 2010). Indigenous 
people the world over maintain intricate cultural relationships 
with fish, often linked to spirituality (Tengberg et  al. 2012). 
Also, millions of people around the globe fish for fun (i.e., 
recreational fishing; Cooke and Cowx 2004), with food as just 
one of the many motivating factors (Cooke et al. 2018).

It is well understood that inland and marine fish gener-
ate many ecosystem services that benefit humans (Holmlund 
and Hammer 1999; Lynch et  al. 2016); these services can be 
divided into four principal categories: supporting (e.g., nutri-
ent cycling), regulating (e.g., water quality, food-web mainte-
nance), provisioning (e.g., fish yield for human consumption; 
recreational fishing experiences; wealth generation and support 
of livelihoods), and cultural (e.g., spiritual/religious, societal 
connection to nature). Yet, the specific ecosystem services asso-
ciated with a given fish population or assemblage vary greatly 
around the globe. Similarly, the ways in which humans rely on 
provisioning and cultural services generated by fish vary greatly 
among regions. What a ngarr means to someone in Myanmar 
is presumably somewhat different than what a poisson means to 
someone in France or a fish means to someone in the United 
States. Moreover, even within a country different users and sec-
tors may relate to fish in very different ways. For example, an 
Indigenous elder in Canada that has captured a fish for ceremo-
nial purposes clearly has a different relationship with that fish 
than a Canadian angler who captured the same species by rod 
and reel and then let it go voluntarily. It is difficult to generalize 
within and across regions when it comes to fish and fisheries.

These globally diverse relationships between people and 
fish, however, are not well-represented in peer-reviewed litera-
ture. The vast majority of fisheries science (whether fundamen-
tal biology or management-relevant case studies) published in 
peer-reviewed literature emanates from developed countries. 
A bibliometric study of fisheries science (see Jarić et al. 2012) 
determined that more than three-fourths of the fisheries liter-
ature emanated from North America and Europe. There are 
many reasons for the apparent imbalance in peer-reviewed 
publications in the realm of fisheries science including, but not 
limited to, differences in capacity, training, funding, and gov-
ernance, combined with the reality that English is the interna-
tional standard for most international peer-reviewed journals. 
Despite an underrepresentation of the remainder of the globe 
in peer-reviewed literature, these regions are conducting fish-
eries research and applying management interventions, and 
North America and Europe can learn much in the realm of 
fisheries science from these underrepresented regions.

The world is a big place and the problems we face as a 
global society are monumental. Consider the United Nations’ 
2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development where the theme 
is “Transforming Our World” (UN 2015). The hope is that 
all countries and all stakeholders, acting in collaborative 
partnership, will implement this agenda, which includes 17 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and 169 targets. 
Those behind the SDGs are “determined to take the bold and 
transformative steps which are urgently needed to shift the 
world onto a sustainable and resilient path.” The SDGs are 
integrated and indivisible and balance the three dimensions of 
sustainable development: economic, social, and environmen-
tal. Not surprisingly, fish and fisheries (including aquaculture) 
feature prominently in the SDGs, although more weight is giv-
en to marine systems than the inland realm (Lynch et al. 2017; 
Reid et  al. 2017). Fisheries scientists and managers need to 
become engaged and share experiences and challenges among 
jurisdictions. Yet, how do we do so in a meaningful way?

The International Fisheries Section of the American 
Fisheries Society takes efforts to create opportunities for shar-
ing knowledge and experiences across national boundaries 
(see https://units.fisheries.org/ifs/). Historically, this has oc-
curred by hosting or sponsoring meetings or supporting the 
travel of international fisheries professionals (ideally from de-
veloping countries) to participate in international meetings re-
lated to fisheries science, aquaculture, and management (e.g., 
Contreras and Hughes 2016). These experiences are often for-
mative but restricted to a relatively small number of people. 
As such, leadership of the International Fisheries Section has 
considered a variety of additional strategies for sharing expe-
riences across borders and fostering a global community of 
fisheries professionals.

A number of  years ago one of  the authors of  this paper 
(i.e., Cooke) stumbled upon a published paper that describes 
the state of  fish and fisheries in China (i.e., Zhong and Power 
1997). We encourage you to read this article; it paints a fas-
cinating picture of  the resources themselves, how they are 
used by the people of  China (e.g., cultural connection), and 
the efforts to understand and manage those fisheries. The 
authors also detail fisheries training opportunities in China. 
Were you aware that there is a university in China dedicated 
entirely to fisheries and aquatic management? A recent pa-
per by Sherman et al. (in press) provided an overview on the 
fisheries and management strategies used in the Bahamas. 
In general, such comprehensive national level syntheses and 
perspective articles are rare. Regional or national-level pa-
pers do exist that focus on a specific sector, such as changes 
in fisheries management regimes in Estonia (Vetemaa et al. 
2002); marine fisheries management trends in Mexico 
(Hernandez and Kempton 2003); inland aquaculture in 
India (Katiha et al. 2005) as well as globally-oriented papers 
that focus on a specific taxa (e.g., paddlefish and sturgeon bi-
ology; Pikitch et al. 2005) or issues (e.g., user participation in 
fisheries management; Jentoft and McCay 1995). However, 
these do not give the reader a complete picture of  the issues 
facing fish, fisheries, and fisheries professionals in different 
countries.

We are pleased to share that starting in 2019, Fisheries 
magazine will begin to publish a series of  articles that feature 
the status of  fish and fisheries in various countries around the 
globe. The author teams recruited thus far have been asked 
to consider all realms (marine and inland), sectors (commer-
cial, small-scale, recreational, subsistence, and aquaculture), 
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and aspects (science, management, governance, and policy). 
The teams have also been challenged to help readers under-
stand the role that fish and fisheries play in their country with 
specific connections to provisioning and cultural ecosystem 
services. These are not intended to be exhaustive tomes but 
rather high-level vignettes. It is our hope that this “Country 
Profile” series will serve as a means of  building understand-
ing (both of  the differences and similarities) of  the diverse 
challenges facing fish and fisheries across the globe, foster-
ing opportunities for learning potentially exportable lessons 
about management techniques in different regions, and help-
ing to understand how fish connect to different peoples and 
cultures. We see this as yet another step to help fisheries pro-
fessionals think, collaborate (see Song et al. 2017), and act 
across international boundaries and a necessary step to foster 
science-based management in all aquatic systems (Pauly et al. 
2003; Cooke et  al. 2016) and global initiatives, such as the 
SDGs. We challenge you, as readers, to read each Country 
Profile, relate the contents back to your personal experiences, 
and reach out to the authors (or others) to discuss. These 
cross-pollination activities across borders will no doubt be 
professionally rewarding and will surely help improve our 
ability to conserve and sustainably use our global fisheries 
resources (Hughes et al. 2016).
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