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Abstract. Climate change, in combination with population growth, is placing increasing pressure on the world’s oceans
and their resources. This is threatening sustainability and societal wellbeing. Responding to these complex and synergistic
challenges requires holistic management arrangements. To this end, ecosystem-based management (EBM) promises much
by recognising the need to manage the ecosystem in its entirety, including the human dimensions. However,
operationalisation of EBM in the marine environment has been slow. One reason may be a lack of the inter-disciplinary
science required to address complex social–ecological marine systems. In the present paper, we synthesise the collective
experience of the authors to explore progress in integrating natural and social sciences in marine EBM research, illustrating
actual and potential contributions. We identify informal barriers to and incentives for this type of research. We find that the
integration of natural and social science has progressed at most stages of the marine EBM cycle; however, practitioners do
not yet have the capacity to address all of the problems that have led to the call for inter-disciplinary research. In addition,
we assess how we can support the next generation of researchers to undertake the effective inter-disciplinary research
required to assist with operationalising marine EBM, particularly in a changing climate.
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Introduction
Our oceans provide goods and services critical to human welfare. However, factors such as climate change and human
population growth are increasingly threatening the long-term
sustainability of these goods and services. For instance, warming sea temperatures and changing ocean currents have resulted
in shifts in species composition, abundance and distribution
(Poloczanska et al. 2007; Doney et al. 2012; Cheung et al. 2013;
Pecl et al. 2017), which have affected the stability of supply,
access to, and the utilisation of these resources. At the same
time, the degradation of coastal ecosystems as a result of
urbanisation has become increasingly apparent (Wang et al.
2007; Diaz and Rosenberg 2008; Nellemann and Hain 2008;
Borja et al. 2013). Such pressures are projected to increase
(Merrie et al. 2014). Single-sector (a distinct part of the economy, e.g. fisheries) approaches to managing changing marine
environments cannot address these increasing pressures.
Journal compilation  CSIRO 2018

In recognition of the need to manage complex marine
systems, approaches to management are being developed, such
as ecosystem-based management (EBM; Christie et al. 2007).
There is little consensus regarding the definition of EBM
because it is considered an evolving concept, and its interpretation varies (Cortner et al. 1998; Barnes and McFadden 2008;
Smith et al. 2017). Yet, there is consensus regarding several
EBM aspects. It aims to cover the entire ecosystem, including
humans; its goal is to sustain ecosystem health, integrity and
resilience to disturbances, and it requires the integration of
social, economic and ecological considerations (Grumbine
1994; Arkema et al. 2006; Crowder and Norse 2008; Arbo and
Thy 2016), suggesting the need for a strong grounding in interdisciplinary research. However, anecdotally EBM has not delivered the promised benefits. For instance, in fisheries, EBM has
manifested in the breadth of ecological issues considered by
management (e.g. by-catch species, protected species, habitats
www.publish.csiro.au/journals/mfr
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and communities), rather than embracing an inter-disciplinary
approach per se.
The case for an inter-disciplinary approach to EBM research
Operationalisation of EBM in the marine environment has been
slow. Many management organisations have adopted the
approach in principle, but there are few examples that are
comprehensive and well executed. It has been suggested that a
key barrier to marine EBM is the lack of inter-disciplinary science (e.g. Rosenberg and McLeod 2005; Christie et al. 2007;
Leslie and McLeod 2007; Dell’Apa et al. 2015; Röckmann et al.
2015). It has also been suggested that integrated science, particularly between natural and social sciences, is problematic
because of the challenges combining potentially opposing
worldviews. (Barnes and McFadden 2008; Berkes 2012).
However, it is difficult to understand what we mean by ‘integrated natural and social science in marine EBM research’
without discussing a suite of linked topics such as where EBM
research is going, social–ecological systems, inter-disciplinarity,
and collaboration for the co-production of knowledge.
Successful EBM of marine resources is inherently challenging, given the complex socio-ecological systems in which they
are embedded (Berkes et al. 2008). For example, a resource
system (e.g. a coastal fishery), resource unit (e.g. abalone),
resource users (such as, e.g. commercial fishers, recreational
fishers) and governance units (e.g. various levels of decisionmaking bodies responsible for managing the resource) are
intrinsically interlinked and decisions made on one aspect
inherently affect other subunits within the system (Ostrom
2009). Accordingly, conventional approaches to management
that focus on a single aspect or discipline within the system,
without accounting for the broader challenges, will be insufficient for responding to the complex, unpredictable and uncertain
challenges posed by threats such as climate change and human
population growth. Rather, responding to these challenges to
ensure the long-term sustainability and provision of marine
goods and services for human wellbeing and prosperity necessitates a social–ecological system approach to management and
governance (Virapongse et al. 2016). This is an aim of EBM and
an increasing focus for EBM research.
In its broadest sense, we interpret inter-disciplinary research
as those investigations linking epistemologies, theories, methods and skills from different disciplines to produce new synthesised approaches to problems (Pickett et al. 1999; Christie 2011;
Cheng et al. 2014). Nevertheless, the term ‘inter-disciplinary’
has often been confusing (Stember 1991). The literature on
inter-disciplinary research covers a range of approaches, several
of which are often used interchangeably (such as multidisciplinary and inter-disciplinary). For this reason, we define
several disciplinary terms (taken from Stember 1991) to clarify
our use in the present paper, including the following:
 intra-disciplinary – working within a single discipline.
 cross-disciplinary – viewing one discipline from the perspective of another.
 multi-disciplinary – people from different disciplines working together, each drawing on their disciplinary knowledge.
 inter-disciplinary – integrating knowledge and methods from
different disciplines, using a real synthesis of approaches.
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 trans-disciplinary – creating a unity of intellectual frameworks beyond the disciplinary perspectives (we would further
argue that trans-disciplinary research also integrates stakeholders, i.e. a person or group that has an investment, share or
interest in the outcome of the research; Frusher et al. 2014).
We view integration as a scale from cross-disciplinary (least
integrated) through to trans-disciplinary (most fully integrated).
In the present paper, we use the term ‘integrated’ to collectively
cover all these disciplinary terms, except for intra-disciplinary
(no integration).
Although there are several arguments for intra-disciplinary
work more generally, both intellectual and practical (Stember
1991), inter-disciplinarity has become synonymous with progressive research (Rhoten and Parker 2004). Intellectually, we
can enrich ideas in any field by using theories, concepts and
methods from other fields, particularly in terms of providing
context to problems and generating new insights, or concepts.
Inter-disciplinarity can provide us with a broader understanding
of any system as well as providing triangulation of research and
knowledge. Indeed, inter-disciplinary research has become the
‘mantra of science policy’ (Metzger and Zare 1999; Feller
2016). Practically, the problems that we face in marine systems
are not organised according to academic disciplines, despite
trends towards greater depth of disciplinary expertise in academic researchers. This is, in part, due to perverse incentives
(Bromham et al. 2016). Examples of this perversion include the
Research Excellence Framework (UK) or Excellence in
Research for Australia, which allocate University funding on
the basis of quality of research within disciplinary groupings.
In fact, the current focus of marine EBM research is moving
further towards our definition of trans-disciplinary research.
However, the production of knowledge concerning marine
social–ecological systems is as complex as are the systems
themselves. Co-production of knowledge is a concept that
recognises that science is a social practice, among other varying
practices used by a range of actors to produce different types of
knowledge (Jasanoff 2004). Designing research to directly
include participatory processes to facilitate collaboration among
resource users, other stakeholders and science-knowledge producers is argued to enable more effective mobilisation (PuenteRodrı́guez et al. 2016). Integrated marine EBM research is no
longer only about combining different disciplines, but, increasingly, about combining different types of knowledge.
Aims and structure
In the present paper, we ask what progress has been made in
integrating natural and social sciences in the context of EBM,
and why? To do this, we address the following three subquestions: (1) are we making progress in inter-disciplinary research
in EBM; (2) what are the barriers and incentives affecting
progress; and (3) how can we support the next generation of
researchers to undertake the effective inter-disciplinary research
required to assist with operationalising marine EBM in a
changing climate? To answer these question we draw exclusively on the perspectives and experiences of the authors, who,
collectively, have over 235 years of experience undertaking
inter-disciplinary research in relation to the world’s oceans
across Australia, Europe, North America, the Pacific and Africa.
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To collate the perspectives and experiences of the authors, a
short survey was undertaken asking all participants to answer the
following two questions:
(1) How does your area of research focus contribute towards
operationalising marine EBM?
(2) What do you view as the positives and negatives of interdisciplinarity?
We then drew on these responses over a range of meetings
and discussions to shape our collective view, as described here.
As such, this manuscript does not represent a comprehensive
review of the EBM literature, instead it uses specific case studies
to illustrate our perspectives.
The progress of integrated research in marine EBM
We illustrate the actual and potential contribution of interdisciplinary research to operationalising marine EBM at each of
nine steps commonly used in adaptive management (Walters
1986). These steps include defining goals and targets, developing indicators, assessing the ecosystem, analysing uncertainty
and risk, evaluating strategy, implementing the action, monitoring the indicators, evaluating and assessing outcomes and
adapting the plan as required (Fig. 1). In this study, we used the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
Integrated Ecosystem Assessment Programme process cycle, but
with the additional stage of ‘adapt’. This was to enable the
feedbacks in the NOAA process to be accounted for as a standalone step for the purposes of analysis. A range of alternative
frameworks existed, with the steps being combined in several
ways (e.g. Levin et al. 2009; Tallis et al. 2010). However, we used
this nine-step model because it provided additional resolution
over representations with fewer steps. This adaptive-management
approach is also particularly suitable when environmental

1. Define
goals and
targets

9. Adapt

8. Evaluate
and assess
outcomes

2. Develop
indicators

Ecosystem-based management
process cycle
3. Assess
ecosystem

7. Monitor
indicators

6.
Implement
action

5. Evaluate
strategy

4. Analyse
uncertainty or
risk

Fig. 1. Steps involved in the operationalisation of ecosystem-based
management. Adapted from NOAA (http://www.noaa.gov/iea/next-gentool.html, accessed 30 November 2016).
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conditions are changing and the future is uncertain, as noted by
Hodgkinson et al. (2014).
At each step, we asked the following questions: what is
the research focus and why; who is working together (with a
starting assumption that all disciplines may have a role to play);
what are the examples of research collaboration among
disciplines; and whether we are progressing towards interdisciplinarity?
Step 1. Define goals and targets
Goals and targets should be based on societal values of marine
ecosystem functions and services (e.g. requirements for jobs or
for environmental protection). However, frequently, little is
known or understood about societal values relating to our seas
and coasts (Martin et al. 2016). Furthermore, difficulties in
establishing agreed-on goals may arise as a result of conflicts
and tensions among different actors (those who exercise agency)
involved in the EBM process (Dankel 2009; Jennings et al.
2016). Research on conflicts in the oceans and coasts has often
been spatial in nature and research has found that they can arise
as a result of competition among multiple uses of the same
marine space (Hoagland et al. 2003; Gray et al. 2005; Alexander
et al. 2012, 2013). Conflict may also arise among the agencies
that manage the marine environment, as a result of overlapping
jurisdictions and competing objectives (Ekstrom et al. 2009).
Research activity has begun to focus on eliciting the values
that society places on the oceans and coasts (Ruiz-Frau et al.
2011; Ressurreição et al. 2012; Ogier and MacLeod 2013).
Some research has shown ways of understanding and communicating environmental issues, such as climate-change impacts
and adaptations (e.g. Cvitanovic et al. 2014a; Fleming et al.
2014). Questions have been raised regarding whether, and how,
private and public values inform public policy-formulation and
decision-making processes (Kaiser and Stead 2002; McDaniels
et al. 2006; Gilliland and Laffoley 2008; Klain and Chan 2012;
Cvitanovic et al. 2014b). Indeed, some studies have highlighted
a lack of alignment of contemporary public values with those
formalised in public policy and in ecosystem research, assessment and monitoring programs for marine systems (Leith et al.
2014b; Dentoni and Klerkx 2015).
With regard to research on goals and targets, we believe
that there has been a demonstrated shift from intra- to multidisciplinarity (mostly among various social sciences) described in
the literature; however, additional benefit would be likely to result
from the inclusion of further disciplines. For example, environmental psychology could enrich our understanding of how a
changing environment affects its inhabitants, to assist in goal and
target development. Environmental law could contribute to the
development of legal and institutional frameworks that foster
equitable and sustainable environmental management goals.
Step 2. Develop indicators
Indicators represent the key elements for monitoring and measuring changes to a social–ecological system. Developing
indicators provides the basis from which to assess the status
and trends in the condition of the ecosystem or an element within
the ecosystem (Link et al. 2002; Link 2005), and is particularly
important when a system is changing.
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Our experience suggests that the majority of this research has
been intra-disciplinary. As an example, a broad suite of ecological indicators in data-poor, multispecies, coral-reef fisheries has
been developed, which may be incorporated into pressure–
state–response frameworks to inform management decisions
(e.g. Jennings et al. 1995; Mangi et al. 2007; Vallès and
Oxenford 2015). We can also find examples of intra-disciplinary
social science research to develop socio-economic indicators,
such as those developed by Bowen and Riley (2003). We
acknowledge that efforts have been made by ecologists to
develop socio-economic indicators (e.g. Kim and Zhang
2011), suggesting some cross-disciplinary attempts in this area.
However, more recently, we are seeing a move towards transdisciplinary research. This research has involved working with
stakeholders to identify ecological, economic and social objectives for management of the marine environment and then
matching these to indicators identified from the literature
(Trenkel et al. 2015) or system models (Hayes et al. 2015), as
well as soliciting preferences for the types of indicators used
(Marre et al. 2016). The involvement of stakeholders in the
co-production of holistic assessment frameworks and suites of
management objectives has entailed a form of boundary work
between the domains of science, public policy and non-science
interests, as well as between natural and social sciences.
Because indicators must provide the feedback valued by different actors, therefore, an inclusive, trans-disciplinary process is
imperative to generate indicators that each group of actors value.
Step 3. Assess ecosystem
From an EBM perspective, assessing the ecosystem should be an
inherently inter-disciplinary endeavour. This means not just the
various species within the ecosystem and the physical properties
that govern the movements of those species, but also considering
the linkages between marine ecosystems and human societies,
economies and institutional systems (McLeod and Leslie 2009).
Multi-disciplinarity in this step is starting to be reflected in
the content of global initiatives, such as INDISEAS (www.
indiseas.org) and the EU requirement for Good Environmental
Status as part of the Marine Strategy Framework Directive
(Borja et al. 2013). Such initiatives have expanded from an
ecological indicator base to include indices for the human
dimensions (see also Borja et al. 2009). Multi-disciplinary
approaches are also emerging in ecosystems assessment as a
result of the rise of ‘citizen science’ (Dickinson et al. 2012;
Bonney et al. 2014; McKinley et al. 2017). Citizen science is
one of a suite of collaborative and potentially inter-disciplinary
approaches (between social and natural scientists and between
scientists and communities) that can lead to increased engagement on important marine issues and improved knowledge that
has been ‘co-produced’. An example is the Range Extension
Database and Mapping project, Redmap (www.redmap.org.au).
The project has contributed to a strong understanding of species
and ecosystem changes (Johnson et al. 2011; Last et al. 2011;
Robinson et al. 2015) occurring in one of the fastest-warming
regions of the southern hemisphere (Hobday and Pecl 2014), and
has helped build community and industry awareness of climaterelated changes at the same time. Further analysis has determined the social learning model and outcomes arising from
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marine-user participation in this citizen-science application
(Nursey-Bray et al. 2018).
Inter-disciplinary research is also moving forward in this
arena; modelling has brought together the natural and social
sciences to investigate linkages in social–ecological systems.
Examples include modelling the effects of fishing damage to
habitats (Watson et al. 2006; Pitcher et al. 2010), livelihood
strategies of professional fishers and dependent businesses in
coastal communities (van Putten et al. 2014) and linking the
wild capture and aquaculture of marine and freshwater species
to trade commodities and their consumption (Watson et al.
2016).
Step 4. Analyse uncertainty and risk
Analysing uncertainty and risk to the ecosystem posed by human
activities and natural processes is key to enabling management
strategies. Understanding potential future risk facilitates proactive and anticipatory decision-making, in contrast to management
that is only reactive (Hodgkinson et al. 2014; Pecl et al. 2017).
Risks to ecosystem health, and, thus, ecosystem services,
tend to be considered individually in the biological, physical,
economic and social realms. Collaboration and integration
across the disciplines is still fairly nascent in all cases. Riskbased methods have been important in developing options to
support EBM, because they use best available information,
involve stakeholders and elicit expert judgement (Astles et al.
2009; Gaichas et al. 2014; Micheli et al. 2014). For example, the
development of the risk-based ecological risk assessment for the
effects of fishing (ERAEF; Hobday et al. 2011) (1) recognised
the importance of all aspects of the environment, namely, target,
by-catch, protected species, habitats and ecological communities, and (2) allowed decisions to be made even if information
was deficient for some of these aspects. The ERAEF approach
has now been implemented in Australian Commonwealth and
other fisheries worldwide (Leadbitter 2013; Gaichas et al. 2014;
Gilman et al. 2014) as has an alternative risk-based approach in
Australian State fisheries (Fletcher 2015). Research relating to
this step is moving towards integration in terms of the inclusion
of stakeholders and different types of knowledge. Non-technical
stakeholders have been involved in data provision, assessment
workshops, review and development of management options
(Hobday et al. 2011). Risk-based assessment methods have
recently been developed to assess climate risk for fished species
(Hare et al. 2016).
We believe that research in this area is moving in the right
direction in terms of the inclusion of stakeholders into the
process, usually to inform the perspective of a single discipline
(e.g. biological risk from climate change). However, this research
arena could benefit from collaboration with social scientists to
identify varying levels of perceived risk and uncertainty relating
to a wide variety of human activities on the state of marine
ecosystems as well as the risks to society arising from decisions
taken in any single sector (e.g. Brander 2010).
Step 5. Evaluate strategy
Evaluating the effectiveness of potential management strategies
is important in determining how management actions may affect
ecosystem indicators. Strategy evaluation can also be useful for
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helping resource managers to consider the system trade-offs and
the potential for success in reaching a required goal (Sainsbury
et al. 2000).
Intra-disciplinary research in marine systems has focused on
modelling human behaviour in fishery settings (e.g. the Great
Barrier Reef; Little and McDonald 2007) to capture possible
responses to management reactions. This allows for prior
prediction of some of the pitfalls that management might
encounter should a management action be implemented in
reality. In terms of inter-disciplinary research, managementstrategy evaluation tools based on a systems approach are an
area where input from a variety of disciplines has come together
to create a ‘whole’ (e.g. Fulton et al. 2014). Examples include
modelling information-sharing in a social network and capturing the fishing behaviour (Little et al. 2008, 2009a, 2009b) and
identifying what strategies the stakeholders themselves would
use to achieve objectives under a changing climate (Pascoe et al.
2009; Jennings et al. 2016). Such models can then show the
results of implementing candidate management strategies with
the intention of showing potential trade-offs between contested
objectives (e.g. conservation v. economic objectives; Mapstone
et al. 2008; Thébaud et al. 2014) or under different climatemanagement strategies (Fulton and Gorton 2014).
The development of MSE tools (Fulton et al. 2014) has
involved contributions from many disciplines, including geography, oceanography, ecology, economics and social science (in
terms of understanding perceptions and behavioural drivers of
fleet dynamics, for example). These tools are increasingly used
to test different solutions to complex fishery problems (Plagányi
et al. 2013). Although these approaches were initially developed
for Australian fisheries, both risk-based (e.g. Pecl et al. 2014)
and MSE approaches have since been modified for use in
climate assessments, marine park planning (e.g. Savina et al.
2013), and, more generally, in the contested coastal space
(Fulton et al. 2015). We would argue that inter-disciplinary
research, as exemplified in these examples, is progressing
strongly, particularly in MSE, which requires synthesising
knowledge from different disciplines.
Steps 6 (implement action), 7 (monitor indicators), 8
(evaluate and assess outcomes)
We discuss steps six to eight in an adaptive management cycle
because they collectively involve the ‘doing’ of actions developed in the preceding steps.
Although being predominantly single-sector in focus, fishery
management has increasingly focussed on constraining catch.
This is not only to ensure biological sustainability of targeted
species but also to preserve ecosystem integrity through monitoring and managing levels of by-catch and discarding (Fletcher
2006, 2015; McLoughlin et al. 2008). Collection of fisherydependent or -independent indicator data proceeds under the
guidance of the management agency (e.g. logbooks, observers),
or may be outsourced to a third-party provider (Grafton et al.
2007; Little et al. 2016). In either case, these indicators are rarely
reported in real time, unless the management levers are in place
to allow rapid responses, such as in-season closure when a quota
or by-catch limit is reached, or when high profile species are
captured (Tracey et al. 2013; Smith et al. 2014). More typically,
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indicators are assessed at the next formal decision-making
event, such as the annual meeting for setting the fishing quota
for the following year. Likewise, evaluation is limited to
occasional reviews of the approach, with business as usual being
the modus operandi.
Social-science approaches, such as interviews, surveys and
case-study approaches, are often used to consider how well these
three (and earlier) steps have worked (Cvitanovic et al. 2016),
with little evaluation of the implementation or monitoring
method per se. In contrast, deep engagement throughout these
steps could support triple-loop learning (Armitage et al. 2008),
which involves ‘learning how to learn’. This form of learning
helps stakeholders understand a great deal more about the
complexity and linked nature of the system and subsystems
under management, and the beliefs and perceptions of the
various actors (Berkes 2012). Evaluation is often an external
process, and so the opportunity for learning and insight come at
the end of the assessment through a review of material generated
by evaluators not involved in previous stages. Although this
single loop learning provides an opportunity not to repeat the
mistakes next time, it is slow and inefficient (Pahl-Wostl 2009).
By embedding evaluation as part of the preceding steps, more
value will be created for those involved. Moreover, using
co-production or co-design processes could allow research,
action, evaluation and adaptation to be combined throughout
the process.
We suggest that these steps (6–8) are generally not integrated
across disciplines. They may occur as part of the regular
processes of an implementing body (as in fisheries) and are
generally assumed to be ‘non-research areas’, with little funding
allocated to support innovation. As a result, any inter-disciplinary
research occurring in these steps would be likely to follow from
the degree of inter-disciplinarity in earlier steps.
Step 9. Adapt
This final, reflective step involves taking the lessons from the
evaluation step (which is sometimes grouped together with this
step), and planning improvements for the next cycle of EBM. If
there has been system failure, then additional research for the other
steps may be planned. However, direct research on the process of
Step 9 is limited to case studies around success and failure of the
system as a whole (Cvitanovic et al. 2016). Again, social sciences
tend to dominate in this generally qualitative endeavour.
Larger environmental and marine management agencies,
such as the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority
(GBRMPA) and the Australian Fisheries Management Authority
(AFMA), have the scale (e.g. budget, reach, scope) to bring
together different disciplines to consider changes to their operating mode around EBM. Although they may be able to bring other
coastal decision and policy makers to the table, these endeavours
have not tended to produce new agreements for shared resource
use outside the sector. AFMA has a process of developing
ecological-risk assessments for key fisheries (Hobday et al.
2011), and, following an evaluation review, recently revisited
development of the methods employed (Zhou et al. 2016). The
assessment framework has been redesigned, as indicators
showed that some methods for assessing ecological sustainability
were not sensitive to the changes that might be occurring. This
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‘adapt’ portion of the process results in changes to the research
supporting the EBM approach, as well as the implementation.
However, through our collective experience, we have not
witnessed inter-disciplinary approaches to adapting management
strategies.
Steps 1–9. The complete cycle
Progress is apparent at all ‘research-relevant’ steps of the marine
EBM cycle; however, the pace is not even. Is this because interdisciplinary research is needed at some steps more than others?
Alternatively, is interdisciplinary research easier at some steps
and not others? Or perhaps heterogeneity between steps is due to
barriers, or, conversely, a lack of incentives, to inter-disciplinary
research? We explore these questions in the following section.
Barriers and incentives to inter-disciplinary research
We believe that formal institutional barriers to inter-disciplinary
research have received considerable attention in the academic
literature, but that there has been less focus on practitioners’
experience of informal barriers, or incentives to address these
barriers. Here, we explore these forms of barriers and incentives
on the basis of our collective experience of undertaking research
relating to marine ecosystem-based management, and, where
possible, we assess whether climate change is likely to exacerbate or reduce these barriers.
Barriers
It has been suggested that a language barrier exists between
disciplines (Anon. 2015a; Essington et al. 2017). The modes of
language and style of thinking standard to the biophysical sciences are often an anathema to the social sciences, and vice
versa. Operating in an inter- or trans-disciplinary space requires
the development of a common (and plain) language. This
requires investing time in understanding different traditions,
literatures and methods, learning ourselves, and, perhaps more
importantly, listening, across a range of disciplines, which
builds trust for when compromise is needed. There is limited
appreciation for the initial transaction costs in learning to work
together across the biophysical and human systems and understand discipline-specific nomenclature, approaches and methodologies (Frusher et al. 2014). The emergence of climate
change as an issue for EBM may reduce this barrier, because
climate change is a problem confronting multiple disciplines
with a clear time-for-action imperative. As a result, these disciplines may share the same problem framing and adopt a
common language, such as around ‘adaptation’ (e.g. Adger et al.
2005), perhaps because there has been less time to develop
independent disciplinary cultures.
We suggest that one key difficulty for inter-disciplinary
research is the lack of guidance on how to undertake interdisciplinary research. It can be difficult to integrate social data
with biophysical data because of differences in scale, dynamics,
spatial scope, structure, as well as varying levels of abstraction
or theorisation and quantification (K. McDonald, pers. comm.).
Currently, there is a dearth of empirically grounded guidance for
researchers from different disciplines about the key principles
underpinning successful collaboration and the core capacities
needed to support them (van Kerkhoff and Lebel 2015).
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An inter-disciplinary approach may require borrowing of
existing ideas, repackaging and practical application. This is often
not viewed as ‘cutting-edge’ science, and the system of academic
rewards (recognition of achievements) may dissuade some
researchers from engagement. This can be addressed by thinking
early on about the ‘academic outputs’ that can emanate from such
research projects, and involving the full project team in the
preparation of outputs (e.g. Hobday et al. 2016). Unfortunately,
some cutting-edge approaches that deliver academic benefits
(high-profile publications) may not be available or suited to end
users, which becomes a barrier to uptake (Curtice et al. 2012).
Perhaps the most often-cited barrier to inter-disciplinary
scholarship, in an academic context where ‘publish or perish’
prevails, are the significant on-going transaction costs associated with inter-disciplinary collaborations (e.g. Bromham et al.
2016). The time required to maintain links and to see products
through to a state acceptable to all participating disciplines can
be challenging, particularly when dealing with complex problems relating to rapidly changing environments. Our experience suggests that agreeing on problem structuring and
definitions can manifest as extra workshop activities in any
research exercise. This would suggest that we could deal with
this particular barrier during the timeframe of one meeting.
However, we also note that renegotiation can, and often does,
occur throughout the program of work, particularly during the
process of writing, thus, constantly extending time and effort.
The costs of this research may be higher with more researchers
involved (Ling and Hobday 2018) and substantially higher for a
trans-disciplinary researcher, where the needs of non-academic
partners must also be met. Furthermore, these costs are often
unfairly borne on the early career researchers or next generation
of researchers who are trying to navigate these inter- and transdisciplinary spaces.
Finally, the products of inter-disciplinary and trans-disciplinary work are also often more problematic to categorise in
terms of ‘standard’ university productivity and impact accounting, although this is changing in countries such as Australia. It is
often less valued by established disciplinary-oriented review
boards (meaning it can be less likely to be financially supported), and may be more difficult to publish, despite being a
‘requirement’ of many new approaches (Ledford 2015) and the
stated aim of some major funding agencies. At the global level,
international University rankings can sometimes dis-incentivise
pursuit of inter-disciplinary research. For example, 20% of the
metric that constitutes the academic ranking of world universities (ARWU) comes from a highly cited (HiCi) indicator
produced by Thomson Reuters (highlycited.com). The methodology favours authors who consistently publish in single fields
and those with equivalent HiCi articles, but not those who
publish across disciplines. Overall, it seems that research that
transcends conventional academic boundaries is still harder to
fund, conduct, review and publish, and those who pursue it may
struggle for recognition and advancement (Anon. 2015b).
Incentives
A key incentive for working in inter-disciplinary (and transdisciplinary) teams is the opportunity to tackle larger questions
about marine socio-ecological systems facing society (Anon.
2015b) and in a way that is realistic, regardless of scale. As
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Schwartz (2008) argued ‘focusing on important questions puts
us in the awkward position of being ignorant’ (p. 6). An
important incentive for inter-disciplinary research is that in a
world faced with increasingly large-scale, interconnected
environmental and social issues, such as climate change, the
most interesting and challenging research questions are those
that can be addressed only by using inter-disciplinary approaches. The alternative perspectives and knowledge brought to
bear by collaborating across disciplines means that complex
questions can be more directly tackled. This occurs by a
broadening of the understanding, but also by a ratcheting of
insight and intellectual stimulus. It is all too easy for single
disciplines to see each issue as either one best suited to being
solved by the tools they are already familiar with or as simply
outside their purview. In the case of inter-disciplinary research
to support marine ecosystem-based management, the interweaving of disciplines allows for the realisation that the complex issue is in scope, but that novel (co-created) or alternative
analytical tools are more appropriate (e.g. the combination of
multi-criteria analysis, geographical information systems and
facilitated stakeholder workshops as used in Alexander et al.
2012). The potential for novel tool development and the associated research impact generated can, in turn, incentivise interdisciplinary research.
Academic opportunities to seek new knowledge and methods
from colleagues who approach academic questions from different
perspectives (e.g. qualitative and quantitative research perspectives) provide a rich environment of advanced learning. For
example, in quantitative studies, explanations expressible in terms
of quantities are often the focus, with hard to characterise aspects
being ignored or down-weighted in subsequent analyses. Alternatively, a more even-handed consideration of all components is
possible in qualitative studies, with some of the most difficult-tocharacterise aspects being considered as the most informative.
Similarly, many of the larger international funding agencies
(such as e.g. Belmont Forum and G8 Research Councils Initiative on Multilateral Research Funding – International Opportunities Fund, Future Earth), which have been established to
address major societal challenges, recognise the need for this
type of research, meaning that it is beginning to be funded. For
example, some of the authors have received funding through the
Belmont scheme (http://www.marinehotspots.org/index.php/
featured-projects/gulls, accessed 31 July 2018) because of their
ability to bring inter-disciplinary teams together across global
marine hotspot regions (Hobday et al. 2016; Popova et al. 2016).
Inter-disciplinarity for the next generation of researchers
As we have shown, ecosystem-based management requires the
integration of the social, economic and ecological (as suggested
by Grumbine 1994; Arkema et al. 2006; Crowder and Norse
2008; Arbo and Thy 2016). Given the potential research
incentives, how can we address the barriers while training the
next generation of researchers working in this arena? Although
experience can accrue from working in inter-disciplinary teams,
as for our ‘older’ co-authors, this is a risky and time-consuming
approach; can we design a better way?
First, we need to work with students and experienced researchers to address potential language barriers, navigate disciplinary
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boundaries and incorporate different types of knowledge. Where
students have supervisors from different disciplines, key strategies to support breadth include creating opportunities for frequent
and proactive communication, as well as supporting recognition
of differences and ways to address them (Morse et al. 2007;
Record et al. 2016; Essington et al. 2017). Accounting for
additional project time and establishing shared languages within
inter-disciplinary teams are practical solutions to facilitate effective relationships (Bridle et al. 2013; Record et al. 2016).
Investing additional effort towards fostering research relationships across disciplines is also necessary (Bridle et al. 2013).
Networking for students in support of inter-disciplinary research
is emerging, through, for example, the Inter-disciplinary
Graduate Student Network (iGSN) at the University of British
Columbia, and a growing number of cross-disciplinary teams
such as the Centre for Marine Socioecology at the University of
Tasmania, the Stockholm Resilience Centre, and the Centre for
Ocean Solutions at Stanford University. Such collaborative effort
requires researchers to identify and develop common understanding across disciplines, revisit basic methods, assumptions
and strategies, and adopt professional respect for the differing
ontologies and epistemologies at play (Lach 2014; Siedlok and
Hibbert 2014).
As well as training disciplinary experts to work together in
teams, we should also be creating inter-disciplinary people.
Inter-disciplinary researchers are often viewed as a ‘jack of all
trades, master of none’ and like single-discipline researchers,
inter-disciplinary researchers do need disciplinary strengths.
We would call for interdisciplinary researchers to be ‘T’ shaped
researchers similar to Hansen and von Otinger’s (2001) ‘T’
shaped managers. These ‘T’ researchers would have their
academic rigor (vertical part of ‘T’) in their disciplines, but
have the breadth of understanding (horizontal part of ‘T’) from
other disciplines. This would allow researchers to transfer ideas
and methodologies across disciplines (e.g. qualitative and quantitative approaches). It would allow them to obtain broader input
into decision-making, and to capitalise on shared expertise. It
would enable researchers to develop new projects through crosspollination of ideas. Finally, it would contribute to progressive
research impacts by delivering impacts that demonstrate the
trade-offs in biological terms, social terms and economic terms,
and strengthen the connection between research and policy.
As noted earlier, there is a lack of guidance on how to
undertake inter-disciplinary research, perhaps because research
entities have been slow to support transitions towards interdisciplinary research (Rhoten 2004). There has been a growing
institutional trend for expanding educational curricula, faculty
training and recruitment to cover cross-discipline foci and to
reduce real and psychological boundaries to inter-disciplinarity
(Holley 2009). Yet, the scope and focus of such programs
remain widely debated (Newing 2010). For students and supervisors across multiple disciplines, shared training programs
have the potential to minimise future academic conflicts that
may arise during research planning (Armsworth et al. 2009).
They can also provide a platform to facilitate cooperation
(Collins 2002).
Finally, we need to incentivise inter- and trans-disciplinary
research, across scholarly and other relevant institutions. Early
career researchers are excited and motivated to solve complex
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world problems; indeed, one study showed graduate students
with higher rates of inter-disciplinarity than any for other
researcher group (Rhoten and Parker 2004); however, they need
to know that it will not inhibit their careers. As noted by Sibbald
et al. (2015), we need to address why we shape inter-disciplinary
researchers into ‘round pegs’ that are flexible, transferable and
adaptable, and then expect them to fit into existing ‘square holes’.
If we do not alter the overarching research, funding and merit
system, particularly in terms of productivity and impact accounting, then this is precisely what we are doing. Similarly, we need to
address the lack of institutional demand for inter-disciplinarity in
the evaluation and management of the marine environment
by highlighting contributions of inter-disciplinary research to
operationalising marine EBM through adaptive management.
Conclusions
A recognition of the social–ecological complexity involved in
marine environmental governance, in addition to several notable
failures in ocean and coastal resource management, has led to a
call for inter-disciplinary research in this field. We have found
that the integration of natural and social science has progressed
at most stages of the marine EBM cycle (used here as one
example of a research area in which inter- and trans-disciplinary
research is important). Yet, we must emphasise that this progress
has been, on occasion, difficult to identify. For example, in the
first two EBM stages, boundary spanning (by bringing together
scientists and managers with varying approaches to knowledge
production to consider a wider array of stakes and ways to frame
the problems to be investigated (Cvitanovic et al. 2015))
is taking place, but is often unrecognised. Several boundary
spanning-design elements are already standard practices of
integrated research, in comparison to disciplinary research.
These may include science communication (as a minimum,
between disciplines), informal linkages and relational networks
(constituted by research teams), brokering and intermediary
roles with actors (undertaken by leaders of inter-disciplinary
teams) and temporary organisations (such as science advisory
committees; Leith et al. 2014a). These contributions to the
production of actionable and policy-useful knowledge are not
easily detected in any assessment of progress towards integration of natural and social sciences to support marine EBM
(Frusher et al. 2014). Greater recognition and fostering of these
contributions may provide a basis for future assessment of
progress at these stages.
The area in which we seem to be making least progress in
integrating natural and social science relates to ‘understanding
the ecosystem’, despite this being a dominant research activity.
Improved understanding of complex social–ecological systems is
seen by many as one of the major challenges facing management
of our oceans and coasts. To meet this challenge requires
understanding components such as system dynamics, system
boundaries, spatial and temporal distributions of resources,
economic values, histories of resource use, property-rights systems and collective-choice rules, among many other properties
(Ostrom 2009). With climate change, understanding a rapidly
changing system is further complicated. Research is expanding
our knowledge of these different components individually, but
gaining that elusive understanding of the whole system still
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appears to be problematic. As noted by Walker et al. (2006),
the structures and functions of social–ecological systems can
change as a result of internal dynamics and external influences
and suffer from both top-down and bottom-up interactions that
can interact across scales. Understanding the feedbacks between
these processes across an entire social–ecological system is
mindboggling, particularly when these systems are changing.
From a management perspective, we want to understand
‘enough’ of the relevant aspects of the social–ecological system
to make good management decisions. Co-production of knowledge focuses on enough to act, evaluate, act again and learn.
Perhaps the question to be asked here is ‘without integrating
natural and social research, do we understand enough?’
We have highlighted several barriers to inter-disciplinary
research that must be addressed. In addition to recognised formal
institutional barriers, there may be further informal capacityrelated barriers, such as finding the ‘right’ combination of skills,
exposure to these skills and identifying those researchers who are
willing to engage with the ‘other’. One example of this may be in
ERA where managers, scientists and fishers all participate in the
screening of draft results. Although these ‘champions of practice’
can emerge naturally, we are hopeful that these barriers, at least,
can be overcome in formally training the next generation of interdisciplinary researchers. Ultimately, we do not yet have the
capacity to address the problems that led to the call for interdisciplinary research, but we appear to be making progress.
Progress in all steps we discussed has been the most substantive
where multi-disciplinary research has been used to understand the
various natural and social components and subcomponents of the
marine social–ecological systems under governance. Progress is
most required in understanding the interactions and feedbacks
between the behaviours of natural subsystems and social subsystems under climatic or adaptive management-driven change.
However, to enhance production of effective science to meet this
need, boundary-spanning work in combination with disciplinespanning research is required (Cash et al. 2003; Jasanoff 2004).
The integration of stakeholders into research (rather than into
management) has been uneven and largely driven by access to
stakeholder knowledge. Progress in co-design and production of
research through greater integration of stakeholders and their
stakes and interests is likely to further challenge disciplinary
boundaries and lead to greater uptake and impact of, and eventual
demand for, inter-disciplinary marine research.
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ecosistema? Conservation Biology 8(1), 27–38. doi:10.1046/J.15231739.1994.08010027.X
Hare, J. A., Morrison, W. E., Nelson, M. W., Stachura, M. M., Teeters, E. J.,
Griffis, R. B., Alexander, M. A., Scott, J. D., Alade, L., and Bell, R. J.
(2016). A vulnerability assessment of fish and invertebrates to climate
change on the Northeast US Continental Shelf. PLoS One 11(2),
e0146756. doi:10.1371/JOURNAL.PONE.0146756
Hayes, K., Dambacher, J., Hosack, G., Bax, N., Dunstan, P., Fulton, E.,
Thompson, P., Hartog, J., Hobday, A., and Bradford, R. (2015).
Identifying indicators and essential variables for marine ecosystems.
Ecological Indicators 57, 409–419. doi:10.1016/J.ECOLIND.2015.
05.006
Hansen, M. T., and von Otinger, B. (2001). Introducing T-shaped managers.
Knowledge management’s next generation. Harvard Business Review
165, 106–116.
Hoagland, P., Jin, D., and Kite-Powell, H. (2003). The optimal allocation of
ocean space: aquaculture and wild-harvest fisheries. Marine Resource
Economics 18, 129–147. doi:10.1086/MRE.18.2.42629389
Hobday, A. J., and Pecl, G. T. (2014). Identification of global marine
hotspots: sentinels for change and vanguards for adaptation action.
Reviews in Fish Biology and Fisheries 24(2), 415–425. doi:10.1007/
S11160-013-9326-6
Hobday, A., Smith, A., Stobutzki, I., Bulman, C., Daley, R., Dambacher, J.,
Deng, R., Dowdney, J., Fuller, M., and Furlani, D. (2011). Ecological
risk assessment for the effects of fishing. Fisheries Research 108(2–3),
372–384. doi:10.1016/J.FISHRES.2011.01.013
Hobday, A. J., Cochrane, K., Downey-Breedt, N., Howard, J., Aswani, S.,
Byfield, V., Duggan, G., Duna, E., Dutra, L. X., and Frusher, S. D.
(2016). Planning adaptation to climate change in fast-warming marine
regions with seafood-dependent coastal communities. Reviews in Fish
Biology and Fisheries 26(2), 249–264. doi:10.1007/S11160-016-9419-0
Hodgkinson, J. H., Hobday, A. J., and Pinkard, E. A. (2014). Climate
adaptation in Australia’s resource-extraction industries: ready or not?
Regional Environmental Change 14(4), 1663–1678. doi:10.1007/
S10113-014-0618-8
Holley, K. A. (2009). Interdisciplinary strategies as transformative change
in higher education. Innovative Higher Education 34(5), 331–344.
doi:10.1007/S10755-009-9121-4
Jasanoff, S. (2004). ‘States of Knowledge: the Co-Production of Science and
the Social Order.’ (Routledge: London, UK.)
Jennings, S., Grandcourt, E. M., and Polunin, N. (1995). The effects of
fishing on the diversity, biomass and trophic structure of Seychelles’ reef
fish communities. Coral Reefs 14(4), 225–235. doi:10.1007/
BF00334346
Jennings, S., Pascoe, S., Hall-Aspland, S., Le Bouhellec, B., Norman-Lopez,
A., Sullivan, A., and Pecl, G. (2016). Setting objectives for evaluating
management adaptation actions to address climate change impacts in
south-eastern Australian fisheries. Fisheries Oceanography 25, 29–44.
doi:10.1111/FOG.12137
Johnson, C. R., Banks, S. C., Barrett, N. S., Cazassus, F., Dunstan, P. K.,
Edgar, G. J., Frusher, S. D., Gardner, C., Haddon, M., Helidoniotis, F.,
Hill, K. L., Holbrook, N. J., Hosie, G. W., Last, P. R., Ling, S. D.,
Melbourne-Thomas, J., Miller, K., Pecl, G. T., Richardson, A. J.,
Ridgway, K. R., Rintoul, S. R., Ritz, D. A., Ross, D. J., Sanderson,
J. C., Shepherd, S. A., Slotwinski, A., Swadling, K. M., and Taw, N.
(2011). Climate change cascades: shifts in oceanography, species’
ranges and subtidal marine community dynamics in eastern Tasmania.
Journal of Experimental Marine Biology and Ecology 400(1–2), 17–32.
doi:10.1016/J.JEMBE.2011.02.032
Kaiser, M., and Stead, S. M. (2002). Uncertainties and values in European
aquaculture: communication, management and policy issues in times

Integrating research in marine EBM

of ‘changing public perceptions’. Aquaculture International 10(6),
469–490. doi:10.1023/A:1023963326201
Kim, D. H., and Zhang, C. I. (2011). Developing socioeconomic indicators
for an ecosystem-based fisheries management approach: an application
to the Korean large purse seine fishery. Fisheries Research 112(3),
134–139. doi:10.1016/J.FISHRES.2011.02.001
Klain, S. C., and Chan, K. M. (2012). Navigating coastal values: participatory mapping of ecosystem services for spatial planning. Ecological
Economics 82, 104–113. doi:10.1016/J.ECOLECON.2012.07.008
Lach, D. (2014). Challenges of interdisciplinary research: reconciling
qualitative and quantitative methods for understanding human–
landscape systems. Environmental Management 53(1), 88–93.
doi:10.1007/S00267-013-0115-8
Last, P. R., White, W. T., Gledhill, D. C., Hobday, A. J., Brown, R., Edgar,
G. J., and Pecl, G. (2011). Long-term shifts in abundance and distribution
of a temperate fish fauna: a response to climate change and fishing
practices. Global Ecology and Biogeography 20(1), 58–72. doi:10.1111/
J.1466-8238.2010.00575.X
Leadbitter, D. (2013). A risk based approach for promoting management
regimes for trawl fisheries in South East Asia. Asian Fisheries Science
26, 65–78.
Ledford, H. (2015). How to solve the world’s biggest problems. Nature 525,
308–311. doi:10.1038/525308A
Leith, P., O’Toole, K., Haward, M., Coffey, B., Rees, C., and Ogier, E.
(2014a). Analysis of operating environments: a diagnostic model for
linking science, society and policy for sustainability. Environmental
Science & Policy 39, 162–171. doi:10.1016/J.ENVSCI.2014.01.001
Leith, P., Ogier, E., and Haward, M. (2014b). Science and social license:
defining environmental sustainability of Atlantic salmon aquaculture
in south-eastern Tasmania, Australia. Social Epistemology 28(3–4),
277–296. doi:10.1080/02691728.2014.922641
Leslie, H. M., and McLeod, K. L. (2007). Confronting the challenges of
implementing marine ecosystem-based management. Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment 5(10), 540–548. doi:10.1890/060093
Levin, P. S., Fogarty, M. J., Murawski, S. A., and Fluharty, D. (2009).
Integrated ecosystem assessments: developing the scientific basis for
ecosystem-based management of the ocean. PLoS Biology 7(1),
e1000014. doi:10.1371/JOURNAL.PBIO.1000014
Ling, S. D., and Hobday, A. J. (2018). National research planning accelerates
relevance and immediacy of climate-adaptation science. Marine
and Freshwater Research. [Published online early 26 March 2018].
doi:10.1071/MF17330
Link, J. S. (2005). Translating ecosystem indicators into decision criteria.
ICES Journal of Marine Science 62(3), 569–576. doi:10.1016/J.
ICESJMS.2004.12.015
Link, J. S., Brodziak, J. K., Edwards, S. F., Overholtz, W. J., Mountain, D.,
Jossi, J. W., Smith, T. D., and Fogarty, M. J. (2002). Marine ecosystem
assessment in a fisheries management context. Canadian Journal of
Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences 59(9), 1429–1440. doi:10.1139/F02-115
Little, L., and McDonald, A. (2007). Simulations of agents in social networks
harvesting a resource. Ecological Modelling 204(3–4), 379–386. doi:10.
1016/J.ECOLMODEL.2007.01.013
Little, L. R., Begg, G. A., Goldman, B., Ellis, N., Mapstone, B. D.,
Punt, A. E., Jones, A., Sutton, S., and Williams, A. (2008). ‘Modelling
Multi-species Targeting of Fishing Effort in the Queensland Coral Reef
Fin Fish Fishery.’ (James Cook University Fishing & Fisheries Research
Centre: Townsville, Qld, Australia.)
Little, L. R., Begg, G., Goldman, B., Williams, A., Mapstone, B., Punt, A.,
Russell, M., Kerrigan, B., Officer, R., and Slade, S. (2009a). ‘Modelling
Individual Transferable Quotas as a Management Tool in the Queensland Coral Reef Fin Fish Fishery.’ (James Cook University Fishing and
Fisheries Research Centre: Townsville, Qld, Australia.)
Little, L. R., Punt, A. E., Mapstone, B. D., Begg, G. A., Goldman, B., and
Williams, A. J. (2009b). An agent-based model for simulating trading

Marine and Freshwater Research

K

of multi-species fisheries quota. Ecological Modelling 220(23),
3404–3412. doi:10.1016/J.ECOLMODEL.2009.08.004
Little, L. R., Punt, A. E., Dichmont, C. M., Dowling, N., Smith, D. C., Fulton,
E. A., Sporcic, M., and Gorton, R. J. (2016). Decision trade-offs for
cost-constrained fisheries management. ICES Journal of Marine Science
73(2), 494–502. doi:10.1093/ICESJMS/FSV206
Mangi, S. C., Roberts, C. M., and Rodwell, L. D. (2007). Reef fisheries
management in Kenya: preliminary approach using the driver–pressure–
state–impacts–response (DPSIR) scheme of indicators. Ocean and
Coastal Management 50(5–6), 463–480. doi:10.1016/J.OCECOA
MAN.2006.10.003
Mapstone, B., Little, L., Punt, A., Davies, C., Smith, A., Pantus, F.,
McDonald, A., Williams, A., and Jones, A. (2008). Management strategy
evaluation for line fishing in the Great Barrier Reef: balancing conservation and multi-sector fishery objectives. Fisheries Research 94(3),
315–329. doi:10.1016/J.FISHRES.2008.07.013
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(2017). Biodiversity redistribution under climate change: impacts
on ecosystems and human well-being. Science 355(6332), eaai9214.
doi:10.1126/SCIENCE.AAI9214
Pickett, S., Burch, W. R., Jr, and Grove, J. M. (1999). Interdisciplinary
research: maintaining the constructive impulse in a culture of criticism.
Ecosystems 2(4), 302–307. doi:10.1007/S100219900081
Pitcher, T. J., Clark, M. R., Morato, T., and Watson, R. (2010). Seamount
fisheries: do they have a future? Oceanography 23(1), 134–144.
doi:10.5670/OCEANOG.2010.66
Plagányi, É. E., van Putten, I., Hutton, T., Deng, R. A., Dennis, D.,
Pascoe, S., Skewes, T., and Campbell, R. A. (2013). Integrating
indigenous livelihood and lifestyle objectives in managing a natural
resource. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the
United States of America 110(9), 3639–3644. doi:10.1073/PNAS.
1217822110
Poloczanska, E. S., Babcock, R., Butler, A., Hobday, A., Hoegh-Guldberg, O.,
Kunz, T., Matear, R., Milton, D., Okey, T., and Richardson, A. (2007).
Climate change and Australian marine life. Oceanography and Marine
Biology 45, 407.
Popova, E., Yool, A., Byfield, V., Cochrane, K., Coward, A., Icar, S.,
Gasalla, M., Henson, S., Hobday, A., and Pecl, G. (2016). From global to
regional and back again: unifying mechanisms of climate change
relevant for adaptation across five ocean warming hotspots. Global
Change Biology 22(6), 2038–2053. doi:10.1111/GCB.13247
Puente-Rodrı́guez, D., van Slobbe, E., Al, I. A., and Lindenbergh, D. D.
(2016). Knowledge co-production in practice: enabling environmental
management systems for ports through participatory research in the
Dutch Wadden Sea. Environmental Science & Policy 55, 456–466.
doi:10.1016/J.ENVSCI.2015.02.014
Record, S., Ferguson, P., Benveniste, E., Graves, R., Pfeiffer, V., Romolini,
M., Yorke, C., and Beardmore, B. (2016). Graduate students navigating
social–ecological research: insights from the Long-Term Ecological

K. A. Alexander et al.

Research Network. Ecology and Society 21(1), art7. doi:10.5751/ES08111-210107
Ressurreição, A., Zarzycki, T., Kaiser, M., Edwards-Jones, G., Dentinho,
T. P., Santos, R. S., and Gibbons, J. (2012). Towards an ecosystem
approach for understanding public values concerning marine biodiversity loss. Marine Ecology Progress Series 467, 15–28. doi:10.3354/
MEPS09967
Rhoten, D. (2004). Interdisciplinary research: trend or transition. Items &
Issues 5(1–2), 6–11.
Rhoten, D., and Parker, A. (2004). Risks and rewards of an interdisciplinary
research path. Science 306(5704), 2046. doi:10.1126/SCIENCE.1103628
Robinson, L. M., Gledhill, D. C., Moltschaniwskyj, N. A., Hobday, A. J.,
Frusher, S., Barrett, N., Stuart-Smith, J., and Pecl, G. T. (2015). Rapid
assessment of an ocean warming hotspot reveals ‘high’ confidence in
potential species’ range extensions. Global Environmental Change 31,
28–37. doi:10.1016/J.GLOENVCHA.2014.12.003
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