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Full Disclosure 

I have consistently acknowledged industry funding of my research.  My public resume available on my 

web site lists my major sources of industry funding and 35 published scientific papers have 

acknowledged this funding. The University of Washington and the Proceedings of the National Academy 

of Sciences and Science Magazine have reviewed the accusations and concluded I have violated no rules 

or standards of practice. 

I have no personal financial arrangements with recreational or commercial fishing groups, but I have 

certainly done consulting projects for them in the past, and when that support led to scientific papers 

the support was acknowledged.  I have also done consulting for groups and industries which are 

occasionally in conflict with fishing interests, including the Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,  WWF,  

Environmental Defense, the Pew Institute for Ocean Science, Exxon and agricultural interest.  Where 

that work led to scientific publications the support was acknowledged. 

The University of Washington has received millions of dollars in support from fishing groups for several 

research programs I lead and where that support has led to scientific papers the support is 

acknowledged. 

In testimony to a Congressional Committee on fisheries in 2013 I began my written statement with “I am 

not representing any group, although I do receive research funding from a wide range of foundations,  

NGOs, and commercial and recreational interest groups, the National Science Foundation and NOAA.” 

An overfishing denier? 

Greenpeace wants to tar me with the same brush as climate change deniers.  They clearly have not read 

my publications.  The book “overfishing: what everyone needs to know” published by Oxford University 

Press in 2012 begins in the preface “So what’s the story? Is overfishing killing off ocean ecosystems or 

are fisheries being sustainably managed?  It all depends on where you look.” 

Overfishing is a major threat to marine ecosystems in some places but in other places stocks are 

increasing, not declining and overfishing is being reduced or almost eliminated.  I tell a complex story of 

success and failure,  whereas Greenpeace simply cannot accept that overfishing is not universal.  I seek 

to identify what has worked to reduce overfishing – Greenpeace seeks to raise funds by denying that 

many fisheries are improving.  Indeed Greenpeace should acknowledge that they have had a role in 

reducing overfishing in some places – take credit rather than deny it is happening. 

Related material available on my web site 

Email from Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 

University of Washington response to Greenpeace allegations 

Congressional Testimony in 2013 

Detailed acknowledgements of industry funding in published papers 


