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(A) Results extension of section 3.2
[bookmark: _GoBack]Perceptions of livelihoods and well-being (PSO1)
Fishers perceived economic hardship and a deterioration of their livelihood security. As an elder community leader stated, "Today there is hunger in the gulf. There are families who do not eat once in a day…there are also people in economic need here on the island […].” Declining catches and a growing unequal distribution of resources among fishers using different fishing gears were often given as reasons. One retired fisher stopped fishing because it was no longer a viable livelihood. He stated, "[catches] have already diminished... and they are going to diminish further... I practically do not live anymore from fishing... when I went out every day to the sea and when I came back, I brought the cost of the gasoline... I am wearing myself out and I am not in the condition to wear myself out." Another reason was the emergence of new needs, such as technology, which some considered unnecessary. As a result, fishers today had to earn more than in the past, a perception that was mainly shared by older people. Further, secure livelihoods were considered threatened by fluctuating catches due to more accentuated seasonal variations and insufficient institutional and financial support during seasonal closures.

Perceptions of future outlook (PSO2)
Generally, future development of fisheries was perceived as insecure. Perceptions were either linked to expectations of overfishing or fear that policies will limit access. An elder community leader stated, “If the government does not change the law (referring to promoting environmental protection), the future is uncertain, completely insecure... a lot of hunger... Well, certainly… the future of the gulf is ruin... The gulf is not going to produce anymore.” Another fisher expressed, “They want, like this buoy (referring to AMPR), to close the whole Gulf so that nobody fishes anymore. That is what they want to do and what they are already doing. We do not know what will happen. But I think that's impossible, because [...] there are so many [referring to people depending on fisheries], not just here, all along the coast, but well, I don't know what will happen." An increase in illegal, unregulated and unreported fishing was also expected due to a lack of monitoring and sanctioning, and alternative income sources. Perceptions of the future link to fears of enclosure and exclusion from shared resource access and withdrawal. Although AMPRs intend to create enclosures for community-based co-management, they also restrict access for neighboring communities and imply that fishers in communities with AMPRs should only fish in those locations, which doesn’t match historical patterns of fishing.

Perceptions of social capital/ cohesion and trust (PSO6)
Increasing economic inequality and conflicts were perceived as undermining unity and trust within the community. “Venado island is losing unity... and that is serious, in such a small community it has to have unity. Why did it lose it? …Because people are just going to look for their own well-being and not that of others,” (young fisher). Interviewees who had experienced the failure of associations and cooperatives in the past, expressed that they no longer trusted other community members and would therefore not participate again in cooperative projects. A fisher previously engaged in an aquaculture cooperative said: “... they make a group and put (the money) in their own bag, … and somebody is always going to want to grab more than everybody else and that is where the disunity comes in... so no, impossible, I don't see it [cooperation] possible.” 

Perceptions relating to cooperation (PSO10)
Cooperation was perceived to be beneficial for all. However, people perceived that challenges exist. Reasons were seen as a fear of possible conflicts among community members, which led to the avoidance of discussions or communication. A member of ASLOPE stated: “The problem is that they begin to argue and already some begin to get angry …, then each one better looks for his house, so...meetings have been made but no agreement is reached...” Others believed that many fishers from the island were selfish, not interested in changing anything or did not belief that they would have the power to do so. Further, a fisher stated that people were occupied with daily life demands, implying cooperation was an additional effort they did not have time for.
Perceptions relating to AMPR (PSO11)
The AMPR idea was perceived to be beneficial to everyone’s well-being, despite pessimistic perceptions of why fishing behavior is difficult to change (above). It was hoped that the AMPR would generate alternative income from recreational fishing tourism. The development of communal tourism was perceived to have a high potential for benefits within the whole community, as some people would focus on fishing, others on accommodation, transport to island or gastronomy. A patron stated: “Of course it benefits the community, and I believe that an AMPR close to the island would be a good place for the whole community […]. But at this moment, we cannot do recreational fishing because we have no area to catch Corvina […]” A member of ASLOPE reported: “They do not respect it (referring to the AMPR). A lot of people do it on purpose, get in there, then, there is no help, by the coastguard, nothing, then a lot of people took care of the association and got problems with a lot of fishers, so to have no enemies it is better to leave that.” Many agree that support for the AMPR idea is there, but when it comes to practical implementation, the perceive past patterns of fishing and associated fisher mentalities, noted in sections above, along with external drivers like Coast Guard enforcement as primary reasons for failure.


Perceptions of environmental change and future outlook (PEO2)
Perceptions of environmental changes differed substantially among certain groups of fishers (e.g., families). Some reported general scarcity, while others reported decreasing landings and fish size, or the disappearance of certain species as well as increasing catch effort per unit during their lifespan. This led to perceptions of over-exploitation and a likely collapse within a few years. In contrast, others perceived rumors of larger catches, and high resource abundance, but reported that this was not reflected in the catches. The same people shared the impression that fish were an unlimited resource which could not be seriously threatened by fishing and that there will always be fish available. Further, interviewees perceived a high spatial-temporal variability in resource abundance and distribution depending on seasonal and tidal cycles. However, most fishers had profound knowledge about fish migration routes. Resource fluxes from outside the Gulf were perceived as largely unpredictable, which further supported the assumption that fish was an unlimited resource. “If you believe in magic, you believe in the gulf... There are occasions that you arrive and there is no fish, there is no shrimp, there is nothing, and the first thing that the law say, is because of the overpopulation of fishers ... And the people who believe now ‘yes, the gulf is collapsing’ start blaming the gear...and then the mystery comes, ... it's always been like that since I remember, … there are seasons when you don't get anything out with the gears and you say it's over, and when you realize it's a lot that comes out...This gulf nobody, not even the same laws know what's going on with the gulf!” (fisher).

Perceptions of causes for change (PEO3)
The perceived major threats for the environment included agricultural pollution, missing appropriate fisheries management, climate change, habitat destruction, illegal gear use, overfishing and overpopulation. The main reasons for the perceived resource scarcity were seen in overexploitation of certain stocks due to illegal gear use but also a reduced share of catches per fisher due to overpopulation and an increased pressure on single species caused by gear restrictions. Some interviewees did not believe that fishing could have a tremendous effect on fish stocks. The overexploitation of the Gulf was sometimes believed to be a lie resulting from conflicts among fishers aiming at banning certain gears. A fisher stated: “Actually, there is always a way for fish to survive. Maybe there are many fishers, but fish has a way to survive... The fact that the gulf is collapsing and that there is nothing, is a lie. Climate change does affect it a lot, but the fishers doesn't do anything... If it would be because of the fishers, ... there wouldn't be that big schools of fish as the ones that come in... But in reality the schools keep coming in, so where are those schools? That's the good question.” Interview responses further suggested perceived changes in fish migration patterns due to changing climate conditions (i.e., heating of surface water, oxygen depletion, changing currents).

Acceptability of the AMPR (PA1)
Overall, interviewees uniformly perceived that the AMPR had not achieved its environmental and social objectives. This is rooted in the perception of free-riding, that some work hard to make the AMPR work (i.e., fishing with legal gears and monitoring), but others fish there (often with illegal gear). Perceived low compliance and lack of enforcement is perceived to exacerbate the problem. Lack of responsibility from government institutions (i.e. INCOPESCA and Coast Guards) was perceived to be among the main challenges for AMPR success. Others emphasized self-awareness and self-responsibility in cooperation with government as critical. One interviewee felt that older fishers were responsible for maintaining the AMPR, because he considered them more responsible and aware of the need for protection than younger fishers. 
Moreover, many stated the AMPR was poorly designed and managed by the responsible organizations. They criticized the lack of previous scientific investigation, community capacity building efforts, as well as the low level of involvement of fisher’s knowledge in the establishment process (only a few community members participated in the planning process). A young fisher said: "When you deal with fishing issues, you have to do it hand in hand with the fishers. We cannot do it you and me and nobody else... and that was the case (referring to AMPR), they decided, some four people….". This conflict is reflected in a disagreement over the location and geographic boundaries of the AMPR. While people generally agreed with the rule of allowing only hand-line fishing, many fishers complained that the boundaries restricted gillnet fishing areas. As a result, the buoys which indicated the AMPR boundaries were removed, and gillnet fishing continued. Another fisher was convinced that instead of an AMPR the area should be a conservation area forbidding fishing because it was a nursery ground for Corvina. 

Interviewees perceived that stakeholders involved in the AMPR planning process had different objectives. A member of ASLOPE stated that the purpose was to ban all gear except hand-lines, and to receive government and scientific support. An official from INCOPESCA expressed the hope that the AMPR could improve compliance in general, while many fishers expected to develop alternative income sources from tourism and thus contribute to the protection of mangroves and important fishing grounds. One fisher said that fishers will support the AMPR once they see economic benefits. However, some older fishers perceived the exclusive economic interest in the AMPR, as a driver of non-compliance, as it was not yet profitable. A retired fisher stated: “I think that the fishers no longer see it as conservation but as an economic opportunity… I think that is what is happening with that one here in Venado, nobody has put much love in it, because he has not seen much economic profitability.... the people became disillusioned because they thought today we sowed the area and tomorrow we begin to put money in the pocket".

Perceptions of authorities (PA3)
The relationship with governmental agencies such as INCOPESCA and the Coast Guards was overall perceived negatively. Several interviewees complained that they did not sufficiently monitor fisheries, or felt hindered by INCOPESCA and shared the impression that INCOPESCA does not aim to improve their situation and that government policies were a catalyst for destructive fishing behavior. A fisher said: “If the fisher does what the law says, the fisher here does not survive, there are families that are not going to survive,” adding: “Supposedly INCOPESCA is an institution to help the fishers, and what INCOPESCA has done is to destroy the fisher.” 
A common perception was that governmental agencies as well as community leaders lacked the knowledge to govern fisheries and did not involve fisher’s knowledge in decision processes while directly affecting their livelihoods. This was perceived as a major conflict and challenge to develop applicable management strategies. Hence, decision-makers and leaders were often not perceived to be representing fishers, especially if they were not fishers themselves, they were poorly accepted, regardless of whether they were from governmental institutions or community members. An older fisher stated: "So that is the concern of many of us who want change and we do not see that change with INCOPESCA ... maybe I am wrong in the way that I see it, because there is nothing they propose to us, a real solution, and if we have to sacrifice something of what we do to take care of that resource for the future... but the institutions simply impose and nothing else, there is no real approach with the fishers, they come to the trainings... but... we need something that changes that culture of the fishers and that sees the reality, with the institution's proposal to do something for the Gulf of Nicoya.” 
One fisher said that some community leaders want to benefit from governmental aid without really aiming to help the fishers and hence are taking advantage of them. “Unfortunately there were groups on Isla Venado what they do, (...) to take advantage (...). There are no groups to help the island.”
A member of ASLOPE perceived that the leaders were making an effort to improve the situation of the fishers. Another one expressed doubts about the credibility of some leaders because their families were also fishing illegally. Moreover, people complained that only a few people (management board of ASLOPE) decide with broad implications for the whole community and felt excluded from decision-making. 
In general, ASLOPE was regarded as a good initiative, however some interviewees complained that their work was not well researched and implemented. The self-given mission of ASLOPE was to create economic alternatives in order to become less dependent on fishing, and thus protecting the Gulf. However, its current main task was to provide organizational assistance during the seasonal closure. Getting that assistance and a reduction of the fees for the administrative procedure during the seasonal closure, has been mentioned as a motivation for membership, along with the aim to improve fisheries for future generations. However, a key-informant regretted that they did not reach much. “Through the years I have seen the misuse of the fisheries resource and that's why I thought it would be an option [to found ASLOPE] but it hasn't been anything good, nothing has been done.” He continues: “The idea was to try to conserve (...) try to raise awareness in the people. It's hard. (…) The point is that the people made a mistake (...) they thought it was just to give documents, for the seasonal closure and these things but no, I wanted it to try to preserve the gulf.”


Guiding questions

Personal information
1. Since when are you fishing?
2. How old are you?
3. In which community do you live?
4. What academic grade do you have?
5. Apart from fishing, do you have another profession?
6. Are you a member of an association/ organization?

Socio-economic situation
7. How many times on average do you go out fishing per week?
8. How many hours on average do you spent fishing per day?
9. At what time do you prefer to go out fishing?
10. Which fishing gears do you use?
11. Which fishing gears do you prefer and why?
12. Which species do you catch the most?
13. Do you own your fishing equipment and/ or a boat?
14. How much on average do you earn per month?
15. Do you have other incomes apart from fishing?
16. Do you offer guided fishing tours within the AMPR?
17. How many people do depend on your income?
18. Does anybody of those people have an additional income?

Fisheries (Gulf of Nicoya)
19. Have you seen any change in abundance, individual length, size and/ or composition of the catches over time?
20. Which are the most destructive fishing gears in your opinion?
21. Do you think that there will be enough fish for all in future?
22. Imagine that the catches are getting less in future, what would you do?
23. Do you have other economic opportunities apart from fishing?
24. Who has to act to solve the situation?
25. Do you think that the fishers can change the situation?
26. Do you think that you could do anything to change the situation? If yes: What would that
be? If not: Why not?
27. Do you think that it is necessary to get organized in order to solve the problems?
28. Do you discuss about the situation of the Gulf with other people?
29. Are there any differences between younger and older people for example in terms of the
fishing gears they use or the way they think about the situation in the Gulf?
30. Imagine that you see somebody fishing a lot with illegal fishing gears or going out during
the seasonal closure. How does this affect you? What would you do?
31. Do you think that your fishing activities have an influence on the others?
32. Imagine that you catch a lot. What would you do? 
33. What would you do with the money you earn from this catch? 

AMPR
34. Did you participate in any form in the creation process of the AMPR?
35. Do you fish within the AMPR?
36. Do you think that the concept of the AMPR is useful to improve the situation fisheries face in the Gulf?
37. Who is responsible for the maintenance of the AMPR?
38. How much time do you think does it need to observe an improvement of the environment
and hence fisheries within the AMPR?
39. Could you imagine to initiate and/ or participate in a self-organized control and surveillance system in order to maintain the AMPR?

(C) Perception category definitions
	First level perception categories
	Second level perception categories
	Definition of category

	(PSO)
Perceptions of social outcomes 
	PSO1 - Perceptions of livelihoods and well-being
	Statements about current conditions and changes in people’s socio-economic situation (e.g., livelihood  security) and well-being including possible reasons 

	
	PSO2 - Perceptions of future outlook
	Statements and visions of the future development of people’s socio-economic situation and well-being (e.g., expected development of alternative forms of income)

	
	PSO3 - Perceptions of social-economic impacts of gears
	Statements on socio-economic consequences of using specific fishing gear s, assessments of harmfulness and impacts on other fishers and individual preferences driving gear type selection (e.g., efficiency/ profitability; benefit sharing/ equality)

	
	PSO4 - Perceived need to fish illegally
	Statements and opinions about a perceived need or pressure to not comply with specific rules, including the reasons for this

	
	PSO5 - Perceptions of economic equality
	Statements on current conditions and changes in the distribution of income generated from fishing among community members

	
	PSO6 - Perceptions of social cohesion and trust
	Statements on current conditions and changes in social cohesion and trust within the community (Isla Venado) and the reasons for this

	
	PSO7 - Perceptions of self-efficacy and belief in change
	Statements about whether people belief their situation can change, whether they feel they can influence it, whether their behaviour affects others (individual self-efficacy) and about the feeling of empowerment as group

	
	PSO8 - Perceptions of intergenerational conflict
	Statements of a perceived shift between generations in conservation awareness, resource use behaviour, values, social-economic living conditions, including the reasons for this

	
	PSO9 - Perceptions of other fishers and community members
	Statements about the perceptions of other community members, including the reasons for this

	
	PSO10 - Perceptions relating to cooperation
	Statements on perceived and expected socio-economic consequences (i.e., perceived costs/ challenges and benefits) of cooperation among community members, individual willingness to engage in associations/ cooperatives in general, including the reasons for this

	
	PSO11 - Perceptions relating to AMPR 
	Statements on perceived and expected socio-economic consequences (i.e., perceived costs/challenges and expected benefits) of the AMPR

	
	PSO12 - Perceptions of social consequences of missing management input
	Statements on perceived and expected socio-economic consequences of missing management input (i.e., lack of monitoring and control)

	
	PSO13 - Willingness to participate in AMPR monitoring
	Statements on individual willingness to engage in community-based monitoring and the reasons for this

	(PEO)
Perceptions of ecological outcomes 
	PEO1 - Perceptions of AMPR as an effective governance approach for conservation
	Statements on expected ecological consequences of the AMPR (i.e., time for recovery, productivity, spatial and temporal  species distribution)

	
	PEO2 - Perceptions of environmental change and future outlook
	Statements on current conditions, changes and expected future development of environmental conditions (i.e. productivity, abundance, spatial & temporal species distribution)

	
	PEO3 - Perceptions of causes for change
	Statements on causes for observed and expected changing environmental conditions

	
	PEO4 - Perceived harmfulness of gears
	Statements on environmental consequences of using specific fishing gear s, assessments of environmental harmfulness and impacts (i.e., selectivity, reproduction, growth etc.)

	
	PEO5 - Perceptions of environmental impacts of other management approaches
	Statements on environmental impacts of other fisheries governance approaches (i.e., seasonal closures, gear and license restrictions)

	(PL)
Perceptions of legitimacy of governance and institutions 
	PL1 - Legitimacy of community-based monitoring
	Statements on the legitimacy of community-based monitoring (i.e., whether people feel they are authorized to monitor other fishers and the reasons for this)

	(PA)
Perceptions of governance/ management acceptability
institutions/ collective action 
	PA1 - Perceived acceptability of AMPR
	Statements on the appropriateness of the AMPR as fisheries governance approach (i.e., design, planning and decision-making process, and purpose of the AMPR, responsibilities, expected costs and benefits, understanding of what responsible fishing means)

	
	PA2 - Perceived acceptability of other management approaches (i.e. seasonal closures, gear restrictions, licenses)
	Statements on the appropriateness of other fisheries governance approaches (i.e., seasonal closures, gear and license restrictions, aquaculture promotion, appropriateness of decision-making process)

	
	PA3 - Perceptions of authorities (i.e. INCOPESCA, coast guards, ASLOPE)
	Statements on the relationship, quality and engagement with other institutions (i.e., organizations on the island and government institutions) 

	
	PA4 - Perceptions of who should take responsibility
	Statements on who shares responsibilities for fisheries governance and how they are distributed among stakeholders

	
	PA5 - Perceptions of needs and governance improvements
	Statements on needs and visions, expectations, hopes for governance improvements 

	
	PA6 - Perceptions of cooperation
	Statements on the appropriateness of cooperation among community members in the context of fisheries governance 



(D) Extended perceptions table
	Category of perceptions
	Subcategory of perceptions
	Specific perceptions from fishers on Isla Venado

	(PSO)
Perceptions of social outcomes
	PSO1 - Perceptions of livelihoods and well-being
	Perceived economic hardship and deterioration of livelihood security.

	
	PSO2 - Perceptions of future outlook
	Fishers were concerned about future livelihood security and well-being of communities in the Gulf of Nicoya.

	
	PSO3 - Perceptions of social-economic impacts of gears
	Fishing gear changes were perceived as driver for economic inequality and community conflict.

	
	PSO4 - Perceived need to fish illegally
	Perceived need to fish illegally.

	
	
	No economic need to fish illegally but an excuse of some people.

	
	PSO5 - Perceptions of economic equality
	Perceived increasing economic inequality among fishers using different gear types.

	
	PSO6 - Perceptions of social cohesion and trust
	Perceived loss of social cohesion and trust within community because of increasing economic inequality and conflicts.

	
	PSO7 - Perceptions of self-efficacy and belief in change
	Fishers were convinced that they could contribute to sustainable resource management with their knowledge and experience.

	
	
	Some fishers felt empowered to influence their situation and others perceived that they faced challenges.

	
	
	Belief that support must come from outside the community.

	
	PSO8 - Perceptions of intergenerational conflict
	Perceived shift in awareness of conservation and resource use between younger and older community members.

	
	
	Dependency on fisheries and hence livelihood vulnerability was perceived as unequally distributed among younger and older community members.

	
	PSO9 - Perceptions of others
	Other community members were often perceived as being selfish which was seen to undermine cooperation, to drive illegal fishing, conflict, and to disunite the community.

	
	
	Perceived lack of long-term thinking which was seen to challenge the success of conservation projects.

	
	
	Perception that people do not want to take responsibilities, but wait for help from outside.

	
	
	Perceived loss of trust was often expressed in the perception of other community members as not being honest which was seen to challenge cooperation.

	
	
	All people were perceived to think differently and to have different interests which were seen to cause conflict inhibiting cooperation.

	
	
	Fishers were perceived to always compete with each other which were seen to cause conflict.

	
	
	Perception that people avoid conflicts.

	
	
	Perception that fishers have a destructive attitude. 

	
	PSO10 - Perceptions relating to cooperation
	Cooperation was perceived to be beneficial for individuals’ and communities’ well-being, however challenging.

	
	PSO11 - Perceptions relating to AMPR
	The AMPR was perceived as beneficial for individuals’ and communities’ well-being.

	
	PSO12 - Perceptions of social consequences of missing management input
	Perceived loss of trust in governmental agencies due to a lack of management, in particular a lack of monitoring and sanctioning of illegal fishing.

	
	
	Interviewees felt that they were left alone (e.g. after the AMPR implementation) and hence felt discouraged.

	
	PSO13 - Willingness to participate in AMPR monitoring
	Willingness to participate in AMPR monitoring but nobody supports and protects them.

	(PEO)
Perceptions of ecological outcomes
	PEO1 - Perceptions of AMPR as an effective governance approach for conservation
	The AMPR concept was perceived as appropriate conservation management approach because of (1) selective gear use, (2) reduction of fishing pressure due to additional incomes from tourism and (3) mangrove protection.

	
	
	Perception that responsible fishing was not practiced in the Gulf.

	
	
	Expected recovery time varied between a few months to some years.

	
	PEO2 - Perceptions of environmental change and future outlook
	Perceived the Gulf of Nicoya as very productive with high recovery potential.

	
	
	Perceived resource scarcity and likely fisheries collapse in the near future.

	
	
	Perceived resource abundance and impression that fish were an unlimited resource and will always maintain.

	
	PEO3 - Perceptions of causes for change
	Perceived main threats for environment include agricultural pollution, missing appropriate fisheries management, climate change, habitat destruction, illegal gear use, overfishing and overpopulation.

	
	
	Belief that the Gulf is overexploited because of destructive gear use, overpopulation and increased pressure on single species caused by gear restrictions.

	
	
	Belief that fisheries did not have a strong impact on fish stocks.

	
	
	Perceived changing fish migration patterns due to climate change.

	
	PEO4 - Perceived harmfulness of gears
	Perceived harmfulness of purse seine nets, artisanal bottom trawls and small-meshed gillnets ranged from very harmful to harmless.

	
	
	Handlines were perceived as selective and hence less harmful gear. They were associated with abundant and balanced fisheries in the past and future maintenance.

	
	PEO5 - Perceptions of environmental impacts of other management approaches
	Perception that gear restrictions caused an increasing fishing pressure on single species.

	
	
	Seasonal closures were perceived as effective management approach to rapidly increase fish and shrimp abundance.

	(PL)
Perceptions of legitimacy of governance and institutions
	PL1 - Legitimacy of community-based monitoring
	Perception that fishers lack the authority to control other fishers.

	(PA)
Perceptions of governance/ management acceptability
institutions/ collective action
	PA1 - Perceived acceptability of AMPR
	Perception that the AMPR had not achieved its environmental and social objectives.

	
	
	Causes of failure were mainly seen in a lack of control and surveillance from government institutions, low rules compliance, poor design and management of the AMPR by the responsible organizations, and a lack of community capacity building.

	
	
	Perceived low participation and involvement of fisher’s knowledge in decision-making process.

	
	
	Perception that stakeholders involved in the AMPR planning process pursued different objectives.

	
	PA2 - Perceived acceptability of other management approaches (i.e. seasonal closures, gear restrictions, licenses)
	Seasonal closures were perceived as effective management practice, however financial aid during that time was perceived as insufficient and unfairly distributed among fishers. Some fishers were concerned about complete closure.

	
	
	Fishing licenses were perceived to be unequally distributed among fishers and restrictions on issuing them were seen as driver for illegal fishing.

	
	
	Perceptions on which gears should be allowed differed among fishers using different gear types.

	
	
	Perception that it would be beneficial to the community if certain gears would be banned.

	
	
	Perception that gear restrictions were a driver for illegal fishing and resulted from community conflicts. 

	
	PA3 - Perceptions of authorities (i.e. INCOPESCA, coast guards, ASLOPE)
	Responsible authorities were perceived to lack knowledge to govern fisheries.

	
	
	Governmental agencies were perceived to not fulfil their responsibilities to control fisheries in the Gulf.

	
	
	Perception that governmental agencies would hinder or disturb the fishers.

	
	
	Perception that INCOPESCA did not provide applicable solutions and hence will not change anything.

	
	
	Perception that fishers were mainly excluded from decision-making processes which directly affect their livelihoods.

	
	
	ASLOPE was often not perceived to be representative for the fishing community of Isla Venado because most members were no fishers and hence were perceived to lack the required knowledge and experience.

	
	
	ASLOPE was considered a good initiative but did poorly investigated work.

	
	
	The perceived purpose of ASLOPE was to conserve the Gulf by developing alternative livelihoods but nowadays they only help doing the paperwork during the seasonal closure which was sometimes seen as motivation for membership.

	
	
	Perception that only a few non-fishers of ASLOPE decide for the whole community with adverse effects for fisher’s livelihoods.

	
	
	Perception that leaders want to benefit from governmental aid without really aiming to help the fishers/ are taking advantage of them.

	
	
	Perception that leaders make an effort to improve the situation of the fishers.

	
	
	Leaders (including government institutions and ASLOPE) were often not perceived to be representative for fishers mainly because people perceived that (1) they would not know much about fisheries, (2) would not understand the fishers and / or because (3) they have lost credibility because family members were fishing illegally. 

	
	PA4 - Perceptions of who should take responsibility
	Perceptions that governmental institutions were responsible for monitoring and sanctioning of illegal fishing also within the AMPR.

	
	
	Perceptions that help must come from outside.

	
	
	Perception that fishers have to become active and conscious to improve their situation.

	
	
	Perception that fishers and governmental institutions share responsibilities for marine resource governance.

	
	PA5 - Perceptions of needs and governance improvements
	Perceived need to develop alternative income sources (i.e., aquaculture, tourism and recreational fishing) and promote education in order to become independent from fisheries.

	
	
	Perception that tourism development will not benefit the whole community equally.

	
	
	Perceived need for conservation.

	
	
	Perceived need for economic support.

	
	
	Perceived need for rules enforcement.

	
	
	Perceived need for cooperation with government institutions and involvement of fisher’s knowledge in fisheries governance.



