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¥R ety = 2 ) *
FFRYMAINET EMRIERE
AILE WAKRY EF¥w K OE
(BRI AR 2 b R BT IR T R ST R A T A A Sl B 201306)

WE  EATAESRSNELTEEBRM)T R R WA R T 3R s F R (4
MBS — £ RRIZC PR, 3 HIH KRR R OFRTE——R W F I F A F
EHOER RYWAENFRIRET - RFIFEHNFER, TEHA RO NE IR ALK A EE
R, DLEAEA R R BN WO IE R o PO i b x4 I 09 2 v 2R A WA AN R ey v B, TF R
ARENEE TR, FERIHZARWNNHAEE, s RAEPWERFATEFRRAERK
BEEHMOADEK, KE)VRT, MAKEMEELHFHD ) FERLRCERA, Eib, &
PR PRI FE M SRR KK EMNE L HFHEDERA | & XA EA/DE X W H A2
REGRX, EHETESRARAVEEN - NERN, BEBRATE, i, T—FHHRER
R, BREWRFEHRERNAS . BV RITFRRYLEREERYF, FTRALFR, ATE

¥ AR TR LA SERR MR A 7 09 EBFM 7 iR R

KA

hESES S937 IEFEIRAE A

1 BELEEXNEMMNFARNEKR

T, DL R (SRR Sy B T R B R PR A
(Single species-based assessment; SSBA) . TEM %5 YUk
A AL Al A PR, )5 8RR Vel BT TR
I ER. B2, ETAEETRE N EH
(Ecosystem-based fishery management, EBFM)t. il Ky
Wl 5 R e 2 2 — (Pikitch et al, 2004;
Fulton et al, 2014; 4: W {145, 2015), H 21 4w
# () EBFM HE &4 D)ok, EBFM B ERIE FI T 414k &
AWiRE, HTAESREEANE 20, @HK
EBFM J7 14 2 1) 4 37 L& S b F oI B B o 2540)
T SSBA MREFIr sk A W2: 2% i, EBFM 1Y 5Lt
575 AL i — RN AER S % S adE s (Cury et al,
2005; Fulton et al, 2005; Greenstreet et al, 2006), DI
SERMAES R AR . PEAl 774 (Shin et al, 2005;
Fulton et al, 2014),

* E R HRFIF RS TR H (41106118) % B, AT,

Wi B #: 2015-03-22, W& ehds H #1: 2015-05-10

ERZRG; B, wihE; BV EHE; RIFETM4
NEHRS 2095-9869(2016)02-0153-07

EBFM HIRT SR IAN P AE S RS, 2 W M2
EBRGEEM R IR . NI, EBFM RF5E, Rii%5
B W) M 3l 25 (Food-web dynamics) il S 45 Atk . B
W0 2 25 BF 5% A Bk 2 1) A 4 5 55 3h A4S (R 4 W 454
T 95 00 R S AR L) . B M ESHg pte e Tk . i
A X R . B A4 =4, Ho,
BIE Ol AE HA A T 5T 0 FE Atk o B TR Sh AR 1Y) i
H 498 & Lotka-Volterra il £ % - # il £ 4 A Y
(Berryman, 1992), R ARIZA Y i) HE 7 H H S FH LA
Rt R BCR AR g, HREAS 2 DOk, Ml B
TRIIFIT ) J2 J 2 BARMF 03 — A7, RESRAh AR S
SRR E(Quinn 1] et al, 1999), EBFM FE &4,
DL K SSBA HLEFIFIEM LI, AR REE FLALHR
A TRIEMF R A VLA G, B T IR AL

AR 58X FE P UB S B STy 1), BRI
¥ 41 1% (Food-web topology) A9 7 it JE it 17 445
FERCEERE b, 254 Bt Bl g U E A RS R 7 Tk 0 4y
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i, 3R B I b B A S Y B AR R R R Bl )
SERRANGE A, RHESE EBFM Tk IR R E M —A
B TEIR AL

2 BEFERYMNPERHAR

INUE W I 1 5 2 AR R AR AR 2 i vt n) 2
—(Allesina et al, 2008), E: 4 & 5 R W AIF 5T fie i 22
B E 19 a5, (HEF 20 e 20 4%, T
ki s AR VR A RN Y L MR B MBF R TAEA
B 1F JF 44 (Dunne, 2006)., Elton (1927) B ki2H T &Y
5 (Food chain) &, F R Vs H B &5 2 B W Bk L R
B W) ¥ (Food cycle), L TEFR Z £ ¥ M (Food
web), X T /E, B9 T b 28 ) Mo i 3
filho XF 5 & WA T B AT AL G B Y B 5 1Y) S AR
J7vE(EMN, 1996; MEAE4E, 2003), B ALEE NN 12
N o FasE R ZH AR R ZE NS TE RS ME
Wy A5 ) BE FEOUL Y 77 ) SR (B a4 46, 2011)

B B A LA B TT & B AU T

J% R Al i, HoA Ecopath with Ecosim (Christensen et al,

2004) SEHEIRIEIGI T, AR i 57 ) A
H-PHCR, MMARENRRRABCE . MEXEMA
FIE ()X MR, S 7E4Ek 100 £
RS ARG his HI(Coll et al, 2012), 5 Ecopath

with Ecosim $23iT i) Atlantis /f: 2% R S #% & (Fulton et al,

2011), ARk N AR TG 22 o ik SRR Y D) fig
SRS, (R BB G B AR K. XAERRGY)
REZSHE LAl A TR Bt = | 25 B2 RS i 1 SE R TR 11
M, AR A & 48 (Olson et al, 2003) .

3 RYNAIFIEIEIFE

31 RYMMEHFEREENIER

BV URZER , FEFIE A1 S, NZ AT LA
K225 4347 (Social network analysis) (Wassermann
et al, 1994)1Y4G IR X £ 4 W 3#E A7 T = b 1 B
5% AH 3% J7 1 9 TAE B3] 20 22 70 £ AW A8 TF A
Cohen(1978) 1 K IAE T 30 &Mk, A% 1.0
FORYFHERARERR, BAZERELE, N
MK 30 A E W 43 BUAS [F] Y R 28 2580 58 FH IR 2% 4
Freext gy MR n &R, EEMR L T
(Topology) J7 i iz . #2245t e S & 4 N 3)
BUFFEEME TR 5L A, 130T DE i Frbh 2 e,
W & W B 454 f sh 25 (Allesina et al, 2008) .

) 2 1 R A AR Sl 2o T — R S

FhEEAE AR, A8 T MR B A5 A A 2 ] B R R
BRI, DA AN O AN B ) VR S
(Dunne, 2006; Jordan et al, 2006) . Jordan 5 (2006) LA
VIS 5T R 2, 8 R G A28 T AR 7k
ST BN ) FRAR AR, HCE AR DR Rl 2k )
AR E 2, FEEAR RS (1)1 AR (Node
degree) .t — 4l Y T 58 BE (W A B P AL
R—AT ), FTHMEE B EE ST 2 M,
WA T AT 1 S SR, inT L2 A B M
BT AR BE A AT, A SO T B I A R 2 T Y
HAE(Link)Z5H, BTz mEA SR, 28
I P A T e, AT AR Ay A B L AR (] ) ) )
ARIEHR . (2K HEFE R (Keystone index) . 7 15 5 B i ik
TR Z A B R (A 2 LT i Fi e i) 56
R4, HIL, Jordan %5 (1999)48 ! T K HEHE bR, &
SR bR AT SR A ] IR R, I8 SR ]
F, M EHENE S S EH . Q)EPIEIEE
(Centrality indices), $§ 47 s 7EAT AWM A5 2
B Fc T SR IE A IR X — AR S N %
A3 AT %5k iz B (Wassermann et al, 1994), (4)#h+hE
B 145 %1 (Topological importance)., i%f& 4k L&)
Pl B2 B R O RN, A 4E 47 (Bottom-up) Al R 17
(Top-down) 51~ J7 i) o He i, A Wb i 2 /0435 45
SEPLXT B YA EHEA R . (5) KA (Key player).
Borgatti (2004) M\ I 2% 4347 4 A BE £ 11 1 IA S DG B Al
P PIFP S, JEIF R TARR T . — R,
RIS (A — ) YR, PSR
WAL BRI, W2 R AN ERT DA R 2 R A s o) —
PR, QRSO B N Y SRS F BT A 153 3
K, W28 i s s ma R L6 45 55, D24y a5 RR 28] LA
I R, — AL, SCEEFN Y AU IE—1
Borgatti (2004) (1) 5 i A VF 218 5 B W W 2 B b i
WA F 2 B W (Dambacher et al, 2010).
TR A IR R AR, BT LUK R
Fofr B D3 £ 0 X M EA T HE Y . Be L, AR
[v] 3 b HE 15 31 B 4% g B %o g ) i i e —
B (AR, W N R AR NS SR OC R I E
iR U2, S AR BR T Bik 54 F 245
b, AR E AR T T A E A S 4
br. Riede % (2010)RH T S EL5 4. BAWFIAGIE
SERUE 19 MR, T T 65 MM, Dambacher
Z5(2010) IR 1 T Fefr ] 32 &5 %5 2 (1 nterspecific links) |
4% (Link density) . EFRME 6 NMEFR NI T P
RV . RERCEE . ARRER 3.
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RLZUE, X TREE YN, R bR, B
P ] ) A SRS PORVIBE Y AR, I AN 2B
KEGFR I ZREL

FBARITEHLAIE o] LA LR 5 5 A0 b
SEF Y AT LR T R, SR TR 1 24 I 245 #—
w2 2%, HahS R R ERRR, ik, ik
SEF B AT TS Tk o 12 58 1Y B R 1T Ak 7 vk 2 AR
Tt VAL AR (R TL LA 25 F0 Bray-Curtis AHAE)
¥ 2R A R IR — 258 . 2 Mo Mk ik &4
W, A SRR R 5, A5 TR 1
AR, BIARE— R 5 MR da b, B 7E 2% 45
¥ D) Re B E IR B AL A FP 2S5 2 — 2 (Luczkovich
et al, 2003), S — i fb iy 2 IR« SN A
57 (Regular equivalence algorithm) (Boyd, 2002; Everett
et al, 2002) . Dambacher % (2010)4i% J7 %3z J T K
HZAEYM . Metcalf 45(2008)i8 1 48 & B, SR H
CEEM L TR Y W A S A AR S R G
DN W S v TR AR e 7 v TR A ST A AY

32 RYNEIFHERER

4 RUE f (Scaling laws) 2 W) 37 | AL T 5T s
ULAUED], FeIR AN R A% £ 22 [R] (9 1 &, A A1 1Y)
THGIIIERE, 24K, ERFR -HAERRESY
AR RGERE, RMESBA UL, P ERAS RS
B33k B (Garlaschelli et al, 2005; Lange, 2005), 7
YW, X4 ROGE R R T Z — R E IR R
51 (Trophic scaling models), 125 132 [ 2 <7 2 4 7
b 2EdE b 5 e s Y R Z 4145 B (Diversity) Z ] B
A 3k P Y 22 5 5C & (Dunne, 2006) .

RIS E IR, P b Z AN W] i 2 R ] fig
LG AH A5 1Y) 3% 45 55 FE (BN W) AP Y % 45 %1) (Cohen et
al, 1984), X 52 MY WA S IT- 1T .
Ji B2 1 I 5 340 DA SRy TH 2 47 £ i 28 1) L 43 (Proportions
of top species) . H[a] & 7 2 Fh 35 (Intermediate species,
RERAMEE . SOERalE) eyl . Sk iR Py ah
F4i(Basal species) 4G , W2 5 YR ZHEPETCOCH)
# 4 (Cohen et al, 1984), {HJ&, &9/ EEAhE I LE
FriE . SRR R o B HLRE S5 0], i
X EEHIF 5T Y ] FE A2 ] 58 (Riede et al, 2010). Fifids
F5E J7 3 B SR RS W B o i i 2 v, PSR TR
B, bR H EOF A7 1E (Martinez, 1993; Dunne, 2006) .
WA WF5EH N 1% 25 11 45§ (Connectance, &4 M {E:
RS OGT ] A7 AR 1 06 FR I HE ) S i B (Martinez,
1992), {H 5 ZefF 5% [A) A R AE UE W H: AT 4E 4 (Dunne,
2006).,

GRGEFRMAIES T, LRI EY MR S5
fb. EBRGE RS2 NB AR, BETLCR
HG—W iR &, DA i S 50 B (RD
TS B HORT DL A B R | R B50H0 e 4 25 i
YO N IR A TN =D e =B/ N B | 251 YA oY
BEAY Y SO BORN R AR R K B 4 A A
BT RCR AT S . I, 7 4 RUE I 58 8

I, Riede %5(2010) /47 T Bt . #8130 . P03
ST 65 N W A FERE R, 2 B 10 AR
PR YA E R R R EOC R, IRE T St
ikl , X So s BOC RIEAN R R G0 2 8] G i 3% 2
A, B Y AR 2238 AR S Y Bl T W AR G
R o BARIZE A0 i AN S 9 18 B (Cohen et al,
1984), {HAR kW M sh A dEALAIF ST B T BT I S
MJym . tin, YFEEENESRG, YHE-E
Y78 R A T, ) 45 T % Riede 55(2010) 11
TAE RS — RS T AT — 2 2 B, Tl &%
TRV Bl AR ARk A 40 o 28 19 L f90) it B 5 90 b 22 R P 1
T/, {5 Fp 8] 78 I3 9 FP 28 3] ) A8 AR A S (M artinez,
1993).

4 BETHINFHRYMEHEER

41 BYIMENSER

BTN A A B WA AT DL B S
BEAY , WS AR A i SRS B S 2 1 M S A S R et
FMTR . B, EFABIRIERE I, FFEQIEEA
FFb2 AL B B M S SR, o & M g A
FEAE S HE TR A A 3 ML IR A (Cascade
model)(Cohen et al, 1985), A= Zv #% %4 (Niche model)
(Williams et al, 2000, 2004)7F{f% £ 45 417 (Nested
hierarchy model)(Cattin et al, 2004).,

PR E W N 1) B W o 42 3R G
FIFHEF (0, Al SO AL TE S — R R 247
BEHLH R, X AR E R, TESEBR T 0E H]
T IR Tl AR & B B F A O o POREAL Y X — Ry R
P, TEAEBNEARI IR R T e, EBNBAREE T
PIRBAI ) E ST R, BRI EH 8 EfE
A ST (L5 T BT A AT R R E),  [Rlma] L
AVEFE o H b TR T B R3S, AL
ANREH A THT Hb A 225 B ) I 114 SEE PR 45 7 5C 2 (Cattin et al,
2004), i EFHBEAR BB SH ZFH AR, BEEE
TR FR G R (B AR S5 AR AL A S B A A AL
AR 0 5 ) R B B i 7 1 28 A (RS -4 1 25 088 3
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FIEREE, DT R AH N A4l B X 42) o

Allesina %#(2008)i i 40 L 55 , 48 ik 5 S A
AP RRAR L Hb A 3R FL S W) M 2544 . BRI, Allesina
4:(2008)7E Williams %5 (2000) ft) A= 250 151 Y KL A |-,
PRI TR T 244 S M e AR, R e
FAT LARE 24 R R AT B R 8, i
bR 3 ABIRIGREE A TE AR A S Y N (B L, FTR
R EY M), Allesina 25 (2008)[w i @7 1
T LB W S B P LSRG B 7 i s — DR
PIE, BT FAREAET N EY N SRR, B2 W
SR TR IN(Size, VAR B B 5 ROR)
1) 452 0 S it Ak H: Bl 03 i AR W) i (Yodzis et al, 1992;
Woodward et al, 2005), LA 4.3,

42 RYMBEREMREN

52 R 1 R M DD R A ) I I 1) ) R
HHE U Y S5 1 B 52 et AR e P2 R I SE &R
D A5 X6k 6 0 T e A %) 55 i R4 0 IR 1) i 7 3K
— T ISR FZAG BB Y W B AR I e, A
SCH 4.1 FEB SRR | A AR R A (Williams et al
2000, 2004), BT ixsugh 888, nl LI Y Y
S5 00 AE AL PE AT BEHL (L An B — i K 4 5 B
i), MM gt et . RAR TN 2S5
SE BV B ASEAY, S5RNEIT, TR AR ZE
A1 i B AR AU T IR EAT BN R A — AR G
F BB 35 RO AT

AR, X T EYMERE R FIA U, Fh2RE
Z | G2, (BYFP R E R BRI EY
WS Gy R, il O R R I B YN 25 5/ Y
K 4i(McCann, 2000), Jennings %:(2003) #Fscfs i,
WEH SEIHEE W TFEAER NG N, &Y
A BERESUE o WIFh AY 22 B P (Omnivory) % £ 4 W 1Y 31
SR EMBECEE, —MIAh, PEREMNE S
PEAFITEYMIFRE . K10, Namba 55 (2008)i# it
BEUE I, R SR EHE R EXN 2B R
1, ZEWEERAREN, BRAEX SR E T
FARMK . Namba %5 (2008)if 70 #r T &4 M 1) fa e M 5
B B F N A A D A TR A

43 BYMEHEEESNEKR D

B P A B A A 2 T R R R AR
L FAE RS . MR R AR, H X
RIEAR KRR FJE i MAR R /NeE (AT e sE H 24K
AN, TR AR I /N G ) 4 2 A A A /N T BB 22 IR
K)(Shurin et al, 2006). &4 ™ PN 45 P Fp 74K/

ZEREAR T, DA AW R sl 2SR R 19 S () B Y M 4
1, BORECHT R, HX —F bRk 171 2 A~
PRR/INZE S 11 5 A A 3% s AR B (i an, AR £
gy £ (1) 45 B X R AEAE 2 A [A] A9 ) (Woodward et al,
2005), AHENMET NEBY NS B MIEN, &
F) 3 1A # & B8 b W 58 A (Cohen et al, 2003;
Brown et al, 2004),

Woodward %5 (2005) P T4~ AR /NTE £ 4 1 3
AR, AR RN R AN SR AT B A o — Pk
AR, AEAE B AR b 2 1 S e B T R B A G A
RN, AR KRR F S AT S R G s AW
R BN, X520 £ 4 RS PR 40 e 1] 4 £
I, TREBREASHEE . S R RN
AAFSY . Emmerson 25(2004) & B, A R A
BHESHHEENNRERZ WU RECR, R
SRFTHECANET . DR AR X 4 0R B 5 e A L
TEEY N N ERIEAT L, I A SIS T B
MERE MRS R AE TR . IR, BT M
MR SY, R TR KN AE Y A, 00
FAR RS 0 A Y AR AT BB A . TR
VIR AR IR E A AL, {H2 Yvon-Durocher
4F(2011)IN Ny, X R AR R G A A B B AT S
) ZE AT B

Jacob 4 (2011) %} m # B I B I R SY, 2T
W AT P X Fh F 2 5 4 5 i ) LR 22 4 . — 3%
WML 489 R, W S 4R T 1983 4,
SEAE A A 1k F T A RV VE W B iR 2 — . Jacob
4 (2011) % iZ B W M I Fh 2R TR bR A TR A e
ALFE T G (S) . PR R B O RIELE B (L) .
LR (LIS) . HAEMEIE L C=2L/(S-9) . A
PF8 8 (Linkage complexity = SC) . “F- 17 37 2% (Tropic
Level) %55 MIFFh 43850, Jacob 55(2011)BEiT T K4
il D% B ) I v 20 85 8% Bk T BB LA RS2 56, 5T 04%
BT IX — SN RS AN . — MR EERR IS, 1%
Wi R B TR e 2 X G i 4 (IR AN e R il
BXE), HTHENRRIER, — YT rF 5]
RES S A Ik — AR K 4, Jacob 55(2011) I B
DA AR R A SR 12 B, IR BRI
B, R i S B D6 A D SR e Y B2 e (Robuistness)
Fafit{l Robustness= (N-1)/(§2-1), &1, N HFHEER
IR R, SoMIEIRPE R, R AT 0-1( “1”
RTCHI B H R K4s), 58w, Jacob 45(2011)
W% 8 T BB F AR RN PR I B
D b 2 7R T A A R G il A R B
LS EME, WPk L BT TEYMNT Y
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Fr, AN A EPEIER R “BBER” PRl 4
AR

5 EWMBERESTYMER

Rochet %5 (2012) 3 1 # 37 3 TR /N B M
BEAL PR T b A 85 & 0 T, 8 1A
Bi R B Y W R s s B B T AR AL . LT
Rochet %5 (2012) 15T, B ¥ N 4 W0 ) Ay e A 7Y
2 2 SR B8 A W B G 2 57 19 (Gross et al
2009), A A KA 8 I B BE - LA SR, soavk
TR Pt ORI B0 | B8 T A ST PR A R L Ay el B 5T
H T (Gascuel, 2005), SEfr b, X FFZHAR
Kol IT & 125 2 88, T LISk 36 T Haolk G2 i1 2okt
(R Bh ) 2 B AL W P A ) Bh 2, BIAR S
1 HE 5 ) B A FP PR Bl ) 2E

PRI, R 27 £ ) I A5 5 B o R 21y ) 2
AL AR, T DL g PR £ A £ A A
[, WRTSCRTIR, BYMsiSsE, BETASR
G ol A B I Y JE AL 2 — o ol X AE S R G
e, ARCRRRE LA X S I s o i P vl X
YRR, il AR RS T4 R G Ryl 45 3
HE SR Hp iy 8 2 ) B 2 ] B 22 — (Pauly et al, 1998,
2002), i ol X P AR, — ok [ AR,
TR B AR, 5 TRk
i, S MER/NE AT AT (Size dependent
process), H— B 4HE I L g v Lk B, DAK “AR
KN 12537 ) A

B Ar o b B Bl 7 SRR AR AT LG ok R Ay
B | AR IS S AR FA K Z5 R AR 45 =25 (Punt et al,
2013) . H FH A A K 25 b AR TR A 455 A 0 T 2 A TR
(Caswell, 2001) . SEBRFHHE S AT (Jones, 1984) FlA K25
4 1 8% 43 B 8 (Punt et al, 2013) , BLRIT % it ) iR
TFAR WSS MR, (R S5 MR B i E 2 78 )
W R AR B PE 22 G [E Tz Mz H (Punt et al, 2013),
HIS MR R E L8 A5 .

AR G5 R AR 1 P A E T 0T DL 3 4 A IR 4
BB, T DU AR B A . R R 2
P A BURE rf T T ARAS B, T AR 1 2 N D
BN A B i B AR I - IR R R AT 4, R
ZEAT I HR (Campana, 2001) . (K45 RIS AT LA 53
SR REAS R KA R PR IR L JET R | i Bk B4
AN AW 2E 22 05, TP AR 455 X6 ek = 18 A A=
Yy A0 (Punt et al, 2010), A, @i g A K 4%
A () B £ R AR AR DT 4 22 b 2 11 £ ) P A

B, CZRES T IR AT AL
6 NESRE

VER— DB 4T 577 1), BRI B
WHITTL A R, HESh 1 i 2 ) W S R 7F 8 A0 3 25
HERLA KR . B R H il S — R AN
b, 8 BRI R A A B Z AR R R R
AR A A L 0 B A By A TR ) o A SE i B
YRR, £ TP 0 A W) i 22 TN AR A W o AT
TR, AR A0 SR il R R 50 25 L F 5 Y A
R AW E B AR, HI RS RIER KR L
EHRARRNR . PRE) P TR L B DR
AW, ARG BRI B ) s R 48 A B
o P, KRV MBI ER SRR R
eIV R AR Py B A | 8 AR I DG YA 57 5
WHFEah ek, B T ARG A A —
U R 2P S

Xt , B2 BRI R AR, AR A i
AR AT A R A M S S T RS AR
YW, S AL A B Y AR DA A RIS SRR, A
(RN RS N7 ENE- AP P €7/ E IS TPNANES
Jrin, RGP Y M BORER SR R Sy | il et
GORMEON A2 T BRI, TR ST SE, TTZ
AR R . BAT SR HRE I EBFM 5tk
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& % X #

Sl SR, SR, A FRE VDL SR AT RS
Bl AF Y %) B A TR ALy b B S R, 2015, 36(1):
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A Review of Methodology in Marie Food-web Topology

ZHU Jiangfeng, DAI Xiaojie”, WANG Xuefang, CHEN Yan
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Exploitation of Oceanic Fisheries Resources, Ministry of Education, Shanghai  201306)

Abstract

Ecosystem-based fishery management (EBFM) is becoming a hot spot and prioritized in

fishery industry. Implementation of EBFM requires innovative methodology for marine food-web studies.
In this article, we reviewed the theories and methods of food-web topology that was a newly developed
research area in ecology. Food-web topology is the quantification of food-web structures based on
topological indicators. Models of food-web dynamics are needed to evaluate the impact of fishing and to
develop sustainable fishery strategies. Theories and methods of establishing fishery population dynamics
model have progressed in the past decades. An important notion in the fish feeding ecology is that body
size acts as a determining factor in feeding activities such as selection of preys based on their sizes.
Models of size-structured fishery population dynamics have been well developed and can be used to
develop the biomass model of species within the food-web. Therefore, it could be valuable strategy for
EBFM to combine studies on food-web topological model, size-structured population biomass model, and
size-dependent fishing process quantification. Pilot studies on practical approaches should be conducted
with high-quality food-web data and fishery statistics, for example, long-term fishery.
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