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Abstract
Early life survival is critical to successful replenishment of fish populations, and hy-
potheses developed under the Growth- Survival Paradigm (GSP) have guided investiga-
tions of controlling processes. The GSP postulates that recruitment depends on growth 
and mortality rates during early life stages, as well as their duration, after which the 
mortality declines substantially. The GSP predicts a shift in the frequency distribution 
of growth histories with age towards faster growth rates relative to the initial popula-
tion because slow- growing individuals are subject to high mortality (via starvation and 
predation). However, mortality data compiled from 387 cases published in 153 stud-
ies (1971– 2022) showed that the GSP was only supported in 56% of cases. Selection 
against slow growth occurred in two- thirds of field studies, leaving a non- negligible 
fraction of cases showing either an absence of or inverse growth- selective survival, 
suggesting the growth- survival relationship is more complex than currently considered 
within the GSP framework. Stochastic simulations allowed us to assess the influence of 
key intrinsic and extrinsic factors on the characteristics of surviving larvae and identify 
knowledge gaps on the drivers of variability in growth- selective survival. We suggest 
caution when interpreting patterns of growth selection because changes in variance 
and autocorrelation of individual growth rates among cohorts can invalidate fundamen-
tal GSP assumptions. We argue that breakthroughs in recruitment research require a 
comprehensive, population- specific characterization of the role of predation and intrin-
sic factors in driving variability in the distribution and autocorrelation of larval growth 
rates, and of the life stage corresponding to the endpoint of pre- recruited life.
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1  |  INTRODUC TION

Despite more than 100 years of research, many uncertainties still exist 
with respect to why variability in year- class strength of fishes varies 
widely. In 1890– 1913, Hjort (1914, 1926) benefited from the novel 
method of ageing fish scales to compile compelling evidence that both 
the Arcto- Norwegian cod (Gadus morhua, Gadidae) and Norwegian 
spring- spawning herring (Clupea harengus, Clupeidae) stocks exhibited 
poor and strong year- classes. He proposed that this pattern could only 
be driven by massive and highly variable mortality rates during early 
life stages (e.g. egg, larval). Hjort (1914) further hypothesized that 
these changes in mortality rates were due to differences in planktonic 
prey availability during the larval ‘critical period’, when individuals 
make the transition from using yolk reserves to feeding exogenously.

While Hjort's critical period hypothesis has been supported by 
the results of many laboratory experiments, testing the hypothesis 
in the field has offered a formidable challenge to fishery scientists. 
For example, successful laboratory rearing during Hjort's era hinged 
on the survival of larvae immediately after yolk- sac reserves were 
exhausted (Fabre- Domergue & Biétrix, 1897, 1898). Likewise, the 
short period corresponding to the onset of exogenous feeding still 
remains a critical period characterized by high mortality rates in 
contemporary studies (Marcus, 2005; Næss et al., 1995; Støttrup & 
McEvoy, 2003). By contrast, the sequential, synoptic and quantita-
tive sampling needed to estimate mortality during the larval stage 
has proven logistically difficult (Oozeki et al., 2009), and while sev-
eral major programs have allowed for substantial gains in our under-
standing of the role of prey availability on larval survival (Buckley 
et al., 2006; Kjesbu et al., 2023), the concurrent sampling and char-
acterization of prey fields at the finest spatial scales, needed for fur-
ther breakthroughs in our understanding of recruitment dynamics 
(Pepin, 2004), remains challenging (Houde, 2008).

Although limited progress was made in testing the validity 
of Hjort's hypothesis in the field during the first half of the 20th 
century, the observation of low survival of reared marine fish lar-
vae at comparable field- observed prey densities (e.g. O'Connell & 
Raymond, 1970; Werner & Blaxter, 1980) strengthened the focus 
on follow- up hypotheses. Such hypotheses considered bottom- up 
processes as the regulator of year- class strength and recruitment 
variability through its direct and indirect impacts on larval growth 
and mortality (Anderson, 1988; Cury & Roy, 1989; Cushing & 
Harris, 1973; Lasker, 1978). More recently, however, the focus has 
expanded to include predation as a major top- down controlling pro-
cess of recruitment variation. The addition of predation to the con-
ceptual framework was driven by field observations of predation on 
marine fish larvae, as well as the high survival rates of marine fish lar-
vae in mesocosms in the absence of fish predators, even when prey 

levels were low (Hunter, 1984; Möller, 1984; Øiestad, 1985). This 
evolution from considering starvation to predation as the primary 
source of mortality signified an important paradigm shift in fisheries 
science, with their combination forming the foundation of the cur-
rent ‘Growth- Survival Paradigm’ (hereafter, GSP).
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Cushing (1975) was the first to recognize the close relation-
ship between growth rate and mortality rate and the existence of 
an integrated process determining recruitment outcome. He pro-
posed that the growth rate to mortality rate ratio could be used as 
a metric to characterize year- class success. The contemporary GSP 
(Anderson, 1988; Cushing, 1990; Houde, 1987) that emerged from 
Cushing's initial concept comprises three functional mechanisms, 
each encapsulated by an independent hypothesis, which acts to se-
lect for fast- growing larvae over their slower- growing counterparts. 
The ‘bigger- is- better’ mechanism (Miller et al., 1988) stipulates that 
larger individuals at any given time experience lower mortality than 
smaller individuals through their enhanced swim speeds that allow 
the capture of prey while evading predators. The ‘stage- duration’ 
mechanism (Chambers & Leggett, 1987; Houde, 1987, 1989) states 
that fast growth results in lower cumulative mortality than slow 
growth by shortening the duration of time that individuals spend 
in early life stages vulnerable to physical (e.g. storms, tempera-
ture reversals) and biological (e.g. variability in predator and prey 
abundance). Finally, the ‘growth- selective predation’ mechanism 
(Takasuka et al., 2003, 2007) predicts higher survival of faster- 
growing individuals at a given body size as a result of their higher 
presumed condition status and enhanced ability to escape preda-
tors. Given that processes driving mortality operate at the level of 
the individual, consideration of individual characteristics is essen-
tial to refine our understanding of the outcome of selective mor-
tality and eventually, the fluctuations in stock productivity (Brown 
& Bailey, 1992; Dougherty et al., 2007; Fortier et al., 2006; Fortier 
& Quiñonez- Velazquez, 1998), which has primarily been acquired 
through average cohort or population characteristics (Pepin, 1989; 
Rice et al., 1993).

The ability to test the mechanisms associated with the GSP was 
aided by the combined discoveries of daily periodicity in otolith for-
mation (Pannella, 1971) and proportionality between the width of 
daily increments and somatic growth of larval fish (Brothers, 1981). 
Because the otolith constitutes a permanent record of growth, it 
became possible to compare the early life characteristics of survi-
vors (i.e. later life stages, such as juveniles) to those of the initial 
larval cohort (e.g. Hare & Cowen, 1997; Ludsin & DeVries, 1997; 
Meekan & Fortier, 1996; Robert et al., 2007). The primary approach 
has been to contrast the frequency distribution of growth rates of 
a larval cohort to that back- calculated from the otoliths of juvenile 
survivors originating from the same cohort (Hare & Cowen, 1997; 
Meekan & Fortier, 1996; Pepin, 1989). The GSP predicts a shift in 
the growth- rate frequency distribution with larval age towards the 
fastest growth rates observed within the initial larval population be-
cause an increasing proportion of slow- growing individuals succumb 
to predation mortality relative to their faster- growing counterparts 
(Pepin, 1989; Rice et al., 1993). The GSP also implies that variability 
in the level of mortality at the cohort level will result in differences 
in the magnitude of the shift towards fast growth rates. Hence, 
in a given larval population, the extent of the shift in growth- rate 
frequency distributions between the initial larval population and 
survivors reaching the recruited life stage (hereafter ‘endpoint’) is 

predicted to be negatively related to survival and resulting year- class 
strength (Figure 1a).

A principle of evolutionary ecology is that selection acts on the 
variability among individuals. Anderson (1988) states the GSP pre-
dicts that survival of a cohort is directly related to growth rates 
during the pre- recruit period. When applied to individual proba-
bilities of survival, the implication is that faster- growing larvae are 
more likely to survive through a given developmental stage than 
slower- growing individuals. This should, in turn, result in a positive 
shift in the distribution of past growth histories when contrasting 
survivors to the original cohort (Pepin, 1989; Rice et al., 1993), 
which can affect either the average, variance or skewness in the 
distribution of growth rates. Therefore, any change in these mo-
ments of distribution (sensu Pepin, 1989) can be considered, in 
the simplest sense, as evidence that the GSP is acting on a popu-
lation if faster- growing individuals achieve higher overall survival. 
Importantly, however, it is the strength and consistency of the link 
between survival and changes in the characteristics of the survi-
vors relative to the initial population, that define the benefit of the 
GSP to understand what processes are affecting year- class forma-
tion. Failure to detect a positive effect in survivorship in the growth 
distribution of survivors can be indicative of counter- gradient se-
lective processes that negate or act against the benefits of rapid 
growth (e.g. Kristiansen et al., 2009; Munch & Conover, 2003; 
Schultz & Conover, 1999; Shropshire et al., 2022), and which could 
be attributed to growth- dependent losses, or it may reflect our in-
ability to detect changes as a result of sampling errors or limited 
sample size. However, the GSP is only useful for understanding the 
underlying processes affecting recruitment success if we under-
stand how the characteristic moments of the distribution can re-
flect survivorship. Identifying the sensitivity of changes in growth 
distribution to differences among individuals, or in response to 
changes in bottom- up (i.e. prey availability translated in the form 
of growth rates) and top- down (i.e. predation represented as mor-
tality) pressures, therefore, becomes essential to determine what 
can be inferred from changes in growth distributions and whether 
observations are consistent with the GSP.

While the GSP and its associated mechanisms are intuitive and 
appear theoretically sound, the degree to which GSP is supported 
in the literature remains unquantified and results contrary to it have 
never been summarized. Towards this end, we conducted a litera-
ture review to quantify support for GSP. Finding only inconsistent 
support for the GSP in this review (see Section 2), we sought to pro-
vide the theoretical foundation for a revised framework that inte-
grates results that are contrary to predictions of the current GSP. 
We identified aspects of larval growth and mortality that may lead 
to growth- dependent selection. Next, we performed numerical 
simulations to determine the influence of each aspect in explaining 
growth- dependent mortality within a cohort (population) of larvae. 
Finally, we discuss future avenues of research needed to advance 
our understanding of the factors that drive variability in growth- 
selective survival and their relation to recruitment, which consti-
tutes a necessary step towards a revised conceptual framework.
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866  |    ROBERT et al.

2  |  RE VIE W OF THE EFFEC TS OF 
GROW TH- SELEC TIVE MORTALIT Y ON THE 
CHAR AC TERISTIC S OF SURVIVORS

To understand the degree to which the GSP was supported in previ-
ous studies, we assembled a list of peer- reviewed articles that in-
vestigated growth- selective survival during the larval stage of fish 
by searching the ISI Web of Science database. The search was inclu-
sive of field, laboratory, mesocosm and modelling studies of marine, 
estuarine and freshwater species. The initial search was conducted 
with the following parameters: ALL = (fish*) AND AB = (larva*) AND 
TI = (growth) AND AB = (surviv*) NOT ALL = (aquaculture). This com-
bination yielded 641 journal articles (1 December 2022). After con-
sideration of the title, abstract, and other sections of each article, 

and eliminating studies making inferences on growth- dependent 
survival without consideration of the original larval population, 95 
studies were retained. These 95 studies were supplemented by 
58 additional studies that were not returned by search results but 
were identified through cross- referencing of the retained studies. 
Overall, we considered 153 studies during the period 1971– 2022, 
which contained 387 (ranging from 1 to 36 per study) single tests 
of the occurrence of growth- selective survival. Single tests com-
prised within- cohort and among- cohort investigations of growth- 
dependent survival and were, thus, either based on a single cohort, 
on multiple cohorts of a given population, on laboratory and meso-
cosm trials and/or on modelling scenarios (Table S1).

Single tests of the GSP varied in their nature and while some of 
them targeted individual mechanisms of the GSP (bigger- is- better, 
stage duration, growth- selective predation), others assessed the 
integration of all 3 mechanisms. We classified tests that found ev-
idence of selective mortality against slow growers in at least one of 
the three mechanisms as ‘supporting’ the GSP over the tested age 
or size range. Tests that found no evidence of any growth- selective 
mortality were classified in the ‘no selection’ category. The ‘mixed 
selection’ category included tests that revealed various types of se-
lection in the same cohort over the tested age range. Finally, tests 
that found evidence for selective mortality against fast growers 
from the standpoint of at least one mechanism were designated as 
‘contrary’ to the GSP.

Based on the reviewed literature, the GSP was supported in 
56% of all tests (total N = 387 tests: Figure 2). While examples of 
growth- dependent and size- dependent mortality confirming the 
advantage of fast- growing fish larvae pervade the marine (e.g. Hare 
& Cowen, 1997; Shoji & Tanaka, 2006), estuarine (e.g. Rilling & 
Houde, 1999; Sirois & Dodson, 2000) and freshwater (e.g. Meekan 
et al., 1998; Post & Prankevicius, 1987) literature, we found evi-
dence that a non- negligible proportion of tests failed to support 
the conventional view that fast growth systematically promotes a 
greater likelihood of survival (Figure 2). In addition to the expected 
positive relationship between survival and growth, test results in-
cluded no relationship between growth and mortality, as well as 
cases where higher survival was recorded in slow- growing individ-
uals (Figure 2).

We looked for publication trends of studies with results that 
ran counter to the GSP, as well as whether these results emanated 
from a particular type of investigation (field, laboratory, mesocosm 
or modelling). We did not observe a strong trend for the publica-
tion of non- supportive results over time. Instead, results running 
contrary to the GSP have been frequently published starting in the 
early 1990s (Figure 2a). Additionally, tests that did not support the 
GSP came from the field (e.g. Gleason & Bengtson, 1996; Watanabe 
& Kuroki, 1997), laboratory (e.g. Litvak & Leggett, 1992; Munch & 
Conover, 2003), mesocosm (e.g. Fuiman, 1989; Pepin et al., 1992) 
and modelling (e.g. Cowan & Houde, 1992; Cowan et al., 1996) stud-
ies (Figure 2b). However, differences in the proportion of tests that 
did not support the GSP were observed among study types. The 
level of support towards the GSP was higher in field and laboratory 

F I G U R E  1  (a) Conceptual framework of the Growth- Survival 
Paradigm (GSP), where the extent of the shift in growth rate- 
frequency distribution towards higher growth rates from the early 
larval stage (initial population; dashed line) to the endpoint when 
year- class strength is set (survivors; solid line) is expected to be 
proportional to mortality (i.e. stronger size- selective mortality on 
fast growers leads to smaller year- classes or annual recruitment); 
(b) Examples illustrating the breadth of results observed in 
field, mesocosm, laboratory and modelling studies, including 
expected selection in favour of fast- growing individuals (rightmost 
distribution), as well as selection in favour of slow- growing 
individuals (leftmost distribution) and an absence of growth 
selection (middle distribution). These latter two types of selection 
do not support the GSP.
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    |  867ROBERT et al.

investigations, for which more than two- thirds of cases reviewed 
supported the GSP, while the level of support dropped below 50% in 
mesocosm studies and numerical simulations (Figure 2b).

Because field- based studies integrate all sources of mortality 
that affected the dynamics of a given cohort between sequen-
tially sampled life stages, in contrast to the majority of laboratory, 

F I G U R E  2  (a) Chronology of key recruitment hypotheses and discoveries leading to the current Growth- Survival Paradigm (GSP; 
Anderson, 1988; Cushing, 1990; Houde, 1987), and the number of tests of the paradigm during 1971– 2022. Hypotheses and discoveries 
consist of the Critical Period hypothesis (Hjort, 1914), the finding of daily periodicity in otolith formation (Pannella, 1971), the Match- 
Mismatch hypothesis (Cushing & Harris, 1973), the finding of the importance of predation as an agent of mortality (Hunter, 1984; 
Möller, 1984; Øiestad, 1985), the Stable Ocean hypothesis (Lasker, 1978), the Stage Duration hypothesis (Chambers & Leggett, 1987; 
Houde, 1987), the Bigger- is- better hypothesis (Miller et al., 1988) and the Growth- selective predation hypothesis (Takasuka et al., 2003). 
Tests are represented with different levels of support for the GSP: (1) selective mortality against slow growers (Supporting); (2) absence of 
growth- selective mortality (No selection); (3) mixed selective mortality (Mixed selection); and (4) selective mortality against fast growers 
(Contrary). (b) Proportion of test results in field, laboratory, mesocosm and modelling studies. See Table S1 for study details.
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868  |    ROBERT et al.

mesocosm and modelling studies which instead focus on a limited 
number of mortality components, field- based studies should be con-
sidered as ‘gold standard’ in terms of test quality (Houde, 1997a). 
Results from field- based investigations suggested that even though 
the GSP was supported in two- thirds of all tests, fast growth is not 
always necessary or even advantageous for larval fish survival. Some 
field- based studies have demonstrated that higher mortality rate of 
larger or faster- growing pre- recruits may occur due to higher preda-
tion risk (e.g. Takasuka et al., 2017; Takasuka, Aoki, & Mitani, 2004). 
Studies that compared the dynamics of multiple cohorts of a popula-
tion in the field also highlighted that growth- selective processes can 
vary through time and space within a given ecosystem (Baumann 
et al., 2003; Grorud- Colvert & Sponaugle, 2011; May et al., 2020; 
Rankin & Sponaugle, 2011; Robert et al., 2007).

Even though laboratory, mesocosm or modelling may depict a 
partial representation of growth- selective mortality sources relative 
to those encountered by individuals in the field (Houde, 1997a), they 
can be useful to precisely identify mechanisms from which results 
that do not support the GSP originate. For example, some of those 
studies have precisely described predator– prey interactions that can 
lead to higher predation mortality in larger or faster- growing individ-
uals (e.g. Fuiman, 1989; Litvak & Leggett, 1992; Pepin et al., 1992).

When considering tests that did not support the GSP across study 
types, the most common case was an absence of growth- selective 
mortality (26% of all tests). Cases, where slow- growing individuals 
exhibited a survival advantage over fast growers, represented 16% 
of all tests. Finally, 2% of the tests revealed mixed growth- selective 
mortality over the course of the larval stage.

Overall, our literature review indicated that even though selec-
tive mortality against slow- growing individuals remains the most 
common observation, a non- negligible fraction of the test cases 
(studied cohorts) was characterized by the absence of growth- 
selective survival or by selective mortality directed against fast- 
growing individuals. This suggests that the relationship between 
larval growth and survival is more complex than currently consid-
ered within the current framework of the GSP. Given this perspec-
tive, we aim to identify aspects of larval growth and mortality that 
may lead to growth- dependent selection and to test the relative 
importance of each aspect in driving growth- dependent mortality 
within a cohort (population) of larvae. By doing so, we hope to stim-
ulate further progress towards understanding processes regulating 
fish recruitment variability.

3  |  THEORETIC AL BA SIS OF THE 
GROW TH- SURVIVAL PAR ADIGM

The GSP assumes that the annual recruitment (i.e. year- class 
strength) within a population depends on the growth rate of indi-
viduals, the rate of mortality imposed by predators, and the duration 
of the interval between hatching and the ‘endpoint’ of pre- recruited 
life. This endpoint is generally considered as the life stage at which 

year- class strength is set and the mortality rate has stabilized near 
adult levels such that predictions of recruitment to adulthood or the 
fishery can be reliably predicted (Houde, 2016; Ludsin et al., 2014). 
The endpoint is often characterized by the occurrence of changes in 
trophic status or habitats (Houde, 1997a), which Benoît et al. (2000) 
suggested was principally determined by length, although there is 
also increased variability in length among individuals with increas-
ing length at transition. Per the stage- duration mechanism, faster- 
growing individuals are expected to reach this endpoint earlier than 
their slower- growing counterparts, thereby reducing time spent in 
life stages during which mortality is high (Chambers & Leggett, 1987; 
Houde, 1987, 1989). This mechanism also implies that, under a sce-
nario in which mortality rate is independent of growth rate, moder-
ate selection favouring fast- growing individuals will occur based on 
their lower cumulative mortality rates due to shorter larval stage, 
as shown in simulations from Pepin (1989). This shift in growth- rate 
frequency distribution towards faster growth rates in survivors rela-
tive to the initial population should be accentuated under the ex-
pected scenario of growth- dependent mortality causing increased 
losses of slow- growing individuals. In addition to the increase in 
mean growth rate as the population experiences growth- selective 
survival, a parallel decrease of variance in growth rates is expected 
(Rice et al., 1993).

Despite these expectations, which have been supported by nu-
merous studies (Hare & Cowen, 1997; Meekan et al., 1998; Sirois 
& Dodson, 2000), other studies have documented a shift in the 
growth- rate frequency distribution towards slower growth rates, 
suggesting that fast growth can be disadvantageous. While cata-
strophic mortality could potentially lead to losses of fast- growing 
cohorts, selection against fast- growing individuals has been most 
common when predators are large relative to larval prey or are not 
gape- limited (Litvak & Leggett, 1992; Pepin et al., 1992; Robert 
et al., 2010; Takasuka, Aoki, & Mitani, 2004; von Westernhagen 
et al., 1979). Thus, as shown previously (see Figure 2), positive selec-
tion for fast growth does not always occur, begging the question of 
why this is the case.

When using frequency distributions of growth histories to ex-
plore positive or negative selection for growth rate, as has been 
commonly done for tests of the GSP, the difference in mean larval 
growth rates between survivors and the initial population can range 
from positive values (expected selection for fast growth) to nega-
tive values (selection for slow growth), with no selection also being 
a possibility (see Figure 1b). As such, when slow- growing individuals 
are favoured, the cumulative mortality experienced by the popu-
lation across pre- recruited life stages should be higher than when 
equivalent selective forces favour fast- growing individuals because 
slow- growing larvae will require a longer period to reach the end-
point relative to their fast- growing counterparts (stage- duration 
mechanism). As a result, annual cohorts characterized by selection 
for slow growth are predicted to be associated with weaker recruit-
ment strength than those associated with selection for fast growth 
(e.g. May et al., 2020).
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4  |  SIMUL ATION MODELLING

To test predictions of the GSP, including how the demographic charac-
teristics of a population (i.e. growth and mortality rates) influence the 
traits of survivors from hatching to recruitment (i.e. their endpoint), we 
performed a series of computer simulations. The aim was to provide a 
foundation against which patterns of growth- dependent survivorship 
could be interpreted among cohorts of larval fish, we assessed how the 
mean and variance (measured as the standard deviation, SD) in growth 
rates of the survivors were affected by five important aspects of growth 
and mortality rates: (1) autocorrelation in growth; (2) mean growth 
rate; (3) variance in growth rate; (4) mean mortality rate; (5) length- 
dependent mortality rates; and (6) the degree of growth- dependent 
mortality. In essence, our simulations are intended as a sensitivity anal-
ysis of how the growth characteristics of survival respond to the under-
lying processes that determine the probability of survival and evaluate 
how the patterns of change are linked with the GSP. This contrasts with 
most individual- based models which aim to identify the time, location 
and environmental conditions that yield patterns consistent with suc-
cessful growth and/or survival rather than focussing on evaluating how 
the distribution of growth histories responded to the underlying distri-
bution of vital rates (e.g. Hufnagl et al., 2015; Langangen et al., 2014; 
Peck et al., 2013; Rose et al., 1999; Xu et al., 2015).

4.1  |  Autocorrelation in growth

Recent analyses have demonstrated that daily somatic growth 
rates of larval fish during any given period of time are not random 
but, rather, tend to be autocorrelated from a certain time in life 
(Dower et al., 2009; Murphy et al., 2018; Pepin et al., 2015; Robert 
et al., 2014). Thus, individuals growing fast on 1 day would be ex-
pected to be growing fast on previous and subsequent days, sug-
gesting possible ‘carry- over effects’ of fast (or slow) growth. Such 
growth autocorrelation can cause higher variance in growth rates 
and body size within the initial population, increasing the poten-
tial for growth- dependent mortality, as well as survivorship (Rice 
et al., 1993). Therefore, the degree to which an individual maintains 
a consistent growth rate, whether high or low relative to the average 
of other individuals in a population, may be critical to determining 
the cumulative effect of sources of mortality on its probability of 
survival. Herein, we considered several scenarios of growth auto-
correlation based on the range of observations reported by Pepin 
et al. (2015). Results from this analysis provided the foundation for 
parameterization of all subsequent simulations.

4.2  |  Mean growth rate

Variability in environmental conditions has been shown to regu-
late the mean growth rate across individuals within a given cohort 
(Anderson, 1988; Cushing, 1990). In turn, mean growth rate has 
been shown to be a key driver of overall survival and recruitment 

by determining the duration of time spent in vulnerable life stages 
during which the mortality rate exceeds the population growth 
rate (Stage- duration hypothesis; Chambers & Leggett, 1987; 
Houde, 1987). Given that both interspecific and interannual variabil-
ity in somatic growth can influence the magnitude of survival and 
recruitment through effects on life- stage duration (Houde, 1987), 
in our simulations, we tested a range of mean growth rates based 
on observations reported by Pepin et al. (2015) for species whose 
mean growth rate varied from slow (e.g. Arctic cod Boreogadus saida, 
Gadidae, ice cod Arctogadus glacialis, Gadidae) to fast (e.g. sailfish 
Istiophorus platypterus, Istiophoridae, blue marlin Makaira nigricans, 
Istiophoridae).

4.3  |  Variance in growth rates within the 
initial population

Previous modelling exercises have demonstrated that, for a given 
mean growth rate, increasing variance in growth rates within the 
initial population results in higher survival rates and a higher mean 
growth rate in survivors (Pepin, 1989; Rice et al., 1993). Thus, in our 
simulations, we also assessed the relative importance of variance in 
growth rates in driving growth and survival patterns measured at the 
endpoint of our simulations.

4.4  |  Mean mortality rate imposed 
on the population

Along with mean growth rate, mortality rate is a fundamental com-
ponent of the GSP (Anderson, 1988; Cushing, 1990; Houde, 1987). 
Because daily mortality rates can be both high and variable during 
early larval stages, mortality is often considered the single most im-
portant driver of recruitment variability (Houde, 1997b, 2016). Thus, 
we considered a range of daily mortality rates representative of val-
ues reported by Pepin (2016), to understand its importance relative 
to growth rate variation in driving recruitment.

4.5  |  Length- dependent mortality

We also considered the potential effect of length- dependent mor-
tality rates (Peterson & Wroblewski, 1984) to assess whether the 
bigger- is- better concept that larger individuals are subject to lower 
overall mortality (Miller et al., 1988) provides an advantage in terms 
of variability in growth rates relative to that achieved when mortal-
ity rates are constant.

4.6  |  Growth- dependent mortality

Compelling evidence exists from field, laboratory, and mod-
elling studies to suggest that mortality is often size-  or 
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growth- dependent (Bochdansky et al., 2005; Cowan et al., 1996; 
Ludsin & DeVries, 1997; Robert et al., 2007; Shoji et al., 2005; 
Thanassekos et al., 2012). While several studies have indicated 
that gape- limited predators selectively remove smaller or slower- 
growing individuals from populations (e.g. Juanes et al., 2002; 
Juanes & Conover, 1994), other investigations have reported that 
some larger, raptorial predators target larger or fast- growing in-
dividuals (e.g. Robert et al., 2010; Takasuka et al., 2017). To ac-
count for this important component of mortality, we performed 
simulations in which mortality rates differ between slow-  and fast- 
growing individuals in a given cohort.

5  |  SIMUL ATION SETUP

We performed stochastic simulations to track growth in total length 
(TL) of individual larvae from hatch to an endpoint informative of fu-
ture recruitment. Although the life stage and timing of this endpoint 
can be expected to vary among species (e.g. Benoît et al., 2000; 
Houde, 1994, 1997b; Sogard, 1997), for our simulations, we con-
sidered individuals to have recruited once they achieved a size of 
12.5 mm TL. The choice of this particular invariant endpoint was 
done to avoid introducing uncontrolled random variation in the out-
come of the simulations, to avoid confounding the effect of growth 
with the age or length at transition (Benoît et al., 2000), and to allow 
a sufficient number of survivors at the end of the runs. In each simu-
lation, we followed a population originally composed of 100,000 in-
dividuals with a mean (±1 SD) hatch size of 3.5 ± 0.15 mm TL, based 
on average values reported by Pepin et al. (2015). We chose length 
rather than weight as our focal measure because otolith radius 
and larval length are typically highly correlated (Campana, 1990), 
although we would expect our assumptions and findings to hold 
for weight as well, as long as individuals do not experience bouts 
of starvation that cause marked changes in weight- at- length (Peck 
et al., 2015). Our baseline simulations assumed a mean growth 
rate of 0.4 ± 0.1 mm d−1 (Pepin et al., 2015) and a mean mortality 
rate of 0.25 ± 0.2 d−1 (Pepin, 2016). We investigated the effects of 
changing growth and mortality rates by ±0.1 and altering the SD in 
growth rates by ±0.05. Length- dependency in mortality rates was 
applied using 0.914∙TL−0.68 from Pepin (1991), and a weaker length- 
dependency of 0.483∙TL−0.34, both of which were adjusted to yield 
an average mortality rate of ~0.25 d−1 from hatch to 12.5 mm. All 
simulations were carried out in R (Version 3.4) and RStudio (Version 
1.1.453).

Autocorrelation in growth was introduced at the ages of 9, 5, and 
2 d post- hatch (dph), by changing, for each individual, the original 
mean growth rate from 0.4 mm d−1 to the mean achieved during the 
previous 8, 4, and 1 day(s) of life ±0.1 mm d−1 for all subsequent days. 
These different timings for the onset of growth autocorrelation re-
flect the findings of Pepin et al. (2015) for a wide variety of species. 
Finding similar results among these trials, we primarily present re-
sults from the day 5 autocorrelation because it best represented a 
majority of species investigated (Pepin et al., 2015).

To investigate the potential effect of growth- dependent mor-
tality, we conducted a series of simulations in which we imposed 
contrasting mortality rates for larvae with growth rates above and 
below our baseline growth rate of 0.4 mm d−1. To achieve a high level 
of contrast centred on our baseline mortality rate of 0.25 d−1, we 
applied three levels of contrasting mortality rates (0.20 vs. 0.30 d−1; 
0.15 vs. 0.35 d−1; and 0.05 vs. 0.45 d−1) either in favour or against 
fast- growing individuals.

Stochastic patterns of variation for both growth and mortality 
rates were drawn from a Gamma distribution to reflect underlying 
distributions (Pepin, 2016; Pepin et al., 2015). Data from these stud-
ies allowed us to estimate the shape and rate parameters, which re-
mained constant for all simulations, in which we varied the mean and 
SD. Stochastic realizations for each individual larva and day, based 
on the specified mean and SD in vital rates, were drawn from a 
Gamma distribution with rate, shape and offset parameters of 2.65, 
7.31 and 2.74 for growth, and 1.51, 2.26 and 1.5 for mortality. Each 
individual was assigned a daily growth and mortality rate based on 
a draw from each of the Gamma distributions. The mortality rate 
was used to determine the probability of survival, and a draw from a 
uniform distribution (0,1) served to determine if the individual died 
on that day when the draw yielded a value greater than that proba-
bility. Growth rate characteristics (mean and SD) of the initial larval 
population were estimated for all individuals that had survived to an 
age of 6 d in a given simulation. These characteristics were then con-
trasted with those from the surviving population that reached the 
simulation endpoint, thus allowing us to assess the role of the dif-
ferent aspects of growth and mortality in driving growth- selective 
survivorship.

6  |  SIMUL ATION RESULTS

6.1  |  Effect of serial correlation on growth

As expected from Rice et al. (1993), an early onset of growth au-
tocorrelation had the effect of increasing the mean and variance 
in growth rate of survivors, as well as survivorship, relative to a 
situation where daily growth was determined randomly (Table 1, 
Figure 3). In simulations where growth of individual larvae was de-
termined randomly from day to day, the influence of early growth 
(to day 6) on the duration of the larval stage was small, and positive 
selection for individuals with faster relative early growth was limited 
(Figure 3a). As a result, the mean early growth rate of survivors to 
our simulation endpoint (12.5 mm TL) increased by only 1.4% relative 
to that of the initial population, although the SD of the growth rate 
of survivors decreased by nearly 67% (Table 1). This reduction in SD 
indicates that under random growth, fast- growing and slow- growing 
individuals are almost equally likely to not recruit because mortality 
of slow growers is high and the likelihood of maintaining high growth 
rates is very low.

The survival advantage of faster early growth was increased by in-
troducing serial correlation. For example, when serial autocorrelation 

 14672979, 2023, 5, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/faf.12774 by C

repuq - U
niversité D

u Q
uébec, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [27/09/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



    |  871ROBERT et al.

TA
B

LE
 1

 
Re

su
lts

 fr
om

 th
e 

st
oc

ha
st

ic
 s

im
ul

at
io

ns
 u

se
d 

to
 e

xa
m

in
e 

ho
w

 d
ai

ly
 g

ro
w

th
 ra

te
 (G

) a
nd

 m
or

ta
lit

y 
ra

te
 (Z

) d
ur

in
g 

th
e 

la
rv

al
 s

ta
ge

 a
ff

ec
t e

ve
nt

ua
l g

ro
w

th
 ra

te
 d

is
tr

ib
ut

io
ns

 a
nd

 
su

rv
iv

al
 (i

.e
. r

ec
ru

itm
en

t t
o 

12
.5

 m
m

 in
 to

ta
l l

en
gt

h,
 T

L)
.

Tr
ea

tm
en

t

G
ro

w
th

 (G
)

SD
M

or
ta

lit
y 

(Z
)

SD
Se

ria
l

Sa
m

pl
e

Sa
m

pl
e 

gr
ow

th
 ra

te
N

Su
rv

iv
or

s/
al

l 6
 d

 o
ld

 la
rv

ae

(m
m

 d
−1

)
(d

−1
)

Co
rr

el
at

io
n

M
ea

n
SD

M
ea

n 
G

SD
 (G

)
Su

rv
iv

al

A
ut

oc
or

re
la

tio
n 

in
 G

0.
4

0.
1

0.
25

0.
2

N
il

Su
rv

iv
or

s
0.

40
8

0.
02

2
51

9
1.

01
4

0.
33

2
0.

00
52

A
ll 

6 
d 

la
rv

ae
0.

40
2

0.
06

5
30

,7
90

0.
4

0.
1

0.
25

0.
2

D
ay

 9
Su

rv
iv

or
s

0.
42

1
0.

03
7

55
5

1.
04

7
0.

55
5

0.
00

56

A
ll 

6 
d 

la
rv

ae
0.

40
2

0.
06

6
30

,8
64

0.
4

0.
1

0.
25

0.
2

D
ay

 5
Su

rv
iv

or
s

0.
43

2
0.

04
9

57
2

1.
07

4
0.

71
7

0.
00

57

A
ll 

6 
d 

la
rv

ae
0.

40
2

0.
06

8
30

,8
04

0.
4

0.
1

0.
25

0.
2

D
ay

 2
Su

rv
iv

or
s

0.
46

6
0.

07
8

62
4

1.
15

9
0.

93
6

0.
00

62

A
ll 

6 
d 

la
rv

ae
0.

40
2

0.
08

3
31

,0
73

G
ro

w
th

 ra
te

 (G
)

0.
3

0.
1

0.
25

0.
2

D
ay

 5
Su

rv
iv

or
s

0.
35

2
0.

05
2

14
2

1.
16

3
0.

75
9

0.
00

14

A
ll 

6 
d 

la
rv

ae
0.

30
2

0.
06

8
31

,2
67

0.
4

0.
1

0.
25

0.
2

D
ay

 5
Su

rv
iv

or
s

0.
43

2
0.

04
9

57
2

1.
07

4
0.

71
7

0.
00

57

A
ll 

6 
d 

la
rv

ae
0.

40
2

0.
06

8
30

,8
04

0.
5

0.
1

0.
25

0.
2

D
ay

 5
Su

rv
iv

or
s

0.
52

3
0.

05
1

14
80

1.
04

2
0.

74
0

0.
01

48

A
ll 

6 
d 

la
rv

ae
0.

50
2

0.
06

8
29

,9
76

Va
ria

nc
e 

in
 G

0.
4

0.
05

0.
25

0.
2

D
ay

 5
Su

rv
iv

or
s

0.
40

8
0.

02
5

49
6

1.
01

8
0.

74
3

0.
00

50

A
ll 

6 
d 

la
rv

ae
0.

40
1

0.
03

4
30

,9
04

0.
4

0.
10

0.
25

0.
2

D
ay

 5
Su

rv
iv

or
s

0.
43

2
0.

04
9

57
2

1.
07

4
0.

71
7

0.
00

57

A
ll 

6 
d 

la
rv

ae
0.

40
2

0.
06

8
30

,8
04

0.
4

0.
15

0.
25

0.
2

D
ay

 5
Su

rv
iv

or
s

0.
46

8
0.

07
2

66
2

1.
16

0
0.

70
7

0.
00

66

A
ll 

6 
d 

la
rv

ae
0.

40
3

0.
10

2
30

,7
77

M
or

ta
lit

y 
ra

te
 (Z

)
0.

4
0.

1
0.

15
0.

12
D

ay
 5

Su
rv

iv
or

s
0.

42
4

0.
05

0
39

42
1.

05
5

0.
78

4
0.

03
94

A
ll 

6 
d 

la
rv

ae
0.

40
2

0.
06

3
45

,1
06

0.
4

0.
1

0.
25

0.
20

D
ay

 5
Su

rv
iv

or
s

0.
43

2
0.

04
9

57
2

1.
07

4
0.

71
7

0.
00

57

A
ll 

6 
d 

la
rv

ae
0.

40
2

0.
06

8
30

,8
04

0.
4

0.
1

0.
35

0.
28

D
ay

 5
Su

rv
iv

or
s

0.
44

0
0.

04
8

90
1.

09
4

0.
66

5
0.

00
09

A
ll 

6 
d 

la
rv

ae
0.

40
2

0.
07

3
20

,4
81

Le
ng

th
- d

ep
en

de
nt

 
m

or
ta

lit
y

0.
4

0.
1

0.
48

5∙
TL

 −0
.3

4

W
ea

k 
de

pe
nd

en
cy

0.
2

D
ay

 5
Su

rv
iv

or
s

0.
43

2
0.

05
3

56
0

1.
07

3
1.

05
3

0.
00

56

A
ll 

6 
d 

la
rv

ae
0.

40
2

0.
05

0
24

,9
45

0.
4

0.
1

0.
91

4∙
TL

 −0
.6

8

St
ro

ng
 d

ep
en

de
nc

y
0.

2
D

ay
 5

Su
rv

iv
or

s
0.

43
6

0.
05

2
38

2
1.

08
2

1.
03

2
0.

00
38

A
ll 

6 
d 

la
rv

ae
0.

40
3

0.
05

0
16

,7
66

(C
on

tin
ue

s)

 14672979, 2023, 5, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/faf.12774 by C

repuq - U
niversité D

u Q
uébec, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [27/09/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



872  |    ROBERT et al.

Tr
ea

tm
en

t

G
ro

w
th

 (G
)

SD
M

or
ta

lit
y 

(Z
)

SD
Se

ria
l

Sa
m

pl
e

Sa
m

pl
e 

gr
ow

th
 ra

te
N

Su
rv

iv
or

s/
al

l 6
 d

 o
ld

 la
rv

ae

(m
m

 d
−1

)
(d

−1
)

Co
rr

el
at

io
n

M
ea

n
SD

M
ea

n 
G

SD
 (G

)
Su

rv
iv

al

C
on

tr
as

tin
g 

Z 
be

tw
ee

n 
sl

ow
/

fa
st

 g
ro

w
in

g 
la

rv
ae

0.
4

0.
1

0.
45

/0
.0

5
0.

8 
* 

Z
D

ay
 5

Su
rv

iv
or

s
0.

44
4

0.
03

7
70

73
1.

11
3

0.
53

5
0.

07
07

A
ll 

6 
d 

la
rv

ae
0.

39
9

0.
07

0
24

,2
80

0.
4

0.
1

0.
35

/0
.1

5
0.

8 
* 

Z
D

ay
 5

Su
rv

iv
or

s
0.

44
7

0.
04

0
15

99
1.

11
4

0.
58

6
0.

01
60

A
ll 

6 
d 

la
rv

ae
0.

40
2

0.
06

9
29

,7
54

0.
4

0.
1

0.
30

/0
.0

5
0.

8 
* 

Z
D

ay
 5

Su
rv

iv
or

s
0.

44
6

0.
04

4
83

9
1.

10
9

0.
63

2
0.

00
84

A
ll 

6 
d 

la
rv

ae
0.

40
2

0.
06

8
30

,5
26

0.
4

0.
1

0.
20

/0
.3

0
0.

8 
* 

Z
D

ay
 5

Su
rv

iv
or

s
0.

40
8

0.
05

1
58

9
1.

01
3

0.
73

8
0.

00
59

A
ll 

6 
d 

la
rv

ae
0.

40
2

0.
06

9
30

,8
16

0.
4

0.
1

0.
15

/0
.3

5
0.

8 
* 

Z
D

ay
 5

Su
rv

iv
or

s
0.

38
6

0.
04

1
10

21
0.

96
1

0.
59

4
0.

01
02

A
ll 

6 
d 

la
rv

ae
0.

40
2

0.
06

8
30

,4
44

0.
4

0.
1

0.
05

/0
.4

5
0.

8 
* 

Z
D

ay
 5

Su
rv

iv
or

s
0.

37
2

0.
03

1
59

83
0.

92
0

0.
44

5
0.

05
98

A
ll 

6 
d 

la
rv

ae
0.

40
4

0.
06

9
25

,3
03

N
ot

e:
 T

he
 le

ft
 c

ol
um

n 
id

en
tif

ie
s 

th
e 

si
x 

as
pe

ct
s 

of
 g

ro
w

th
 a

nd
 m

or
ta

lit
y 

in
ve

st
ig

at
ed

 in
 e

ac
h 

se
t o

f s
im

ul
at

io
ns

 w
ith

in
 th

at
 b

lo
ck

. V
ar

ia
bl

es
 a

lte
re

d 
in

 e
ac

h 
tr

ea
tm

en
t s

im
ul

at
io

n 
ar

e 
in

 it
al

ic
. T

he
 m

ea
n 

G
 a

nd
 

Z,
 th

ei
r a

ss
oc

ia
te

d 
st

an
da

rd
 d

ev
ia

tio
n 

(S
D

) a
nd

 th
e 

da
y 

of
 o

ns
et

 o
f s

er
ia

l c
or

re
la

tio
n 

in
 in

di
vi

du
al

 g
ro

w
th

 ra
te

s 
(b

eg
in

ni
ng

 a
t 9

, 5
 o

r 2
 d

 p
os

t-
 ha

tc
h)

 a
re

 p
ro

vi
de

d 
fo

r e
ac

h 
tr

ea
tm

en
t. 

St
at

is
tic

s 
(m

ea
n 

an
d 

SD
 

in
 G

) a
re

 p
ro

vi
de

d 
al

on
g 

w
ith

 th
e 

nu
m

be
r o

f i
nd

iv
id

ua
ls

 (N
) r

ea
ch

in
g 

6 
d 

of
 a

ge
 (A

ll 
6 

d 
la

rv
ae

) a
nd

 o
ur

 s
im

ul
at

io
n 

en
dp

oi
nt

 (S
ur

vi
vo

rs
; t

ho
se

 re
ac

hi
ng

 1
2.

5 
m

m
 T

L)
. T

he
 la

st
 th

re
e 

co
lu

m
ns

 p
ro

vi
de

 ra
tio

s 
be

tw
ee

n 
th

e 
m

ea
n 

G
 a

nd
 S

D
 o

f G
 b

et
w

ee
n 

la
rv

ae
 re

ac
hi

ng
 th

e 
si

m
ul

at
io

n'
s 

en
dp

oi
nt

 (S
ur

vi
vo

rs
) a

nd
 th

at
 o

f a
ll 

la
rv

ae
 a

t 6
 d

 o
f a

ge
, a

s 
w

el
l a

s 
th

e 
ov

er
al

l s
ur

vi
va

l r
el

at
iv

e 
to

 th
e 

in
iti

al
 n

um
be

r o
f s

im
ul

at
ed

 
la

rv
ae

 (N
 =

 1
00

,0
00

). 
H

er
e 

th
e 

hi
gh

es
t v

al
ue

s 
fo

r e
ac

h 
tr

ea
tm

en
t a

re
 in

 b
ol

d 
(e

xc
ep

t i
n 

th
e 

la
st

 c
as

e 
w

he
re

 th
e 

tw
o 

la
rg

es
t a

re
 in

 b
ol

d)
.

TA
B

LE
 1

 
(C

on
tin

ue
d)

 14672979, 2023, 5, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/faf.12774 by C

repuq - U
niversité D

u Q
uébec, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [27/09/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



    |  873ROBERT et al.

in growth was introduced 9 dph, the mean early- life (through day 6 of 
life) growth rate of survivors was 4.7% greater than the growth rate 
of the initial population (individuals 6 d of age) with a milder (45%) de-
crease in the variance in growth rates relative to the random growth 
scenario (Table 1, Figure 3b). Introducing serial correlation in growth 

at earlier ages (5 and 2 dph), respectively accentuated the shift of the 
growth distribution of survivors towards fast growth rates by 7.4% 
and 15.9% relative to the initial population (Table 1, Figure 3c,d). The 
decline of SD in growth rates of survivors relative to the random 
growth scenario also was progressively reduced to 28.3% and 6.4%, 
respectively (Table 1). Overall, changes in mean early growth rates be-
tween the initial population and survivors were considerably smaller 
than the differences in the SD of survivors. Increased autocorrelation, 
thus, primarily preserved population- level variability in early growth 
rates. Moving from random growth to growth autocorrelation from 
the age of 2 d resulted in a ~20% increase in survivorship.

6.2  |  Effect of mean growth rate

Increasing mean growth rate generally increased survival, while 
reducing the relative survival disadvantage of slow- growing com-
pared to fast- growing individuals (Table 1, Figure 4a– c). Increasing 
mean growth rate from 0.3 to 0.5 mm d−1 reduced the difference 
in mean growth rate between survivors and the initial population 
from 16.3% to 4.2%, but had little effect on variance (as measured by 
SD) in the growth rate of survivors (Table 1, Figure 4a– c). Parallel to 
the decrease in the difference in the mean growth rates of survivors 
and the original population, survival increased from 0.14% to 1.48% 
(Table 1). This 10.5- fold increase in survival corresponded to a sub-
stantial decrease in time needed to reach the endpoint for all larvae, 
resulting in the higher apparent survival of slow- growing larvae. The 
change in the variance between the initial population and survivors 
was modest and within the margin of error for measuring changes in 
the variance.

6.3  |  Effect of variance in growth rate

Increasing variance in growth rates within the initial population re-
sulted in an increased mean growth rate of survivors, an increased 
difference in mean growth rate between survivors and the initial 
population, and an increase in total survival (Table 1, Figure 4d– f). 
In particular, increasing SD in growth rates from 0.05 to 0.15 mm 
d−1 increased the mean growth rate of survivors by 15% relative to 
that of the initial population (Table 1, Figure 4d– f) and resulted in a 
33% increase in absolute survival (Table 1). We identified a notable 
interaction between the average and variance in growth rate. The 
impacts of variance in growth rate diminished with increasing mean 
growth rate (Figure 5). Independent of mean growth rate, increasing 
the SD resulted in greater- than- linear increases in selective survival 
(Figure 5), which is more complex than would have been expected 
based on the simple relationship defined in the GSP.

6.4  |  Effect of mean mortality rate

Increasing the mean mortality rate had the opposite effect on the 
characteristics of the survivors relative to an increase in growth rate. 

F I G U R E  3  Effect of the timing of the onset of growth 
autocorrelation (beginning at day 9 vs. day 5 vs. day 2) on the 
distribution of mean individual growth rates (G) between the initial 
larval population (all larvae 6 d of age) and survivors to 12.5 mm 
total length (G = 0.4 mm d−1, standard deviation, SD = 0.1). (a) 
Simulation with random individual growth (i.e. no autocorrelation in 
growth). Autocorrelated growth with the mean individual G from: 
(b) day 9 onward set as the average of growth achieved in days 
1– 8 (SD = 0.1); (c) day 5 set as the average of growth of days 1– 4 
(SD = 0.1); and (d) day 2 set as growth achieved on day 1 (SD = 0.1). 
All simulations used a mortality rate of 0.25 ± 0.2 d−1, with the 
initial larval population size for all simulations being 100,000.
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A change in mortality rate from 0.15 to 0.35 d−1 resulted in a moderate 
increase of the mean growth rate of survivors (3.8%) towards faster av-
erage growth rates relative to the initial population (Table 1, Figure 6). 
While changes in mean growth were limited, increasing mortality had 
a large negative effect on variance (as measured by SD) in growth of 
survivors. For example, the 12% reduction in the SD in growth rate of 
survivors after increasing the mortality rate from 0.15 to 0.35 d−1 was 
explained by a smaller proportion of slower- growing individuals reach-
ing the endpoint of our simulations (Figure 6). Survivorship decreased 
drastically (by 97.7%) as mortality rate increased from 0.15 to 0.35 d−1.

6.5  |  Effect of length- dependent mortality

Length- dependent mortality varied from 0.47 d−1 for the smallest 
larvae and 0.18 d−1 for the largest. Length- dependent mortality re-
sulted in a substantial increase in the mean growth rate of survivors, 
comparable to the increase associated with a mean mortality rate 
of 0.35 d−1 (Table 1, Figure 7). However, variability in growth of the 
survivors increased relative to that of the cohort on day 6, which dif-
fers from the outcome of simulations based on length- independent 
mortality rate, although the absolute difference in variance was 
considerably smaller than in other simulations. Overall survival was 
also lower than the simulation with a length- independent 0.25 d−1 

mortality rate, but the survival to day 6, which is used to define the 
initial population, was lower than that in all other simulations. The 
small increase in the variability in growth rates of survivors is associ-
ated with the low number of larvae making it to day 6, relative to all 
other simulations, which limited the variance in growth rates among 
individuals on which selective loss could act during the remainder 
of the simulation. Simulations with weaker length- dependent mor-
tality yielded overall results that were similar to that achieved with 
a length- independent 0.25 d−1 mortality rate, indicative that pro-
nounced length- dependency is required to achieve notable differ-
ences in the growth distribution of survivors. This result illustrates 
that the impact of ‘bigger- is- better’ was most important during the 
very early stages of development when small individuals had a lower 
likelihood of survival than their slightly larger conspecifics, and com-
pounded with the stage- duration concept. The degree of length-  or 
stage- dependency in mortality rates may therefore affect the vari-
ability in growth rates, over which evaluation of the linkage GSP to 
cohort survival occurs.

6.6  |  Effect of growth- dependent mortality

Changing growth- dependent mortality had a profound effect 
on the growth characteristics of survivors (Figure 8). In our first 

F I G U R E  4  Effect of variations in 
the mean (a– c) and variance (standard 
deviation, SD; d– f) in growth rate (G) on 
the change in growth- rate frequency 
distribution between the initial larval 
population (all 6 d old larvae) and 
survivors (to 12.5 mm in total length) in 
our simulations. (a) G = 0.30 ± 0.10 mm 
d−1; (b) G = 0.40 ± 0.10 mm d−1; (c) G = 0.50 
± 0.10 mm d−1; (d) G = 0.40 ± 0.05 mm d−1; 
(e) G = 0.40 ± 0.10 mm d−1 (same as b); (f) 
G = 0.40 ± 0.15 mm d−1. All simulations 
used a mortality rate of 0.25 ± 0.2 d−1, 
with the initial larval population size for all 
simulations being 100,000.
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set of simulations, where a higher mortality rate was applied to 
slow- growing (<0.4 mm d−1) larvae, the mean growth rate of sur-
vivors was ~11% higher and its SD ranged from 35% to 47% lower 
than that of the initial population in all three simulations (Table 1, 
Figure 8a– c). While the difference in mean growth rate between 
survivors and the initial population remained relatively stable 
across these simulations, the SD of growth rates of survivors de-
creased by ~18% and survival rate increased by ~840% (from 0.8% 
to 7.1%) with decreasing mortality rate against fast- growing indi-
viduals (Table 1). Overall, this set of conditions supports the GSP.

In our second set of simulations, in which higher mortality 
rates were applied to faster- growing individuals, the patterns of 
change in the characteristics of survivors proved more complex. 
At the lowest contrast (0.20 vs. 0.30), the mean growth rate of 
survivors was still greater (by 1.3%) than that of the initial popu-
lation, whereas the SD of growth showed a milder decline (~26%) 
compared to when higher mortality was applied to slow- growing 
individuals, which was consistent with the GSP. At higher contrasts 
in mortality rates, the mean growth rate of survivors declined by 
3.9% (0.15 vs. 0.35) and 8.0% (0.05 vs. 0.45) relative to that of the 
initial population (Table 1, Figure 8d– f), in a manner contrary to 
expectations from the GSP. These two scenarios also resulted in a 
dramatic decrease in the variance in the growth rate of survivors, 
with declines exceeding 40% and 55%, respectively. Survival rates 
in this second set of simulations were lower than for correspond-
ing mortality rate contrasts in the first set of simulations, ranging 
from 0.6% to 6.0% (Table 1).

7  |  DISCUSSION

7.1  |  Selection for fast growth and the 
growth- survival paradigm

Since Hjort's (Hjort, 1914) seminal demonstration that fluctuations 
in the abundance of fish stocks were attributable to tremendous 
variability in recruitment success, ‘solving the recruitment problem’ 
(sensu Sissenwine, 1984) became the Holy Grail of fisheries science 
and management (Houde, 2008). Attempts to solve the recruitment 
problem resulted in major advances in the late 20th century, which 
linked larval survival potential to growth and larval mortality to 
predation, and have led to the development of the Growth- Survival 
Paradigm (GSP). The GSP predicts that fast growth during the lar-
val stage will result in high survival and subsequent strong recruit-
ment by reducing cumulative predation mortality (Anderson, 1988; 
Cushing, 1990; Houde, 1987). However, given the unequivocal 
support of studies aimed at validating the GSP, the main research 
direction in the early 21st century shifted from solving to ‘un-
derstanding the recruitment problem’ (sensu Houde, 2008). Our 
review of the large body of research that has tested the GSP dur-
ing the past three decades, using field, laboratory, mesocosm and 
modelling approaches revealed that, although the GSP was sup-
ported in the majority of cases, a substantial portion of all tests 
(44%) including a third of field- based investigations did not support 
the paradigm. Moreover, a non- negligible proportion of reviewed 
studies demonstrated the occurrence of selection for slow- growing 

F I G U R E  5  Difference in mean 
growth (±1 standard deviation, SD) of 
larvae in simulated cohorts between the 
initial population (all 6 d old larvae) and 
survivors (larvae reaching 12.5 mm in 
total length) for three initial conditions 
of SD in growth (0.05, 0.10 and 0.15 mm 
d−1; initial population and survivor groups 
were slightly offset to improve visibility). 
Initial growth rates in the simulations 
were set to 0.3 (○), 0.4 (▽) or 0.5 (☐) mm 
d−1. The mean individual growth rate from 
day 5 onward was set as that individual's 
average of growth achieved during days 
1– 4, varying with the population's SD.
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individuals in the field, a possibility generally disregarded in the 
current GSP. The wide breadth of possible situations that occur in 
the field might have led some authors to conclude that investiga-
tions focussed on the current GSP framework may have limited 
progress towards better understanding the recruitment processes 
(Leggett & Frank, 2008). In this context, we sought to develop a 
revised framework that would explain the differential support (or 
lack thereof) for the GSP in previous investigations by identifying 
the contextual factors causing disparities among studies. Such an 
ability would offer a way forward by allowing researchers to assess 
under what conditions the tenets of the GSP might hold and should 
be investigated to understand and/or solve the recruitment prob-
lem at the level of the stock.

A key finding originating from our simulations is that the original 
conceptualization of the GSP, and the way of testing it through the 
comparison of growth rate frequency distributions between the ini-
tial larval population and survivors, is only valid when among- cohort 
variance in growth and mortality rates is constant (Figure 9a). As 
predicted by the GSP, the effects of growth and mortality were op-
posite, with growth having a larger influence on the differences in 
mean growth achieved by survivors relative to the original popula-
tion. Changes in mortality rates had more influence on the variance 
in growth rates of survivors relative to the original population, pri-
marily because mortality acts on the contrast of growth rate among 

F I G U R E  6  Effect of variations in mortality rate (± 1 standard 
deviation, SD) on the frequency distribution of larval growth rate 
for the initial larval population (all 6 d old larvae) and survivors 
(larvae reaching 12.5 mm in total length) in our simulations. (a) 
Mortality = 0.15 ± 0.12 d−1; (b) mortality = 0.25 ± 0.20 d−1; and (c) 
mortality = 0.35 ± 0.28 d−1. All simulations were based on initial 
individual random growth (G = 0.4 ± 0.1 mm d−1) with the mean 
growth rate of each individual from day 5 onward equal to that 
individual's average growth rate achieved during days 1– 4, with a 
SD of 0.1.

F I G U R E  7  Effect of variations in mortality rate (±1 standard 
deviation, SD) on the frequency distribution of larval growth rate 
for the initial larval population (all 6 d old larvae) and survivors 
(larvae reaching 12.5 mm in total length) in our simulations. (a) 
No length- dependent mortality = 0.25 ± 0.20 d−1, to provide 
a reference for comparison; (b) weak length- dependent 
mortality = 0.485∙TL−0.34 ± 0.2 d−1; and (c) strong length- dependent 
mortality = 0.914∙TL−0.68 ± 0.2 d−1. All simulations were based on 
initial individual random growth (G = 0.4 ± 0.1 mm d−1) with the 
mean growth rate of each individual from day 5 onward equal to 
that individual's average growth rate achieved during days 1– 4, 
with a SD of 0.1.
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individuals whereas changes in average growth rates affected all 
individuals to a similar degree.

Our results, however, also indicated that changes in growth auto-
correlation, variance in growth among cohorts or changes in growth- 
dependent mortality rates, can lead to errors when interpreting the 
meaning of apparent selection for fast growth rates relative to survival 
and recruitment. Variance in growth rate within the initial population, 
as well as differences in the timing of the onset of growth autocorrela-
tion, had subtle but important effects on the growth characteristics 
of survivors, with an outcome that did not support predictions from 
the GSP because increased survival was achieved with increasing dif-
ferences in the average growth rates of survivors. More specifically, 
variability in both of these aspects of growth resulted in situations 
where an increase in the difference in mean growth rate between 
survivors and the initial population (selection for fast growth) was 
only weakly linked to an increase in survival rate. Growth- dependent 
mortality scenarios also did not entirely support predictions of the 
GSP. In particular, increasing mortality rates directed towards slow- 
growing individuals had no major effect on the difference in mean 
growth between survivors and the initial population. In the case of 
increasing mortality against fast- growing individuals, we observed a 
shift in mean growth rate of survivors to slower growth rates relative 
to the initial population (selection against fast growth).

As previously suggested by Rice et al. (1993) and Houde (1997a), 
our results indicate that drivers of variance in the growth rate of 

a larval population could result in selection for fast growth over 
a broad range of mortality rates with the degree of selection in-
creasing with mortality rates (Figure 9a,b). This outcome is pos-
sible given that higher variance in growth rates around the same 
mean value implies a relatively larger number of individuals within 
the population that have high growth rates and are characterized 
by higher survival probabilities to the endpoint resulting from a 
shorter larval stage duration. Our results also suggest that growth-  
or size- selective predation targeted at fast- growing or larger- at- age 
individuals could account for field- based observations of higher sur-
vival in slow- growing individuals (Figure 9 c). These situations con-
stitute a reversal of the prediction of the GSP that increasingly high 
survival should be linked to decreasing selection for fast growth.

Importantly, testing the conceptual framework of the GSP has 
mostly relied on the comparison of growth- rate frequency distributions 
between survivors and the larval population from which they originate 
(e.g. Hare & Cowen, 1997; Meekan & Fortier, 1996; Pepin, 1989). While 
being useful, this approach extends beyond the notion of mean growth 
and mortality. It integrates both the direct and indirect influences of 
these rates and largely ignores the role that variance plays in driving 
selection and survival outcomes, a key component revealed by our 
simulations. Because growth and mortality rates and their direct and 
indirect effects are likely to be unique for a given population, effort 
should be spent identifying the mechanisms responsible for observed 
growth selection in each system and determining how they vary.

F I G U R E  8  Effect of variations in 
growth- dependent mortality rate on 
the change in the frequency distribution 
between the initial larval population 
(all 6 d old larvae) and survivors (larvae 
reaching 12.5 mm in total length) in 
simulations where mortality rate selected 
against slow- growing individuals (a– c) 
or against fast- growing individuals (d– f). 
The blue line represents the growth- 
dependent mortality rate applied in the 
simulations. All simulations were based on 
initial individual random growth (G = 0.4 
± 0.1 mm d−1) but with the mean individual 
growth rate from day 5 onward set as that 
individual's average of growth achieved 
during days 1– 4, with a SD of 0.1.
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To this end, we discuss context- dependency in the recruitment 
process below, including other important knowledge gaps that have 
been hampering progress in GSP research. We focus primarily on 
predation, which has been considered the most important source of 
growth- dependent mortality (Anderson, 1988; Houde, 2016), and on 
the nature and role of intrinsic factors that modulate predation mor-
tality (leading to context- dependent outcomes). In addition to discuss-
ing how extrinsic and intrinsic factors can determine the duration of 
the critical period that drives recruitment variability in a population 
or cohort of interest, we also consider how variability in defining the 
pre- recruitment endpoint can affect perceived changes in survival and 
the value of the GSP in predicting recruitment variability and stock 
productivity.

7.2  |  Predation

Predation mortality is generally considered the main direct driver 
of recruitment variability and population dynamics of fish during 
early life stages (Bailey & Houde, 1989; Cowan & Houde, 1993; 
Heath, 1992; Hunter, 1984). The conventional view within fisher-
ies science is that predation is a size- selective process, with smaller 
individuals more likely to be preyed upon than their larger conspe-
cifics (Anderson, 1988; Cowan & Houde, 1992; Miller et al., 1988; 
Pepin, 1991; Peterson & Wroblewski, 1984; Rice et al., 1993). This 
notion is embodied by the bigger- is- better (Miller et al., 1988), and 
growth- selective predation (Takasuka et al., 2003, 2007) mecha-
nisms, which form key tenets of the GSP.

F I G U R E  9  Growth- Survival Paradigm (GSP) revisited after simulation results from the present study. The different scenarios show 
how characteristics of survivors (to the endpoint when year- class or recruitment success is established), as well as growth rate frequency 
distributions of the initial (dashed line) and surviving (solid line) populations (on the right), relate to various factors and processes (indicated 
to the left), including differences in: (i) characteristics of the original population— the variance of larval growth rates, with different growth 
rates represented by larvae of different sizes and colours ranging from red (highest growth rate) to blue (lowest growth rate); (ii) the predator 
field— the type and amount of daily predation mortality (Z) experienced; and (iii) growth- dependent stage duration to the recruitment 
endpoint— the amount of time individuals suffer high rates of mortality due to predators. Larvae of a given growth rate category that have 
disappeared along the stage duration line have been eaten by predators. The figure depicts two types of predators: a filter/particulate 
feeder (e.g. juvenile herring) and a raptorial feeder (e.g. adult mackerel). (a) Representation of the original conceptualization of the GSP, 
where predation mortality favours fast- growing individuals through growth- selective mortality against slow- growers that experience a 
longer amount of time in stages vulnerable to predators. Under that conceptualization, high survival (low mortality) to the endpoint is 
associated with slight selection for fast growth, whereas low survival (high mortality) is associated with strong selection for fast growth. 
(b) Results from the present study show that, if the original population is characterized by a high variance in growth rate, caused by either 
differences in the characteristics of spawners or an early onset of growth autocorrelation, strong selection for fast growth can result, which 
is not coupled with low survival. (c) Simulations also showed that when predation mortality is primarily directed against larger, fast- growing 
larvae (mortality rate = 0.35 d−1) compared to smaller, slower- growing larvae (mortality rate = 0.15 d−1), the stage- duration advantage of fast- 
growing individuals can be offset by predation, resulting in selection for slow- growing larvae and low survival. The drawings of larvae and 
juveniles are from Fahay (2007).
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Despite the assumption that predation is the main mortality 
agent in the GSP (Anderson, 1988), most field studies have not 
quantified or defined the predator field (e.g. Hare & Cowen, 1997; 
Meekan & Fortier, 1996; Robert et al., 2007). Predation has often 
been treated as a constant among cohorts, leading to the assump-
tion that selective mortality primarily depends on larval growth per-
formance (such as depicted in Figure 4a– c). Little attention has been 
given to the idea that the nature, timing, and intensity of predation 
mortality could represent a major source of variability in growth- 
dependent survival that remains unexplained by current GSP 
research. This gap includes spatially explicit individual- based bio-
physical models of fish early life stages designed to generate and/or 
test recruitment hypotheses (Peck & Hufnagl, 2012). In most mod-
els, for lack of better in situ estimates or process knowledge, mortal-
ity rates are assumed to monotonically decline with increasing body 
size. Moreover, the potential effect of other environmental drivers 
acting on both mortality and growth rates (e.g. temperature influ-
ences on predator appetite and larval growth capacity, behavioural 
responses to particular predator/prey fields) are rarely incorporated 
(Akimova et al., 2016; Jørgensen et al., 2013) (Figure 10).

Documenting shifts in predator fields can be challenging and 
doing so simultaneously with sampling larval fish prey is even more 
difficult (Houde, 1997a). Yet, changes in both mean predator abun-
dance and patchiness across time and space have been shown to 

influence observed growth of larval fish prey (Gleiber et al., 2020; 
Swieca et al., 2023). In the rare cases where temporal and spatial 
variation in predator fields have been incorporated, simulations 
suggested high inter- annual differences in the strength of different 
sources of mortality (e.g. losses due to poor retention or increased 
starvation and predation) at specific spawning grounds (Akimova 
et al., 2019). Such a gap in knowledge of interacting factors and pro-
cesses contributing to mortality and year- class success represents 
an important limitation for interpreting the various types of selectiv-
ity patterns that appeared in peer- reviewed studies and our ability to 
build process models advancing predictive capacity.

A notable exception that has identified in situ evidence of the 
impact of predators on larval population characteristics comes 
from work from Takasuka et al. (2003, 2007, 2017), Takasuka, Aoki, 
et al. (2004); Takasuka, Oozeki, et al. (2004) on larval Japanese an-
chovy (Engraulis japonicus, Engraulidae), which revealed different 
patterns and levels of growth- selective mortality among various 
fish predators. Based on the comparison of otolith growth trajec-
tories between ichthyoplankton consumed and not consumed by 
predators, these authors demonstrated that the nature of growth- 
selective predation depended on the type of predator. Small, filter- 
feeding pelagic fish selected slow- growing larvae whereas raptorial 
piscivorous fish ingested larvae independent of larval growth rate. 
McCormick and Hoey (2004) also reported that different size classes 

F I G U R E  1 0  Conceptual diagram 
showing how intrinsic factors (lower 
part) and extrinsic factors (shaded 
circle, listed at the top) act on the larval 
phenotype, resulting in growth- survival 
trade- offs (sensu Jørgensen et al., 2013) 
that influence the outcome of cohort 
growth selection until the endpoint 
when recruitment is set. Variability 
(dashed red lines) in intrinsic and extrinsic 
factors influence the variability in stage 
duration (upper part, from left to right), 
which also depends on genetic factors. 
Extrinsic factors can affect individuals 
by triggering intrinsic responses that can 
range from behavioural to physiological 
manifestations, including epigenetics. 
Some traits can be autocorrelated 
(indicated by R2). The width of arrows 
in the intrinsic factor panel reflects the 
authors' interpretation of the relative 
importance of the different factors based 
on a qualitative assessment.
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of predators induced differences in mortality patterns dependent on 
growth history and size at settlement. These results are consistent 
with laboratory studies, which showed that size differences between 
a predator and its prey, as well as the foraging strategy of the pred-
ator, result in different prey vulnerabilities owing to differences in 
encounter, attack and capture probabilities (Bailey & Houde, 1989; 
Paradis et al., 1996). These differences in predator attributes can re-
sult in situations where fast growth and large body size during the 
larval stage may or may not be beneficial for survival (Figure 8). For 
example, most filter- feeding predators are gape- limited, with gape 
width proportional to body size. In this context, fast larval growth 
can be advantageous by allowing larvae to minimize the time spent 
in the ‘window of vulnerability’ to these predators. Importantly, 
however, predators of different sizes would be expected to select 
for larval fish prey of different ranges in size, with consumed prey 
sizes determined by optimal foraging rules (i.e. predators are ex-
pected to maximize net energy gain; Townsend & Winfield, 1985; 
Werner & Hall, 1974). In this way, fast growth that leads to a larger 
size could cause larvae to grow into a window of vulnerability to 
predation (Cowan et al., 1996; McCormick & Hoey, 2004). In the 
field, the changes in species within a given predator assemblage may 
inflict a varying mixture of growth- selective pressure on a given lar-
val fish population (McCormick & Hoey, 2004; Takasuka et al., 2003, 
2007, 2017). Therefore, knowledge of the characteristics of the main 
larval fish predators is essential for understanding processes driving 
differences in growth- selective survival among cohorts.

7.3  |  Intrinsic factors

Even though interactions between intrinsic factors and agents 
of mortality have previously been reviewed (e.g. Govoni, 2005; 
Houde, 2008, 2016; Peck et al., 2012), they have rarely been con-
sidered in the context of the GSP. In fact, the relative importance 
of factors accounting for variability in the growth- rate frequency 
distribution of a given larval fish cohort relative to others and, 
thus, providing the raw material for growth- dependent mortality 
to operate, remains poorly known. While the respective effects 
of intrinsic factors in driving growth- dependent mortality can be 
intermingled (Conover & Baumann, 2009), factors that are con-
sidered important in shaping growth characteristics of survivors 
could be divided into physiological, inherited and behavioural 
traits (Figure 10).

Physiological processes may mediate how individual traits vary in 
response to exposure to different environmental factors (Angilletta 
et al., 2003). The most important factor affecting larval physiology 
and leading to individual differences in growth rate is temperature. 
The thermal history of larvae has been shown to determine sur-
vival potential during the juvenile stage through physiology- related 
differences in development (e.g. Catalán et al., 2004; Johnston 
et al., 2001; Moyano et al., 2014). In turn, these differences in devel-
opment can induce variability in growth, metabolism and swimming 
capacity (Batty et al., 1991; Johnston, 1993) that can affect survival 

probability through their influence on the ability of a given individual 
to successfully feed and escape predators.

At the cohort level, physiologically determined traits likely con-
stitute a particularly important source of variability in larval develop-
ment and growth of species characterized by protracted spawning, 
covering a wide temperature range (e.g. Temple et al., 2001). In tem-
perate environments, late spawning and hatching occur at higher 
temperatures relative to early hatching in the spring, often resulting 
in faster larval growth (Fortier et al., 2006; Ludsin & DeVries, 1997). 
However, late- spawned individuals do not always reach the mini-
mum size necessary for them to survive their first winter. In such 
a situation, size- based selection may occur against individuals that 
were characterized by fast growth during the larval stage (e.g. 
Ludsin & DeVries, 1997), which has important implications for end-
point selection used to test growth- survival relationships. Because 
the effects of physiologically determined traits on the ontogeny of 
development and growth are highly species-  and system- specific 
(Balon, 1979; Blaxter, 1986; Govoni, 1980; Job & Bellwood, 2000; 
Peck et al., 2013; Webb & Weihs, 1986), we highlight the impor-
tance of conducting population- specific investigations to quantify 
the effects of these traits on growth- selective survival.

Inherited traits can also account for individual phenotypic differ-
ences leading to variability in survival potential. Variability in larval 
size and condition attributable to parental effects likely constitutes 
an important source of differences in the variance of growth rates 
among cohorts. Such variation then has potential implications for 
the extent of observed differences in growth- rate frequency dis-
tribution between survivors and the initial population (Chambers & 
Leggett, 1992), and on the significance of these differences to sur-
vival (see Figure 4d– f). Parental effects on variability in larval size 
and condition could affect underlying variability in growth charac-
teristics of the initial population and, therefore, influence growth- 
selective survivorship within the context of the GSP.

Variability in larval behaviour can influence survival probabil-
ity at the individual level (Jørgensen et al., 2013). Larval behaviour 
is highly dependent on the physical and sensory capabilities at a 
given developmental stage (Blaxter, 1986; Houde & Schekter, 1980; 
Skajaa et al., 2003). Developmental priorities of vision (Loew & 
Wahl, 2008), swimming speed (Leis, 2006) and feeding tactics (Lewis 
& Bala, 2008; O'Brien et al., 1990) partly depend on body size and 
its relation to water viscosity (Osse & van den Boogaart, 1999), but 
are also driven by growth- dependent predation risk under a given 
feeding environment (Jørgensen et al., 2013). Under limited prey 
availability, maintaining high growth rate implies increased forag-
ing activity (Vollset et al., 2013), which also results in an increased 
encounter rate with predators and ultimately increased mortality 
rate until reaching the endpoint, as observed in previous studies 
(Fiksen & Jørgensen, 2011; Fuiman, 1989; Lankford et al., 2001) (see 
Figure 8d– f).

Although larval behaviour is not considered in the current con-
ceptualization of the GSP, the theory of behavioural trade- offs be-
tween growth and survival (e.g. Biro & Stamps, 2010) needs to be 
explored in the context of the GSP. Jørgensen et al. (2013) presented 
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a conceptual framework that predicted that behavioural trade- offs 
between growth and predation risk are particularly important during 
the late larval stage and that individuals will display rapid adapta-
tions to optimize their growth- to- mortality ratio under variable food 
supply, predation pressure or other environmental conditions. As 
an example, theoretical modelling, laboratory experimentation and 
field observations have shown that larval fish will adjust their for-
aging rate on zooplankton (i.e. potential for growth) depending on 
water clarity (water- column turbidity), which can influence suscep-
tibility to predation risk (Pangle et al., 2012). Long- term, population- 
level changes in larval behaviour have also been documented such 
as the loss of diel vertical migration in response to changes in the 
prey community (Hinrichsen et al., 2010), which will alter the expo-
sure of larvae to specific predators. Larval behaviour, thus, may have 
important, dynamic and even counter- intuitive effects on the ob-
served differences in growth- frequency distribution between sur-
vivors and the initial population. Given that behavioural responses 
to varying prey supply and predation pressure vary widely among 
taxa, measuring the relative importance of behavioural traits in driv-
ing growth- selective patterns constitutes an important and almost 
unexplored research avenue.

Under specific circumstances, intrinsic factors can interact with 
predation to modify growth- dependent mortality patterns, includ-
ing selection against large or fast- growing larvae over small or slow- 
growing individuals. For example, high feeding activity displayed 
by fast- growing individuals to meet their higher energetic demands 
may result in higher encounter rates with predators (Fuiman, 1989; 
Lankford et al., 2001). Temperature may also play an important role 
in driving growth- dependent vulnerability to predation if the change 
in temperature- mediated metabolic processes is different for pred-
ators (their feeding rates on larvae) and larvae (their growth rates) 
(Akimova et al., 2016). Also, differences in growth rates may reflect 
differences in individual condition, affecting the ability of larvae 
to avoid an attack by a predator (Lankford et al., 2001; Takasuka 
et al., 2003). Therefore, understanding the pathways of effects that 
intrinsic factors may have on an individual larva's probability of en-
countering, being attacked and escaping a predator and how these 
intrinsic and extrinsic factors interact, is essential to determine 
how they may affect the outcome of growth- selective processes 
(Figure 10).

7.4  |  Endpoints

Studies focussed on inferences from the application of the GSP 
generally consider processes affecting the larval stage, but it is im-
portant to recognize that the relative rank of a year- class may be 
determined during any developmental stages prior to fish entering 
the fishery or the reproductive population (e.g. Sissenwine, 1984). 
Variability in the nature, timing and intensity of predation, combined 
with species- specific intrinsic factors, will act in concert to determine 
the duration of the critical phase during which mortality rate is high 
and variable. The end of this period of vulnerability for early survival 

corresponds to the ‘endpoint’ at which year- class strength can be es-
tablished. In many cases, tests of the GSP have consisted of compar-
ing the growth- rate frequency distribution of a cohort between two 
life stages without an a priori validation that the endpoint had been 
reached within the tested interval. Conclusions drawn from such 
studies may be misleading and, for a number of reasons, assumptions 
should be avoided on the timing (or body size) of this biological end-
point. The endpoint at which recruitment (year- class strength) is set 
differs widely among species, but also can vary among cohorts within 
a given population (Benoît et al., 2000; Chambers & Leggett, 1987; 
Houde, 1997b, 2008; Sissenwine, 1984). For example, two consecu-
tive annual cohorts of striped bass (Morone saxatilis, Moronidae) from 
the Nanticoke River population were characterized by a transition 
stage when cohort biomass started increasing at 34.9 and 113.5 
d, suggesting wide interannual variability in recruitment endpoint 
(Houde, 1997b). In the population of striped bass in the St. Lawrence 
River, the endpoint was detected after the end of the first winter, but 
the strength of overwinter mortality differed between years (Peres 
et al., 2022). These examples stress the importance of measuring and 
considering endpoint variability within a given population of interest 
instead of relying on an arbitrary reference point such as the meta-
morphosis (age 35– 45 d in striped bass) that may not fully cover the 
cumulative forces shaping growth characteristics of survivors. The 
arbitrary selection of an endpoint is unlikely to capture the full impact 
of processes that govern the determination of year- class strength or 
to provide a robust test of the GSP.

The endpoint for a given cohort can be estimated from the se-
quential sampling of successive early life stages. Samples of both the 
initial and surviving life stages must always accurately represent the 
cohort of interest so that the successful estimation of the endpoint 
directly depends upon our capacity to obtain representative sam-
ples of the successive early life stage (Khamassi et al., 2020). In many 
cases, broad spatial and temporal sampling of an area is necessary 
to adequately capture representatives of the initial and surviving 
populations. By indicating transitions in biomass dynamics in a de-
veloping cohort, the ratio of mortality (M) to growth (G) (M/G) can 
be useful for identifying the life stage from which the endpoint is 
likely to occur (Houde, 1997a, 1997b). Following hatching, mortality 
rate is generally much higher than population growth, resulting in 
a net loss in biomass for the cohort. The age from which M/G ≥ 1, 
implying net growth of the cohort, corresponds to the minimum 
life stage from which the endpoint could be reached. From that life 
stage, the precise timing of the endpoint can then be investigated by 
comparing the otolith- derived growth rate- frequency distributions 
between the initial population and multiple subsequent life stages. 
Examples of species that are known to experience drastic changes 
in growth- selective survival prior to the endpoint include flatfishes 
and coral reef fishes, groups characterized by a settlement stage 
that involves a major change in habitat and predation pressure (e.g. 
Gagliano et al., 2007; Geffen et al., 2007; Hoey & McCormick, 2004). 
Potential consequences of the interplay between habitat shifts 
and selective mortality were well described by D'Alessandro 
et al. (2013), who successfully sampled several cohorts of different 
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snapper species (Lutjanidae) and great barracuda (Sphyraena barra-
cuda, Sphyraenidae) at different life stages in the Straits of Florida. 
Notably, their study found a reversal in growth selection for one of 
the species during the settlement period, highlighting how species- 
specific ontogenetic shifts in selection pressure may constitute a 
challenge when testing the GSP.

Otolith microstructure analysis represents an ideal tool to assess 
endpoint considerations. In addition to representing a permanent 
record of early individual growth, the otoliths of species that un-
dergo a major transition from pelagic to benthic life are often char-
acterized by a distinct ‘metamorphic mark’ (Geffen et al., 2011; Joh 
et al., 2013), allowing the investigation of potential shifts in growth- 
dependent mortality following that key life stage transition. The in-
terpretation of the otolith microstructure, however, may be difficult 
during the early larval stage when the deposition of the first oto-
lith increment is delayed (e.g. Fox et al., 2003; Ivarjord et al., 2008) 
and during the juvenile stage as a result of the formation of sec-
ondary primordia (e.g. Joh et al., 2015; Narimatsu et al., 2007). In 
cases where using otoliths to estimate age is not possible, verifying 
whether individuals sampled at the endpoint stage were part of the 
original larval cohort being compared may be difficult, except for 
species characterized by a punctual spawning season (e.g. Robert 
et al., 2007). Overall, in cases where the otolith growth trajectory is 
truncated (e.g. May et al., 2020), one must consider that a proportion 
of the variability in growth- selective survival relevant to the GSP 
may be missing from the analysis.

8  |  CONCLUSIONS

Assessment of the validity of the GSP has been based on the analysis 
of the characteristics of survivors relative to those of individuals at 
earlier stages of development within the same cohort. Our review of 
the evidence and simulations has demonstrated that caution should 
be applied when interpreting patterns in growth selection and that 
rapid growth of survivors relative to the initial population does not 
always reflect an overall high mortality rate. In previous studies, 
contrasts have typically been made between the back- calculated 
mean growth rates of survivors and the initial population. However, 
our simulations indicate that a more comprehensive evaluation is 
necessary, including analyses of the variance of individual growth 
rates and autocorrelation in growth. Moreover, assessing growth- 
selective mortality by contrasting the initial population to a life 
stage located beyond the range of possible cohort endpoints for a 
given stock, at which individual growth characteristics will represent 
those of recruits, appears to be crucial. However, such an approach 
does not provide information on the proximate causes of mortality. 
Several examples illustrate how sampling among cohorts (Khamassi 
et al., 2020; Robert et al., 2007), or at different spatial (Leclerc, 2010) 
or temporal (Sponaugle et al., 2011) scales can be used to assess var-
iability in growth- selective survival, confirm or refute assumptions 
of the GSP and inform about processes across ecosystems, species 
and populations.

The paucity of research that identifies and/or quantifies the role 
of predation mortality, and how rates of predatory losses are po-
tentially related to intrinsic larval traits, represents the most critical 
bottleneck in our ability to further refine the GSP and make robust 
forecasts of changes in fish stock productivity, whether because of 
changes in year- class strength or ecosystem state. Enhanced met-
rics to contrast differences among individuals and quantification of 
prey– predator dynamics will generally require observational pro-
grams that are difficult to sustain through time. They do, however, 
represent basic knowledge to be collected prior to comprehensive 
efforts aimed at investigating the drivers that govern the dynamics 
of fish populations, and should be the foundation for further studies 
into the GSP.

Despite the potential limitations of the GSP, relative changes be-
tween the growth rate distribution of survivors and that of earlier 
life stages from the same cohort can provide valuable information 
on rates of mortality. This information is important when conduct-
ing retrospective analyses using, for example, field- based or mech-
anistic models depicting how bottom- up and top- down processes 
impact the survival of specific species (Akimova et al., 2019; Reichert 
et al., 2010) or, at a much broader level, marine food web dynamics 
(Lynam et al., 2017). One must be cautious, however, in the attribution 
of the dominant processes underlying changes in patterns of growth 
rate distributions. Various factors (apart from selective predation) can 
alter the underlying variation in growth among individuals within a 
given cohort and cause misleading evidence of factors and processes 
ultimately controlling the survivorship and recruitment success of dif-
ferent cohorts. Our work demonstrates that a comprehensive char-
acterization of differences in the distributions of larval growth rates 
between the initial population and individuals that have survived to 
the endpoint is essential in testing and referencing the GSP as an ex-
planation of selective loss during the early life history of fish.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
The manuscript is the outcome of a unique symposium and workshop. 
Authors contributed to the discussions and manuscript in the following 
manner: Dominique Robert, Jun Shoji, Pascal Sirois, Akinori Takasuka 
and Pierre Pepin conceptualization and organization of the symposium 
and workshop and primary authors. Ignacio A. Catalán, Arild Folkvord, 
Stuart A. Ludsin, Myron A. Peck and Su Sponaugle were meeting par-
ticipants and key contributing authors. Patricia M. Ayón, Richard D. 
Brodeur, Emily Y. Campbell, Evan K. D'Alessandro, John F. Dower, Louis 
Fortier, Alberto G. García, Klaus B. Huebert, Marc Hufnagl, Shin- ichi 
Ito, Mikimasa Joh, Francis Juanes, Mitsuo Nyuji, Yoshioki Oozeki, Guido 
Plaza, Motomitsu Takahashi, Yosuke Tanaka, Naoki Tojo, Shingo Watari 
and Naotaka Yasue were meeting participants and supporting authors.

AFFILIATIONS
1Institut des sciences de la mer de Rimouski, Université du Québec à 
Rimouski, Rimouski, Québec, Canada
2Department of Marine Science and Technology, Fukui Prefectural 
University, Fukui, Japan
3Département des sciences fondamentales, Université du Québec à 
Chicoutimi, Chicoutimi, Québec, Canada

 14672979, 2023, 5, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/faf.12774 by C

repuq - U
niversité D

u Q
uébec, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [27/09/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



    |  883ROBERT et al.

4National Research Institute of Fisheries Science, Japan Fisheries Research 
and Education Agency, Yokohama, Japan
5Department of Aquatic Bioscience, Graduate School of Agricultural and Life 
Sciences, The University of Tokyo, Tokyo, Japan
6Instituto Mediterráneo de Estudios Avanzados (IMEDEA), Consejo Superior 
de Investigaciones Científicas/Universitat de les Illes Balears, Esporles, Spain
7Department of Biological Sciences, University of Bergen, Bergen, Norway
8Institute of Marine Research, Bergen, Norway
9Aquatic Ecology Laboratory, Department of Evolution, Ecology, and 
Organismal Biology, The Ohio State University, Columbus, Ohio, USA
10Department of Coastal Systems, Royal Netherlands Institute for Sea 
Research, Den Burg, The Netherlands
11Department of Integrative Biology, Hatfield Marine Science Center, 
Oregon State University, Newport, Oregon, USA
12Instituto del Mar del Perú, Callao, Peru
13Northwest Fisheries Science Center, NOAA Fisheries Hatfield Marine 
Science Center, Newport, Oregon, USA
14Division of Water Rights, State Water Resources Control Board, 
Sacramento, California, USA
15Rosenstiel School of Marine and Atmospheric Science, University of 
Miami, Miami, Florida, USA
16Department of Biology, University of Victoria, Victoria, British Columbia, 
Canada
17Département de Biologie, Université Laval, Québec, Québec, Canada
18Instituto Español de Oceanografía, Centro Oceanográfico de Málaga, 
Málaga, Spain
19CSS, Inc., Fairfax, Virginia, USA
20Institute of Hydrobiology and Fisheries Science, Center for Earth Systems 
Research and Sustainability, University of Hamburg, Hamburg, Germany
21Atmosphere and Ocean Research Institute, The University of Tokyo, 
Kashiwa, Japan
22Mariculture Fisheries Research Institute, Hokkaido Research Organization, 
Muroran, Japan
23Fisheries Technology Institute, Japan Fisheries Research and Education 
Agency, Nagasaki, Japan
24Japan Fisheries Research and Education Agency, Yokohama, Japan
25Escuela de Ciencias del Mar, Facultad de Recursos Naturales, Pontificia 
Universidad Católica de Valparaíso, Valparaíso, Chile
26Fisheries Resources Institute, Japan Fisheries Research and Education 
Agency, Nagasaki, Japan
27Fisheries Resources Institute, Japan Fisheries Research and Education 
Agency, Yokohama, Japan
28Faculty of Fisheries Sciences, Hokkaido University, International Education 
Office, Hakodate, Japan
29Wakayama Prefectural Fisheries Experimental Station, Wakayama, Japan
30Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Centre, Fisheries and Oceans Canada, St. 
John's, Newfoundland and Labrador, Canada

ACKNO WLE DG E MENTS
Ideas on which this contribution is based originated from a sympo-
sium and workshop on ‘Growth- survival paradigm in early life stages 
of fish: controversy, synthesis, and multidisciplinary approach’, that 
was organized by A. Takasuka, D. Robert, J. Shoji and P. Sirois, at 
the National Research Institute of Fisheries Science, Fisheries 
Research and Education Agency, in Yokohama, Japan, in November 
2015 (http://katsuo.fs.a.u- tokyo.ac.jp/takas uka/gsp/index.htm). The 
symposium was supported financially by Grant- in- Aid for Scientific 
Research (A), (B) and (C) (KAKENHI No. 26252031, 24380107 and 
26450275, respectively) from the Japan Society for the Promotion 
of Science (JSPS) and by the Japan Fisheries Research and Education 
Agency. An earlier version of this manuscript benefited from insight-
ful comments from Edward D. Houde and Thomas J. Miller. We dedi-
cate this study to the late Louis Fortier (1953– 2020), a colleague, 

friend and source of inspiration, who made numerous key contribu-
tions to our knowledge of larval fish ecology, including the role of 
growth- selective mortality on larval fish survival.

CONFLIC T OF INTERE S T S TATEMENT
The authors do not have any interest or relationship, financial or 
otherwise, that might be perceived as influencing an author's ob-
jectivity and that might be considered a potential source of conflict 
of interest.

DATA AVAIL ABILIT Y S TATEMENT
Data sources are provided in the Supporting Information. Simulation 
code can be obtained from PP.

ORCID
Dominique Robert  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0628-2841 
Jun Shoji  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2293-5707 
Pascal Sirois  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1272-5730 
Akinori Takasuka  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0325-7755 
Ignacio A. Catalán  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6496-9182 
Arild Folkvord  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4763-0590 
Stuart A. Ludsin  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3866-2216 
Myron A. Peck  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7423-1854 
Su Sponaugle  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5562-2857 
John F. Dower  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4874-3650 
Francis Juanes  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7397-0014 
Pierre Pepin  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4555-4843 

R E FE R E N C E S
Akimova, A., Hufnagl, M., Kreus, M., & Peck, M. A. (2016). Modeling 

the effects of temperature on the survival and growth of North 
Sea cod (Gadus morhua) through the first year of life. Fisheries 
Oceanography, 25(3), 193– 209. https://doi.org/10.1111/fog.12145

Akimova, A., Hufnagl, M., & Peck, M. A. (2019). Spatiotemporal dynam-
ics of predators and survival of marine fish early life stages: Atlantic 
cod (Gadus morhua) in the North Sea. Progress in Oceanography, 
176, 102121. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pocean.2019.102121

Anderson, J. T. (1988). A review of size dependent survival during 
pre- recruit stages of fishes in relation to recruitment. Journal of 
Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Science, 8, 55– 66.

Angilletta, M. J., Wilson, R. S., Navas, C. A., & James, R. S. (2003). 
Tradeoffs and the evolution of thermal reaction norms. Trends in 
Ecology & Evolution, 18(5), 234– 240. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169 
- 5347(03)00087 - 9

Bailey, K. M., & Houde, E. D. (1989). Predation on eggs and larvae of ma-
rine fishes and the recruitment problem. Advances in Marine Biology, 
25, 1– 67.

Balon, E. K. (1979). The theory of saltation and its application in the 
ontogeny of fishes: Steps and thresholds. Environmental Biology of 
Fishes, 4(2), 97– 101. https://doi.org/10.1007/bf000 05446

Batty, R. S., Blaxter, J. H. S., & Bone, Q. (1991). The effect of tempera-
ture on the swimming of a teleost (Clupea harengus) and an as-
cidian larva (Dendrodoa grossularia). Comparative Biochemistry 
and Physiology Part A: Physiology, 100(2), 297– 300. https://doi.
org/10.1016/0300- 9629(91)90473 - P

Baumann, H., Pepin, P., Davidson, F. J., Mowbray, F., Schnack, D., & 
Dower, J. F. (2003). Reconstruction of environmental histories to 
investigate patterns of larval radiated shanny (Ulvaria subbifurcata) 

 14672979, 2023, 5, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/faf.12774 by C

repuq - U
niversité D

u Q
uébec, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [27/09/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

http://katsuo.fs.a.u-tokyo.ac.jp/takasuka/gsp/index.htm
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0628-2841
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0628-2841
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2293-5707
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2293-5707
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1272-5730
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1272-5730
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0325-7755
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0325-7755
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6496-9182
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6496-9182
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4763-0590
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4763-0590
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3866-2216
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3866-2216
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7423-1854
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7423-1854
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5562-2857
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5562-2857
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4874-3650
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4874-3650
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7397-0014
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7397-0014
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4555-4843
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4555-4843
https://doi.org/10.1111/fog.12145
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pocean.2019.102121
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-5347(03)00087-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-5347(03)00087-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf00005446
https://doi.org/10.1016/0300-9629(91)90473-P
https://doi.org/10.1016/0300-9629(91)90473-P


884  |    ROBERT et al.

growth and selective survival in a large bay of Newfoundland. ICES 
Journal of Marine Science, 60(2), 243– 258.

Benoît, H. P., Pepin, P., & Brown, J. A. (2000). Patterns of metamorphic 
age and length in marine fishes, from individuals to taxa. Canadian 
Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 57(4), 856– 869.

Biro, P. A., & Stamps, J. A. (2010). Do consistent individual differences 
in metabolic rate promote consistent individual differences in be-
havior? Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 25(11), 653– 659. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.tree.2010.08.003

Blaxter, J. H. S. (1986). Development of sense organs and behaviour of 
teleost larvae with special reference to feeding and predator avoid-
ance. Transactions of the American Fisheries Society, 115(1), 98– 114.

Bochdansky, A., Grønkjær, P., Herra, T., & Leggett, W. (2005). Experimental 
evidence for selection against fish larvae with high metabolic rates 
in a food limited environment. Marine Biology, 147(6), 1413– 1417.

Brothers, E. B. (1981). Correlations between otolith microstructure, 
growth, and life history transitions in newly recruited French grunt 
[Haemulon flavolineatum (Desmarest), Haemulidae]. Rapports et 
procès- verbaux des réunions du Conseil international pour l'Explora-
tion de la Mer, 178, 369– 374.

Brown, A. L., & Bailey, K. M. (1992). Otolith analysis of juvenile walleye 
Pollock Theragra chalcogramma from the western Gulf of Alaska. 
Marine Biology, 112(1), 23– 30. https://doi.org/10.1007/bf003 
49723

Buckley, L. J., Caldarone, E. M., Lough, R. G., & St. Onge- Burns, J. M. 
(2006). Ontogenetic and seasonal trends in recent growth rates 
of Atlantic cod and haddock larvae on Georges Bank: Effects of 
photoperiod and temperature. Marine Ecology Progress Series, 325, 
205– 226.

Campana, S. E. (1990). How reliable are growth back- calculations based 
on otoliths? Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 
47(11), 2219– 2227.

Catalán, I. A., Johnston, I. A., & Olivar, M. P. (2004). Seasonal differences 
in muscle fibre recruitment of pilchard larvae in the north- western 
Mediterranean. Journal of Fish Biology, 64(6), 1605– 1615. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.0022- 1112.2004.00415.x

Chambers, R. C., & Leggett, W. C. (1987). Size and age at metamorphosis 
in marine fishes –  an analysis of laboratory- reared winter flounder 
(Pseudopleuronectes americanus) with a review of variation in other 
species. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 44(11), 
1936– 1947.

Chambers, R. C., & Leggett, W. C. (1992). Possible causes and conse-
quences of variation in age and size at metamorphosis in flatfishes 
(Pleuronectiformes): An analysis at the individual, population, and 
species levels. Netherlands Journal of Sea Research, 29, 7– 24.

Conover, D. O., & Baumann, H. (2009). The role of experiments in under-
standing fishery- induced evolution. Evolutionary Applications, 2(3), 
276– 290. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752- 4571.2009.00079.x

Cowan, J. H., & Houde, E. D. (1992). Size- dependent predation on ma-
rine fish larvae by ctenophores, Scyphomedusae, and planktiv-
orous fish. Fisheries Oceanography, 1(2), 113– 126. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1365- 2419.1992.tb000 30.x

Cowan, J. H., Jr., & Houde, E. D. (1993). Relative predation potentials of 
scyphomedusae, ctenophores and planktivorous fish on ichthyo-
plankton in Chesapeake Bay. Marine Ecology Progress Series, 95, 
55– 65.

Cowan, J. H., Jr., Houde, E. D., & Rose, K. A. (1996). Size- dependent vul-
nerability of marine fish larvae to predation: An individual- based 
numerical experiment. ICES Journal of Marine Science, 53(1), 23– 37. 
https://doi.org/10.1006/jmsc.1996.0003

Cury, P., & Roy, C. (1989). Optimal environmental window and pelagic fish 
recruitment success in upwelling areas. Canadian Journal of Fisheries 
and Aquatic Sciences, 46(4), 670– 680. https://doi.org/10.1139/
f89- 086

Cushing, D. H. (1975). Marine ecology and fisheries. Cambridge University 
Press.

Cushing, D. H. (1990). Plankton production and year- class strength in 
fish populations: An update of the match/mismatch hypothesis. 
Advances in Marine Biology, 26, 249– 294.

Cushing, D. H., & Harris, J. G. K. (1973). Stock and recruitment and the 
problem of density dependence. Rapports et Procès- Verbaux des 
Réunions du Conseil International pour l'Exploration de la Mer, 164, 
142– 165.

D'Alessandro, E. K., Sponaugle, S., & Cowen, R. K. (2013). Selective mor-
tality during the larval and juvenile stages of snappers (Lutjanidae) 
and great barracuda Sphyraena barracuda. Marine Ecology Progress 
Series, 474, 227– 242.

Dougherty, A. B., Bailey, K. M., & Mier, K. L. (2007). Interannual differences 
in growth and hatch date distributions of age- 0 year walleye Pollock 
Theragra chalcogramma (Pallas) sampled from the Shumagin Islands 
region of the Gulf of Alaska, 1985- 2001. Journal of Fish Biology, 71(3), 
763– 780. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095- 8649.2007.01543.x

Dower, J. F., Pepin, P., & Kim, G.- C. (2009). Covariation in feeding suc-
cess, size- at- age and growth in larval radiated shanny (Ulvaria subbi-
furcata): Insights based on individuals. Journal of Plankton Research, 
31(3), 235– 247. https://doi.org/10.1093/plank t/fbn118

Fabre- Domergue, P., & Biétrix, E. (1897). Recherches biologiques ap-
plicables a la pisciculture maritime sur les oeufs et les larves des 
poissons de mer et sur le turbot. Annales de Sciences Naturelles 
(Zoologie), 4, 151– 220.

Fabre- Domergue, P., & Biétrix, E. (1898). Rôle de la vésicule vitelline 
dans la nutrition larvaire des poissons marins. Comptes Rendus Des 
séances de la Société de Biologie, 10(5), 466– 468.

Fahay, M. P. (2007). Early stages of fishes in the Western North Atlantic 
Ocean. Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization.

Fiksen, Ø., & Jørgensen, C. (2011). Model of optimal behaviour in fish 
larvae predicts that food availability determines survival, but not 
growth. Marine Ecology Progress Series, 432, 207– 219.

Fortier, L., & Quiñonez- Velazquez, C. (1998). Dependence of sur-
vival on growth in larval Pollock Pollachius virens and haddock 
Melanogrammus aeglefinus: A field study based on individual hatch-
dates. Marine Ecology Progress Series, 174, 1– 12.

Fortier, L., Sirois, P., Michaud, J., & Barber, D. (2006). Survival of Arctic 
cod larvae (Boreogadus saida) in relation to sea ice and temperature 
in the northeast water polynya (Greenland Sea). Canadian Journal of 
Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 63(7), 1608– 1616.

Fox, C. J., Folkvord, A., & Geffen, A. J. (2003). Otolith micro- increment 
formation in herring Clupea harengus larvae in relation to growth 
rate. Marine Ecology Progress Series, 264, 83– 94.

Fuiman, L. A. (1989). Vulnerability of Atlantic herring larvae to predation 
by yearling herring. Marine Ecology Progress Series, 51, 291– 299.

Gagliano, M., McCormick, M. I., & Meekan, M. G. (2007). Survival against 
the odds: Ontogenetic changes in selective pressure mediate 
growth- mortality trade- offs in a marine fish. Proceedings of the 
Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 274(1618), 1575– 1582.

Geffen, A. J., Nash, R. D. M., Dau, K., & Harwood, A. J. P. (2011). Sub- 
cohort dynamics of 0- group plaice, Pleuronectes platessa L., in the 
northern Irish Sea: Settlement, growth and mortality. Journal of 
Experimental Marine Biology and Ecology, 400(1), 108– 119. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jembe.2011.02.030

Geffen, A. J., van der Veer, H. W., & Nash, R. D. M. (2007). The cost of 
metamorphosis in flatfishes. Journal of Sea Research, 58(1), 35– 45. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.seares.2007.02.004

Gleason, T. R., & Bengtson, D. A. (1996). Size- selective mortality of in-
land silversides: Evidence from otolith microstructure. Transactions 
of the American Fisheries Society, 125(6), 860– 873.

Gleiber, M. R., Sponaugle, S., Robinson, K. L., & Cowen, R. K. (2020). Food 
web constraints on larval growth in subtropical coral reef and pe-
lagic fishes. Marine Ecology Progress Series, 650, 19– 36.

Govoni, J. (1980). Morphological, histological, and functional aspects 
of alimentary canal and associated organ development in larval 
Leiostomus xanthurus. Revue Canadienne de Biologie, 39, 69– 80.

 14672979, 2023, 5, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/faf.12774 by C

repuq - U
niversité D

u Q
uébec, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [27/09/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2010.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2010.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf00349723
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf00349723
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0022-1112.2004.00415.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0022-1112.2004.00415.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-4571.2009.00079.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2419.1992.tb00030.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2419.1992.tb00030.x
https://doi.org/10.1006/jmsc.1996.0003
https://doi.org/10.1139/f89-086
https://doi.org/10.1139/f89-086
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.2007.01543.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/plankt/fbn118
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jembe.2011.02.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jembe.2011.02.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.seares.2007.02.004


    |  885ROBERT et al.

Govoni, J. J. (2005). Fisheries oceanography and the ecology of early life 
histories of fishes: A perspective over fifty years. Scientia Marina, 
69(Suppl. 1), 125– 137.

Grorud- Colvert, K., & Sponaugle, S. (2011). Variability in water tempera-
ture affects trait- mediated survival of a newly settled coral reef 
fish. Oecologia, 165(3), 675– 686. https://doi.org/10.1007/s0044 
2- 010- 1748- 4

Hare, J. A., & Cowen, R. K. (1997). Size, growth, development, and 
survival of the planktonic larvae of Pomatomus saltatrix (Pisces: 
Pomatomidae). Ecology, 78(8), 2415– 2431.

Heath, M. R. (1992). Field investigations of the early life stages of marine 
fish. Advances in Marine Biology, 28, 1– 174.

Hinrichsen, H.- H., Peck, M. A., Schmidt, J., Huwer, B., & Voss, R. (2010). 
Survival probability of larval sprat in response to decadal changes 
in diel vertical migration behavior and prey abundance in the Baltic 
Sea. Limnology and Oceanography, 55(4), 1485– 1498. https://doi.
org/10.4319/lo.2010.55.4.1485

Hjort, J. (1914). Fluctuations in the great fisheries of northern Europe 
viewed in light of biological research. Rapports et Procès- Verbaux 
des Réunions du Conseil International pour l'Exploration de la Mer, 20, 
1– 228.

Hjort, J. (1926). Fluctuations in the year classes of important food fishes. 
Journal du Conseil International pour l'Exploration de la Mer, 1(1), 5– 
38. https://doi.org/10.1093/icesj ms/1.1.5

Hoey, A. S., & McCormick, M. I. (2004). Selective predation for low 
body condition at the larval- juvenile transition of a coral reef fish. 
Oecologia, 139(1), 23– 29.

Houde, E. D. (1987). Fish early life dynamics and recruitment variability. 
American Fisheries Society Symposium, 2, 17– 29.

Houde, E. D. (1989). Subtleties and episodes in the early life of fishes. 
Journal of Fish Biology, 35(sa), 29– 38. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1095- 8649.1989.tb030 43.x

Houde, E. D. (1994). Differences between marine and fresh- water fish 
larvae— Implications for recruitment. ICES Journal of Marine Science, 
51(1), 91– 97.

Houde, E. D. (1997a). Patterns and consequences of selective processes 
in teleost early life histories. In R. C. Chambers & E. A. Trippel (Eds.), 
Early life history and recruitment in fish populations (pp. 173– 196). 
Chapman & Hall.

Houde, E. D. (1997b). Patterns and trends in larval- stage growth and 
mortality of teleost fish. Journal of Fish Biology, 51(Suppl. A), 52– 83. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095- 8649.1997.tb060 93.x

Houde, E. D. (2008). Emerging from Hjort's shadow. Journal of Northwest 
Atlantic Fisheries Science, 41, 53– 70.

Houde, E. D. (2016). Recruitment variability. In T. Jakobsen, M. J. Fogarty, 
B. A. Megrey, & E. Moksness (Eds.), Fish reproductive biology (pp. 
98– 187). John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

Houde, E. D., & Schekter, R. C. (1980). Feeding by marine fish larvae: 
Developmental and functional responses. Environmental Biology of 
Fishes, 5(4), 315– 334.

Hufnagl, M., Peck, M. A., Nash, R. D. M., & Dickey- Collas, M. (2015). 
Unravelling the Gordian knot! Key processes impacting overwin-
tering larval survival and growth: A North Sea herring case study. 
Progress in Oceanography, 138, 486– 503. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
pocean.2014.04.029

Hunter, J. R. (1984). Inferences regarding predation on the early life stages 
of cod and other fishes. In E. Dahl, D. S. Danielssen, E. Moksness, 
& P. Solemdal (Eds.), The propagation of cod Gadus morhua (Vol. 1, 
pp. 533– 562). Institute of Marine Research, Flødevigen Biological 
Station.

Ivarjord, T., Pedersen, T., & Moksness, E. (2008). Effects of growth rates 
on the otolith increments deposition rate in capelin larvae (Mallotus 
villosus). Journal of Experimental Marine Biology and Ecology, 358(2), 
170– 177. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jembe.2008.02.011

Job, S. D., & Bellwood, D. R. (2000). Light sensitivity in larval fishes: 
Implications for vertical zonation in the pelagic zone. Limnology and 

Oceanography, 45(2), 362– 371. https://doi.org/10.4319/lo.2000. 
45. 2.0362

Joh, M., Matsuda, T., & Miyazono, A. (2015). Common otolith microstruc-
ture related to key early life- history events in flatfishes identified in 
the larvae and juveniles of cresthead flounder Pseudopleuronectes 
schrenki. Journal of Fish Biology, 86(2), 448– 462. https://doi.
org/10.1111/jfb.12562

Joh, M., Nakaya, M., Yoshida, N., & Takatsu, T. (2013). Interannual growth 
differences and growth- selective survival in larvae and juveniles 
of marbled sole Pseudopleuronectes yokohamae. Marine Ecology 
Progress Series, 494(267– 279), 267– 279.

Johnston, I., Temple, G., & Vieira, V. (2001). Impact of temperature 
on the growth and differentiation of muscle in herring larvae. 
In D. Atkinson & M. Thorndyke (Eds.), Environment and Animal 
Development: Genes, Life Histories and Plasticity (pp. 99– 120). BIOS 
Scientific Publishers.

Johnston, I. A. (1993). Temperature influences muscle differentiation and 
the relative timing of organogenesis in herring (Clupea harengus) lar-
vae. Marine Biology, 116(3), 363– 379.

Jørgensen, C., Opdal, A. F., & Fiksen, Ø. (2013). Can behavioural ecol-
ogy unite hypotheses for fish recruitment? ICES Journal of Marine 
Science, 71(4), 909– 917. https://doi.org/10.1093/icesj ms/fst083

Juanes, F., Buckel, J. A., & Scharf, F. S. (2002). Feeding ecology of pisciv-
orous fishes. In P. J. B. Hart & J. D. Reynolds (Eds.), Handbook of fish 
biology and fisheries (Fish biology, Vol. 1, pp. 267– 283). Blackwell 
Science.

Juanes, F., & Conover, D. O. (1994). Piscivory and prey size selection in 
young- of- the- year bluefish: Predator preference or size- dependent 
capture success? Marine Ecology Progress Series, 114(1– 2), 59– 69.

Khamassi, S., Coussau, L., Guillemette, M., & Robert, D. (2020). 
Evidence of post- larval growth- selective mortality in Atlantic 
mackerel revealed by the collection of young- of- the- year juve-
niles ingested by the northern gannet. Marine Ecology Progress 
Series, 650, 95– 106.

Kjesbu, O. S., Tiedemann, I., Alix, M., Thorsen, A., & Sundby, S. (2023). Half 
a century of high- latitude fisheries oceanography research on the 
“recruitment problem” in Northeast Arctic cod. ICES Journal of Marine 
Science, 80, 1179– 1201. https://doi.org/10.1093/icesj ms/fsad073

Kristiansen, T., Jørgensen, C., Lough, R. G., Vikebø, F., & Fiksen, O. 
(2009). Modeling rule- based behavior: Habitat selection and the 
growth- survival trade- off in larval cod. Behavioral Ecology, 20(3), 
490– 500. https://doi.org/10.1093/behec o/arp023

Langangen, O., Stige, L. C., Yaragina, N. A., Ottersen, G., Vikebø, F. B., & 
Stenseth, N. C. (2014). Spatial variations in mortality in pelagic early 
life stages of a marine fish (Gadus morhua). Progress in Oceanography, 
127, 96– 107. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pocean.2014.06.003

Lankford, T. E., Billerbeck, J. M., & Conover, D. O. (2001). Evolution of in-
trinsic growth and energy acquisition rates. II. Trade- offs with vulner-
ability to predation in Menidia menidia. Evolution, 55(9), 1873– 1881.

Lasker, R. (1978). The relation between oceanographic conditions, and 
larval anchovy food in the California current: Identification of fac-
tors contributing to recruitment failure. Rapports et Procès- Verbaux 
des Réunions du Conseil International pour l'Exploration de la Mer, 173, 
212– 230.

Leclerc, V. (2010). Impact des coupes forestières sur l’écologie des jeunes 
stades de vie chez la perchaude (Perca flavescens) : perspectives pour 
la survie et le recrutement des populations. PhD thesis. Université du 
Québec à Chicoutimi.

Leggett, W. C., & Frank, K. T. (2008). Paradigms in fisheries oceanog-
raphy. In R. N. Gibson, R. J. A. Atkinson, & J. D. M. Gordon (Eds.), 
Oceanography and marine biology: An annual review 46 (pp. 331– 
363). CRC Press.

Leis, J. M. (2006). Are larvae of demersal fishes plankton or nekton? In 
Advances in marine biology (Vol. 51, pp. 57– 141). Academic Press.

Lewis, D. M., & Bala, S. I. (2008). An examination of saltatory predation 
strategies employed by fish larvae foraging in a variety of different 

 14672979, 2023, 5, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/faf.12774 by C

repuq - U
niversité D

u Q
uébec, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [27/09/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-010-1748-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-010-1748-4
https://doi.org/10.4319/lo.2010.55.4.1485
https://doi.org/10.4319/lo.2010.55.4.1485
https://doi.org/10.1093/icesjms/1.1.5
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.1989.tb03043.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.1989.tb03043.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.1997.tb06093.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pocean.2014.04.029
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pocean.2014.04.029
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jembe.2008.02.011
https://doi.org/10.4319/lo.2000.45.2.0362
https://doi.org/10.4319/lo.2000.45.2.0362
https://doi.org/10.1111/jfb.12562
https://doi.org/10.1111/jfb.12562
https://doi.org/10.1093/icesjms/fst083
https://doi.org/10.1093/icesjms/fsad073
https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/arp023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pocean.2014.06.003


886  |    ROBERT et al.

turbulent regimes. Marine Ecology Progress Series, 359, 261– 274. 
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps0 7337

Litvak, M. K., & Leggett, W. C. (1992). Age and size- selective predation 
on larval fishes: The bigger- is- better hypothesis revisited. Marine 
Ecology Progress Series, 81(1), 13– 24.

Loew, E. R., & Wahl, C. M. (2008). Photoreception. In R. N. Finn & B. 
G. Kapoor (Eds.), Fish larval physiology (pp. 395– 424). Science 
Publishers, Inc.

Ludsin, S. A., DeVanna, K. M., & Smith, R. E. H. (2014). Physical– biological 
coupling and the challenge of understanding fish recruitment in 
freshwater lakes. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 
71(5), 775– 794. https://doi.org/10.1139/cjfas - 2013- 0512

Ludsin, S. A., & DeVries, D. R. (1997). First- year recruitment of large-
mouth bass: The interdependency of early life stages. Ecological 
Applications, 7(3), 1024– 1038.

Lynam, C. P., Llope, M., Möllmann, C., Helaouët, P., Bayliss- Brown, G. 
A., & Stenseth, N. C. (2017). Interaction between top- down and 
bottom- up control in marine food webs. Proceedings of the National 
Academy of Sciences, 114(8), 1952– 1957. https://doi.org/10.1073/
pnas.16210 37114

Marcus, N. H. (2005). Calanoid copepods, resting eggs, and aquaculture. 
In C.- S. Lee, P. J. O'Bryen, & N. H. Marcus (Eds.), Copepods in aqua-
culture (pp. 3– 10). Blackwell Publishing Ltd.

May, C. J., Ludsin, S. A., Glover, D. C., & Marschall, E. A. (2020). The in-
fluence of larval growth rate on juvenile recruitment in Lake Erie 
walleye (Sander vitreus). Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic 
Sciences, 77(3), 548– 555. https://doi.org/10.1139/cjfas - 2019- 0059

McCormick, M. I., & Hoey, A. S. (2004). Larval growth history determines 
juvenile growth and survival in a tropical marine fish. Oikos, 106(2), 
225– 242. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0030- 1299.2004.13131.x

Meekan, M. G., Dodson, J. J., Good, S. P., & Ryan, D. A. J. (1998). Otolith 
and fish size relationships, measurement error, and size- selective 
mortality during the early life of Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar). 
Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 55(7), 1663– 1673.

Meekan, M. G., & Fortier, L. (1996). Selection for fast growth during the 
larval life of Atlantic cod Gadus morhua on the Scotian shelf. Marine 
Ecology Progress Series, 137, 25– 37.

Miller, T. J., Crowder, L. B., Rice, J. A., & Marschall, E. A. (1988). Larval 
size and recruitment mechanisms in fishes: Toward a conceptual 
framework. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 45(9), 
1657– 1670.

Möller, H. (1984). Reduction of a larval herring population by jellyfish 
predator. Science, 224(4649), 621– 622.

Moyano, M., Garrido, S., Teodósio, M. A., & Peck, M. A. (2014). Standard 
metabolism and growth dynamics of laboratory- reared larvae of 
Sardina pilchardus. Journal of Fish Biology, 84(4), 1247– 1255. https://
doi.org/10.1111/jfb.12337

Munch, S. B., & Conover, D. O. (2003). Rapid growth results in increased 
susceptibility to predation in Menidia menidia. Evolution, 57(9), 
2119– 2127.

Murphy, H. M., Pepin, P., & Robert, D. (2018). Re- visiting the drivers 
of capelin recruitment in Newfoundland since 1991. Fisheries 
Research, 200, 1– 10. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fishr es.2017.12.005

Næss, T., Germain- Henry, M., & Naas, K. E. (1995). First feeding of 
Atlantic halibut (Hippoglossus hippoglossus) using different combi-
nations of Artemia and wild zooplankton. Aquaculture, 130(2), 235– 
250. https://doi.org/10.1016/0044- 8486(94)00323 - G

Narimatsu, Y., Hattori, T., Ueda, Y., Matsuzaka, H., & Shiogaki, M. (2007). 
Somatic growth and otolith microstructure of larval and juvenile 
Pacific cod Gadus macrocephalus. Fisheries Science, 73(6), 1257– 
1264. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1444- 2906.2007.01463.x

O'Brien, W. J., Browman, H. I., & Evans, B. I. (1990). Search strategies of 
foraging animals. American Scientist, 78(2), 152– 160.

O'Connell, C. P., & Raymond, L. P. (1970). The effect of food density on 
survival and growth of early post yolk- sac larvae of the northern 

anchovy (Engraulis mordax Girard) in the laboratory. Journal of 
Experimental Marine Biology and Ecology, 5, 187– 197.

Øiestad, V. (1985). Predation on fish larvae as a regulatory force, illus-
trated in mesocosm studies with large groups of larvae. NAFO 
Scientific Council Studies, 8, 25– 32.

Oozeki, Y., Takasuka, A., Okamura, H., Kubota, H., & Kimura, R. (2009). 
Patchiness structure and mortality of Pacific saury Cololabis saira 
larvae in the northwestern Pacific. Fisheries Oceanography, 18(5), 
328– 345. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365- 2419.2009.00514.x

Osse, J. W. M., & van den Boogaart, J. G. M. (1999). Dynamic morphology 
of fish larvae, structural implications of friction forces in swimming, 
feeding and ventilation*. Journal of Fish Biology, 55(sA), 156– 174. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095- 8649.1999.tb010 53.x

Pangle, K. L., Malinich, T. D., Bunnell, D. B., DeVries, D. R., & Ludsin, S. 
A. (2012). Context- dependent planktivory: Interacting effects of 
turbidity and predation risk on adaptive foraging. Ecosphere, 3(12), 
114. https://doi.org/10.1890/ES12- 00224.1

Pannella, G. (1971). Fish otoliths: Daily growth layers and periodical pat-
terns. Science, 173(4002), 1124– 1127.

Paradis, A. R., Pepin, P., & Brown, J. A. (1996). Vulnerability of fish eggs 
and larvae to predation: Review of the influence of the relative 
size of prey and predator. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic 
Sciences, 53(06), 1226– 1235.

Peck, M. A., Baumann, H., Clemmesen, C., Herrmann, J.- P., Moyano, 
M., & Temming, A. (2015). Calibrating and comparing somatic- , 
nucleic acid- , and otolith- based indicators of growth and condi-
tion in young juvenile European sprat (Sprattus sprattus). Journal of 
Experimental Marine Biology and Ecology, 471, 217– 225. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jembe.2015.06.011

Peck, M. A., Huebert, K. B., & Llopiz, J. K. (2012). Intrinsic and extrinsic 
factors driving match– mismatch dynamics during the early life his-
tory of marine fishes. In G. Woodward, U. Jacob, & E. J. O'Gorman 
(Eds.), Advances in ecological research (Vol. 47). Academic Press.

Peck, M. A., & Hufnagl, M. (2012). Can IBMs tell us why most larvae die 
in the sea? Model sensitivities and scenarios reveal research needs. 
Journal of Marine Systems, 93, 77– 93. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jmars ys.2011.08.005

Peck, M. A., Reglero, P., Takahashi, M., & Catalan, I. A. (2013). Life cycle 
ecophysiology of small pelagic fish and climate- driven changes in 
populations. Progress in Oceanography, 116, 220– 245. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.pocean.2013.05.012

Pepin, P. (1989). Predation and starvation of larval fish: A numerical experi-
ment of size-  and growth- dependent survival. Biological Oceanography, 
6(1), 23– 44. https://doi.org/10.1080/01965 581.1988.10749521

Pepin, P. (1991). Effect of temperature and size on development, mortality, 
and survival rates of the pelagic early life history stages of marine fish. 
Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 48(3), 503– 518.

Pepin, P. (2004). Early life history studies of prey- predator interactions: 
Quantifying the stochastic individual responses to environmental 
variability. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 61(4), 
659– 671.

Pepin, P. (2016). Death from near and far: Alternate perspectives on size- 
dependent mortality in larval fish. ICES Journal of Marine Science: 
Journal du Conseil, 73(2), 196– 203. https://doi.org/10.1093/icesj 
ms/fsv160

Pepin, P., Robert, D., Bouchard, C., Dower, J. F., Falardeau, M., Fortier, 
L., Jenkins, G. P., Leclerc, V., Levesque, K., Llopiz, J. K., Meekan, M. 
G., Murphy, H. M., Ringuette, M., Sirois, P., & Sponaugle, S. (2015). 
Once upon a larva: Revisiting the relationship between feeding suc-
cess and growth in fish larvae. ICES Journal of Marine Science, 72, 
359– 373. https://doi.org/10.1093/icesj ms/fsu201

Pepin, P., Shears, T. H., & de Lafontaine, Y. (1992). Significance of body 
size to the interaction between a larval fish (Mallotus villosus) and 
a vertebrate predator (Gasterosteus aculeatus). Marine Ecology 
Progress Series, 81(1), 1– 12.

 14672979, 2023, 5, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/faf.12774 by C

repuq - U
niversité D

u Q
uébec, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [27/09/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.3354/meps07337
https://doi.org/10.1139/cjfas-2013-0512
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1621037114
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1621037114
https://doi.org/10.1139/cjfas-2019-0059
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0030-1299.2004.13131.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/jfb.12337
https://doi.org/10.1111/jfb.12337
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fishres.2017.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/0044-8486(94)00323-G
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1444-2906.2007.01463.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2419.2009.00514.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.1999.tb01053.x
https://doi.org/10.1890/ES12-00224.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jembe.2015.06.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jembe.2015.06.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmarsys.2011.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmarsys.2011.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pocean.2013.05.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pocean.2013.05.012
https://doi.org/10.1080/01965581.1988.10749521
https://doi.org/10.1093/icesjms/fsv160
https://doi.org/10.1093/icesjms/fsv160
https://doi.org/10.1093/icesjms/fsu201


    |  887ROBERT et al.

Peres, H. A., Robert, D., Mainguy, J., & Sirois, P. (2022). Interannual 
variability in size- selective winter mortality of young- of- the- year 
striped bass. ICES Journal of Marine Science, 79(5), 1614– 1623. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/icesj ms/fsac100

Peterson, I., & Wroblewski, J. S. (1984). Mortality rate of fishes in the pe-
lagic ecosystem. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 
41(7), 1117– 1120.

Post, J. R., & Prankevicius, A. B. (1987). Size- selective mortality in young- 
of- the- year yellow perch (Perca flavescens): Evidence from otolith 
microstructure. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 
44(11), 1840– 1847.

Rankin, T. L., & Sponaugle, S. (2011). Temperature influences selective 
mortality during the early life stages of a coral reef fish. PLoS One, 
6(5), e16814. https://doi.org/10.1371/journ al.pone.0016814

Reichert, J. M., Fryer, B. J., Pangle, K. L., Johnson, T. B., Tyson, J. T., 
Drelich, A. B., & Ludsin, S. A. (2010). River- plume use during the 
pelagic larval stage benefits recruitment of a lentic fish. Canadian 
Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 67(6), 987– 1004. https://
doi.org/10.1139/f10- 036

Rice, J. A., Miller, T. J., Rose, K. A., Crowder, L. B., Marschall, E. A., Trebitz, 
A. S., & DeAngelis, D. L. (1993). Growth- rate variation and larval 
survival: Inferences from an individual- based size- dependent pre-
dation model. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 
50(1), 133– 142.

Rilling, G. C., & Houde, E. D. (1999). Regional and temporal variability 
in growth and mortality of bay anchovy, Anchoa mitchilli, larvae in 
Chesapeake Bay. Fishery Bulletin, 97(3), 555– 569.

Robert, D., Castonguay, M., & Fortier, L. (2007). Early growth and recruit-
ment in Atlantic mackerel: Discriminating the effects of fast growth 
and selection for fast growth. Marine Ecology Progress Series, 337, 
209– 219.

Robert, D., Pepin, P., Dower, J. F., & Fortier, L. (2014). Individual growth 
history of larval Atlantic mackerel is reflected in daily condition in-
dices. ICES Journal of Marine Science, 71(4), 1001– 1009. https://doi.
org/10.1093/icesj ms/fst011

Robert, D., Takasuka, A., Nakatsuka, S., Kubota, H., Oozeki, Y., Nishida, 
H., & Fortier, L. (2010). Predation dynamics of mackerel on larval 
and juvenile anchovy: Is capture success linked to prey condition? 
Fisheries Science, 76(2), 183– 188. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1256 
2- 009- 0205- y

Rose, K. A., Rutherford, E. S., McDermot, D. S., Forney, J. L., & Mills, E. L. 
(1999). Individual- based model of yellow perch and walleye popula-
tions in Oneida Lake. Ecological Monographs, 69(2), 127– 154. https://
doi.org/10.1890/0012- 9615(1999)069[0127:Ibmoy p]2.0.Co;2

Schultz, E. T., & Conover, D. O. (1999). The allometry of energy reserve 
depletion: Test of a mechanism for size- dependent winter mor-
tality. Oecologia, 119(4), 474– 483. https://doi.org/10.1007/s0044 
20050810

Shoji, J., Maehara, T., & Tanaka, M. (2005). Larval growth and mortal-
ity of Japanese Spanish mackerel (Scomberomorus niphonius) in 
the Central Seto Inland Sea, Japan. Journal of the Marine Biological 
Association of the UK, 85(05), 1255– 1261.

Shoji, J., & Tanaka, M. (2006). Growth- selective survival in piscivorous 
larvae of Japanese Spanish mackerel Scomberomorus niphonius: 
Early selection and significance of ichthyoplankton prey supply. 
Marine Ecology Progress Series, 321, 245– 254.

Shropshire, T. A., Morey, S. L., Chassignet, E. P., Karnauskas, M., Coles, 
V. J., Malca, E., Laiz- Carrión, R., Fiksen, Ø., Reglero, P., Shiroza, A., 
Quintanilla Hervas, J. M., Gerard, T., Lamkin, J. T., & Stukel, M. R. 
(2022). Trade- offs between risks of predation and starvation in lar-
vae make the shelf break an optimal spawning location for Atlantic 
bluefin tuna. Journal of Plankton Research, 44(5), 782– 798. https://
doi.org/10.1093/plank t/fbab041

Sirois, P., & Dodson, J. J. (2000). Critical periods and growth- dependent 
survival of larvae of an estuarine fish, the rainbow smelt Osmerus 
mordax. Marine Ecology Progress Series, 203, 233– 245.

Sissenwine, M. P. (1984). Why do fish populations vary? In R. M. May 
(Ed.), Exploitation of marine communities (Vol. 32, pp. 59– 94). 
Springer- Verlag.

Skajaa, K., Fernö, A., & Folkvord, A. (2003). Swimming, feeding and pred-
ator avoidance in cod larvae (Gadus morhua L.): Trade- offs between 
hunger and predation risk. Paper presented at the the big fish bang. 
Proceedings of the 26th annual larval fish conference, Oslo (Norway).

Sogard, S. M. (1997). Size- selective mortality in the juvenile stage of te-
leost fishes: A review. Bulletin of Marine Science, 60(3), 1129– 1157.

Sponaugle, S., Boulay, J. N., & Rankin, T. L. (2011). Growth-  and size- 
selective mortality in pelagic larvae of a common reef fish. Aquatic 
Biology, 13(3), 263– 273. https://doi.org/10.3354/ab00370

Støttrup, J., & McEvoy, L. (2003). Live feeds in marine aquaculture. 
Blackwell Science Ltd.

Swieca, K., Sponaugle, S., Schmid, M., Ivory, J., & Cowen, R. K. (2023). 
Growth and diet of a larval myctophid across distinct upwelling re-
gimes in the California current. ICES Journal of Marine Science, 80, 
1431– 1446. https://doi.org/10.1093/icesj ms/fsad070

Takasuka, A., Aoki, I., & Mitani, I. (2003). Evidence of growth- selective 
predation on larval Japanese anchovy Engraulis japonicus in Sagami 
Bay. Marine Ecology Progress Series, 252, 223– 238.

Takasuka, A., Aoki, I., & Mitani, I. (2004). Three synergistic growth- 
related mechanisms in the short- term survival of larval Japanese 
anchovy Engraulis japonicus in Sagami Bay. Marine Ecology Progress 
Series, 270, 217– 228.

Takasuka, A., Aoki, I., & Oozeki, Y. (2007). Predator- specific growth- 
selective predation on larval Japanese anchovy Engraulis japon-
icus. Marine Ecology Progress Series, 350, 99– 107. https://doi.
org/10.3354/meps0 7158

Takasuka, A., Oozeki, Y., Kimura, R., Kubota, H., & Aoki, I. (2004). 
Growth- selective predation hypothesis revisited for larval anchovy 
in offshore waters: Cannibalism by juveniles versus predation by 
skipjack tunas. Marine Ecology Progress Series, 278, 297– 302.

Takasuka, A., Sakai, A., & Aoki, I. (2017). Dynamics of growth- based sur-
vival mechanisms in Japanese anchovy (Engraulis japonicus) larvae. 
Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 74(6), 812– 823. 
https://doi.org/10.1139/cjfas - 2016- 0120

Temple, G. K., Cole, N. J., & Johnston, I. A. (2001). Embryonic tempera-
ture and the relative timing of muscle- specific genes during de-
velopment in herring (Clupea harengus L.). Journal of Experimental 
Biology, 204(21), 3629– 3637.

Thanassekos, S., Robert, D., & Fortier, L. (2012). An individual based 
model of Arctic cod (Boreogadus saida) early life in Arctic polynyas: 
II. Length- dependent and growth- dependent mortality. Journal 
of Marine Systems, 93, 39– 46. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmars 
ys.2011.08.001

Townsend, C. R., & Winfield, I. J. (1985). The application of optimal forag-
ing theory to feeding behaviour in fish. In P. Tytler & P. Calow (Eds.), 
Fish energetics: New perspectives (pp. 67– 98). Croom Helm.

Vollset, K. W., Catalán, I. A., Fiksen, Ø., & Folkvord, A. (2013). Effect of 
food deprivation on distribution of larval and early juvenile cod 
in experimental vertical temperature and light gradients. Marine 
Ecology Progress Series, 475, 191– 201.

von Westernhagen, H., Rosenthal, H., Kerr, S., & Fürstenberg, G. (1979). 
Factors influencing predation of Hyperoche medusarum (Hyperiida: 
Amphipoda) on larvae of the Pacific herring Clupea harengus pallasi. 
Marine Biology, 51(3), 195– 201. https://doi.org/10.1007/bf003 86798

Watanabe, Y., & Kuroki, T. (1997). Asymptotic growth trajectories of lar-
val sardine (Sardinops melanostictus) in the coastal waters off west-
ern Japan. Marine Biology, 127(3), 369– 378.

Webb, P. W., & Weihs, D. (1986). Functional locomotor morphology 
of early life history stages of fishes. Transactions of the American 
Fisheries Society, 115(1), 115– 127.

Werner, E. E., & Hall, D. J. (1974). Optimal foraging and the size selection 
of prey by the bluegill sunfish (Lepomis macrochirus). Ecology, 55(5), 
1042– 1052.

 14672979, 2023, 5, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/faf.12774 by C

repuq - U
niversité D

u Q
uébec, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [27/09/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1093/icesjms/fsac100
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0016814
https://doi.org/10.1139/f10-036
https://doi.org/10.1139/f10-036
https://doi.org/10.1093/icesjms/fst011
https://doi.org/10.1093/icesjms/fst011
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12562-009-0205-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12562-009-0205-y
https://doi.org/10.1890/0012-9615(1999)069%5B0127:Ibmoyp%5D2.0.Co;2
https://doi.org/10.1890/0012-9615(1999)069%5B0127:Ibmoyp%5D2.0.Co;2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s004420050810
https://doi.org/10.1007/s004420050810
https://doi.org/10.1093/plankt/fbab041
https://doi.org/10.1093/plankt/fbab041
https://doi.org/10.3354/ab00370
https://doi.org/10.1093/icesjms/fsad070
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps07158
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps07158
https://doi.org/10.1139/cjfas-2016-0120
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmarsys.2011.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmarsys.2011.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf00386798


888  |    ROBERT et al.

Werner, R. G., & Blaxter, J. H. S. (1980). Growth and survival of larval her-
ring (Clupea harengus) in relation to prey density. Canadian Journal of 
Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 37(7), 1063– 1069.

Xu, Y., Rose, K. A., Chai, F., Chavez, F. P., & Ayon, P. (2015). Does spatial 
variation in environmental conditions affect recruitment? A study 
using a 3- D model of Peruvian anchovy. Progress in Oceanography, 
138, 417– 430. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pocean.2015.04.002

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information can be found online in the 
Supporting Information section at the end of this article.

How to cite this article: Robert, D., Shoji, J., Sirois, P., 
Takasuka, A., Catalán, I. A., Folkvord, A., Ludsin, S. A., Peck, 
M. A., Sponaugle, S., Ayón, P. M., Brodeur, R. D., Campbell, E. 
Y., D’Alessandro, E. K., Dower, J. F., Fortier, L., García, A. G., 
Huebert, K. B., Hufnagl, M., Ito, S.-i. … Pepin, P. (2023). Life in 
the fast lane: Revisiting the fast growth— High survival 
paradigm during the early life stages of fishes. Fish and 
Fisheries, 24, 863–888. https://doi.org/10.1111/faf.12774

 14672979, 2023, 5, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/faf.12774 by C

repuq - U
niversité D

u Q
uébec, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [27/09/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pocean.2015.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/faf.12774

	Life in the fast lane: Revisiting the fast growth—High survival paradigm during the early life stages of fishes
	Abstract
	1|INTRODUCTION
	2|REVIEW OF THE EFFECTS OF GROWTH-SELECTIVE MORTALITY ON THE CHARACTERISTICS OF SURVIVORS
	3|THEORETICAL BASIS OF THE GROWTH-SURVIVAL PARADIGM
	4|SIMULATION MODELLING
	4.1|Autocorrelation in growth
	4.2|Mean growth rate
	4.3|Variance in growth rates within the initial population
	4.4|Mean mortality rate imposed on the population
	4.5|Length-dependent mortality
	4.6|Growth-dependent mortality

	5|SIMULATION SETUP
	6|SIMULATION RESULTS
	6.1|Effect of serial correlation on growth
	6.2|Effect of mean growth rate
	6.3|Effect of variance in growth rate
	6.4|Effect of mean mortality rate
	6.5|Effect of length-dependent mortality
	6.6|Effect of growth-dependent mortality

	7|DISCUSSION
	7.1|Selection for fast growth and the growth-survival paradigm
	7.2|Predation
	7.3|Intrinsic factors
	7.4|Endpoints

	8|CONCLUSIONS
	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	REFERENCES


