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INTRODUCTION 

 Alaska is facing a growing problem of shrinking commercial fisheries access. Since 

limited entry programs were implemented in state fisheries, permit holdings by rural residents 

local to their fisheries have declined by 30 percent (Gho and Farrington 2017). Some regions like 

Bristol Bay have lost over 50 percent of their local rural permits. In federal fisheries, the trend is 

similar with small rural communities in the Gulf of Alaska experiencing over a 50 percent 

decline in individual fishing quota (IFQ) holdings. Of the rights that do remain in rural Alaska, 

increasingly older fishermen1 hold them. In 1975, young fishermen (age 40 and under) held 

about 50 percent of all rural local permits. By 2016, that proportion had nearly been cut in half. 

The average fisherman today is over 50 years old; a decade older than the average fisherman of a 

generation ago (Gho and Farrington 2017). This “graying of the fleet” and loss of local access to 

commercial fisheries in several important fishery regions throughout the state threatens the 

healthy succession of fishing as an economic and cultural mainstay in Alaska’s communities and 

creates a public policy concern for Alaska. 

 A growing body of research explores the ways in which limited access and catch share 

programs have affected fishing community sustainability (e.g., Carothers 2012, 2010; Apgar-

Kurtz 2012; Olson 2011; Lowe and Carothers 2008; Helgason and Pálsson 1997; Pálsson and 

Pétursdóttir 1996; Eythórsson 1996; McCay 1995). These programs, often implemented to 

increase economic profitability and efficiency, have largely succeeded in generating wealth for 

the recipients of fishing rights. In Alaska, for example, Rosvold (2007) estimates that fishing 

access rights (permits and quotas) now make up about 83 percent of the value of a typical fishing 

operation, which for a vessel that fishes for salmon, crab, sablefish, and halibut, he estimates to 

be over $4.5 million. However, these programs have also led to consolidation of fishing fleets, 

concentration of wealth, increasing efficiencies of vessels and vertically integrated firms, rural-

to-urban migration of fishing rights, and substantial barriers to entry (Carothers and Chambers 

2012; Olson 2011). A recent study has confirmed that barriers to entry are the most commonly 

perceived negative impacts of catch share programs (Carothers 2013). Despite the importance of 

the issue in Alaska fisheries policy and rural sustainability debates, understanding of the problem 

is constrained by superficial observations and explanations that rarely take into account factors 

that fall beyond economic parameters. Ongoing debates and discussions surrounding the loss of 

local access rights in Alaska’s fishing communities highlight a lack of young people entering 

into fishing careers as a key component of the problem (Lowe 2012; Carothers 2010). In 2012, 

the Alaska State Legislature passed a resolution stating that the graying of the fleet is a pressing 

area of concern for the entire state (HCR18, State of Alaska 2012).  

Anthropology and human geography disciplines have identified rural youth outmigration 

as another well-documented and important problem impacting the sustainability and well-being 

of rural fishing communities in and beyond Alaska (Donkersloot 2012, 2011, 2007, 2005; 

Corbett 2007; Bjarnason and Thorlindsson 2006; Hamilton and Otterstad 1998; Hamilton and 

Seyfrit 1994). In addition to an aging commercial fleet, the outmigration of access rights from 

rural Alaska fishing communities is frequently conceptualized as a primarily economic problem 

stemming from rural residents limited access to financing, capital, and credit when compared to 

their urban and non-Alaska resident counterparts (Knapp 2011). For example, the Bristol Bay 

Economic Development Corporation, a Community Development Quota (CDQ) organization, 

established a Permit Loan Program in 2008 designed specifically to address these types of 

                                            
1
 Following convention in Alaska’s fisheries, we use the terms “fishermen” and “fisherman” as non-gendered terms. 

They are used to collectively refer to all ages and all genders.  
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economic barriers. In an effort to slow or reverse permit loss from the region, the program assists 

Bristol Bay watershed residents in buying permits by offering credit and financial counseling, 

business classes, subsidies, and lower interest rates (Apgar-Kurtz 2012). However, by 2011, only 

seven Bristol Bay residents had purchased permits through the program, which is well below the 

organization’s three-year target of 70 participants. The limited success of the program to date 

suggests that there are other factors at play in young residents’ desire and ability to enter into 

ownership-level fishing careers.  

To understand the whole range of factors that facilitate and constrain local youth 

participation in fisheries in rural Alaska communities, we approach the graying of the fleet as a 

complex and multidimensional problem. To do this, we draw from and connect the literature and 

theories of political ecology, fisheries enclosure, rural youth studies, and the anthropology of 

fishing communities that may help provide for the sustainability of rural coastal communities 

and small-scale fisheries. This project provides a nuanced understanding of the graying of the 

fleet through careful consideration of the ways in which young people’s interest and participation 

in fisheries fits within and against other perceived opportunities and ambitions (including 

lifestyle choices, migration, education, and professional/career goals; see for example Seyfrit et 

al. 1998). We pay particular attention to the ways in which young people’s attitudes towards, and 

pathways to, permit, quota, and boat ownership are supported and constrained by place-based 

dynamics, including economic, social, and cultural factors, and how attractive youth find life in 

their home communities. Widening the aperture on factors influencing young people’s interest 

and perceived and experienced barriers to entry and upward mobility within fisheries will 

promote a better understanding of the problem and help to refine approaches to possible 

management responses. 

  



 

 11 

LITERATURE SYNTHESIS  

Political Ecology of Fisheries Enclosure 

Political ecology offers a perspective for framing human and environment relationships 

that embraces interrelated socio-ecological systems. This framework assumes that complex 

cultural, social, political, economic and ecological processes influence human-environment 

relationships. It seeks to uncover underlying power dynamics by exposing embedded root causes 

of conflicts (Robbins et al. 2014; Robbins 2012; Blaikie 1985). This lens aims to uncover 

discursive practices, taken-for-granted assumptions, and highlights spatial links between local 

places and the global economies (Andreatta and Parlier 2010). The eclectic political ecology 

field emerged as an analytical framework in direct response to “apolitical” ecology, which tends 

to ignore the political economic contexts within which environment conflicts are created, and 

rather places blame for problems at the proximate local level (Robbins 2012). One of the major 

tenets of political ecology is that environmental costs and benefits are unequally distributed in 

the world resulting in the unequal distribution of wealth and power. By viewing ecological 

systems as power-laden rather than politically inert, this framework allows researchers to be 

explicit about the politicization of environmental issues in their approach. Political ecology also 

acknowledges the role of the researcher as a human being with perspectives and place-

attachments and allows them to become involved in the experienced narration of participant 

observation methodology (Robbins et al. 2014; Robbins 2012; Blaikie 1985). 

Political ecology informs a growing body of knowledge that challenges foundational 

principles that support enclosing the ocean commons through privatization within the 

commercial fishing industry (e.g., Herbert 2014, 2015; Langdon 2015, 1980 ; Pinkerton and 

Davis 2015; Carothers and Chambers 2012; Hojrup 2011). Ocean enclosure represents a shift 

from a social contract of maritime resources belonging to the public, often regulated through 

informal common-property arrangements (the commons), to more formally regulated access 

through individual ownership of resources by various methods (Holm et al. 2015). In this work, 

the term privatization represents the process of restructuring access to fisheries resources through 

the use of private property means. This process has roots in the political ideology of 

neoliberalism, tracing back to economists in the 1970s and places a strong emphasis on private 

property rights, economic efficiency values, and devolution of responsibilities and risks to the 

private sector in conjunction with decreased government influence and support. Neoliberal 

policies gained favor as a counter to North American welfare state policies that utilized 

government subsidies as a tool to increase wealth equity among citizens. The neoliberal ideology 

reconstructed the image of an ideal citizen as individualistic speculators engaged in continued 

entrepreneurialism, with little expectations of government support in the face of social or 

ecological risks. The naturalizing of such images is evident in the way that fishermen are 

conceptualized in today’s fisheries policy trends and associated discourses (Pinkerton and Davis 

2016). 

Carothers and Chambers (2012) explain that privatization processes often involve 

marketization, the establishment of mechanisms to monetize and enable the transfer of fishing 

rights, as well as commodification, which converts access itself into a commodity that may be 

bought or sold on the market. Privatization measures stipulate different rules and implications 

dependent upon their specific regulatory structures (Mansfield 2004). Two distinctive examples 

of privatized access in Alaska’s fisheries are 1) limited entry permits: transferable rights that 

allow unlimited harvests within specific state fisheries managed by regulated openers and 

closures and; 2) individual transferable quotas (ITQs) or individual fishing quotas (IFQs): these 
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allow the holder to buy, sell, or lease access to fisheries quota through the self-regulated market 

(Pinkerton and Davis 2015; Foley et al. 2014; Hojrup 2011). Mansfield explains that: 

 

What makes ITQs different – and what makes them a dimension of particularly neoliberal 

approaches to fisheries governance – is that they marketize allocation of fish catch. 

Individual fishers receive an annual initial quota allocation that represents a percentage of 

the total catch. Each year thereafter, fishers can then either catch that amount, or lease or 

sell their quota allocation to other fishers (2004: 320). 

 

Privatization processes that commodify access to fisheries resources by creating private 

property rights continue to be framed as essential, logical, and utterly inevitable (Foley et al. 

2014; Mansfield 2011; Hersoug 2005). These neoliberal economic discourses rely on H. Scott 

Gordon’s (1954) and Garrett Hardin’s (1968) foundational writings on the “tragedy of the 

commons”, in which they argue that common pool fisheries resources without privatization 

result in rent dissipation, operation overcapitalization and greedy “rational actor” behavior 

(Mansfield 2011, 2004). According to Hardin, “The alternative of the commons is too horrifying 

to contemplate. Injustice is preferable to total ruin” (1968: 1247). The tragedy of the commons 

plot represents an economically rational actor as being eternally self-interested and solely profit-

seeking, who in the absence of private property rights will seek to utilize as much as a commons 

resource as possible, ending in ruin for others and the environment. Access privatized through 

quota systems often referred to as “rationalization”, represents the economic rationality that 

proponents attach to private property and market approaches and suggests that alternatives are 

“irrational” (Carothers 2008; Mansfield 2004). This dominant trope undermines livelihood 

fishermen by framing them as irrational users that become redundant and unproductive 

(Carothers and Chambers 2012).  

The pervasiveness of this approach is evident in the prominent discourse of “too many 

fishers chasing too few fish” (Longo et al. 2015: 48) and subsequent maritime enclosure policies, 

which often downplay resulting socially negative externalities, such as barriers to entry and fleet 

consolidation (Pinkerton and Davis 2015). As such, commercial fishing opportunities become 

progressively more limited through management programs with market-based solutions assumed 

to address a suite of fisheries problems ranging from economic to ecological but also result in 

consolidating fisheries benefits in the hands of a few (Mansfield 2004). These market-based 

resource regulation methods are promoted largely as a tactic to reduce fleet overcapitalization 

and create more economically efficient operations (Larabi et al. 2014). More recently, research 

suggests that the linking of ecological benefits with privatization represents an additional, but 

largely unsubstantiated argument disseminated by proponents (Donkersloot 2016; Carothers and 

Chambers 2012; Carothers 2010). 

Rural Youth Studies 

Human geography and youth studies rely on a sound understanding of the contemporary 

realities of rural livelihood pathways. Complex dynamics include structural inequalities, social 

influences, and available local resources, which combine to shape young people’s choices, 

aspirations, and perceived opportunities. Recent studies highlight the importance of elucidating 

the intricate relationships between place, change, and youth identities within rural landscapes 

(e.g., Power et al. 2014; Corbett 2013, 2005; Donkersloot 2012, 2010, 2005). Rural ideology 

exemplifies the ‘rural idyll’ as a set of characteristics that construct communities as innocent, 

timeless and contrary to urban places (Barlow and Cocklin 2003). Furthermore, the idyll concept 
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represents a landscape indicative of a high quality of life within tight-knit communities that are 

deeply connected to the natural environment and often romanticized as such (Cloke and 

Milbourne 1992). Conversely, the ‘rural dull’ suggests the diversity of rural images and 

highlights the “countryside as characterized by boredom, a lack of opportunities and non-modern 

features” (Rye 2006: 417). Previous youth studies suggest that globalization likely has profound 

impacts upon rural communities, especially resource-dependent ones and may lead to diminished 

generational attachments to place. These modern transformations situate today’s youth in the 

position of negotiating their identities and rural existence in an increasingly dissimilar landscape 

than that of their predecessors (Kraack and Kenway 2002).  

Various disciplines have identified the outmigration of rural youth as a key factor in the 

sustainability of fishing communities (Corbett 2007; Bjarnason and Thorlindsson 2006; 

Hamilton and Otterstad 1998; Hamilton and Seyfrit 1994). Lowe (2015) explains that rural 

Alaska youth appear to be interested in “hands-on” work, such as construction and fishing, and 

yet are also conflicted by the applicability of higher education in their home communities and 

uncertainty about the future of fisheries. As such, youth are often encouraged to pursue college 

without the emphasis upon return and may receive warnings about the risks involved in 

commercial fishing livelihoods (Lowe 2015). Rural youth and their families tend to balance the 

cost of education with the earning potential of local jobs, indicating the irony of cultural 

encouragement to pursue education credentials that do not necessarily translate to rural 

community-based livelihood opportunities (Corbett 2005). This paradox between education and 

place-based career aspirations is further complicated by gender differences, as higher education 

does not always produce higher economic capital for those women who choose to return to their 

rural home communities (Corbett 2007). A range of factors influences local youth participation 

in fisheries; therefore it is important to approach the graying of the fleet and youth culture as 

explicitly multidimensional. As connections to space and conceptions of rurality are influenced 

by economic and cultural capital (Rye 2006), so are local opportunities for youth within fishing-

dependent communities. These have become more complicated by social classes, shifting 

educational aspirations and gendered labor divisions (Corbett 2007, 2005). For example in 

Alaska, recent privatization fisheries governance trends have created more evident and hardened 

social divisions within coastal communities (Carothers 2015).  

Youth trajectory trends in rural Alaska include highly gendered and ethnic migration 

patterns, where female youth aspirations often lead to increased outmigration and young men 

tend to remain within their home communities to pursue resource extractive resource careers, 

such as mining or fishing (Hamilton and Seyfrit 1993). Rural Alaska Native women are much 

more likely than their male counterparts to migrate to urban areas to purse educational and career 

opportunities (Donkersloot 2007; Hamilton and Seyfrit 1994). Research suggests that youth 

decisions to return to rural regions after educational attainment is largely linked to life pathways 

where family background, choice of spouse, and children are weighed with labor market 

opportunities and subjective geographic and social variables (Rerat 2014; Corbett 2005). The 

“brain drain” and “female flight” issues demonstrate the dilemmas facing many rural 

communities to retain human capital (Hamilton and Seyfrit 1994). These conflicts illustrate 

relational shifts between the interrelated matters of local fisheries access, coastal community 

viability and rural youth pathways. 

Anthropology of Fishing Communities 

Despite the widespread circulation of privatization discourses, there are competing 

narratives that identify the social implications of such economic restructuring and aim to more 
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broadly recognize the complexity of fishery systems (Host 2015). Social scientists continue to 

challenge economic framings of fishermen as merely rational actors and the reliance on tragedy 

of the commons framings to shape resource management structures (e.g., Pinkerton and Davis 

2015, Mansfield 2011). Global concerns about fishery privatization programs point to myriad 

sociocultural impacts upon fishing fleets and communities (e.g., Holm et al. 2015; Carothers 

2015, 2013, 2011, 2010, 2008; Carothers and Chambers 2012; Rosvold 2007; Pollnac et al. 

2006; Eythorsson 2005). Many have argued that neoliberal management programs have played a 

significant role in fundamentally remaking fishery systems around the world evidenced by the 

resulting consolidation of fishing fleets, shifts in core social values, concentration of wealth and 

the creation of additional barriers to access for the next generation of fishermen (Carothers 2015, 

2013; Olson 2011).  

Questions of equity continue to plague privatization management programs and their 

effects on both fishing livelihoods and fleet composition (Carothers and Chambers 2012; Koslow 

1982). For instance, the consequences of limiting and commodifying fisheries access in Alaska 

tend to disproportionally impact rural and primarily indigenous fishing communities, suggesting 

the importance of considering structural inequity and stakeholder agency (capacity to act and 

make decisions) within such programs (Himes-Cornell 2015; Carothers 2011; Carothers et al. 

2010). Permit transfer trends eight years after the passage of the Limited Entry Act in the State of 

Alaska in 1975 demonstrated variation among fisheries, regions and ethnicities, with the most 

severe distributional shifts evident in transfers from Alaska Native fishermen to non-Native and 

particularly non-resident fishermen occurring in Bristol Bay fisheries (Kamali 1984). Thus, 

alternatives to neoliberal privatized policies call for deeper incorporation of human dimensions, 

collective action at the community level, and greater integration of community considerations 

into management (Langdon 2015; Symes and Phillipson 2009). The loss of fisheries access and 

population outmigration from small remote fishing communities in Alaska highlights the link 

between community sustainability and fisheries access (Apgar-Kurtz 2015). However, shifting 

ownership from rural local to urban non-local continues to be a multifaceted issue involving non-

market cultural values as well as varying levels of access to financial capital (Knapp 2011). 

Accordingly, any fisheries management program restructuring access must seek to fully grasp 

not only probable economic implications, but also the broader social outcomes these policies 

have upon the fishing peoples and communities (Holland et al. 2013).  

The dynamic threshold of coastal communities results in livelihoods and economies 

sustained in large part by the utilization of natural maritime resources. As communities develop 

and resources experience increased extractive pressures, conflicts tend to arise with competing 

interests and goals by various stakeholders (Tillotson 2013). Coastal fishing communities around 

the world are experiencing internal and external stressors resulting from globalization and 

modernization processes that require a negotiation of traditional livelihoods with future 

opportunities (Symes et al. 2015). Communities must continually respond to the strain on local 

socio-economic dynamics influenced by fisheries management programs, outmigration and high 

costs of living (Jones et al. 2014). Management trends that promote the privatization of fisheries 

illustrate important contributing factors impacting the viability of fishing communities as limited 

access to fisheries resources has constrained and often displaced traditional fishing livelihoods 

around the globe. The subsequent restructuring of fishing fleets, fishermen and communities may 

be best understood as “sea change”, in which multiple drivers are transforming local fishing 

traditions and livelihoods (Donkersloot and Menzies 2015). As fisheries management continues 

to apply restrictive market-based devices that restructure fishing activities it is imperative to 
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understand how these changes impact fishing community members (Garcia et al. 2015).  

Rural locality and community identity are intrinsically linked and sensitive to broader shifting 

globalized trends and restructuring (Kraack and Jane 2002), most notably within maritime 

dependent communities. As in rural youth studies, anthropology suggests that the connection 

between place-based identities and social organization in fishing communities is associated with 

dominant cultural practices characterized by unique community and regional aspects. Barlow and 

Cocklin explain that, “community and rurality are social constructs and as such they are fluid and 

dynamic. They are continuously redefined through the interaction of lived experiences with long-

held beliefs and representations” (2003: 517). Collective place-based identities are continually 

constructed and re-constructed as a process responding to change, local experience and in 

relation to outside places and people. During times of actual or perceived livelihood 

restructuring, such as resource industrialization, regional resistant identities may emerge as place 

attachments deepen and community members experience a sense of powerlessness within the 

broader socioeconomic structure (Larsen 2004). Rural coastal community members in Alaska 

evidently value both subsistence and commercial fishing activities, though there is marked 

concern over the future with changing economies and the impact on livelihood traditions (Holen 

2014).  

Fishing livelihoods are complicated in that those who pursue commercial fishing as their 

principal occupation are choosing career paths without retirement or benefits packages and 

therefore must contend with choices about life after fishing. In Alaska, fishermen’s operations, 

including their vessel, gear and fishing rights, become a de facto windfall source of retirement. 

This complicates the issue of the graying of the fleet, as aging fishermen must decide to liquidate 

their operations on the market or to plan the passing of it to younger fishermen. Therefore further 

research expounding upon the barriers to not only entry but also to exit from the commercial 

fishing industry will aid in a deeper understanding of the graying of the fleet (Himes-Cornell and 

Hoelting 2015; Golden 2008; Stewart et al. 2006). Intergenerational tensions beyond succession 

issues may also arise as cultural values shift due to modernized globalizing circumstances. For 

example, value systems belonging to one generation focused on working-class fisheries related 

identity may differ from the next generation due to perceptions of opportunity and threats to 

traditional life pathways (Kraack and Kenway 2002).  

Fishing Community Sustainability 

Management of Alaska’s Fisheries 

Alaska’s varied and widely distributed fishery resources are managed by both State and 

Federal agencies with support and input from local, regional, and tribal entities. In sate-managed 

waters under three nautical miles offshore, the State of Alaska Department of Fish and Game is 

responsible for in-season and long-term stock management for the continued existence of 

commercial, sport, and subsistence fisheries. Between three and 200 nautical miles offshore, 

fisheries are managed by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the North Pacific 

Fishery Management Council (hereafter “Council”). The two commercial fishery management 

paradigms are shaped by different regulatory frameworks, policy goals, management tools, 

research priorities, and mission statements. In the following sections we describe first the federal, 

then the state paradigm, including guiding legislation, other relevant laws, and notable legal 

challenges. We conclude this section by providing highlights from our Turning the Tide report 

outlining alternative policy responses to address the graying of the fleet.  
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Federal management: Guiding legislation 

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Management and Conservation Act of 1976 (2007 reauthorization) 

The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Management and Conservation Act (MSA) was passed in 

1976 and instituted comprehensive federal fisheries management reform. The MSA was one of a 

suite of laws passed during the 1970s in response to growing environmental awareness and a 

desire to codify societal values of human-environment interactions into law. In addition to 

establishing the National Marine Fisheries Service—the agency primarily responsible for 

overseeing commercial fisheries in US marine waters—the act also extended the US’s exclusive 

economic zone (EEZ) from 12 nm to 200 nm offshore. The writers of the act were Warren 

Magnuson and Ted Stevens, US senators representing Washington state and Alaska, 

respectively. 

Eight regional management councils were formed as part of the MSA, and only Alaskan 

fisheries in federal waters are managed by the North Pacific Marine Fishery Management 

Council. The Advisory Panel, made up of representatives from industry, user groups, and 

environmental groups, and the Science and Statistical Committee provide recommendations to 

the Council at each meeting with regard to specific management actions. Plan teams review 

fishery management plans (FMPs) on an annual basis. Council members make decisions 

regarding management plans in a process that is open to and seeks comment by the public. The 

Secretary of Commerce reviews and approves the Council’s decisions, then drafts regulatory 

language to operationalize them. Decisions made by the Council and the resulting regulations 

must align with the MSA, the Regulatory Flexibility Act, the Administrative Procedures Act 

(APA), the Clean Water Act (CWA), the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the 

Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA), and various executive orders (see detailed description 

of additional laws below).  

The Council develops and amends FMPs for several Alaskan fish species, including 

groundfish in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands (BSAI) and the Gulf of Alaska, BSAI king and 

Tanner crab, Alaska scallops, and salmon in a few areas of the state. Alaska halibut is managed 

jointly between the Council and the International Pacific Halibut Commission. Certain crab 

stocks, scallops, and salmon are managed in cooperation with the State of Alaska Department of 

Fish and Game. With the exception of some troll fisheries, salmon fishing is excluded in the 

EEZ. Salmon management in areas of Cook Inlet, Prince William Sound and the Alaska 

Peninsula, which fall within the EEZ, has been granted to the State of Alaska.  

 

National Standard Guidelines (relevant to the Graying of the Fleet) 

The intent of the policy-making actions authorized by the MSA is distilled into ten 

conceptual guidelines, called the National Standard Guidelines. Several of the standards have 

relevance to issues of access and participation in federally managed commercial fisheries. 

National standard four mandates that management actions must not discriminate between 

residents of different states, and that allocations and privileges established by Council actions 

must be equitably distributed. The intent of this standard is similar to that of the Federal 

Interstate Commerce Clause of the United States Constitution (described below). National 

standard 5 states that management actions shall, where practicable, promote economic efficiency 

of commercial fisheries, so long as it is not the action’s sole purpose. National standard 8 

provides for the consideration of economic and social factors in Council decision-making 

processes to the extent practicable, and to minimize negative economic impacts on fishing 

communities when preventing overfishing and rebuilding overfished stocks. 
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Other important statutes 

 Although the MSA is the principal piece of legislation that guides management of 

commercial fisheries in the US, in order to avoid legal challenges, the actions the MSA 

authorizes must not conflict with other US statutes and executive orders. In Alaska, the harvest 

of commercially important fish species requires consideration of co-occurring species, including 

those listed as ‘endangered’ or ‘threatened’ under The Endangered Species Act. The Marine 

Mammal Protection Act regulates “take”, including hunting, harassing, capturing, or killing of 

federally protected marine mammals, which for commercial fishers means avoiding animals 

within set buffers, and minimizing potential for bycatch of marine mammals, as well as 

consideration of competition between commercial fishing fleets and marine mammals (e.g., 

Steller sea lions prey on commercially targeted groundfish stocks). Fishery management plans 

and amendments must undergo an environmental assessment as mandated by the National 

Environmental Policy Act. If the Environmental Protection Agency issues a “finding of no 

significant impact” with respect to the management action, then no further action by the Council 

or NMFS is required. However, if a significant impact of any kind is expected to result from the 

action, an environmental impact statement must be prepared. Procedural statutes, such as the 

Regulatory Flexibility Act and the Administrative Procedure Act also impose restrictions on the 

Council and NMFS by requiring (1) that management actions not be overly burdensome to small 

businesses, including fishing operations, and (2) that the Council process be publicly available 

for participation and comment, and (3) that public comments must be addressed in a meaningful 

way. 

 

International agreements 

 For highly migratory or widely distributed species, such as Pacific salmon and halibut, 

the US has established agreements with adjacent nations to direct harvest, conservation, and 

research efforts concerning those species. The Pacific Salmon Treaty was signed in 1985 

between the United States and Canada to enhance cross-boundary stocks of salmon, including 

Yukon River Chinook and chum salmon, Southeast Alaska stocks, and Fraser River sockeye 

salmon (Yanagida 1987). The burden of upholding the Treaty falls upon state, local, and tribal 

entities via three representatives nominated by the governor of Alaska, the governors of Oregon 

and Washington, and tribal organizations in Oregon, Washington, and Idaho. Similarly, the 

International Pacific Halibut Commission is the body established in 1923 to develop research 

protocols and management tactics for the sustainability of Pacific halibut populations in US and 

Canadian waters (IPHC 2016). Each nation appoints three representatives to serve on the 

commission, which is advised by several boards, including the Conference Board, Processor 

Advisory Group, Research Advisory Board, Management Strategy Advisory Board, and the 

Scientific Review Board. 

 

Indigenous fishing rights 

 Alaska stands apart from other states with respect to treatment of Native American claims 

to commercial fishery resources. The corporate structure of Alaska’s tribal entities is in large part 

based on land claims, and does not include aboriginal title to fishing grounds or indigenous 

fishing rights. Unlike Native American tribes in other states, Alaska Native corporations are not 

federally recognized sovereign nations and thus are not afforded management authority over fish 

resources traditionally harvested by their people. There is one exception, however; the 
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Metlakatla Indian Community—located south of Ketchikan in Southeast Alaska—participates in 

the only commercial fishery co-managed by a tribal council and the US Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

Tribal members have access to commercial fisheries in waters adjacent to the reservation’s 

seaward boundary, and non-members are not permitted to harvest in those areas. 

 

State Statutes and the Alaska Constitution 

 The series of statutes and relevant case law summaries that follow constitute the legal 

framework within which Alaska’s limited entry permit fisheries operate. Specifically, issues 

surrounding the treatment of resident/non-resident fishery participants, the conceptions of natural 

resource use set forth by the Alaska State Constitution, and the impetus for and implementation 

of Alaska’s Limited Entry Permit Program are discussed below. It should be noted that the legal 

framework described here pertains to state-managed fisheries under the limited entry permit 

system, and that federal fisheries access and management are governed by additional statutory 

mandates such as the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Management and Conservation Act, and the 

National Standards Guidelines (covered in a separate annotation in this document). 

 

Article VIII of the Alaska State Constitution 

 Article VIII, Natural Resources, of the Alaska State Constitution contains language 

relevant to fisheries access, and more generally how all naturally occurring resources under state 

jurisdiction should be managed. The first three sections dictate that lands, waters, and natural 

resources are available for “maximum use consistent with the public interest”, and that they 

should be used, developed, and conserved for “the maximum benefit” of the residents of the 

State of Alaska. The other sections of Article VIII that concern fishery resources are more 

varied. Section four mandates that “fish, forests, wildlife, grasslands, and all other replenishable 

resources belonging to the State shall be utilized, developed, and maintained on the sustained 

yield principle, subject to preferences among beneficial uses”. The definitions of “maximum 

benefit” and the “public interest” are purposefully absent from these sections. 

 Uses that are considered beneficial have undoubtedly changed through time. An example 

of changing ideas of how best to use resources is the amendment of the constitution in 1972 to 

allow for the creation of a limited entry permit program. Prior to 1972, section 15 stated that 

“[n]o exclusive right or special privilege of fishery shall be created or authorized in the natural 

waters of the State.” Language was added to make an exception to this rule, by allowing the 

“State to limit entry into any fishery for purposes of resource conservation, to prevent economic 

distress among fishermen and those dependent upon them for a livelihood.” Also pertinent to 

issues of local fisheries access is section 16, which states that “[n]o person shall be involuntarily 

divested of his right to the use of waters, his interests in lands, or improvements affecting either, 

except for a superior beneficial use or public purpose and then only with just compensation and 

by operation of law.” Finally, section 17, the uniform application of law dictates that “laws and 

regulations governing the use or disposal of natural resources shall apply equally to all persons 

similarly situated with reference to the subject matter and purpose to be served by the law or 

regulation.” 

Alaska’s Limited Entry Law 

 The final consideration of limited entry and fisheries access in Alaska is the Alaska 

Limited Entry Act (LEA). The act created the Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission (CFEC), 

the regulatory body that administers the limited entry program in the state. The statues relevant 

to the LEA are nested under Title 16: Fish & Game, Chapter 43: Regulation of Entry Into Alaska 
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Commercial Fisheries of the Alaska State Statutes and Regulations. Core sections within chapter 

43 are described below, but it must be noted that this list is cursory and that knowledge of the 

entirety of chapter 43 and referenced statutes therein are needed to understand the whole of the 

limited entry system. Fundamental to the operation of the limited entry program are the 

particular requirements bounding permit holders’ right to participate in a limited entry 

commercial fishery, described by sections 16.43.140–180. Permit holders may only hold one 

limited entry permit per fishery, except that they may hold two salmon permits. In the case of 

salmon fisheries, permit holders are only allowed to fish one permit (and only one unit of gear) 

and must not fish the other. No more than two permits may be held by an individual (AS 

16.43.140). An entry permit constitutes a use privilege that may be modified or revoked by the 

legislature without compensation (AS 16.43.150(e)), and the permit must be renewed annually, 

and is subject to forfeiture if not renewed for two consecutive years (AS 16.43.150). 

 Upon annual renewal of a limited entry permit, the permit holder must pay the 

appropriate fees. Permit fees paid to state must reflect economic return of specific fishery, and 

fall between $30 for and $3,000 for permits issued after 2006. Generally, most salmon fishery 

permit fees are $75 (with some exceptions, e.g., Alaska Peninsula purse seine) while $3,000 

permit fees are common for Gulf of Alaska finfish otter trawl or large Bering Sea crab vessel 

permits (CFEC 2015). The annual non-resident surcharge is as high as is legally allowable, and 

in 2016 was $215 (see Carlson cases below; AS 16.43.160(c)). If a permit holder is on food 

stamps, the permit fee is 50% of the standard fee. 

When the limited entry program was implemented, points were awarded to fishermen 

based on their fishing history and economic dependence on commercial fishing during the years 

1965 and 1971 (See below; Petterson 1983). Some fishermen were issued permanent transferable 

permits, while others were issued non-transferable interim permits. Current statutes stipulate that 

in order to transfer a permit, the holder must give sixty days’ notice to CFEC of intent to transfer, 

and that intent is good for 12 months (AS 16.43.170). Another form of transfer, the emergency 

transfer, is “for the temporary emergency transfer of entry permits and interim-use permits when 

illness, disability, death, required military or government service, or other unavoidable hardship 

prevents the permit holder from participating in the fishery” AS 16.43.180 (a). Although leasing 

of limited entry permits is technically illegal under Chapter 43, permit holders often emergency 

transfer their permits on a repeat basis and are legally allowed to collect usage fees from 

emergency transferees. In essence, the emergency medical transfer is sometimes used as a 

mechanism to lease permits (J. Coleman, unpublished data). 

 Sections 200–250 of Chapter 43 relate to the initial issuance of limited entry permits. 

Although the program was designed to limit entry into the fisheries, the program actually just 

froze the number of participants in the mid-1970s, and in some cases optimal numbers studies 

were later conducted to modify that number. The total number of units of gear in a fishery was, 

according to statute, initially equivalent to the highest number of units of gear registered in the 

four years preceding 1973 (AS 13.43.240 (a)). Standards for the initial issue of entry permits (AS 

16.43.250) included economic dependence measures (percent of income derived from fishery, 

reliance on and availability of alternative occupations, investment in vessels and gear) and 

fishing history (number of years, consistency of participation during each year). “Priority 

classifications” were determined based on the number of points awarded to applicants and points 

were awarded for years fished and consistency of fishing during the qualifying years of 1965 to 

1971 and economic dependence on fishing income. Priority classifications established which 
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fishermen were allocated transferable permanent limited entry permits, which were allocated 

non-transferable permanent permits, and which were not given permits. 

 The optimum number of permits in a fishery is determined by a balance of three general 

standards (AS 16.43.290): 1) to “maintain an economically healthy fishery that will result in a 

reasonable average rate of economic return”, 2) to “harvest the allowable commercial take of the 

fishery resource…in an orderly, efficient manner”, and 3) to “avoid serious economic hardship to 

those currently engaged in the fishery, considering other economic opportunities reasonably 

available to them.” The CFEC may establish buyback program, plan, and fund for fisheries in 

which the number of permits is determined to be greater than the optimum (AS 16.43.290–330). 

Up to seven percent of the average gross fishery earnings may be spent on administration of 

buyback program, while the legislature may appropriate funds specifically to purchase excess 

permits. When number of permits in a fishery is less than optimum, CFEC may issue new 

permits and determine acceptable methods of issuance. Limited entry permits may be issued to 

accredited educational institutions for programs administered to junior high-school level and 

above, and for which a permit is “reasonably necessary for the instruction of students” and “must 

be used for the purpose of training students in the methods of commercial fishing” (AS 

13.43.340). Educational permits may be issued beyond the optimum numbers established for that 

fishery. 

Federal Interstate Commerce Clause 

 Much of the discourse of fisheries access is focused on opportunities for local fishermen 

versus those of non-local, and particularly non-resident fishermen. The Federal Interstate 

Commerce Clause of the U.S. constitution (Article I, Section 8, Clause 3) states that “the 

Congress shall have power…to regulate Commerce with foreign Nations, and among the several 

States, and with the Indian Tribes.” In essence, the clauses under Section 8 are “designed to 

promote interstate transactions and the free flow of goods, services, and ideas,” and prevent 

states from discriminating against residents of other U.S. states (Bader 1998). 

 In Maine v. Taylor 477 U.S. 131 (1986) , the U.S. District court first ruled in favor of the 

plaintiff, a bait dealer indicted under a federal statute of transporting live fish between states. The 

plaintiff violated a Maine statute that prohibited the importation of live non-native baitfish, but 

the district court decision was later reversed by the Court of Appeals. The outcome of Hughes v. 

Oklahoma, 441 U. S. 322 (1979)  showed that where a state statute, such as Maine’s import ban, 

discriminates against interstate commerce either on its face or in practical effect, the State must 

show both that 1) the statute serves a legitimate local purpose, and that 2) this purpose cannot be 

served as well by available nondiscriminatory means. 

 In a noteworthy Alaska class-action suit, Carlson v. State 798 P.2d 1269 (1990)  sued the 

State of Alaska Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission in the Alaska Supreme Court, claiming 

non-resident commercial fishing and permit license fees were unconstitutional. Effective January 

1, 1978, annual limited entry permit fees for non-residents were three times those of resident 

permit holders. The Privileges and Immunities Clause (U.S. Constitution, Article IV, Section 2, 

Clause 1; i.e., the Comity Clause) prevents a state from treating citizens of other states in a 

discriminatory manner. Over three Carlson cases, the Alaska Superior and Supreme Courts ruled 

in favor of the state, allowing the discriminatory license fee structure to remain in place (Davis 

2004). The privilege and immunities clause prohibits discriminatory law in areas that affect the 

economic, political, or social well-being of the United States (i.e., does not apply to recreational 

activities like sport hunting). 
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 However, exemptions are made for cases in which non-residents pose a “peculiar source 

of evil” (Toomer v. Witsell, 334 U.S. 385 [1948]) . Justice Brennan in Carlson III cited the 

Toomer case, which “held that a classification based on the fact of non-citizenship was 

constitutionally infirm ‘unless there is something to indicate that non-citizens constitute a 

peculiar source of the evil at which the statute is aimed’.” Moreover, even where the problem the 

State is attempting to remedy is linked to the presence or activity of non-residents in the State, 

the Clause requires that there be “a reasonable relationship between the danger represented by 

non-citizens, as a class, and the … discrimination practiced upon them.” The reasoning, in its 

simplest terms, is that taxes (which are paid by both resident and non-resident commercial 

fishermen in the form of landings taxes) are not the State of Alaska’s primary source of revenue. 

The main sources are leases and sales of oil, which are governed by the public trust doctrine for 

the benefit of Alaska’s residents. The sale of the oil creates a revenue stream to which non-

residents contribute nothing. Therefore, the fishery management and conservation services 

provided by the state using its general fund (i.e., “taxes which only residents pay”) are actually 

provided at a discount to non-resident fishermen despite the 3:1 annual permit fee. 

Current efforts in Alaska to address sustainability  

 Although the opportunities to participate in Alaska’s commercial fisheries have changed 

significantly in recent decades, examples of the initiatives that private industry and the State 

government have undertaken to maintain access to fishing opportunities are varied and 

expanding. Institutional programs have been developed in the Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska 

ecosystems to increase fishing community resilience and sustain the commercial fisheries that 

provide their economic base. The successes and challenges of one program in particular, the 

Wester Alaska CDQ program are described by Himes-Cornell and Hoelting (2015) in this 

bibliography. In essence, the CDQ program allocated quota shares in Alaska’s federally 

managed groundfish fisheries to community and Alaska Native groups located within 50 miles 

of the Bering Sea coast. The royalties from leasing or profits from fishing the quota are used to 

develop fisheries infrastructure and encourage fisheries participation by residents in CDQ-

eligible communities (NMFS 2016). A similar program was developed in the Gulf of Alaska 

region, though the community quota entities (CQEs) authorized by the program were not 

allocated quota share to start with. The Gulf of Alaska CQE program has experienced 

significant growing pains since its implementation in 2004, but it holds great potential for 

providing local fishermen with access to CQE-owned halibut and sablefish quota (Langdon, 

2008). The means by which these programs improve fisheries access and participation are 

centered largely on providing financial backing to local fishermen and communities for 

investment into fishing business or support services at the community and regional level. 

 

Support for youth and new entrants 

 Fundamental to understanding demographic change over time in Alaska’s commercial 

fishing industry is gaining insight into the opportunities—financial or otherwise—that are 

available to young and new fishermen. Several notable programs currently exist to facilitate 

entry into the industry in the US and abroad, including the Maine lobster fishery’s apprentice 

program and provisions in the individual transferable quota (ITQ) systems used by Iceland, 

Denmark, and Norway. The apprenticeship program in Maine’s lobster fishery was created as an 

alternative to a limited entry permit program in which the rate of entry into the fishery was 

restricted only by the ability of young or new fishermen to complete the apprenticeship period 

(200 days at sea) under the guidance of a sponsor captain (Alden & Brewer 2000). Other goals of 
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the program include creation of a skilled and professional class of lobster fishers and building of 

social capital and fishing culture needed to promote sustainability through collective action. In 

contrast, the ITQ fisheries in Norway and Denmark have no formal, national-scale 

apprenticeship program. Rather, each country handles facilitation of entry slightly differently: 

Denmark issues quota at no charge to new fishermen, while Norway’s tiered system sets aside a 

portion of Group I quota (the main pool of quota for small-vessel fishermen) to be used by new 

fishermen who meet the government’s criteria (Eliasen et al. 2009). Though apprenticeships and 

temporary quota shares have supported access to fishing opportunities, training and education in 

geographically and culturally relevant occupational fields are also critical to sustaining fishing 

communities for future generations (Lowe 2015). 

 

Support for rural, indigenous, and small-scale fisheries participation 

 

Rethinking property rights 

 While IFQ and limited entry programs have increased in number and favor beginning in 

the late 1970s, more recently there has been a post-IFQ trend in alternative approaches to fishing 

rights as property. Harvest cooperatives and community-owned quotas are two examples of the 

ways that property rights are being reexamined. The New England groundfish fishery is operated 

as a harvest cooperative, with each of 17 sectors participating in the in-season and long-term 

management of the groundfish populations (Holland et al. 2013). The goal of the sector system is 

to increase flexibility and autonomy in the way fishermen execute the fishery, as well as to 

directly tie fishermen to the management of the resource. Cooperative, rather than competitive, 

engagement in a fishery is a controversial notion that some would deem antithetical to the nature 

of commercial fishing, but for rural fishing communities, cooperative harvest can reduce costs 

and fleet overcapitalization. Other forms of cooperatives include systems of community-owned 

rights, such as that of the community of Thorupstrand, Denmark (Højrup 2011). Leasing of quota 

to community-based fishermen is similar to the goals of the Gulf of Alaska CQP described 

above, though the structure of the Danish program and sources of capital are kinship based rather 

than mediated through the government. The hallmark feature of community and cooperative 

rights is that the owners of the rights must work collectively in the interest of the group, rather 

than the individual. 

 

Co-management 

 Of utmost importance in the drafting and enactment of policy affecting a particular sector 

of people (in this case fishermen) is that they understand the objectives of that policy and their 

own rights and responsibilities with respect to it (Petterson 1983). Though co-management has 

become a buzzword of sorts, the principle of participatory management is essential to ensuring 

the sustainability of fisheries and rural fishing communities, and securing fishing livelihoods in 

the face of institutional changes, economic crises, and resource overexploitation (Gutierrez et al. 

2011). Holland, Kitts, Pinto da Silva, and Wiersma (2013) and Wilson (1994) explore co-

management practices in the New England groundfish fishery and the Maine lobster fishery, 

respectively, and what emerges from both case studies is the importance of fishermen’s ability 

to advocate for themselves in the regulatory and political arena. In the New England case, self-

organized sectors appoint a liaison to organize their interests and integrate them into the New 

England Fishery Management Council and in-season management processes (Holland, et al. 

2013). In Maine, lobster fishermen possess a great degree of control over the harvest of lobsters 
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in their territories, and collectively over the lobster fishery as a whole. For instance, harvest of 

lobster is governed by five informal but strictly enforced rules about lobster size, sex, 

reproductive stage, and gear types (i.e., traps only). Citing the lobster fishery as an example, 

Wilson (1994) observes that when rule-making occurs within the context of a fishing 

community, unintended consequences (e.g., disenfranchisement of young, new, and local 

fishermen from the fishery) are rare. 

 

Indigenous access to commercial fishing rights 

 Sixty percent of the Alaska’s Native population resides in rural communities. The fishing 

communities that are most threatened by loss of fishing rights are principally Alaska Native 

villages. Though Alaska Native subsistence fishing rights are protected by the Alaska state 

constitution, that same level of protection is not afforded to commercial fishing opportunities. 

This discordance has been addressed in statute by New Zealand and Norway, among others. In 

New Zealand, indigenous rights to fish resources were codified by the Treaty of Waitangi in 

1840—despite over a century of discrimination following the treaty—and were further affirmed 

by court decisions in the late 1980s and early 1990s that granted Māori ownership of up to 30% 

of IFQs and a 50% share in the country’s largest fishing company, Sealord (Mylonas-Widdall 

1988; New Zealand Ministry of Fisheries 2008) . In Norway, the Sami Parliament was 

established in response to lost fishing opportunities in indigenous areas brought about by the 

Individual Vessel Quota (IVQ) system implemented in the 1990s. Fishermen in predominantly 

Sami areas of Northern Norway receive economic support and extra quota shares from the 

government (Holm et al.2015). Though the restoration of fishing rights to native peoples has 

stimulated fisheries opportunities in rural fishing communities in New Zealand and Norway, 

constitutional prohibitions on ethnic preference in access to fishery resources makes such 

approaches unfeasible in Alaska. However, fishery management regimes that do recognize 

indigenous commercial fishing rights have done so through their respective judicial systems, 

suggesting that if objectives of social justice in resource access gather sufficient political will, 

marginalized groups may attain commercial fishery rights. 

 

Alternatives and Recommendations 

 Challenges abound for the future of the commercial fishing industry and community 

sustainability in rural Alaska. These issues, however, are not unique to Alaska. To reverse the 

loss of locally held fishing rights, youth emigration, and barriers to entry among new and young 

fishermen, we look to the global community of fishery-dependent nations. Iceland, Norway, New 

Zealand, Scotland, Australia, Great Britain, and Canada have faced similar issues as their 

fisheries have been enclosed, and they have seized the opportunity to craft solutions and new 

approaches to sustain fisheries and rural fishery-dependent communities. From this pool of 

alternatives, we may build upon and reinvent these solutions to fit the uniqueness of the Alaskan 

industry and to emphasize the strength and resiliency that our rural communities have possessed 

for generations. Here we briefly describe a set of policy and institutional alternatives that have 

the potential to improve access by young and new entrants, and to support rural, small-scale, and 

Alaska Native fishery participation. We invite you to view our full project description and 

reports on our project website: http://fishermen.alaska.edu/ 

 In our study of fishing communities in Bristol Bay and the Kodiak Archipelago, we 

found that privatizing fisheries access (i.e., the need to purchase permits and quota) has created 

large financial and other barriers to entry into commercial fisheries for the next generation of 

http://fishermen.alaska.edu/
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fishermen and has especially impacted small rural fishing communities. First and foremost, 

privatization of fisheries access has resulted in increased financial capital and risk needed to 

enter into fisheries. Costs and associated risks of entry into most state and federal fisheries are 

prohibitive for many young or new fishermen seeking to make fishing a career or diversify into 

new fisheries. Other financial challenges include: mixing fishing with other, often times limited, 

local jobs; lack of stable markets increasing risk; and lack of experience managing debt and 

small businesses. Limited entry and individual quota programs, by generating individualized, 

saleable fishing rights, led to a contraction of fishing fleets in communities where fishing rights 

have been sold or migrated away, thus affecting future generations’ access to fishing in other 

ways. In our study, rural youth identified a host of social barriers to accessing fishing, including: 

lack of exposure to commercial fishing; lack of experience, knowledge, and family connections 

to fishing; discouragement from pursuing fishing as a career; and substance abuse and related 

problems in communities.  

 Our research findings are consistent with others across the globe that conclude young 

people, small-scale fishermen, and rural communities need improved access to commercial 

fisheries where access has been privatized. Alaska has undertaken multiple efforts to address the 

barriers to entry and upward mobility in commercial fisheries, but in total they have fallen short 

of stemming the outflow of permits from rural fishing communities and stimulating entry into the 

industry by new Alaska fishermen. From our research and a review of international efforts to 

sustain local fishery access, we have developed the following recommendations: 

a. Explore supplemental forms of access to commercial fishing that are not market-

based to facilitate new entry and provide diversification opportunities. 

 

b. Establish youth permits or student licenses and mentorship or apprenticeship 

programs to provide young people with exposure to and experience in fishing and 

a pathway to ownership. 

 

c. Develop mechanisms to protect and diversify community-based fishing access, 

including provisions to protect local access and wider use of super-exclusive 

registration in state fisheries.   

d. Support local infrastructure to maintain local fisheries. 

e. Establish a statewide Fishing Access for Alaskans Task Force to review and 

consider collaborative solutions to reverse the trend of the graying fleet and loss 

of fishing access in rural Alaska.  
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Alden and Brewer review the role of apprenticeship programs in limited entry fisheries 

and in the conservation of fishery resources, using the Maine lobster fishery as a case study. 

According to the policies enacted in the lobster fisheries, apprenticeship programs have three 

purposes: 1) to restrict the rate of entry, 2) to affect the quality of fishery participants, and 3) to 

create conditions for sustainability through collective action. An apprenticeship in the fisheries 

context is defined as training and/or fishery enhancement work required as a condition for entry 

into the fishery. Because apprenticeships require some type of training and mentorship, such 

programs serve the public interest as well as accomplishing the goals of more traditional limited 

entry programs (Wilson 1994). This paper explores the legal frameworks within which the Maine 

program was developed, the program itself, and provides commentary regarding improvements 

that could be made to the program. 

Maine lobster fishery 

The Maine lobster fishery is prosecuted by small (25 to 40 feet in length), owner-

operated vessels, usually with one hired deckhand called a sternman. In 1995, the Maine 

legislature enacted a law that required all new entrants to Maine’s lobster and crab fisheries to 

serve for two years as an apprentice before obtaining a commercial license. The purpose of the 

law was to slow entry into the fishery as an alternative to placing a cap on the number of licenses 

issued. The law also implemented seven lobster management ‘zones’, each of which with its own 

democratically elected governing body. Lobstermen belong to one of these zones based on their 

self-identified ‘home’ fishing port and their fishing history (if they fished before the law was 

enacted). Maine does not require any additional training beyond the required 200 days at sea 

under the mentorship of an experienced captain (called a ‘sponsor’) that must be logged and 

validated by the Maine Department of Marine Resources. 

Purpose #1: Restrict rate of entry 

Apprenticeship programs require a fisherman to devote their time, attention, and energy 

to engagement in a fishery. This requirement often culls ‘opportunistic’ or speculative fishermen 

looking to make a quick profit off the resource. Though the investment of time presents an 

intentional barrier to entry, it is characteristically different than the barrier presented by the 

capital requirements to purchase a limited entry license or IFQs. In theory, apprenticeship 

programs allow fishermen to build sweat equity into the value of their fishing operation, thus 

offsetting some of the fiscal costs required to enter. Prior to implementation of the apprenticeship 

requirement, the Maine lobster fishery experienced rapid growth in entry rates. Improvements in 

technology and a spike in lobster abundance made fishing significantly easier than it had been in 

years past. The increase in fishing effort was at least partially attributed to re-entry by license 

holders that remained inactive unless the fishing conditions were considered good. Requiring an 

investment of time and attention to participate in the fishery slowed the rate of effort growth and 

through time is said to likely continue to decrease the prevalence of ‘fair-weather fishermen’.  

Purpose #2: Affect quality of participants 
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Apprenticeship programs have a distinct advantage over traditional license limitation 

schemes in conservation efforts because they operate at the individual fisherman level, not at the 

vessel or fleet level. Changing attitudes and behaviors towards conservation and ethics in fishing 

occurs beyond the eye of the public or fisheries policy, so an apprenticeship is an ideal way to 

impart those values upon new fishermen. Concurrent with the increase in fishing effort by 

Maine’s lobster fleet, many fishermen that were not familiar with the traditional norms of fishing 

joined the lobster harvest, which created conflict among fishermen and a disregard for the 

established conservation ethic. The apprenticeship program restored such norms and ethical 

principles among fishermen through mentorship by experienced captains with a vested interest in 

the sustainability of the resource. 

Purpose #3: Create conditions for sustainability through collective action 

In traditional license limitation schemes, new entrants vary widely in their attitudes 

towards sustainability and resource conservation. By contrast, apprenticeships may create a more 

stable and predictable group of fishermen (at least in terms of sustainability practices). A stable 

pool of fishermen that have gone through the formalized apprenticeship are essential for self-

monitoring and voluntary compliance with regulations. The rules about acceptable and 

inappropriate fishing practices, information sharing, how to cooperate, etc., are all byproducts of 

an apprenticeship program. In its absence, it is not difficult to see how a lack of knowledge of a 

set of informal rules could lead to unintentional (or intentional, for some) violations and 

degradation of the fishery. Apprenticeship also affirms the boundaries on self-governed fishing 

sectors where membership is exclusive. A fisherman that tries to enter a sector where he or she 

has not apprenticed is likely to suffer severe collateral damage and/or be socially outcast, at least 

for the first few years. Rather than changing behavior or forcing fishermen to adopt a set of 

beliefs authors suggest that, “an apprenticeship program should help align individual rationality 

with the common good.” 

Recommendations 

The authors conclude with a brief discussion of the implementation costs of an 

apprenticeship program and the specific training and educational goals that it should address. 

They state that a program could be funded with taxpayer and industry support given its emphasis 

on the public good, at least inside of the fishery. Apprentices themselves could also share in 

some of the administrative costs of the program. The goals should be to educate future fishermen 

about fishing practices and related information (e.g., regulations, markets, ethics, ecology). 
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Authors employed a political ecology perspective to examine commercial fishing 

livelihoods along North Carolina’s coast, where descendants of European families established 

fishing communities several hundred years ago. Despite the tradition up until the late 1990s of 

being able to commercially fish and maintain a household with income derived from full-time 

fishing activities, today these communities struggle to maintain a viable local fishing sector. 

Authors present results from a 2006 ethnographic research project in Carteret County where 

researchers interviewed fishermen, fish dealers, consumers and restaurant owners to learn more 

about the political economy of the maritime environment. 

Carteret County is located in southeastern North Carolina and at the time of research had 

the highest number of active fishermen along the state’s coastal region. Commercial fishing 

livelihoods in the area have resulted in community member’s reliance on maritime trades for 

survival, such as net makers and menders, seafood processors, boat builders and seafood 

harvesters. Customarily, there has been largely separate tourism and commercial fishing areas in 

the region, but more recent tourism development projects have increased population and 

retirement migrants, thus altering the traditional political and economic interests of those 

residing in the County. In 1989, home prices averaged $73,100 but increased to $257,786 in 

2006, adding to the local property tax expenditure that local fishermen contend with. Rising costs 

of living combined with declining total fish landings, seafood values and increasing imported 

seafood subsequently strain the viability of many small-scale fishing operations. However, there 

has been a demand increase for seafood in the United States. In 2004 Americans consumed 16.6 

pounds of seafood per person, roughly 9% more than in 1999 (NCDMF 2006A). Authors address 

the question of how local fishermen can remain competitive enough to continue fishing as fish 

house dealers are also closing their doors and traditional methods of selling transform. Authors 

argue that this strained new relationship between harvesters, processors and consumers where 

fishermen want a fair price and dealers want a good catch for their service, continue to be 

impacted by policies and economics of imported seafood. 

This participatory action research project connected authors with a group of concerned 

citizens who organized in 2004 to focus on the issues of losing local fishermen and markets for 

local seafood. The committee created an advisory board with the objective of developing a local 

branding program and one year later implemented Carteret Catch, a branding initiative that 

promotes wild-caught caught locally by local fishermen. The Carteret Catch branding program 

seeks to modify the community supported agriculture (CSA) concept into a community 

supported fisheries (CSF) arrangement to connect fishermen directly to their consumers. 

Researchers moved forward with ethnographic work with input from the advisory board and 

collected data in 2006. One goal of the research was to determine if there was enough interest in 

the local fishing industry to develop alternative marketing strategies for local seafood in Carteret 

County and recommendations on the process. Respondents in the fishing community repeatedly 

indicated that their operating costs were rising for the vessel and living locally and that the 

challenge did not lie in fish not being available, but rather fewer distributors were willing to pay 

for fresh locally landed seafood. The authors raise questions about such challenges. What 

http://dx.doi.org/10.17730/humo.69.2.u41204x144664240
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policies are needed to ensure the sustainability of those who fish as a way of life? What role can 

consumers play in the process of fishery and fisher sustainability? Authors suggest that new 

policies are needed to protect natural resources and local stakeholders by creating local markets 

for wild-caught seafood. Respondents suggested that concepts like “buying local” and 

“connecting sea to plate” may be a powerful way for the public to play a greater role in 

sustaining local fishing livelihoods through their purchase choices. 
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Apgar-Kurtz’s study sought to provide explanations for Bristol Bay residents’ ability to 

retain and buy permits. She used ethnographic interviews in the Bristol Bay communities of 

Togiak, Manokotak, Dillingham, and New Stuyahok to elicit attitudes toward permit prices and 

willingness take on debt, and how they are related to the larger issue of access to permits by local 

residents. She cites Gunnar Knapp’s (2011) article and the components of his theory of local 

permit ownership, and applies them to her study population to assess the importance of capital, 

financial literacy, and outside employment in reversing the trend of permit outmigration. 

When asked whether they were interested in purchasing a permit, 35.8% of respondents said 

‘yes’, but 15.6% said that permits were too expensive. Roughly fourteen percent already owned 

permits and were presumably not interested in buying another. Reasons given for lack of interest 

in buying a permit included low ex-vessel fish prices, high permit prices, and difficulty making 

payments on loans given fishery and outside employment earnings. Most participants stated that 

they would most likely take out a loan in order to purchase a permit. With respect to willingness 

to incur debt for a permit purchase, 37.5% and 33.3% of Manokotak and New Stuyahok 

respondents, respectively, stated that they would not feel comfortable taking out a loan. Apgar-

Kurtz suggests that prior experience with loans, which was generally higher among participants 

from Dillingham than from other communities. 

In the final sections of the article, the author discusses the importance of TogiakSeafoods, 

a joint-venture processing company owned by Togiak Traditional Council and Copper River 

Seafoods, and the Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation’s Permit Loan Program in 

increasing local permit ownership. Forty percent of participants that fished in the Togiak district 

said that they were given higher ex-vessel salmon prices by the new processor than they had 

previously from other processors. Though the new processor introduced much-needed 

competition into the processing sector, the Togiak district is relatively isolated from the rest of 

the Bristol Bay fisheries and is considered a locals’ fishery and so may have had a positive but 

small influence on bay wide permit dynamics. 

Finally, the discussion turned to the Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation’s 

Permit Loan Program and the effect that it has had on reversing permit outmigration in the 

region. Apgar-Kurtz takes a mildly critical tone in reference to the low numbers of fishermen 

that have successfully used the program to purchase permits. She vaguely characterizes the 

Bristol Bay population as “trust[ing] and respect[ing] BBEDC, and [having] benefits from one or 

more of their programs.” However, she does not cite actual program participation and success 

statistics to support this discussion. According to BBEDC’s 2014 annual report, the total number 

of active participants was 23, not including participants that have exited the program. It should 

also be noted that BBEDC offers several other financial assistance programs that support local 

ownership in the watershed region. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2015.02.013
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The authors examine migration decision of youth in rural fishing and farming 

communities throughout Iceland. Arguing that globalization and technological advances have 

fundamentally changed labor participation in natural resource extraction industries, they assert 

that people have become less attached to place and community-based identities. In response to a 

majority of rural adolescents expecting to live elsewhere in the future, Bjarnason and 

Thorlindsson analyze national surveys conducted in 1992 and 2003 among Icelandic adolescents 

to trace predictors of migration intentions. The surveys were administered anonymously to 

Icelandic 9th and 10th grade students, which accounted for 86.8% of the national population age 

cohort in 1992 and 80.3% in 2003. Utilizing logistic regression analysis to predict the odds of 

youth migration behavior, results indicate that occupational opportunity expectations are the 

strongest indicator for staying within a rural farming or fishing community, followed by length 

growing up in a community, parental influence and interest or lack thereof in participating in a 

community’s principal industry. 

Iceland was chosen as a study setting because of the country’s history of sustenance 

farming and small-scale fishing, which was transformed during the 20th century through 

industrialization and population growth and migration to coastal fishing communities. Individual 

transferable quota (ITQ) fishery management systems were implemented in Iceland in the 1980s 

and rural fishing communities experienced extreme loss of access rights within the capital-

intensive market. Authors explain that rural areas offered more limited and gendered 

occupational opportunities than in the capital area surrounding Reykjavik throughout the period 

of population growth. High status and lucrative jobs in the Icelandic fishing villages tend to be 

fishing jobs occupied by males, whereas opportunities for females center on more poorly paid 

service of fish-processing positions. Tight-knit rural communities may actually generate a 

“claustrophobic atmosphere” that relates to gendered social constraints leading to more female 

and youth outmigration and an unbalanced percentage of males over the age of 45 remaining 

(Haase 1999). Survey study results indicated that gender differences in migration behavior are 

explicitly linked with employment prospects and that this variable has increased in importance 

over time. Youth that perceived better employment opportunities outside of their communities 

were 9.7 times more likely to expect to migrate in 1992, whereas those with this perception were 

25.7 times more likely to leave in 2003.  

Authors suggest that globalization issues, such as social, political, economic and 

technological changes, have had profound impacts on migration expectations. As the majority of 

Icelandic youth in fishing and farming communities plan to leave their communities, the article 

argues that population decline from rural areas seems inevitable in the near-term future. Gender 

also factors in as an important indicator for migration behavior as females were found to be 1.6 

more likely to expect to migrate than their male counterparts, based largely on opportunities 

within rural primary industries. Migration decisions among youth also pinpoint local identity and 

national pride as contributors to staying within home communities, as authors attribute 

traditionalism drawing youth into urban centers whereas post-modernist youth may choose to 

stay and create their own future within their hometowns.  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2005.09.004
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 This report details quantitative measures of limited entry permit movement into and out 

of the Bristol Bay region. The study compares multiple mechanisms for permit loss, differences 

between local and non-local buyers and some of the unforeseen distributive effects of the permit 

market system. The authors acknowledge that there is little to be done to reduce permit demand 

on the part of non-local buyers and that the solutions must target the inequalities in resources 

between local and non-local buyers. To summarize the issue, a series of statistics are presented. 

As of 2007, 62%, 28%, and 10% of permits have left the Bristol Bay region have left the region 

through transfers, migration, and foreclosure, respectively. Between 1997 and 2007, the annual 

permit Alaska rural local (ARL) to non-local transfer rate decreased, but the outmigration rate 

increased to twice its long-term average. Since limited entry began, over 600 permits have left 

the region. Aside from outmigration and transfers, one of the reasons given for the dramatic shift 

in local and non-local permit holdings is that because there is a much larger non-local than local 

pool of buyers, a natural redistribution of fishing rights between the two pools will occur until 

some level of equilibrium is reached. This empirical prediction accurately characterizes Bristol 

Bay permits, but authors contend that the problem of redistribution is exacerbated by the 

differences between local and non-local buyers, including lower opportunity costs, less access to 

capital, and a less aggressive approach to buying permits. 

 Nine key findings and suggested remedies for permit outflow are detailed in the last 

section of the report. Among the most notable are that local permit brokers have had and 

continue to play a significant role in helping local permits stay local, because they have a vested 

interest in the long-term stability of commercial fishing in the local economy. Entrepreneurial 

buyers bid permits away from fisherman with lower gross fishing revenues, who tend to be 

locals. This tendency makes it especially problematic for new, young fishermen to compete 

fiscally with investment-minded, capital-loaded buyers. Fewer young local residents are pursuing 

careers in fishing, so there must be a concerted effort toward development of education and 

training programs designed to provide knowledge and skills for future fishermen.  

 The report also shows that many transfers among locals are not sales (i.e., gifts), and 

gifting may also include “lease” arrangements among family members. This trend may be related 

to the tendency of local sales to be self-financed. At the time that the report was published, there 

existed no centralized program to help local residents retain permits. (There is now a wide range 

of programs provided by the Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation designed 

specifically to address this problem.) Finally, the authors note that current Alaska state laws 

contribute to the outflow of locally held permits. Rural preference was intended when allocation 

criteria were designed, but no mechanisms were put in place to sustain rural ownership through 

the permit market that was established. Suggestions made by the report to address these concerns 

include allowing permit leasing, amendment of the limited entry law to include “permit 

easements” designed to attach permits to specific regions, and issuance of new non-transferable 

permits to local fishermen (though this option undermines the intent of limited entry in reducing 

the size of the fleet). 
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This article summarizes trends in employment within the harvesting sector of Alaska’s 

fishing industry. Average monthly employment, which is the number of harvesters working as 

crew or permit holders in a given month, increased in 2011 by roughly 200 jobs over the 

previous year. Salmon fisheries employ 58% of the harvesting workforce in 4,700 jobs per 

month in 2011. About 60% of harvesting jobs were on longline or drift gillnet vessels, or on set 

gillnet sites. Next, the authors report on age trends among harvesters. In 2011, there were twice 

as many permit holders between the ages of 45 and 60 than there were between 30 and 44. The 

average age of crewmembers, on the other hand, was 21 years of age (the minimum age of 

crewmembers for which licenses are required is 16). The data also showed a sharp decline in the 

number of crew in older age categories, presumably a result of crew eventually becoming permit 

holders themselves. 

Over 29% of the 9,900 permit holders and 27% of the 22,200 crewmembers employed in 

the state held other jobs outside the harvesting sector. On average, permit holders with wage and 

salary employment earned over $29,000 each, while crew earned an average of $18,650. The 

regions with the lowest rate of outside employment appeared to be those with the most intensive 

fisheries, such as the Aleutians and Pribilof Islands (14.4%). The opposite was also true; 76.9% 

of Yukon Delta fishermen, who tended to depend more heavily on subsistence fishing and selling 

excess fish commercially, had outside jobs. In terms of earnings from non-fishing employment, 

permit holders residing in the Mat-Su Valley and Anchorage averaged more at $41,000 than 

those residing elsewhere. The types of jobs that fishermen worked in the off-season varied by 

position (e.g., permit holder or crew). For both groups, construction trades and material moving 

were the most common occupations. Another less popular but important non-fishing employment 

option for fishermen was teaching or working in a school setting, which allowed for them to take 

advantage of their summers off. About 550 crewmembers worked in processing plants when not 

fishing, which together with construction and material moving rounded out the top three 

employment options for crew. 

http://www.labor.state.ak.us/trends/nov12.pdf
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The author reviews results of a mixed-methods ethnographic study in Kodiak, Alaska, 

which investigated the link between fisheries access privatization and the remaking of fisheries 

systems. Key findings include shared core values among diverse fishermen regarding 

sociocultural dimensions of commercial fishing. Whether or not project respondents supported or 

opposed previous privatization programs was linked to how they perceived the strengthening or 

weakening of core values by management shifts. Ethnographic data illustrates widespread 

concern among Kodiak residents about shifting core social values as a result of privatization. 

Although ethnographic and survey data illustrated a broad range of perspectives on privatization 

impacts throughout Kodiak region communities and fisheries, respondents generally framed it as 

causing a foundational change resulting in destructive and contentious impacts. Two groups were 

identified as being disproportionately affected by privatization in particular: crew and the next 

generation of fishermen. Barriers to entry and upward mobility for young and future fishermen 

linked to financial barriers generated by privatized access were cause for extensive trepidation 

about the future of fishing in the region among study participants. Respondents also repeatedly 

discussed the importance of entry-level opportunities and access for fishermen to get into and 

move up within all fisheries in the Kodiak region. 
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This article presents mail survey of US halibut IFQ holders results aimed at further 

understanding halibut individual fishing quota (IFQ) market participation, IFQ opinions, and 

perceived community and fishery effects of the IFQ program. Methods included a four-step mail 

survey, which was sent to a stratified random sample of 14% of total quota holders that produced 

506 returned surveys representing 46% of the sample. Study findings suggest that among a broad 

diversity of opinions regarding IFQs, trends surface by different groups of fishery participants. 

Results show that ethnicity, employment, age, gender, and income are linked to IFQ market 

behavior while ethnicity, residency and income linked to perceptions of IFQs. Notably, quota 

holders who self-identified as Alaska Native, low-income fishermen and residents of Gulf of 

Alaska small remote fishing communities had the least amount of support for the IFQ program. 

On the other hand, quota holders with high incomes, come from communities they do not 

consider to be fishing-dependent, and residents of Community Development Quota (CDQ) 

communities expressed the most support for IFQs.  

As the IFQ program represents a major change in fisheries management, a majority of 

quota holders surveyed perceived the program to have also changed fishing lifestyles and core 

values. While some respondents thought these changes were positive for the halibut fishery, 

others focused on the IFQ impacts that have limited entry and access to the resource and to 

fishing livelihoods. A majority of respondents identified both positive and negative IFQ impacts 

to fisheries and communities. The perceived positive impacts ranged from improved price to 

longer fishing seasons while perceived negative impacts included limitations on access and 

barriers to entry and creation of a privileged class of fishermen. Carothers notes that 

interpretation of the results should be predicated on the understanding that surveys were sent to 

current or former halibut IFQ holders and not to those who had never been quota holders. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2012.08.007
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In the context of fisheries access privatization in Alaska’s commercial fisheries, 

Carothers explores inequity and how such commodification policies have disproportionately 

negatively impacted particular demographic groups. Specifically, small, remote and 

predominately indigenous communities have been largely disenfranchised in this system. The 

article provides an in-depth review of the impetus for and the evolution of the Community Quota 

Program for federally managed Pacific halibut and sablefish fisheries. With the identification of 

inequity in the privatized system this program’s goal in the 2005 implementation was to 

redistribute opportunity based on equity considerations as a way to mitigate unintended negative 

impacts of the IFQ program. The article explores how although equity was central to the program 

conceptualization of it continually proves elusive and appeals to it may be used to advance 

particular positions that may not rely on similar understandings of the theory. Drawing from her 

ethnographic fieldwork throughout the Kodiak Archipelago in the Gulf of Alaska, the author 

explores three villages (Larsen Bay, Old Harbor, and Ouzinkie) eligible for the program and their 

various challenges and opportunities related to it. As eligible communities must go through the 

process of creating a new non-profit 501(c)(3), or a Community Quota Entity (CQE) before any 

fishing rights may be purchased, Carothers conducted a household survey during the first two 

years of the program to assess the CQE formation, program perceptions, and early obstacles and 

possibilities.  

From the 42 eligible communities, the high price of purchasing quota share on the open 

market has proved to be extremely cost prohibitive and at the time of writing only two 

communities had been able to do so. The article concludes with thoughts on envisioning equity 

in North Pacific fisheries management and how emerging social movements may provide for the 

creation of new visions of equity in fishery systems. Additionally, she closes with the argument 

that identifying inequity is easier than formulating a shared vision of it and that while 

opportunity for communities to purchase fish access rights was embedded in the goals of the 

Community Quota Program, in sum the program has not addressed essential access to the loss of 

fishing livelihoods overall for rural fishermen living in mixed subsistence and commercial 

fishing communities.  

https://doi.org/10.17730/humo.70.3.d686u2r7j2267055
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 Carothers draws upon ethnographic research within indigenous Alutiiq fishing villages in 

the Gulf of Alaska to rethink displacement from fishing livelihoods as a direct result of economic 

restructuring rather than natural, inevitable outcomes. Perceived inevitably of fisheries 

privatization has become widespread among many fisheries managers and decision makers, and 

this article challenges the dogma that was realized by turning the right to fish into a commodity 

that can be bought and sold on the market and permanently transferred public access rights to 

fisheries to individuals. She argues that these are in fact not inevitable solutions to the perceived 

problem of the tragedy of the commons or too many boats fishing. Furthermore, she explains 

how the process of transforming fisheries access into a commodity based on particular 

assumptions of human-environment relations does not fit well with village community realities 

of social dependence and mixed economies. The resulting undermining of fishing practices and 

culture since the 1970s in the Gulf of Alaska case study explicitly illustrates how 

conceptualizations of fishermen embedded in privatization discourses and policies have 

marginalized particular kinds of fishing operations and lifestyles. 
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Set in the remote Kodiak Archipelago in the Gulf of Alaska, this book chapter describes 

results from ethnographic research in three Alutiiq fishing villages within the framework of 

fisheries privatization. The article begins with a depiction of social resistance to privatization at 

the 2006 North Pacific Fishery Management Council meeting in Kodiak. Fishermen armed with 

a 7-ft rat wearing matching t-shirts with anti-privatization messages filled the room during public 

testimony regarding plans to privatize groundfish in the Gulf. The framing of fisheries privation 

as “rationalization, “ in which the notion of common-sense ideology based on economic 

efficiency and profit maximization reigns supreme above all else, was recast as “ratz” with 

rodent metaphor used by many Kodiak community members to challenge and reclaim the 

language in the ongoing debate.  

Carothers embeds her ethnographic fieldwork in this process where rationalization 

policies have negatively impacted village livelihoods. Villagers themselves linked the 

privatization of fisheries access rights with socioeconomic changes in their communities and 

prospects within commercial fisheries have dwindled down for only a handful of elite fishermen. 

Younger community members, called the lost generation, who have equally dwindling social, 

cultural, and economic ties to commercial fishing due to limited entry and IFQs face a future far 

more uncertain than their ancestors. Carothers argues that both the discourses and the lived 

realities of rationalization are remaking human-environment relationships and place-based 

fishing livelihoods are systematically being replaced with individual private property rights to 

access fish in the hands of a few. The article concludes with thoughts on how leasing quota share 

for profit likely will not solve the root of the problem of displaced fisheries access in rural 

fishing communities and that perhaps envisioning community-based rights that incorporate 

lifestyle values may help to combat the loss tied to rationalization.  

https://fisheries.org/bookstore/all-titles/afs-symposia/54068p/
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 These authors draw upon ethnographic research to explore how fisheries 

commodification has remade human-marine relationships across diverse places. A detailed 

history of powerful economic theories utilized in fisheries management is provided and 

subsequent iterations including more recent discursive trends linking fisheries privation to 

ecosystem health and environmental stewardship. Emerging environmental discourse has 

brought activists, coastal tourists and marine recreationalists into support of privatization 

measures while individual transferable quotas (ITQs) have been rebranded as “catch shares” that 

represent, to some, a “real investment in sustainability” (EDF 2012). As the authors explore how 

nature-society relationships are remade within privations processes, they describe initial 

allocation practices, concentration of wealth and power, and changes in fisheries relations. While 

outcomes of privatized access may be expected, such as consolidation of fishing fleets and 

concentration of wealth, other changes remain more easily hidden from view, such as changes in 

fishing practices and social class solidification.  

Interview excerpts illustrate shifts in compensation practices within ITQ fisheries and the 

concept of “Q-teasing”, where crew dedicate their labor and time to a boat for the promise of a 

position on a future ITQ trip that may or may no actually happen. One respondent described 

quota lords in the community and how many others not initially awarded individual access rights 

view halibut and sablefish fisheries as lost to them. As ITQs redefine success in the fishing world 

that places the utmost value on professionalism and full-time fishing careers, livelihood 

fishermen are alienated from having a seat at the table. Furthermore, for indigenous fishermen 

ITQs can actually represent another level of alienation subsequently experienced in a history of 

colonialism. However, there is resistance to these remaking processes and the authors provide 

examples from around the world of how fishermen have evoked concepts of equity to critique 

and debate these changes tied to privatization.  

http://dx.doi.org/10.3167/ares.2012.030104
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As fisheries management worldwide is progressively framed by economic terms, this 

article analyzes restructured fisheries management based on individual property rights and 

market-based access commodification in the Alaska halibut fishery. A brief history of the IFQ 

program is provided including initial goals as well as unintended results, such as the 

disproportionate loss of quota from small rural fishing communities (SRFCs). The authors 

utilized data from the National Marine Fisheries Service on halibut IFQ transactions to analyze 

market participation from 1995 to 1999, which confirmed that SRFC residents are more likely to 

sell than buy quota in the system. They developed three operational definitions of SRFCs (small, 

medium and large) based on criteria including population size, designation as rural, coastline 

proximity and historical participation in the halibut fishery. Review of quota share migration and 

net flow into and out of communities via sales transactions showed that residents of 

predominantly Alaska Native villages had an increased likelihood of selling their quota. Quota 

share market behavior analysis reveals that as residency does play a role in the decision to buy or 

sell quota, loss of fisheries participation in small, remote, and indigenous communities is a 

genuine quota loss from statistically based evidence showing that the size of SRFCs matters. 

Though the North Pacific Fishery Management council did implement the Community Purchase 

Program in the Gulf of Alaska to address this loss and also imposed restriction on quota market 

trading to limit consolidation, the emigration of quota from these communities continues. The 

authors suggest that as the popularity of fisheries privatization continues to rise internally, 

mitigation measures will be needed that incorporate social factors leading to redistribution of 

access rights within privatized fisheries.  

 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2010.04.014
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 Corbett draws upon his decade-long research of outmigration and education within 

coastal communities in Atlantic Canada to investigate youth decision-making involved with 

staying or leaving their home communities. Results are presented from a follow-up study from 

2004 to 2007 with 20 ethnographic interviews of youth between the ages of 13 and 15 and 

interviews with 11 parents and 7 educators. His previous work demonstrated a difference 

between “stayers” and “leavers” in terms of educational attainment as well as educational 

focused resources on youth who were viewed as college material. The “leavers” attained higher 

education credentials and tended to settle down outside their home communities. The “stayers” 

remained close to home communities and were proud of their adaptability capacities in regards to 

natural-resource dependent livelihoods. However, this study suggested some conflicting results 

within the restructured fishery sector as youth expressed ambivalence towards leaving their home 

communities and were also concerned about what was available “out there.” Local opportunities 

were also viewed with some level of skepticism and one male youth said, “What’s left for us? 

The fishing is gone to hell. It’s all gone to hell” (278). 

 Traditionally rural coastal communities in Canada tended to view education as a useless 

resource and families required evidence of how it would benefit youth’s survival in changing 

times. Today the opposite occurs and most youth are told how important education is for their 

futures. Corbett explains that the stakes are high for both youth and families considering the high 

costs of postsecondary education and there is little room for error, which results in increased 

pressure upon young family members. Rural Atlantic Canadian communities are often comprised 

of natural-resource dependent people working on land or at sea and the discourse of local 

unpredictability and insecurity is common. Research suggests that the discourse of rural crisis 

that is intended to thrust youth out into the world may actually cause profoundly ambivalent 

conceptions of place and mobility opportunities for youth. Corbett proposes the possibility that it 

is becoming more difficult for youth to migrate away from their rural communities into urban 

settings that provide a different range of uncertainty. The decisions of to stay or to go from rural 

communities are complicated by spatial and familial privilege, educational valuing and local 

opportunity.  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2013.07.006
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Corbett follows up on his previous work exploring gender, education and out-migration 

from rural communities in this article. He explains that rural researchers have found that women 

tend to migrate from rural communities more than men and that they also tend to be more 

successful than men in formal education settings, however, there has been little work as to asking 

why this is the case. The concept of “rural” is explored because like many other umbrella 

categories the term presents challenges in research precisely because of the heterogeneity among 

rural communities. Differences in race, gender and class are just several of the issues that 

complicate a generalized term for rural places. In Canada rural communities are generally 

categorized as isolated resource extraction communities, tourism destinations, and places revived 

by reindustrialization. This article discusses research data and analysis that stem from three 

questions: 1) Why do women leave rural communities more than men? 2) How have changes 

like globalization influenced gender balance in regards to rural out-migration? 3) How have 

higher rates of out-migration relate to young rural women’s success in formal education? This 

research involves two cases studies of gendered aspects of out-migration and education in the 

coastal region of Digby Neck in southwestern Nova Scotia comprising of 10 villages that remain 

connected to the commercial fishing industry. 

The article presents data from a multi-method study of educational and migration 

histories of 700+ people in southwestern Nova Scotia between the 1950s to the 1990s. The two 

surveys discussed were conducted over 18 months of fieldwork and tracked and compared 

respondents’ community of origin to their residence at the time of the survey. One of the 

challenges other than defining rurality in the research was developing a working definition of 

migration in both analytic and local understandings. Out-migration rates were situated into the 

categories of stayers, around here (within 50 km), not far (within 250 km) and away (beyond 250 

km). Spatial matrix analyses showed that women were indeed more mobile than their male 

counterparts but tended to stay in the “around here” or “not far” areas, whereas the number of 

respondents who had moved “away” were similar between men and women with 18.4% and 

16.2%, respectively. These migration decisions reflect a history of male-dominated labor 

opportunities within the commercial fishing industry in the region. Jobs generally available to 

women were numerous but shore-based with low wages in the processing sector, service industry 

in fishing communities and unpaid domestic work. In terms of education and migration four-

fifths of the population of Digby Neck remained within a several hours drive from their 

community of origin. As anticipated by Corbett, education is strongly linked to out-migration 

from communities as on average “stayers” reported much less education than “leavers”. Both 

men and women migrants attained higher levels of educational credentials than those who 

stayed, while male “stayers” were the most represented in the lowest educational category. More 

than 60% of women in the four migration groups had completed high school graduation. 

Out-migration patterns from the region have remained relatively stable throughout 36 

years covered by this research. Digby Neck residents are certainly mobile but tend to retain 

community bonds and as several informants explained, “I didn’t want to go too far”. While 

female respondents had more education as a group this attainment did not necessarily translate 

into a better economic position, especially for those that stayed “around here”.  Corbett offers the 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2006.12.001
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question of to what extent does formal educational credential attainment produce actual 

economic capital for the youth that choose to remain close to their community of origin, 

particularly for women. The tenuous relationship between education achievements and income in 

coastal communities suggests that the pragmatics of making a living on Digby Neck is not 

necessarily linked with formal education. He suggests that schooling is often defined locally as 

women’s work and a pathway for those who have aspirations beyond local boundaries where 

formal education appears to result in limited market value. This research challenges the two 

ideas that economic success is linked to educational success and that “girls are all right” because 

of their superior academic attainment. Educational achievement and life outcomes need to be 

understood in the context of the contemporary transformation of coastal communities as well as 

the history of gendered labor divisions and social classes. Female youth who are said to have “all 

kinds of potential” often end up remaining in places where the values related to educational 

credentials are uncertain for both genders. 
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As a teacher in rural communities for many years, Corbett informally investigated the 

roles that gender, social and familial expectations, and educational attainment play in 

determining whether people leave or stay in their hometowns after high school. In the present 

study, Corbett formalized his approach through the use of two surveys of Digby Neck high-

school cohorts from the late 1950s to the late 1990s that asked what level of education each 

person eventually achieved, and whether and how far they moved from their rural Nova Scotia 

fishing communities. The findings of this study reveal patterns in out-migration driven by the 

availability of local jobs, the expectations placed on young people—especially women—and the 

practicalities of higher education in a rural fishing village. 

Digby Neck is a 30-km-long peninsula in southwestern Nova Scotia with ten 

communities and a population of about 1,100 people at the time of the study. The area has 

experienced limited in-migration in the past four decades, making it a relatively simple 

population to study for the purposes of understanding migration patterns of Digby Neck natives. 

The peninsula communities experienced three distinct economic shifts in recent history, which 

were used to determine when survey participants ‘came of age’ in the region. From the mid-

1960s to the mid-1970s, Digby Neck transitioned from a small-boat fishery to an emerging state-

regulated industrial fishery. The fishery then became further industrialized in the period between 

the late-1970s and mid-1980s, followed by a period of declining catches and uncertainty of the 

fishery’s and region’s futures in the late 1980s to the mid-1990s. Each time period corresponded 

to a cohort that was used in the analysis of survey responses. 

Corbett conducted a census of nearly all 756 high-school graduates on Digby Neck 

between 1963 and 1998. Twelve-year age cohorts were established to account for differences in 

sociocultural context on Digby Neck through time. A student was considered to be a member of 

the corresponding to the year they graduated high school: Cohort 1 (1963–74); cohort 2 (1975–

86); cohort 3 (1987–98). Some members of cohort three could be considered a subpopulation 

because those that came of age toward the end of the time period 87–98 were relatively much 

younger than earlier cohorts; some were just out of school when the survey was implemented. 

A majority (70.9%) of the study population, comprised of 756 people born on Digby Neck, left 

their community after high school. Most of these out-migrants, however, remained in the area 

“around here” (within 50km of Digby Neck). Survey responses indicated there were roughly four 

concentric geographic rings surrounding Digby Neck to which cohorts either stayed or out-

migrated: “stayers” comprised those that had not left Digby Neck and those that had left for a 

period but returned, “around heres” had relocated to within 50km of their hometowns, “not fars” 

migrated greater than 50km, but no further than the population center of Halifax, Nova Scotia, 

and those that migrated beyond Halifax were consider to have “gone away”. 

Corbett’s findings on gender patterns in out-migration suggest that men stayed more 

often and also moved far away more often than women across all cohorts. However, when 

women out-migrated, they remained in “around here” and “not far” regions. In cohort 1, men 

were more likely to out-migrate; likely because the communities on Digby Neck were relatively 

isolated and local work opportunities were scarcer than in later cohorts. It seems that the increase 

in transportation and communication, and general connectivity in the ‘around here’ and ‘not far’ 

https://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1602153
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circles has made it possible for out-migrants, especially young men, to stay near their hometowns 

and find jobs, albeit low-wage, low-skill work. Work in the relatively high-paying fishing sector 

is generally not open to women, and consequently they often conform to the established pattern 

of leaving the region for education, to find work, or for marriage.  

  ‘Stayers’ and ‘around heres’ had similar levels of educational attainment; ‘not fars’ and 

‘aways’ had similar levels that were higher than in the other groups. Inside the 50-km circle, 

education levels did not differ significantly, but those that moved greater than 50 km away were 

four to eight times more likely to have some post-secondary education than those that migrated 

shorter distances. Dropout rates varied by gender, cohort, and out-migration distance, but males 

dropped out of high school at consistently greater rates than women across all cohorts. All of the 

women that moved greater than 50 km from Digby Neck in cohorts 2 and 3 graduated from high 

school. The types of jobs that are available within the 50-km circle may influence a person’s 

decision to pursue higher education; namely whether the cost of the education is exceeded by the 

earning potential of local jobs. Similarly, Bollman (1999) described the “lower payoff” for those 

with a post-secondary education in rural communities. 

Corbett’s survey results emphasize the irony in encouraging young people to get an 

education that doesn’t help them make a life in the rural communities that raised them. Further, 

youth in coastal communities may face limited options outside of their hometowns due to the 

high costs of post-secondary education and living in population centers and the increase in low-

wage, low-skill employment in rural areas (e.g., tourism and service jobs). The uncertainty 

stemming from an education that may not be profitable at home dissuades some young people in 

rural communities from pursuing a degree. This economic unprofitability overlaps with 

ambivalence towards education among many rural community residents, who support some 

education of their children, but not the loss of human capital that often results. 
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The authors present research comparing social, environmental and economic impacts of 

the two major fishing gears in the United Kingdom’s North Sea cod fishery in response to the 

problem of overfishing and allocation decisions. Despite 32% of global fish stocks being 

designated as overfished and 72% of European Union (EU) stocks, the article argues that both 

fishing practices and policies often do not include the various direct and indirect effects upon 

society. EU fishing resource allocations that promote economic profiteering undermines the 

public’s rewards of ecosystem health and the authors call for differentiating between gear type 

impacts through policy implementation of access criteria within EU Common Fisheries Policy 

reform to align fishermen’s interests with community conservation goals. Trawlers and gillnets 

are the two primary fishing techniques in the United Kingdom’s North Sea cod fishery and are 

on opposite ends of the spectrum with trawlers utilizing mobile cone-shaped nets towed along 

the bottom or midwater and gillnets being static gear suspended in the water column with 

weights and floats. This study compared gillnets and trawlers with a modified extended cost-

benefit analysis (CBA) that incorporated economic, social and environmental variables. The 

rationale behind this type of method implied that conventional CBA was inadequate because it 

does not incorporate various factors related to social well-being, and that by extending the 

parameters with valuation of social and environmental impacts it produces a more appropriate 

tool for government policy projects. The Atlantic cod fleet was divided into two gear groups and 

four vessel lengths (0-12m; 12-24m; 24-40m; >40m) categories, creating eight sub-fleets. These 

were subsequently assessed based on: fishing revenues and costs, subsidies, employment, GHG 

emissions and discard rates (bycatch) from data in the North Sea between 2006 and 2008. There 

is a large difference in size between the sub-fleets in both vessel number and landings as the 

trawler fleet is larger and landed 6000 tonnes of Atlantic cod compared to a smaller gillnet fleet 

that landed 60.9 tonnes.  

Overall results from the modified CBA show that of the sub-fleets involved in the sample 

it is only gillnets that generate positive societal impacts when the landing value is considered 

with full economic, social and environmental costs. Specifically, gillnets create £865 net value 

while for every tonne landed while all trawlers have impacts that are more costly than the 

produced value. In terms of size the largest trawlers were considered the most destructive. Yet 

even with these fully realized costs involved in the United Kingdom’s North Sea Atlantic cod 

fishery gillnet gear only lands 1% of the cod that the trawlers do. Authors argue that overlooking 

performance indicators can lead to unsustainable fishing practices and overfished stocks. Though 

the information used in this study is available to policy-makers in the EU, measurements of 

social and environmental costs are not measured in allocation decisions of fishing access rights. 

If fishermen and policy makers continue to operate under rights-based management schemes or 

public management programs but do not include fishing externalities, then overfished stocks will 

likely increase and that “it remains a possibility that, in a fully privatized fishery, the stock could 

be driven to extinction for profit.” The extended CBA framework was utilized to show the 

societal costs of different types of fishing gear and suggests that access criteria would address 

various management goals, including sustainability and equity issues. Because it encompasses a 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2012.04.018
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wider range of impacts beyond economic value landed figures and could become a useful 

approach in determining quota allocation in future policy reform.  
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This paper focuses on the complex and changing linkages between fishing communities, 

fishermen and fishery resources in southwest Donegal, Ireland. Specifically, the authors examine 

the industrialization of the Irish pelagic fleet and how it has impacted place-based fishing 

livelihoods in southwest County Donegal, both positively and negatively. As part of this effort, 

they also explore the ways in which key sociopolitical processes impacting local fishing 

livelihoods are embedded in relations of power, especially in the context of fisheries policy, and 

how this works to inform local understandings of what is possible in place. Particular attention is 

given to how Irish fishing opportunities, both at home and abroad, are created and constrained 

under EU governance and how this drives the displacement of fishing livelihoods from coastal 

Donegal. Power is identified as a key and dynamic mechanism underlying fishery systems in the 

Irish context, especially the ways in which power 1) underpins linkages in the condition and 

change of social/environmental systems (Robbins 2004), and 2) impacts contemporary adaptive 

strategies and perceived “potential for change” (Boulding 1990 cited in Jentoft 2007).  

The paper begins with a brief historical review of Irish fisheries development. The 

authors trace this trajectory through periods of famine, colonization, independence and EU 

integration to evidence the ways in which the Irish fishing industry has been repeatedly 

undermined through hierarchical integration into larger political-economic processes and powers 

linked to Ireland’s colonial encounter with Britain. Attention is then given to the EU Common 

Fisheries Policy (CFP) and the principle of relative stability. The CFP is based on a system of 

relative stability whereby each member state is allocated a fixed share (quota) of the EU’s Total 

Allowable Catch (TAC) based on historical catch record. Because relative stability is based on 

catch history, EU member states with a history of fishing off Ireland’s coast (e.g. Spanish, 

French, Dutch) are allocated quota in the waters surrounding Ireland.  Under relative stability, 

Ireland’s share of the EU TAC is fixed at 16% for demersal (whitefish) species, 23% for pelagic 

species and 23% of shellfish. 

Inequitable fisheries policies paired with the outpacing of resource availability by 

advancing fishing technology, shifts in local resource abundance, expanding global opportunities 

and other sociopolitical drivers of change is working to push the Irish pelagic fleet beyond the 

benefit of southwest Donegal communities and into waters as far away as the South Pacific. The 

restructuring of ties between fleet and community has greatly impacted the lives and livelihoods 

of local fishermen and fish factory workers (which are perhaps the most understudied and least 

visible group of local fishery stakeholders). The pelagic fleet’s increasing exploitation of new 

and faraway fishing grounds has coincided with significant change and decline in other sectors 

such as the whitefish sector and inshore salmon fishery. The implications of lost or increasingly 

limited access to local fishery resources such as these is giving rise to an assorted set of adaptive 

strategies, all of which demand dislocation from place (e.g. a rise in long distance commuting). 

In closing, the authors contend that these fishing livelihoods are often overshadowed in the 

dominant narrative of Killybegs which revolves around the rise and decline of the industrial 

fleet. Folding these livelihoods into this narrative of place reveals a dynamic and diverse 

collection of social, political and ecological events and conditions at play in the remaking of 

https://doi.org/10.1186/s40152-015-0038-5
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people-place connections in southwest Donegal. What is happening in Killybegs is a sea change 

of sorts, with multiple drivers of change contributing to multi-sector decline and the 

displacement of local fishing livelihoods. 
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Based on 11 months of ethnographic fieldwork in County Donegal on the 

northernwestern coast of Ireland, Donkersloot examines the interplay between gender, power, 

and place in rural communities. This triad is viewed through the lens of the rural youth 

experience in the fishing community of Killybegs. Across locales, rural space and place are often 

male dominated. Donkersloot seeks to problematize male power, and to uncover instances of 

“girls as conduits of power”. She further argues that intra-gender relations are critical parts of 

rural youth experience, and must be considered in research on rural youth and emigration 

patterns. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0966369X.2011.610095
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The purpose of this dissertation is to better understand rural youth emigration by 

considering ‘place’ in young people’s lives and life choices. Linkages between the gendered 

dimensions of rural youth experience and gender disparities in patterns of rural youth out-

migration are identified, including the gendered ways that young men and women experience 

rural life. Social positioning theory is employed to understand how social, cultural, and symbolic 

capital is embodied, gendered and context specific. Donkersloot identifies ways in which young 

people’s migration (and education) choices are differentially shaped by factors such as family 

norms, resources and values. This study addresses four key aspects of rural youth experience, 

including 1) gender differences in young people’s perceptions and experiences of ‘staying on’ 

and leaving, 2) how ‘place’ influences migration decisions differently for young men and 

women, 3) how and why the social characteristics of migrants and non-migrants, including 

educational qualifications and social-class background, differ, and 4) how decisions to migrate 

are made, including weight of parental expectation and how youth emigration, and its local 

implications, are perceived by the sending community of teachers, parents and peers. 
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This conference paper examines links between ecological, economic, and demographic 

shifts in the fishery-dependent region of Bristol Bay. In particular, youth emigration from the 

region following a series of poor salmon returns and low exvessel prices—constituting a regional 

crisis—is contextualized by region-wide economic downturns and the ways in which the 

environmental crisis was internalized by local communities. Although rural youth emigration, 

and especially “female flight” are well known processes in Alaska and other rural areas, 

Donkersloot seeks to add nuance to our understanding by unraveling the complex web of 

influence on youth emigration decisions constituted by economic (e.g., seafood market 

dynamics) ecological (e.g., regional and local run failures), and social (e.g., ethnic identity, 

gender) factors in a particular place (Bristol Bay) and in a particular historical context (the 

fishery crisis of the late 1990s). 
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In the late 1990s, multiple years of sockeye salmon run failures resulted in economic and 

social disaster for the entire region. In addition to ecological crises, concurrent economic impacts 

of farmed salmon production overseas and resultant exvessel price depression threatened the 

livelihood of Bristol Bay communities during this period. Donkersloot’s study examined how 

populations respond to ecological change using a theoretical framework that explains human 

behavior in relation to environmental factors. This project also examined the impacts of 

environmental stress endured at the community and individual levels, used these impacts to 

contextualize migration patterns and education outcomes of local high school graduates starting 

in 1997. Donkersloot further articulates the importance of how gender and ethnic identity 

contribute to young peoples’ life choices after high school, and how “brain drain” and “female 

flight” tropes common to rural communities were challenged or supported by the context during 

the Bristol Bay crisis period. 

https://scholarworks.umt.edu/etd/5432
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 Eythórsson provides a chronology of global policies, stakeholder participation, court 

decisions, and fishery and fishing community changes in Iceland that have occurred since 1991. 

The impetus for a catch share system in Iceland followed years, if not centuries, of the single-

enterprise nation defending their sovereignty over the fishing grounds that they depended on. 

After Iceland expanded its seaward territorial limit to 200 nautical miles in 1976, it was apparent 

that some sort of restricted fishery access among Icelanders was needed. Eythórsson describes 

the many and varied stakeholder groups, generally corresponding to seamen, officers, engineers, 

vessel owners, small boat owners, and processing sector workers. During the time period of 

initial implementation of individual transferable quotas (ITQs), there existed a stronger sense of 

national unity and consensus building, especially in relation to the fishing industry, than was 

seen in the 1990s as changes to the management regime unfolded. 

 Although ITQs have been the paradigm in fisheries management in Iceland since 1984, 

several changes were instituted by the 1990 Fisheries Management Act, including the 

introduction of vessel quotas. Prior to the 1990 act, quotas in most fisheries were issued to 

fishermen, but initial allocation under the vessel quota system had, as Eythórsson explains, set 

into motion a process of small community and crewmember disempowerment and loss of access 

to rights. Permanent allocation meant that those who were given quota initially were at a 

significant advantage in building fishing operations and subsequently in leasing them out to less 

fortunate boat owners who were allocated small amounts or none at all. Transferability meant 

that leasing was not only possible, but profitable for quota holders and costly for skippers and 

crew. During 1993–1995, lease rates averaged 20%, which was nearly double the bank interest 

rate at the time. Transferability also meant that rights tended to migrate away from Iceland’s 

smallest communities—those with fewer than 500 residents—in disproportionately large 

numbers relative to larger communities and towns. 

One of the oft-repeated justifications for ITQ systems is that by ending the race to fish, 

the owners of the rights to participate are incentivized to invest rationally in their vessels and 

gear. Eythórsson takes to task proponents of this argument and empiricists who have “proved” 

that economic fleet efficiency has been achieved by ITQ management. In the 1990s, measures of 

effort (e.g., gross tonnage of vessel multiplied by days at sea, summed across all vessels) 

indicated a decreasing trend. However, as the author points out, that this measure of effort masks 

the shift from a fishery dominated by small boats to one of fewer “supertrawler” vessels and 

avoids altogether the question of for whom has effort become more efficient? In 2001, the ten 

largest fishing companies owned 40.8% of the total allowable catch in groundfish fisheries, up 

nearly 20 percent from the previous decade. 

 The outcomes of the ITQ system placed the burden of lost fishing rights upon fishing 

communities. Many captains and crewmembers owned homes and vessels, which without quota 

were essentially useless in contributing to the local fishing economy. Shifts in global market 

demands meant that shore-based processors that produced frozen products and employed local 

people were left behind in favor of floating processors mostly processing fresh fish for export. 

As Eythórsson states, “these outcomes should not be treated as minor externalities to an 
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otherwise smoothly working management system,” but rather problems endemic to the system 

that render its utility to fishing communities questionable at best. He notes, however, that the 

ITQ system alone was not responsible for the commodification of Iceland’s fisheries. Rather, the 

conceptualization of quota shares as de facto private property, with free transferability, created a 

market that disenfranchised all but the largest vertically integrated fishing firms in acquiring 

those rights. In 1998, the Icelandic Supreme Court decided that initial allocation of quota shares 

based on boat ownership was unconstitutional. However, this ruling did nothing to change the 

system of perpetual fishery property rights that had, at that point, existed in Iceland for over a 

decade. 

Eythórsson ends the discussion of ITQs with practices designed to redistribute fishery 

wealth through cost-recovery and resource rental programs. Countries that have instituted these 

programs have found them to be met with significant political resistance, and in some cases have 

scrapped them entirely. Finally, he introduces what is essentially a quota “buyback” program, 

although he calls this process an annual recovery of quota shares. Such a program would likely 

be even more controversial than cost-recovery, but in his conclusions on the Icelandic case 

Eythórsson argues that minor modifications are insufficient to reverse the entrenched inequalities 

that have resulted from ITQs. Only a radical departure from the concept of fishing rights as 

property can make a fishing system equitable and socially just. 
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As many natural resources are conceptualized as common pool resources (CPR), authors 

assert the importance of exploring intergenerational dynamics in use analysis and whether an 

intergenerational perspective can lead to resource utilization sustainability. Their working 

definition for sustainable development maintains that consumption opportunities of future 

generations should be at least at the same levels of consumption today, though it does not rule 

out the option for higher future levels. In their experiment, researchers explore human behavior 

and extraction behavior in related to Gordon’s theory of the “tragedy of the commons”, where 

individuals will seek to maximize their own profit rather than the desire to achieve a socially 

optimal solution. The goal of this study is to test the hypothesis that CPR overexploitation may 

actually be lower than earlier studies because many do not take into account resource user’s 

concern for future generations. Small sacrifices of altruistic deviation in one generation may 

produce a large benefit for the future when multiplied over several generations. Multi-

generational common resource pools experience structural differences than single generation 

CPR problems, such as disjointed sets of individuals active in each generation and the 

impossibility of two-way communication between all generations. For example, there is not an 

option to sanction self-serving generational behavior for generations of the past in relation to 

resource use. The researchers’ main working hypothesis is the “intergenerational altruism 

hypothesis”, as a typical CPR environment where exploitation decreases as agents recognize that 

resource extraction creates negative externalities for their own generation as well as future 

generations. Because of this hypothesis authors expected to see lower rates of extraction in the 

experimental CPR game that had multiple interlinked generations than in a single generation 

setting. Researchers took into account that extraction decisions by a current generation are 

dependent on what is left from previous generations as well as the natural rate of resource 

growth. They modeled the intergenerational framework and available resources at the time of 

exploitation by introducing an additional variable to represent the reserves of previous generation 

into the equations.  

The experiment was conducted at the University of Bonn in Germany with 160 subjects 

participating in an intergenerational identity chain. Players were seated in separate cubicles and 

were given instruction and decision sheets, with an average procedure time of 15 minutes. 

Choices were given in the form of exploitation effort integers and a correlated generational 

reserve of a hypothetical resource. Subjects were also asked to guess at the exploitation efforts of 

other players in their own generation group. Experiment results pointed to discrepancies between 

subjects’ expectations and their appropriation behavior, which suggests that expressed 

understanding for the need of restraint in intergenerational resource use does not necessarily 

imply that people will take parallel actions. Authors indicate that because of these results, 

sustainable use of common pool resources should not be expected to occur on a purely voluntary 

basis from one generation to the next. Similarly, results indicated negative implications for 

management policies that predominately relied on self-governance of intergenerational common 

pools; especially if there are financial incentives that promote increased extraction.  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeem.2003.12.002
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Results show that altruistic motives in an intergenerational setting do seem to restrain resource 

extraction; financial incentives offset this restraint and support increased extraction. Authors 

suggest that though these findings have strong negative implications for policies that rely on self-

governance, they do find that subjects exhibited genuine care for others. Lastly, intergenerational 

responsibility is recognized even though subjects show a tendency to hope that others will face 

up to the responsibility reflecting a “support-a-good-cause-as-long-as-others-pay-the-bill” 

attitude. Authors suggest that sustainable environmental policies ought to incorporate these two 

positive tendencies, such as establishing constitutional rights for future generations before 

dealing with specific cases.  



 

 58 

Foley, P., C. Mather and B. Neis. 2014. Governing Enclosure for Coastal Communities: 

Social Embeddedness in a Canadian Shrimp Fishery. Marine Policy. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2014.11.009 

Keywords: catch shares, enclosure, governance, neoliberalism, political ecology, Canada 

 

This article utilizes Karl Polanyi’s (1957) concept of embeddedness to discuss alternative 

enclosure policies in contrast to dominant neoliberal market-based principles to guide fisheries 

management. The authors argue that there are ways in which policy and social networks can 

work together to empower community-based organizations to anchor fisheries resource access in 

coastal communities. An analysis of Newfoundland and Labrador’s northern sea shrimp fishery 

shows that enclosure policy programs that incorporate place-based principles of access, equity 

and limitations actually embed the very resources that rural coastal communities depend upon. 

The article begins with a discussion on the long-term enclosure of open-access oceans and 

explains that individual transferable quota (ITQ) catch shares are examples of privatization with 

the creation of property as well as marketization in that this property becomes tradable. Much of 

the controversial debate in fisheries management stems from this tension between creating 

economic efficiency and how commodifying access to fisheries alters both industry and fishing 

communities. 

This particular case study centers on allocation policies and development goals in the 

northern shrimp fishery in Atlantic Canada. There are two general distinctions within the fishery 

between the inshore and offshore fleets that operate within the Federal Department of Fisheries 

and Oceans (DFO) Management zones between the Grand Banks and Baffin Island. The offshore 

fleet gained access to this fishery in the 1970s and the Newfoundland-based inshore fleet gained 

access two decades later in the 1990s when biomass increased. The two fleets have different 

relationships to regional coastal communities where the offshore fleet harvests, processes and 

freezes landings at sea and the inshore fleet lands their fresh catch to communities for further 

processing. The boost to local coastal communities from the inshore fleet development can be 

seen in the total allowable catch increase from 22,500 in1994 largely caught by offshore factory 

trawlers to nearly 137,000 metric tons (mt) of 176,000 mt landed and processed by inshore 

owner-operators and local plants. This paper examines what allocation policies created this 

pattern and regional development outcomes in southeast Labrador, the Northern Peninsula of 

Newfoundland and Fogo Island, Newfoundland. 

 Polanyi’s concept of embeddedness in regards to fisheries suggests that state policies, 

economies and communities can become integrated in ways that promote a range of policy and 

community-based decisions informed by social goals rather than merely neoliberal goals of 

individual self-interested and economic efficiency. The authors focus on how enclosure, quota 

renting and commodification can be regulated outside of neoliberalism’s exclusionary 

framework to produce community empowerment and development of local benefits from 

fisheries within communities. Lessons from the Canadian shrimp fishery and aforementioned 

pattern changes offer three core interrelated issues. First, specific conditions in the case study 

allowed for the development of policies, institutions and social relations that supported 

community-based groups to access fishing resource benefits. These conditions include but are 

not limited to the availability of local leadership with organized interest in access, imagination to 

develop alternatives outside of private enterprise and organizational mandates that limited capital 

flight from the communities. Second, this case study and paper adds to a growing body of 

literature about alternative fisheries management and how policies and institutions governing 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2014.11.009
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resource access can be profoundly reshaped by principles that promote embedding wealth within 

fishing-dependent rural communities. Lastly, this study seeks to offer practical lessons for 

interested parties in navigating enclosure politics and creating alternative methods that promote 

employment and livelihood opportunities for coastal places. Integrating social considerations, 

such as equity and ethics, into fisheries governance necessitates an acknowledgement of the 

political side of allocation decisions and impacts on fishing communities. Social purpose policies 

have the ability to support otherwise marginalized small-scale fishing communities by 

embedding both access to local harvesting and processing benefits that are critical to survival. 
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 Authors situate life and job satisfaction in the context of coastal resource foraging (CRF) 

in Puerto Rico and contribute to a growing body of literature on well-being to inform coastal 

policy. They explain that despite research showing how socio-ecological factors impact quality 

of life, anthropological insights about social organization are often absent from policy-oriented 

studies by economists, ecologists and psychologists. Garcia-Quijano et al. present research from 

a mixed-methods study to explores the mode of production at the micro-level as an important 

element of three main aspects of well-being life, community and job satisfaction (Pollnac et al. 

2006). The mode of production refers to the combination of social relations and means of 

production as part of making a living. This concept and the three aspects of well-being frame 

how rural coastal resource-dependent communities and people in Puerto Rico experience life. 

Authors set out two goals: 1) theoretical goal aiming to test modes of production related to 

quality of life; and 2) applied goal utilizing anthropology of coastal resource foraging and well-

being to produce knowledge suitable for policy.  

            Southeastern Puerto Rico coastal resource harvesting activities utilize marine fisheries 

and estuarine forest fisheries and are mainly small-scale. Residents in this region often 

participate in utilizing multiple resources for multiple uses, exemplifying the concept of 

environmental multiplicity (Stoffle and Minnis 2008) and a system of resilient adaptations. Even 

with diverse livelihoods that may include wage work, coastal Puerto Ricans largely organize 

social and household networks around CRF. Methods include quantitative and qualitative 

approaches to learn about the relationship between coastal resource foraging and well-being. 

Ethnographic research was conducted between 2010 and 2013 with the use of 64 forager and 30 

non-forager interviews, Likert scale measures, and statistical analysis. In this study CRF signifies 

small-scale harvesting, processing and exchanging of coastal marine resources, and small-scale 

refers to the activities that the owners of production means participate in that are relatively small 

investments and managed at a household level. The authors posit that the distinctions between 

CRF and other non-foraging economic approaches constitute two different modes of production 

at the micro level and their research compares rural communities and subpopulations within each 

between coastal resource foragers that rely in large part on harvesting marine resources for their 

livelihoods and non-foragers who rely more on wage-earning activities without a direct 

connection to coastal natural resources for revenue.  

            Comparative results between foragers and non-foragers indicate that coastal resource 

foragers reported a significantly higher level of quality of life and well-being in all three subject 

measures of life satisfaction, job satisfaction and enjoyment of community than their non-

foraging neighbors. The researchers also tested results to see if material wealth and/or gender 

were other indicators as to why foragers reported higher quality of life than non-foragers, but 

data showed that it was not because of greater income than non-foragers. There was a 

statistically significant difference in the gender variable of respondents as 91% of foragers were 

male compared to 50% of non-foragers, but because fishing activities are traditionally male 

dominated and a further test of males and females overall showed no statistically significant 

differences, it does not appear to be the driving factor in quality of life perceptions. Overall 

https://dx.doi.org/10.3998/jar.0521004.0071.201
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results are viewed with some amount of caution due to the moderate size of differences instead 

of large, the consistency of statistical significance of difference alongside ethnographic findings 

do indeed suggest a positive covariance of CRF with quality of life and well-being indicators. 

Garcia-Quijano et al. theorize these findings by suggesting foragers experience a closer 

alignment of values and benefits from their mode of production than their non-foraging 

neighbors do. Foragers express fulfillment from independence and self-reliance involved in 

fishing and established familial and social networks connected to their livelihoods made from 

coastal resources. This work questions outcomes stemming from dominant restrictive market-

based approaches to fisheries management that often forces fishermen to restructure activities in 

order to fit within efficient economic frameworks. They argue that the impacts of such policies 

can significantly influence overall job satisfaction, social relationships and well-being of fishing 

people. 
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In this newspaper article published in the Juneau Empire, Golden gathers anecdotal 

evidence of the challenges faced by fishermen wishing to retire from the commercial fishing 

industry in Alaska. Unlike shoreside jobs, fishing is an industry comprised of the self-employed 

and their hired crew. There are no IRAs, and no industry-sponsored health insurance. For aging 

fishermen, their boats, permits, gear are all part of their retirement package. However, the costs 

of life and health after leaving the industry are becoming greater than the worth of a fishing 

operation when it was sold on the market. Outside employment or investments in the stock 

market or real estate can bridge the gaps, but not all fishermen are savvy or plan in advance of 

their retirement. 

According to a 2007 United Fisherman of Alaska survey, 14% of fishermen were 

uninsured (although dues-paying members are probably more likely to carry health insurance 

than non-members). This low figure is attributable to higher-than-the-national-average healthcare 

costs in Alaska and thus limited insurance options, and the lack of available healthcare services 

in many rural areas of the state. The strategies that fishermen employ to achieve security in their 

golden years are as varied as the fishermen themselves. Over half of Alaska resident commercial 

fishermen held wage and salary employment in addition to their fishing operation according to 

an Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development survey in 2007 (Wink et al. 2007). 

Others rely on their spouse’s retirement portfolio and health insurance, if they are employed 

shoreside. Others still just don’t retire at all. One particular problem that the lack of a structured 

retirement plan poses for fishermen is that their operation, in total or in part, is their windfall 

retirement income. With entry costs becoming prohibitively high for new and young entrants to 

the industry, many fishermen that rely on the sale of their operation to live comfortably in old 

age have fewer young fishermen that are able to buy. This ‘graying of the fleet’ creates 

challenges for fishermen, young and old. 
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Why do certain fisheries co-management regimes succeed, while others fail? In what 

ways do they succeed or fail? Gutiérrez and co-authors tease apart the complex relationships 

between fishery characteristics, the way the fishery is managed, and whether or not the fishery 

could be considered an ecological, economic, and social success. They use a quantitative 

branching decision-tree approach to understand which of a suite of variables, including nine 

contextual variables and 19 fishery, user, and governance attributes, are suitable for predicting 

eight measures of co-management success. Authors analyzed qualitative and quantitative 

fisheries data using a set of 130 studies on fisheries co-management regimes in 40 countries. In 

this study, co-management is defined as a system in which fishermen and managers from local, 

state, or national government entities work together to improve their regulatory processes. The 

main objective of their analysis was to identify the most important predictors of co-management 

success. Measures of success were binary (e.g., “success” or “failure” only), and were grouped 

into ecological, social, and economic outcomes. Success outcomes, predictor variables, and 

attributes are listed in Table 1 of the article. 

To discern the relationship between the predictors and the success outcomes, the authors 

used regression tree modeling. Leadership, social cohesion, sedentary species fishery (versus a 

highly migratory species), individual quotas, and protected areas were significant predictors of 

co-management success in the sample of fisheries studied. When fewer than eight attributes were 

present in a co-managed fishery, its success score was close to zero. More attributes, particularly 

governance attributes, were related to greater success. It is also worth noting that countries with 

high and very high Human Development Index (HDI) scores—a measure of education, literacy, 

and life expectancy—were generally more successful than low- to medium-HDI countries. 

The findings of Gutiérrez et al. reaffirm the need to manage fisheries as resource-dependent 

human systems. Leadership within fishing communities—by even a single, non-hegemonic 

individual—was shown to be important in predicting co-management success. In addition to 

leadership, social capital (e.g., trust, norms, open communication) contributed to the 

sustainability of co-management systems and provided protection from institutional changes, 

economic crises, and resource overexploitation. Well-designed individual or community catch-

share programs or territorial use rights of fishery (TURFs) were also found to support successful 

co-managed fisheries by securing users’ catch or space to fish. Finally, and perhaps most 

relevant to the processing sector-driven fisheries in Bristol Bay and Kodiak, Alaska, was the 

finding that effective co-management is strongly tied to fishermen having influence in their 

markets through marketing tactics, improved product quality, and eco-labeling strategies. 

https://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1038/nature09689
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 Authors present study results examining fisheries value changes within Nordic welfare 

societies and utilizes the social contract in fisheries framework to learn how societal values are 

reflected, restructured and practiced in Norway, Iceland and Greenland’s fisheries. Holm et al. 

provide a historical introduction of how the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea III 

of 1982 granted rights to coastal states to manage their own fisheries through formal regulation, 

which was a change from the traditional system of informal contracts within fisheries commons. 

This fundamentally changed societies’ relationship with ocean resources, as before the regime 

shift anyone could become a fisherman and afterwards the indirect relationship between society 

and access allocation provided a greater abstraction of activities. The authors use the social 

contract definition of “the sum of the expectations and requirements that applies to a sector, 

including how competing interests should be balanced against each other” (64). In the study 

countries of Norway, Iceland and Greenland the social contracts in fisheries are simultaneously 

embedded and confronted within the welfare model. Community values and social justice 

concerns have traditionally played a large role in policy decision-making and there is 

controversy over best practices to balance economic, ecological and social sustainability in the 

fishing sector. In this study researchers utilized a variant of the Charles model to examine 

underlying objectives in the evolution of fisheries policy and social contract modifications and 

highlight the interrelated aspects of social, ecological and economic sustainability. The paper’s 

goal is to fully analyze conflicting objectives between coastal community fisheries and larger 

industrial fishing entities. Broader conflicts between social and ecological objectives in fisheries 

underpin common property issues and discussion tends to center around the allocation of access 

rights and benefits. This approach acknowledges that social, ecological and economic 

sustainability all influence social contracts but the three aspects are highly complex and 

entangled. 

The Norwegian case is presented as a general process of shifting the social contract from 

focusing on social and regional concerns to an emphasis on economic issues. Ensuing struggles 

between balancing coastal community needs and well-being with industrial trawler profitability 

has made reconciling different forms of sustainability a difficult task. The Norwegian Ownership 

Act of 1954 granted protection of small-scale coastal fishing entities, which reserved fishing 

rights for active fishers and this act was subsumed by the Participation Act of 1974. The Sami 

people of Norway have politically fought for their fisheries rights as they were largely small-

scale fishermen and were not prioritized when the individual vessel quota (IVQ) system was 

implemented in 1990 as a response to the cod closure. Holm et al. argue that in practice the IVQ 

system prioritized economic sustainability over social sustainability and the Sami have since 

gained designated fishing areas and economic support as well as additional quota allocations.  

In the Greenland case study their national economy is largely dependent on fish exports, as they 

comprised 93% of total exports in 2011. This country’s counterpart to Norway’s Ownership Act 

is referred to as the ‘rubber boot’ paragraph of the fishery bill, which declares that only people 

with previous fishing income are allowed to participate in a fishery in an effort to protect coastal 

fishers. This paragraph was removed in 2012 and subsequently reinserted in 2013 highlighting 

the tension between coastal and industrial fishers and social contract disputes. Unlike Norway, 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2015.01.011
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the Inuit people in Greenland have not pursed ethnic distinctions to support coastal community 

fisheries access, as the majority of the country’s population is indigenous.  

            The Icelandic case is an example of the social struggle between profitability and 

legitimacy and a TAC and ITQ system were implemented in the early 1980s to improve stock 

productivity and to efficiently allocate quota. Quota allocations are distributed in perpetuity and 

are both divisible and transferable with ownership not being restricted to active fishers. Of the 

three study countries Iceland has integrated market-based approaches to the fullest extent and has 

experienced concentration of ownership and wealth, thus creating winners and losers in the 

fisheries allocation social contract. This outcome and the simultaneous devaluing of fisheries’ 

role in coastal community livelihoods points to an imbalance within the Nordic social contract in 

the ‘old’ and ‘new’ systems. However, this wealth creation is seen as undermining the legitimacy 

of social sustainability and has bolstered social movements supporting a more equitable 

allocation of access and benefits coming from fishing activities. Resistance and diverse interests 

in Nordic fisheries occur within broader understandings of community need and societal values. 

The authors suggest that the biggest challenge to stakeholders and policy-makers is how social 

contract changes can attain legitimacy as the goal to protect common public resources produced 

winners and losers through restrictive access. Some have suggested taxation on the concentrated 

wealth as a solution to ensuring public ownership and equitable distribution of wealth within the 

Nordic welfare states.   
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Hamilton and Seyfrit’s work in rural Alaska revealed significant contrasts in educational 

and occupational aspirations among high school students, though not between cultures (Iñupiaq 

and Yup’ik) or regions (Northwest Arctic Borough and Bristol Bay), but between regional hub 

and smaller communities. Students in villages experience life in ways that are similar to those in 

hubs, but key differences included lower numbers of students planning on attending college or 

moving away from their home communities to secure employment. On a regional basis, 

Northwest Arctic students, particularly males, planned on working in extractive (mining or oil 

and gas) industries to a far greater degree than did Bristol Bay students. The authors attribute this 

finding to the existence of the Red Dog zinc mine, which is a large pit mine owned jointly by the 

Northwest Arctic Native Association that strives to employ shareholders (but has largely fallen 

short of their goal of 100% by 2002; they currently employ 53% NANA shareholders). 

Though the research highlighted differences between groups of youth in rural Alaska, there 

emerged common themes female outmigration, educational inequity, and “boredom”. The 

proportion of students expecting to leave increased with community size, though these figures 

represented migration outside of Alaska only (versus local migration to other villages or to 

hubs). Outmigration was also highly gendered, with both motivations and means applying 

specifically to females. For instance, female youth desired careers that they would be unlikely to 

attain if they stayed in the village. Further, the success rate of females leaving the community 

and achieving employment upon is greater than that of males, at least anecdotally. In addition to 

aspirations of higher education, many students felt unprepared by their high school coursework 

for the challenges they would face in college. The authors give the example of village students 

realizing that they had been given textbooks written for a lower grade level, perhaps intentionally 

so in order to make learning easier on them.  

The last theme that emerged, though the authors cover it briefly, is that of “boredom”. 

Students expressed frustration at the lack of organized activities and places to go, which is a 

nearly universal sentiment among teenagers. However, more recent studies have contextualized 

these complaints as representing changes that youth wish to see in their community, and embody 

their desires to improve their social environment—rather than to just complain (e.g., Lowe 

2015). Interestingly, the authors devote a large proportion of the article to the relationship of 

young male high school students to careers in the mining industry, while supplementing with 

findings on other youth in rural Alaska.  
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Hébert takes her customary incisive approach to observing and interpreting the invisible 

machinery of the Bristol Bay salmon industry in this paper on the performative force of market 

devices. Using this phrase, which originated within the discipline of economics (Callon, 1998), 

she discusses the tendency of market devices to bring into being the theory that they describe. 

The manifestation of these performative forces can be seen as the Bristol Bay salmon fishery 

metamorphoses into a “leaner, more market-savvy fleet” that catches “a sleeker, more precisely 

figured fish.” She approaches her inquiry by borrowing theoretical elements from Actor-Network 

Theory (ANT), in which the “role[s] of everyday artifacts, tools, and procedures in realizing 

economic models, though side-stepping its rejection of ‘contextual’ and ‘social’ explanatory 

factors. 

Hébert examines several examples of market devices in Bristol Bay propagated by 

neoliberal rationales of rationalization to achieve economic efficiency in commercial fisheries, 

including the limited entry permit program, the fishery regulation allowing permit stacking, and 

individual transferable quotas (ITQs). Though the latter device has yet to be implemented in 

Bristol Bay, the resistance to adopt it, in Hébert’s estimation, comes from an attachment to 

property rights through the measures that have already been implemented, rather than a 

condemnation of them entirely. The author makes evident the interrelationships of these devices 

and the industry’s response to them, and the ways in which they simultaneously reconfigure and 

reframe one another. 

The final embodiment of performative forces in the Bristol Bay fishery that Hébert 

describes is that of the actual fish itself, transformed from a living creature into a marketable 

product. The perceived tastes of consumers at the opposite end of the seafood distribution chain 

shape the practices and “material configurations of production”, which as of late are more 

efficiently executed by salmon farms. The metric of quality imposed by market devices such as 

flash-frozen fillets or Marine Stewardship Council certification is, at times, fundamentally at 

odds with the realities of the wild salmon fishery and its response to such forces. Hébert 

conclusion is that the transformation and reorganization of the fishing industry is driven by 

performative forces of market devices, but also by its “layers of history…folded into the new” 

(Asdal and Moser 2012) and the existing structure and function of the fishery. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2014.01.012


 

 68 

Hébert, K. 2015. Enduring capitalism: Instability, precariousness, and cycles of change in 

an Alaskan salmon fishery. American Anthropologist 117(1): 32-46. 

http://doi.org/10.1111/aman.12172  

Keywords: growth, altruism, intergenerational common pool resources 

 

Hébert discusses how salmon producers (captains and crewmembers, tender boat 

captains, cannery workers) and the capitalisms of the Bristol Bay salmon fishery cope with 

ecological and economic cycles. She uses as a backdrop the crisis of the late 1990s and early 

2000s in which wild sockeye salmon prices plummeted in response to the market influx of 

farmed salmon. Through ethnographic research in the Bristol Bay region conducted over a 

decade, she examines how producers simultaneously embrace and reject metaphors of extinction 

during years of precariousness. 

The context for the crisis of the early 2000s is set by the seeming incompatibilities 

between the nature of capitalist endeavors such as an industrial salmon fishery and of nature 

itself. Regulatory shifts, ecological instability (naturally occurring or a byproduct of overharvest 

or other anthropogenic effects), market volatility all contribute to precariousness. For small-scale 

fishing communities with minimal economic diversity, the ecological cycles on which their 

livelihoods depend are incommensurate with the cycles of a globalized salmon industry, and the 

precariousness of the latter is especially acute in the former. The success of the industry is 

predicated on shift and change and adaptation in response to market demands, but it is the 

industry that often restricts these same strategies on the part of individual producers. For 

instance, salmon returns vary in size and timing, and strength of a return to a drainage on an 

interannual and interdecadal basis, but salmon canneries—the processing sector’s beasts of 

burden—have limited capacity to adapt to this variability. 

Crisis used to mean a critical, decisive moment, but is now a fairly protracted 

phenomenon in the global context of commercial fisheries. While some Bristol Bay fishermen 

rejected the idea of a ‘new normal’, others—notably Alaska Native fishermen—noted the ever-

present preparedness for crises that hallmarks subsistence lifeways. Times of plenty and times of 

scarcity were everyday realities for Alaska Natives since they have existed on the landscape. 

Others, however, reject the premise of crisis entirely, using the same logic. As long as there are 

salmon, the sentiment goes, there will be people; whether there will be a commercial fishery is 

not entirely clear. Hebert notes that the “divergent sensibilities [of commercial and subsistence 

fishing]...prove mutually reinforcing”. The equipment, skills, people, and natural components of 

both fisheries are nearly the same. 

Globalization has affected the way the salmon fishery responds to change, and the author 

explores whether old strategies are still relevant today. In the mid-1980s, the price per pound of 

salmon paid to fishermen was $2, and in the early 2000s it dropped to $0.40. Federal assistance 

during this period became available for producers of commodities negatively affected by foreign 

import competition, and Alaska Congressional delegates successfully argued that the subsidies 

originally intended to support the agriculture industry should be extended to the seafood 

industry. The existence of such a program signaled to the Bristol Bay fishing community that the 

globalized fish market was a dictator of their livelihoods. At that time, it appeared that by having 

so little control over their economic fortunes, coastal communities in the region needed 

alternative sources of income and jobs. Enter Pebble Mine, which during the mid-2000s 

capitalized on the precariousness of the fishing industry by promising jobs and tax revenue, and 

most importantly, stability. In the end, the faith in the fishery held by its participants won out 
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over the risk posed by the mine’s development. In recent years, with the crisis roughly a decade 

past, the processing sector has made improvements in infrastructure demanded by the salmon 

market (and by fishermen themselves). Whether these changes constitute reinvention is 

debatable. What is certain, however, is that be it crisis, new normal, or the way that things have 

always been, it is the salmon that return and as long as they do so, there will be fishermen there 

to harvest them, armed with the identity of their place as a coastal fishing community. 
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The effects that outmigration of fishing rights have on the resilience strategies of Alaskan 

fishing communities are increasingly in need of remedy. The article contrasts the past and 

present contexts in which marine resources have been harvested in coastal communities. The 

authors also addressed shifting regulatory, cultural, and resource conditions and provide 

examples of the strategies that individuals, communities, and socioecological fishery systems 

(SES) have employed to preserve and expand on several forms of capital. Management of 

several fisheries under a transferable rights-based system has placed greater emphasis on the 

economic efficiency of harvests. However, the rights to participate in these fisheries have largely 

been sold to fishermen living outside the communities in which the fish are landed. The out-

migration trend disproportionately negatively affects Alaska Native communities whose 

residents typically use resources for both commercial and subsistence purposes, and often lack 

the financial capital that outside fishermen possess in purchasing quota. 

Individuals, communities, and fishery SESs all develop interconnected strategies to 

sustain themselves in the face of change. The loss of local fisheries access—borne of out-

migration of fishing rights—often precedes out-migration of local residents seeking alternative 

income sources outside their home communities (e.g., transformative resilience strategies). Such 

strategies represent major changes in the way an individual or community functions in a fishery 

SES. Persistability strategies are employed in times of resource scarcity, and are essentially a 

‘grin-and-bear-it’ approach in which users continue to fish through tough times. Under historic 

harvest scenarios, species switching or increased reliance on subsistence activities or other 

locally based income sources would have been used as resilience strategies of adaptation. In 

years of poor harvest, a fisherman that has invested in the rights to one fishery often doesn’t have 

the capacity or capital to quickly switch to harvesting a different species—if one is available. 

The above examples illustrate how resilience strategies have been lost in response to shifting 

management regimes and decreased local access to fishing rights. 

In addition to characterizing the risks to transformative and adaptive resilience strategies 

presented by out-migration of fishing rights, the authors describe several institutional efforts to 

increase community resilience and maintain access to fishing rights by local residents. 

Community development quota (CDQ) groups in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands and 

community quota entities (CQE) in the Gulf of Alaska are regional non-profit groups whose 

purpose is to support the local fishing industry in its member communities. In the case of CDQs, 

groups hold quota in offshore commercial fisheries (typically highly industrialized and often not 

accessible to individual fishermen) and provide jobs, training, infrastructure improvements and 

financial assistance to member communities within 50 miles of the Bering Sea coast. In a recent 

performance review, several measures indicated that that the CDQ program has had positive 

effects on population growth, employment, and wages in member communities.  

Community quota entities operate in a similar fashion, although their success is less certain than 

that of the CDQ program at present. CQEs are authorized to purchase individual fishing quotas 

in sablefish and halibut longline fisheries (as well as other permits in other fisheries) in the Gulf 

of Alaska, and to lease them to fishermen thereby increasing access to fisheries resources. 

However, as of 2014 only three CQEs held halibut/sablefish quota that was being leased to local 
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fishermen. Given that the program was not implemented with a secure revenue stream with 

which eligible communities could purchase IFQs, the limited success of the program is 

unsurprising. The potential outcomes of the program are promising when and if some of the 

initial challenges are resolved in the near future. 

Another approach to securing fishing rights for local residents is exemplified by the 

concept of community license or permit banks. Under this scenario, a ‘bank’ of permits or quota 

is held by a non-profit community organization for the purpose of sale to local fishermen. A 

variation on this theme already exists in Southeast Alaska, in which socially conscious investors 

purchase permits or quota in local fisheries, and a fishermen purchases the rights with a portion 

of harvest returning to the investors until the rights are paid off with interest. Similar programs 

have been instituted by CDQ, CQE, and private non-profit organizations to fund the start-up 

costs (e.g., gear, vessels, maintenance/repairs) for new local fishermen (e.g., Bristol Bay 

Economic Development Corporation’s permit loan and vessel upgrade/acquisition programs) 

Finally, Himes-Cornell and Hoelting describe the need felt by many retiring fishermen to have a 

strategy by which to exit the fishery. Often fishermen are forced to liquidate their operation in 

piecemeal fashion to the highest bidders, rather than to pass on the business to their children or a 

young member of the community. A directed transfer, in which a young fisherman (mentee) 

makes graduated payments over a specified time period to the retiring fisherman (mentor), 

provides an avenue for fishermen to transfer their intact fishing operation to a next generation 

fisherman and to instill values and impart knowledge of fishing in a semi-structured way. 

Many long, slow changes in Alaska fishery SESs—including fisheries privatization and 

subsequent out-migration of fishing rights—contribute to destabilized community and individual 

resilience. Inherent disparities in access to capital and the role that fishing plays in local and non-

local fishermen contribute to the negative impacts stemming from privatization. To fortify 

resilience strategies among individuals and communities, governments, private, and community-

based institutional programs aim to reverse these trends. 
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The author recounts the trajectory of many quota share systems in which fissures in the 

fleet emerge shortly after implementation, on one side is the investor class of fishermen, and on 

the other are livelihood fishermen. Under open access, a fishery is seldom seen as a profitable 

investment. From a neoclassical economics point of view, the race to fish entails wasting money 

in an arms race of vessel improvements to increase fishing capacity. Supposedly when the race to 

fish is eliminated under a system of privatized fishing rights, so do the potential increases for 

robust returns on a fisherman’s investment. The underlying issue, as the author points out, is that 

many fishermen reject the premise that a fishing operation is solely an investment. Many 

fishermen, especially those that reside in fishery-dependent coastal communities, view fishing as 

a livelihood or a profession. The diverse perspectives on commercial fishing in Denmark and 

elsewhere are manifest in what Højrup calls “life-modes”, or categories constructed from 

fishermen’s reasons for fishing, their attitudes towards investment and profit making, and their 

personal identities in relation to the commercial fishery. 

The right of navigation and the right of catch are two bedrock principles upon which 

coastal fishing communities in Europe were founded. That is to say, regardless of status or class, 

all persons were understood to have equal access to inshore waters and to the fish that inhabited 

them. Højrup describes the ways in which industrial and post-industrial development in Europe 

has turned coastal values into commodities that are now in great demand. Europeans of wealth 

and means have appropriated houses, boardwalks, and storefronts to suit tourist lifestyles, 

thereby decontextualizing them from their original purpose and function. The author also 

discusses the ways in which the shipping industry has been influential in redistributing power 

and wealth in the post-privatization fishery. Shipping used to be locally operated, likely in the 

way that air taxis are run in rural Alaska. Shipping corporations are now national and multi-

national firms that have extinguished local shipping businesses and have siphoned fishery access 

rights from coastal communities. 

In the modern fishery, there are two modes of production: the first includes mobile long-

distance fisheries (e.g., tuna, sardines) in which the fleet is owned primarily by shipping 

companies, and a multispecies near-shore fishery run mostly by self-employed fishermen 

residing in small coastal communities. The industrial fleet possesses advantages in quantity and 

storage capacity, as well as long stays at-sea by large vessels. For this “investor class” of 

fishermen, fishing is a means to an end versus a means that is its own end. In contrast, roughly 

80% of fishermen in Europe are small-scale, near-shore fishermen in what are called “share 

fisheries”. In this system, each crewmember and the captain, boat owner, and gear owners (in 

some instances, one person fills multiple roles) all earn a percentage of the profits after vessel 

costs have been deducted. Share fishermen hold cultural ties to places and means that investor 

fishermen by definition do not 

Different life modes have divergent strategies when fishing is good and when it’s bad. When 

fishing becomes risky or financially precarious, an investor will divest himself of his fishing 

capital quickly ahead of other investors or buy up capital (i.e., buy low, sell high), while a share 

fisherman would not sell his operation in years of hard-luck fishing unless he has other life-

making opportunities available to him, which may or may not be the case. Further, the profit-
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seeking ideals of an investor-class fisherman seem to be fundamentally at odds with the aims of 

the share fishermen’s goals to just fish and make a living. Capitalists require a monopoly to 

remain competitive in the fishery, which is only possible when share fishermen are dispossessed 

of their “means of production” (i.e., their access to fishing resources). 

Højrup describes the alternative approach undertaken by the Danish community of 

Thorupstrand, whose fishing quotas became privatized in 2006. Worry about bearing the burden 

of infrastructure costs (because so many other share fishermen had already sold out) and 

temptation brought about by the potential windfall gains caused quota owners to sell their shares 

to outside investors willing to pay exorbitant prices for access to the fishery. Share fishermen 

were now split into those with quota, and those that no longer held rights to the fishery. As a 

result, 20 families in Thorupstrand created a community quota company as a cooperative, 

structured to benefit the long-term interests of the community as a whole, rather than the short-

term benefits of individual fishermen. Members of the cooperative paid an entrance fee 

supplanted by loans from local lenders to purchase quotas for lease to cooperative members. 

Although interest rates spike during the global financial crisis of 2008 when a new lender 

replaced one that went bankrupt, but share fishermen have publicized and lobbied against the 

new lender’s attempts to sell cooperative-held quotas to outside trawler companies. 
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In the context of rural Alaska, Holen explores how community members value 

subsistence and commercial fishing and the various roles that these values play in fishing culture 

throughout the state. Holen’s background includes working in rural Alaskan communities since 

2000 with a focus on documenting the nutritional, cultural and economic value that fish provide 

to rural community members. Three case studies are described to examine how relatively small 

rural communities sustain themselves economically and socially including Kokhanok in the 

Bristol Bay watershed, Chenega bay in Prince William Sound and Tyonek in Cook Inlet. Local 

valuation of fishing as viewed by residents of these communities suggests a strong connection 

between humans and fisheries resources. The introduction of a commercial fishing industry in 

the early 20th century transformed the human-salmon relationship from one of subsistence to a 

monetary system of exchange. Holen explains how traditional values of indigenous peoples have 

been impacted by this transition from solely subsistence based fisheries to a capitalistic industry 

and he explores how this change has resulted in a new set of values embodied by rural Alaskan 

cultures. 

Like other small-scale coastal communities throughout Alaska, residents of the study 

communities have a strong connection to fish and value it as a resource that sustains their 

traditional ways of life. Salmon in particular was mentioned as a vital resource that helps offset 

high rural costs of living and supports food security. While participation in subsistence was high 

in all communities, both young and old residents mentioned that youth did not participate as 

much as was traditional in the past. Even with this decline in youth participation, respondents in 

Kokanok, Chenega Bay and Tyonek suggested that they would not be able to afford to live in 

their communities without subsistence, in part due to the high cost of living in rural areas.  

Conversely, participation in commercial fishing was reported as uneven among study 

communities. Those who do still actively participate in the commercial industry are largely 

employed as crew, even though their families had owned boats and permits in the past. 

Commercial fishing participation has changed over the years with low market prices for salmon 

since the 1990s and the complication due to regulatory change after the implementation of a 

limited entry management program in 1975, and as permits were sold to more wealthy families 

or outsiders, younger generations tend to migrate to Alaskan urban centers with more 

opportunity and cheaper living costs.  

This research suggests that it is difficult for young people to enter into commercial 

fishing without kinship networks, though there are instances in Tyonek where residents say they 

are seeing more young people trying to enter and that community members with permits are 

giving their permits to their children when they are capable of taking over the family fishing 

enterprise. Although active participation has fallen in all three study communities, residents 

reported that commercial fishing is very important and that even if family members are no longer 

fishing it is still important for their community and region. Commercial fishing does not provide 

many jobs in the three communities and thus is not a large contributor to the economic vitality of 

these places, but it still valued for the limited contribution to the economy. Holen argues that 

these three case studies suggest that while community members attribute a high valuing of 

fisheries and economic benefits, they also are concerned about the impacts of a changing 

economy on their traditional culture. Kinship networks have created social elites who control 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0032247414000205
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capital necessary to purchase gear, vessels and permits associated with commercial fishing. As 

permits are sold to wealthy community families or outsiders, younger residents of these 

communities tend to migrate to urban centers, as the high cost of living in rural areas becomes 

increasingly difficult without place-based livelihoods. Younger generation community members 

who are not connected to a kinship network often have a difficult time raising the necessary 

capital to participate. However, Tyonek respondents reported that some community members are 

giving permits to children when they become old enough to take over the family fishing 

operation.  
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Restructuring fishery management regimes requires not only a comprehensive 

understanding of the potential economic impacts to the fishing industry, but also its implications 

for the relationships among individual fishermen. In this study, the value placed on relationships 

between fishermen, or ‘social capital’, was correlated with measures of economic performance 

under a new sector-based management paradigm in the New England groundfish fishery. Briefly, 

each of 17 sectors was allotted a portion of the fishery-wide harvest of groundfish, which were 

then divided among constituent fishermen based on any mutually agreed-upon rules (e.g., 

historical catch record). Holland and co-authors surveyed fishermen in 2010 to understand how 

the new management paradigm (i.e., fishermen organized into sectors rather than individuals) 

would potentially affect their level of trust, cooperation, and information gathering with other 

fishermen within or outside of their sector, and how those measures of social capital correlated 

with economic performance measures such as gross revenue per trip and net revenue per quota 

value. 

Prior to 2010, the New England groundfish fishery was managed primarily by limiting 

effort through the allocation of fishing days at sea per individual. Beginning in the 2010–2011 

fishing season, the New England Fishery Management Council introduced new tools to manage 

the groundfish fishery, including the use self-organized groups of fishermen, called sectors. Each 

sector hires a non-permit-holding sector manager to implement the operation plan and contract 

established by the sector members, and to act as a liaison between the fishermen and NOAA, the 

in-season fishery management agency. The goal of the sector system was to increase flexibility 

and autonomy in the way fishermen execute the fishery, as well as to directly tie fishermen to the 

management of the resource. 

Because the sectors are self-organized, their function is inherently linked to the personal 

and professional relationships among fishermen within and between sectors. How fishermen 

value these relationships, and how measures of value relate to sector characteristics has the 

potential to provide a deeper understanding of the ways in which the sector system may change 

the fishery. Specifically, the authors were interested in measuring different categories of 

relationship values, including bridging, bonding, and linking social capital. Bonding social 

capital describes the relationships between fishermen with similar backgrounds and situations 

that serve to strengthen ties (Putnam 2001). Bridging social capital encompasses distant ties 

across social divides to somewhat like persons (e.g., friends, co-workers). In contrast to bonding 

and bridging, linking social capital includes relationships that are used as stepping stones to 

people in dissimilar social circumstances (Woolcock and Sweetser 2002; e.g., to politicians or 

others in positions of power); e.g., to politicians or others in positions of power). 

To understand the influence of social capital under the sector system, the authors 

conducted semi-structured in-person interviews with key informants and phone interviews with 

fishermen across thirteen sectors, as well as those not associated with a sector. These fishermen 

held permits in the ‘common pool’. A total of 542 permit holders were interviewed for the study. 

Interview participants were asked to define their understanding of a fishing community, whether 

that was where a fisherman lived, where their boat was moored, which port they fished from 

https://doi.org/10.5950/0738-1360-28.2.133
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most often, or another or combination of these definitions. They were also asked a variety of 

questions assessing their level of social capital within their own sectors, or with fishermen 

outside of their sector. Finally, sector-level measures of economic performance were gathered, 

including the ratio of gross revenue to variable trip costs (i.e., an index of cost-effectiveness). In 

addition, the authors developed measures of net revenue, comprised of the sector’s net catch 

value and the additional value from the lease or sale of a portion of the sector-wide annual catch 

entitlement (ACE) value (i.e., each sector’s share of the fishery-wide catch limit). 

The interviews and survey results illustrated the complexities of fishermen’s social relationships 

seated in the New England groundfish fishery. Highly cost-effective sectors had lower levels of 

intersector information sharing and bonding social capital (i.e., sharing information with 

fishermen from other sectors), and higher levels of intrasector bonding. Sectors with higher net 

revenues per value of ACE had higher levels of intersector information sharing. Sectors with 

higher net revenues per permit had lower levels of intrasector trust, but higher levels of 

intersector information sharing. Intrasector trust and bonding were negatively correlated with all 

measures of net revenue, meaning that sectors with high net revenues tended to be made up of 

fishermen that did not trust or bond strongly with members of their own sectors. Similarly, 

sectors that had fishermen from many different states tended to have higher levels of intersector 

information sharing, lower levels of intrasector bonding, and lower measures of cost-

effectiveness. 

Broadly speaking, New England groundfish fishermen in small-boat sectors reported high 

levels of bonding and trust social capital with fellow sector members. In contrast, sectors with 

geographically dispersed members that fish from large vessels on longer trips form weaker ties 

with members of their own sectors. It seems that these differences highlight two different fishing 

strategies, the small-boat/short-trip approach and the big-boat/most-fish approach. The small-

boat/short-trip sectors exemplify, anecdotally, cooperation in the forms of marketing campaigns 

and independent seafood distribution, among others (e.g., Port Clyde sector’s community-

supported fishery). The authors also note the importance of readily available ACE, and the risk 

of consolidation and overcapitalization that all sectors shoulder under the current management 

regime. Finally, the role of sector manager appears to be the greatest source of linking social 

capital among sectors. This finding agrees with the purpose for which the role was created: to 

link sectors to management and regulation entities, thereby giving fishermen more control over 

their livelihoods. 
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This paper is part of a broader Ph.D. study on fishery governance in Greenland based on 

fieldwork and qualitative methods, such as meeting attendance, employment within the 

Greenland Institute of Natural Resources, participant observation and interviews. This work 

analyzes the planning process involved with reforming the coastal halibut fishery. Jacobson 

begins by applying Foucault’s theory of governmentality as the framework for analyzing the 

2012 reform of the coastal halibut fishery in Greenland. He explains that, “governmentality is 

about how you make actors govern themselves by shaping and structuring their selves and 

actions according to specific ideas or ideals, and hereby, the constructions of truth and identities 

by a government regime provides a framework for analyzing techniques of governance” (1). He 

asks how the reform process constructs truths about human, fleet and economy identities and 

how these constructions emerge from a fishery with a centralized governance structure. The 

author provides a discussion on the complexities involved within fisheries management and how 

management tends to restructure fishing activities as fishing people respond to regulation, thus 

by molding the object of governance the very act of managing entangles classification and self-

identification. Citing Bavington (2010) and Carothers (2010), this phenomenon is linked to 

neoliberal fisheries management discourses that actually create new kinds of fishermen in an 

economic model.  

Considering the ability of governance to impact the governed this article focuses on how 

fisher identities are constructed and exist within the planning process itself.  

Greenland’s modern fisheries are largely commercialized and Greenland halibut is the second 

ranking seafood export in the country. The coastal halibut fishery occurs on the west coast of 

Greenland and much of what it is known about the fishery comes from landings, trade and 

economic statistics data. There was a 2011 study done on the social impacts of regulation that 

showed several socio-economic systems occurring within the fishery varying from economies 

fully reliant on halibut to participation in halibut fishing only at certain times throughout the 

year. TACs were implemented in the commercial coastal fisheries in 2007 and there are now 

three different TACs corresponding to three management districts. Access to the fishery is 

obtained through licenses and in 2009 there were 151 vessels over eight meters and 1100 vessels 

under eight meters. The large number of geographically scattered fishing participants has made 

for a difficult to monitor and control fishery. The planning process for reform to the fishery 

included an investigation by the Fisheries Department at the Ministry of how to best implement 

an ITQ system, which the dual goals of conservation and economic efficiency by reducing the 

numbers of fishermen involved in the fishery. As the Ministry developed a halibut management 

plan working group, it became clear that difficulty lie in classifying large and small fishing 

entities as it was suggested that the smallest entities not receive ITQs but rather would continue 

to fish in the common “Olympic” quota fishery.  

Jacobson explains that fisheries managers tend to view the reduction of the small-scale 

fishery as unfortunate but necessary in order to remove fishers from inefficient industry 

supported by public subsidies. He contends that politicians and decision makers within the 

fishery department support a singular truth about the impossible economic situation of small-

scale halibut fishermen regardless of other truths, such as the livelihoods approach to explain 

https://doi.org/10.1186/2212-9790-12-2
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rural choices. Dominant discourse in Greenland about fisheries management and new regulation 

relies heavily on government techniques to replace small-scale entities with larger more efficient 

entities to save them from poverty, and to protect biological sustainability and the national 

economy. Jacobson argues that fisheries governance which defines sustainability and has the 

ability to plan and reform regulation fits well into Foucault’s studies of governance on bodies 

and populations. Future reform of ITQs in Greenland will likely see many fishers exiting or 

never entering the fishery to allow for the profitability and expansion of fewer and larger entities 

in the long-term.  
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Jones et al. begin by stating that fishing is often discussed as being a way of life versus 

merely a job and that traditions, cultures and social structures within fishing communities have 

developed to support and sustain the industry. The paper focuses on fishing fleets and 

communities in Scotland, citing that it has one of Europe’s largest fishing fleets but has seen 

extreme consolidation in the last decade due to fleet efficiency and stock recovery policies. The 

authors point out that though it is arguable that the policies have successfully met certain 

objectives, they also have had a negative effect on fisheries-dependent communities (FDC). Two 

questions are raised asking: have decreased fishing opportunities had a negative impact on well-

being in coastal communities around Scotland?; and if so, how has this impact differed between 

rural and urban areas in the country? 

The authors discuss key concepts, such as wellbeing, and how subjective elements of 

definition make it difficult if not impossible to measure in this case study of Scottish FDCs and 

instead they work with more objective elements including employment and income quantitative 

data. The methodology used for analysis included Scottish economic and fisheries data sets as 

well as key informant interviews that identified additional fisheries benefits to individuals and 

communities. Results from these interviews suggested that: 1) the importance of fisheries to a 

location’s identity and benefits tourism; 2) dependency of marine industries on skills obtained 

from fishing activity; and 3) increasing dependence of fisheries on foreign crew.  

In attempting to answer the key questions, the findings suggest that Scotland’s FDCs are little 

dependent on commercial fisheries and instead are becoming increasingly reliant on other sectors 

for income and employment.  As the fishing sector experiences a shift in labor and opportunities, 

employment tin these communities is still largely connected the maritime sector that relies on 

diverse skills that are informed by an active fishing industry. They propose the need for 

expanding the concept of fisheries-dependent communities into a larger realm of marine-

dependent communities (MDC’s) to include a wider impact range that marine sectors may have 

on coastal communities. They end with a quote from a council member in the Highland and 

Islands responding to the term FDC itself; “It’s the description, I think it’s frightening … that we 

have made ourselves dependent on this … where you carry out a function to the point where you 

have become dependent on something, well-balanced human beings should not be or made to be 

dependent on any single thing, the most well-balanced communities are those that are permitted 

and are free to benefit from the natural resources surrounding them and utilize, harvest and 

manage them in a way that is sustainable and on-going” (263). 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2014.04.025
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This report prepared by the Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission (CFEC) describes 

the trends in permit transfer activity in the eight years after initial allocation occurred in Alaska’s 

limited entry fisheries in 1975.  Specifically, the report details the numbers of permits that were 

initially issued to fishermen according to their ethnicity (Alaska Native or non-native) and 

residency status (urban or rural Alaska resident or non-resident) for the state’s 31 limited entry 

fisheries2, as well as how those numbers changed as of 1983. Data were compiled from CFEC 

permit records and from Alaska Native roll information. 

Initial Allocation of Permits 

Shortly after the passage of the Limited Entry Act, a total of 12,515 permanent, 

transferable permits were issued to commercial fishermen in the State of Alaska. The criteria for 

allocation were an enigmatic combination of prior fishing history and economic dependence on 

the fishery, termed “hardship”. The lower the percentage of a fishermen’s income that came from 

fishing and the fewer years he or she could prove that they had been fishing before 1975, the less 

likely it was that they were given a permit. For Alaska Natives, the application process put them 

at an inherent disadvantage, having not previously been exposed to bureaucratic and regulatory 

obstacles such as having to apply for the right to fish. Forty-four percent (5,448) of the first 

limited entry permits were issued to Alaska Natives (Figure 1). Of the original permits, 80.7% 

(10,103) were issued to Alaska residents. Non-resident and resident Alaska Native fishermen 

held 135 and 5,313 of the permits, respectively. Permits were held in disproportionately high 

numbers by Alaska Natives; 18% of Alaska’s 1980 population was Alaska Native though they 

held 52.6% of the limited entry permits held by Alaskans. These figures indicate that Alaska 

Natives were highly involved in the state’s commercial fisheries.  

Permit allocations varied along regional as well as ethnic lines. Most notably, Alaska 

Native fishermen in the Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim region held 37% (2,010) of all permits issued 

to Alaska Natives. A total of 2,660 permits were issued for the limited entry fisheries in Bristol 

Bay, of which 1,729 were for drift gillnet and 931 for set gillnet. Alaska Natives received 45% 

and 62% of the permits issued in the drift and set gillnet fisheries, respectively. Most drift and set 

gillnet permits were held by Alaska rural locals and non-residents. Only 27 of the 1,729 drift 

gillnet permits were issued to non-resident Alaska Natives. 

1983 Distribution of Permits 

Eight years after the enactment of limited entry, the distribution of permits had shifted 

away from Alaska Native fishermen towards non-native, and particularly non-resident non-

native fishermen. These trends varied regionally and by fishery. Statewide, Alaska Natives held 

18.3% (752) fewer permits in 1983 than they did upon initial allocation. Bristol Bay fisheries 

experienced the greatest decline in Alaska Native permit holdings between 1975 and 1983 

(Figure 2; 151 [19.3%] and 137 [24%] for drift and set gillnet fisheries, respectively). Similar, 

though less severe, patterns were observed for other fisheries across the state. 

                                            
2There are now 26 limited entry fisheries managed by the State of Alaska. 
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Figure 1. Distribution of limited entry permits among Alaska Natives and non-Natives during initial allocation in 

1975. CFEC permit card data were compared with Alaska Native rolls to determine ethnicity of permit holders. 

Figure based on data published in the cited report by Kamali (1984). 

Summary 

Although this report does not attempt to explain the causes of declines in Alaska Native 

permit holdings that occurred after 1975, it illuminates particular data trends that underscore the 

distributional inequities that have plagued the limited entry program since its implementation. 

Langdon (1980) had previously researched some of the causative factors associated with 

decreased permit ownership by Alaska Natives, yet there remain numerous questions on this 

topic.  

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

S
o
u
th

e
a

st
 s

e
in

e

S
o
u
th

e
a

st
 d

ri
ft

P
o
w

e
r 

tr
o
ll

H
a
n
d
 t
ro

ll

Y
a
k
ut

a
t 
se

t 
ne

t

S
o
u
th

e
a

st
 h

e
rr

in
g
 s

e
in

e

S
o
u
th

e
a

st
 h

e
rr

in
g
 g

il
ln

e
t

P
W

S
 s

e
in

e

P
W

S
 d

ri
ft

P
W

S
 s

e
t 
n
e
t

P
W

S
 h

e
rr

in
g
 s

e
in

e

P
W

S
 h

e
rr

in
g
 g

il
ln

e
t

C
o
o
k 

In
le

t 
se

in
e

C
o
o
k 

In
le

t 
d

ri
ft

C
o
o
k 

In
le

t 
se

t 
ne

t

C
o
o
k 

In
le

t 
h
e
rr

in
g
 s

e
in

e

K
o
d

ia
k
 s

e
in

e

K
o
d

ia
k
 b

e
a

ch
 s

e
in

e

K
o
d

ia
k
 s

e
t 
ne

t

C
h
ig

ni
k
 s

e
in

e

A
la

sk
a
 P

e
ni

n
su

la
 s

e
in

e

A
la

sk
a
 P

e
ni

n
su

la
 d

ri
ft

A
la

sk
a
 P

e
ni

n
su

la
 s

e
t 
n
e
t

B
ri
st

o
l 
B
a
y
 d

ri
ft

B
ri
st

o
l 
B
a
y
 s

e
t 
ne

t

U
p
p

e
r 

Y
u
k
o
n 

g
il
ln

e
t

U
p
p

e
r 

Y
u
k
o
n 

fi
sh

w
h
e
e
l

K
u
sk

o
kw

im
 g

il
ln

e
t

K
o
tz

e
b
u
e
 g

il
ln

e
t

Lo
w

e
r 

Y
u
ko

n 
g
il
ln

e
t

N
o
rt

o
n
 S

o
u
n
d
 g

il
ln

e
t

A
ll
 F

is
he

ri
e
s

Distribution of limited entry permits among Alaska Natives and 
non-Natives, 1975

Other

Native



 

 83 

 
Figure 2. Permit transfers from Alaska Natives to non-Natives in select fisheries during the period 1975–1983 for 

salmon fisheries in Kodiak and Bristol Bay. CFEC permit card data were compared with Alaska Native rolls to 

determine ethnicity of permit holders. Figure based on data published in the cited report by Kamali (1984). 
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Knapp takes a quantitative approach to understanding a complex issue facing Alaska’s 

limited entry fisheries: the causes of decline in the share of permits held by local residents. Since 

1975, the number of locally held permits in all but a few salmon fisheries (e.g., Chignik purse 

seine, Southeast drift gillnet) has decreased by up to 36% (Alaska Peninsula drift gillnet). 

Economic theory suggests that the causes of shifting ownership include lower permit valuation 

by locals relative to that of non-locals, local permit holders discounting future permit values at a 

higher rate than non-locals, and non-locals having lower fixed and/or opportunity costs (e.g., 

travel to fishing grounds, availability of income from different fisheries/outside fishing) than 

locals. Additional considerations include non-market factors, such as experience in the local 

fishery, cultural differences, and migration of permit holders outside the local fishery region. 

Adjustments in the proportions of locally and non-locally held permits occurred after initial 

allocation in response to differential valuation by local permit holders (the price at which they’d 

be willing to sell) and non-local fishermen looking to buy in (the price that they’d be willing to 

pay for a permit). Higher valuations on the part of the prospective buyer lead to a shift away 

from local permit ownership. According to (Langdon 1980), the designers of the limited entry 

program failed to account for changes in local/non-local permit ownership as a result of market 

transferability. 

Discount rates describe the perception of how valuable a permit will be at some time in 

the future (in terms of fishing profits) relative to its current value. Some of the reasons for local 

permit holders having higher discount rates highlighted by Knapp include a greater need for 

access to cash and less personal wealth to invest in the fishery, among others. These factors 

discount a local permit holder’s valuation of the permit relative to that of a non-local, leading in 

theory to transfers of permits to non-locals. Non-market values may also affect a local permit 

holder’s propensity to sell. Cultural differences, such as a non-local’s view of a fishing permit as 

an investment versus a livelihood or in the context of subsistence, may also play a role in permit 

transfer dynamics. Shifts towards non-local ownership may lead to fewer experienced fishermen 

participating in the fishery, and that knowledge and experience can be lost for future generations 

wishing to enter the fisheries. 

To better understand the dynamics of permit transfer among local and non-local 

participants, Knapp proposes three predictions that should result from the theory outlined in the 

first part of the article. First, the local share of permits will be negatively related to the market 

price of permits in that fishery and positively related to local population. The second prediction 

is that the net rate of permit transfers to local residents should be negatively related to changes in 

permit prices over time. Third, the greater the proportion of local permit holders the greater their 

expected average earnings relative to non-local permit holders. Three regression analyses support 

the predictions to varying degrees. There is a strong significant relationship between the local 

share of permits in 2008, the 2008 permit prices, and the local population (R2 = 0.717). In 

support of prediction three, the relationship between the ratio of local to non-local average 

earnings and the local share of permits was found to be significant, but only moderate in strength 

(R2 = 0.378). Finally, there was a weak but significant relationship between the number of net 

transfers of initially allocated permits away from locals and the change in permit prices as a 

fraction of the 1979 price (R2 = 0.192). 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2011.02.006
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Knapp’s investigation into the processes of permit distribution among local and non-local 

residents in Alaska’s limited entry fisheries reveals that economic theory supports three key 

predictions. All else being equal, local permit holders that have lower permit valuations than the 

valuations of non-locals looking to buy, the share of locally held permits will decrease. Further, 

the more profitable a fishery becomes, the greater the share of permits will be held by non-local 

fishermen, who typically have higher access to capital and financing for purchase of permits, 

vessels, and gear. These findings bring to light the inherent conflict between limited entry’s goals 

of keeping fisheries profitable and retaining local permit ownership. 
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This report quantified the relative effects that the Bristol Bay sockeye salmon fishery has 

on economies in Alaska, Pacific Northwest states, and the United States. Commercial fisheries 

are often cited as significant drivers of local and state economies, but those claims are 

infrequently substantiated by estimating and tracking the value created by regional seafood 

industries. Knapp and co-authors estimate the direct and multiplier (indirect and induced) 

economic impacts in three stages of the industry’s distribution chain: 1) fishing and primary 

processing in Bristol Bay, 2) shipping to other states and secondary processing, and 3) 

distribution and retailing (transportation, wholesaling, and retailing of Bristol Bay salmon 

products in stores and restaurants in the US). All economic impacts are considered to be the 

estimate of impacts if the distribution and retailing stages of production increase the output value 

of the product by 50%. 

Direct impacts, or the jobs, income, and output value created by businesses directly 

involved with fish harvesting, processing, distributing, and retailing salmon products. This 

includes fishing vessels operated by limited-entry permit holders, as well as supermarket retail 

chains that stock Bristol Bay sockeye salmon in their freezer cases. Multiplier impacts account 

for most of the rest of the economic ripple created by the industry. These impacts are categorized 

further as either indirect or induced impacts. Patronage by fishermen or processors of businesses 

that support the fishing industry constitute indirect impacts (e.g., a net-making company), while 

induced impacts are those businesses or products that receive some economic benefit from the 

existence of the fishing industry, but would still exist even its absence. For instance, a haircut 

purchased by a fisherman at a local barber would be an induced impact, but the barber would 

likely still be in business even if there were no fishermen to purchase haircuts. 

The report also summarizes jobs, income, and output value data from the 2010 salmon 

harvest season in Bristol Bay. In the first stage of the distribution chain, fishing and primary 

processing, there were an estimated 11,921 seasonal jobs employing United States residents. For 

purposes of comparison with other industries, this figure equates to 1,987 annual jobs. The 

income earned by those employed in the Bristol Bay salmon industry was $143.7 million. The 

share of Alaska residents seasonally employed in the industry was largest, followed by 

Washington, California, other US states, and Oregon. About one-third of Bristol Bay fishermen 

live in West Coast states. Knapp et al. calculate economic impacts, such as employment, 

according to the share of the labor supplied by each state. It should be noted that some workers 

residing in other US states may actually be non-US citizens employed under the J-1 visa 

program; in 2010, there were 4,383 registered J-1 visa workers in Alaska. The J-1 visa program 

is being phased out, and it is expected that in a few years, all workers in Bristol Bay will be US 

citizens. 

The total output value generated by sale of fish from the first distribution stage to the 

second in 2010 was $390 million. $165 million of that output value was paid to fishermen for 

their catch (i.e., ex-vessel value), which paid for crew shares, vessel insurance, taxes, and other 

http://www.iser.uaa.alaska.edu/Publications/2013_04-TheEconomicImportanceOfTheBristolBaySalmonIndustry.pdf
http://www.iser.uaa.alaska.edu/Publications/2013_04-TheEconomicImportanceOfTheBristolBaySalmonIndustry.pdf
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harvest-related expenses. $225 million was added to the ex-vessel value of the catch by first-

stage processing, which was used to pay for labor, materials, packaging, insurance, and other 

operating costs incurred by the processing sector. $127 million of that value was allocated to 

Alaska and $231 million was allocated to West Coast states. 

Most of the employees, most of the downstream impacts, and all of the processing firms’ 

headquarters originate or end up in the market centers in Washington state. Washingtonians earn 

disproportionately more per capita than Alaskans as fishermen and processing plant workers. 

Four-fifths of the economic impacts and contributions of the Bristol Bay salmon industry occur 

outside of Alaska, and one-third occurs in Washington state. The take-away message of this 

report is that Bristol Bay salmon industry is the economic driver of Washington state to a much 

greater extent, in terms of dollars, than it is of the Bristol Bay region, or even the state of Alaska. 
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Koslow’s 1982 article illustrates that the graying of the fleet and local access to fishing 

rights in Bristol Bay are not new problems, and that they have grown in severity in the past 33 

years. The article begins with background on the poor runs and economic theory that served as 

catalyst to implementation of limited entry in the mid-1970s. He poses the question that is most 

critical to the analysis of the graying of the fleet issue: “How are succeeding generations to enter 

the fishery [after limited entry]?” To answer this and other questions about how fishing 

communities internalize limited entry and the changes it brings, Koslow conducted interviews 

with fishing captains, processing sector employees, and residents of the Bristol Bay watershed in 

the summer of 1979. Data collected included opinions of limited entry, ethnicity, residency, and 

vessel and gear characteristics. 

The major findings of this study relate to disparities among fishermen in how they 

perceive the limited entry system and how it has, in perception and in actuality, affected their 

livelihoods and the industry as a whole according to residency status and ethnicity. In 1979, 36% 

of the fishing fleet was composed of local residents, 80% of whom were Alaska Native. Koslow 

notes, however, that the Bristol Bay commercial salmon fishery has always been a majority of 

non-resident fisherman, as it was common practice for canneries to hire non-Alaskans. This fact 

hints at a large income disparity between local and non-local fishermen: in 1975–1977, Bristol 

Bay residents earned 15% less than the fleet-wide average (Langdon 1980) and 43% of local 

captains fished from skiffs or vessels smaller than 32 feet. Income potential of open skiffs that 

are dangerous in poor weather conditions and cannot hold the amount of fish that larger boats 

can during the peak of the run are two possible reasons for the income gap between the two 

groups. 

The author also reveals stark differences in the way that local fishermen perceive limited 

entry and its effects relative to that of non-local fishermen. Four years after limited entry was 

implemented, 40.5% of non-resident fishermen favored retaining the system in its present form, 

while 20% of local fishermen wished to repeal it entirely. Similar percentages, 56.8% and 58.2% 

of non-resident and local fishermen, respectively, thought that limited entry should be retained, 

but should be modified in specific ways. With respect to the effects that limited entry had on 

their operation and the fishery in general, non-resident fishermen said that they favored the 

reduced level of competition post-limited entry (73%) and that limited entry had enhanced their 

income (41%). Conversely, 58% of watershed residents surveyed said that limited entry 

“inhibited the entry of young people, and, more generally, kept local people out of [the fishery].” 

Locals also tended to argue that too few permits were initially allocated to local fishermen based 

on the State’s point system for permit qualification in 1973–1974. For example, 3 points were 

awarded to fishermen who could prove that they fished for a period of three weeks or more 

during the years 1971 and 1972, and two points for each 1969 and 1970. The significance of this 

criterion and the effect that it had on the initial distribution of permits is that it did not accurately 

reflect the way that rural fishermen participated in the fishery. Often, fishermen would sit out 

poor salmon years in which they expected their profits would be low, and many locals did 

exactly that during the routinely low abundance years of 1971 and 1972 and thus they did not 
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earn points for those years. In addition, many rural fishermen harvested during the peak of the 

run (typically 10 days long), then turned their attention to subsistence hunting, fishing, and 

gathering to support what was then and still is a very important part of life in rural Alaska—

especially for commercial fishermen in a risky line of work. 
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The authors explore the connection between rural locality and youth identities with 

particular attention on young males in Australia. The coastal town of Paradise in New South 

Wales becomes a case study used to discuss natural resource dependent communities and how 

young people develop and consequently perform their identities. Using the concept of 

‘geometries of multiple differences’ and ethnographic methodology, the authors offer insight into 

the complexities between past and present, nature and culture and intergenerational relationships. 

Tensions between generational values regarding assertiveness, materialism and welfare tend to 

express themselves in the themes in Paradise and there is particular communal anxiety towards 

young male behavior. To tease out identity issues this ethnographic work draws from Layder’s 

(1993) theory of a ‘resource map’, which highlights the layered social processes of self (identity 

and individual biographical experience), situated activity (the dynamics of face-to-face 

interaction), setting (intermediate forms of social organization and immediate environment of 

social activity) and context (wider macro forms of social and economic organization.  

Adult concern in the small town of Paradise centers on the use of public space, drug and alcohol 

use and dangerous driving.  

With an influx of retirees in the community the landscape becomes contested between 

appropriate behavior in public spaces, where the same disruptive youth behavior used to be seen 

as a normalized expression of male youthfulness and energy. Public drinking in Paradise was 

historically part of a constructed identity that celebrated after a hard day’s work, but with 

changing values came a perception that drinking culture was becoming increasingly 

unacceptable. Many young people expressed experiencing an anti-youth feel in the town 

stemming from intergenerational tensions. The community population hovers around 5,000 and 

was traditionally understood by locals and outsiders as a rural coastal idyll, and using this 

concept, the dynamics of space and identity are explored. The rural idyll concept signifies 

communities that enjoy a generalized innocent and harmonious existence, which is physically 

and categorically separated from the moral corruption of urban spaces. Rurality, as seen in this 

light, is constructed as the counterpart of urban and yet such static definitions tend to diminish 

the importance of globalization trends.  

Economic restructuring and globalizing circumstances have had several impacts on the 

local culture of Paradise. Rural Australia has seen a “rural crisis” in the last 20 years with 

dramatic economic, social and cultural changes. During the last decade the study community lost 

over 500 jobs and correlated population decrease through emigration. Paradise had a strong 

economic and cultural connection to fishing and forestry, which conflicted with perceived urban-

based processes of economic restructuring and conservation ethics. There was a commercial 

fishing license freeze in the 1980s, which allowed for no new allocations, though existing 

licenses could be utilized and exchanged. Employment changes and community morale appeared 

to have a strong impact on young people, where many expressed they felt they had no future in 

their communities. Authors highlighted that this feeling was intensified by the traditional strong 

work ethic that had been important for so many years in a ‘working man’s town’. Youth bad 

behavior was seen to stem from the rising pressure from lack of opportunity. The Paradise 

example illustrates links between place, change and youthful identities in relation to globalizing 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0743-0167(01)00033-X
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trends and shifting economic bases of rural communities. Intergenerational tensions have been 

demonstrated in this community as related to shifts away from a working-class culture, fathers’ 

identity constructions appear to differ from their sons in current globalizing circumstances. 

Finally the authors suggest that rural youth perform their identities within a complex system of 

old and new values as well as spatial and temporal changes.  
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Langdon argues that fisheries management stemming from neoliberal policies of effort 

limitation and access privatization have diminished commercial opportunities that are available 

within coastal communities of predominantly Alaska Native populations in southern Alaska. Yet, 

there are consistent surpluses of unharvested salmon and perhaps other species in certain places 

that could provide further opportunity for small-scale community-based fisheries. The article 

discusses the concept of “foregone harvests”, ecological and programmatic conditions that create 

surpluses, and the opportunities that could stem from this issue, as well as case studies from 

southeast Alaska where alternative salmon arrangements have been implemented. The goal of 

the paper is to propose ways in which “foregone harvests” could be utilized in management 

programs built on local and traditional ecological knowledge and subsistence technologies to 

create economic opportunities that resonate with local cultures in rural communities.  

  A relational history is provided linking Gulf of Alaska Native villages with neoliberal 

fisheries policies in Alaska. As traditional subsistence communities began involvement with 

commercial fishing activities and new technologies brought in from Euroamerican fishermen, 

communities throughout the state became vibrant multi-generational fishing communities. These 

activities combined with declining salmon stocks in Alaska and British Columbia became the 

foundation for effort limitation movements to exclude non-Alaskans and seasonal migrators from 

participating in state fisheries. Effort limitation is a neoliberal strategy that creates property 

rights in common pool resources. As the initial salmon permit schemes were discussed in the 

mid-1970s, there was public resistance to the privatization concept and many stakeholders were 

concerned about creating an elite ownership class that would eventually dominate the fisheries. 

Langdon suggests that subsequent privatization programs have reduced opportunity for local 

populations to engage with species resources that were traditionally vital to the wellbeing of 

village community members.  

“Foregone harvests” is a concept that Bristol Bay commercial fishermen developed in 

2008 regarding concerns about large numbers of salmon that were not made available for 

commercial harvest due to conservative management based on escapement goals and in-stream 

return monitoring. The definition that was used in this case was: “Actual salmon escapement that 

is surplus to pre-season spawning goals established by ADF&G management policies.” A task 

force was established with partnerships between fishermen, community leaders, and processors 

and built momentum to gain the Governor’s attention that then encouraged regional ADF&G 

staff to participate in the discussion. Findings from the task force looking at 2003 to 2008 

showed that foregone earnings did indeed produce a loss to fishermen and various other linked 

stakeholders in the commercial fishing industry and loss of services through taxes. They found 

that: 

• 6.2 million fish annually were foregone; 

• 76% additional salmon spawners above escapement goals resulted; 

• $131 million total ex-vessel value was foregone over the period; 

• $21.9 million average annual ex-vessel value was foregone; 

• $1.6 million average local, regional and state tax revenue was foregone.  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2015.03.007


 

 93 

 

Structural and technical features specific to the Bristol Bay region allowed for these 

“foregone harvests” to be estimated, such as there being only six primary systems that sockeye 

return to, the timing of the return and the migratory route of the return. However, even with the 

apparent ability to measure this concept, there are several issues that complicate transforming 

“foregone harvests” in the Bristol Bay salmon fishery into commercial opportunity. With such a 

quick run time bottleneck limits occur within the capacity and capability of the processing sector 

to process such massive quantities of fish in a relatively short season. There is also the question 

of biological implications of what excess returns above escapement goals truly means to the 

ecological system.  

Establishing small-scale, local fisheries for rural fishing communities in the Gulf of 

Alaska face several challenges to move from conceptualization to programmatic implementation, 

many of these being how current Alaska laws and regulations dictate opportunity. Langdon 

discusses possibilities of purse seine permits participating in a buyback program where some of 

the permits were shifted to a new program, or the creation of a new permit for small-scale, 

community-based local shallow purse seining that was not transferable and only renewed if a 

community could show the ability to utilize the permit and protect the involved fisheries. The 

proposed fisheries he suggests would be authorized for communities rather than individuals and 

references the creation of Community Quota Entities by the State of Alaska as a precedent for 

changing the Magnuson-Stephens Fisheries Conservation and Management act to allow for these 

opportunities. Langdon argues that the availability of fisheries surpluses combined with policy 

creation focused on the development of small-scale, community-based salmon fisheries for rural, 

indigenous villages in the Gulf of Alaska could accomplish several ecological and social 

objective, such as: the utilization of small-scale subsistence technologies to be used for limited 

commercial use; opportunities for income and employment for young residents; and fisheries 

built on family harvest units and traditional ecological knowledge. 



 

 94 

Langdon, S. 1980. Transfer patterns in Alaskan limited entry fisheries, final report for the 

Limited Entry Study Group of the Alaska State Legislature. 

Keywords: limited entry, commercial fisheries, permit transfers, permit financing 

 

Five years after the implementation of the Alaska limited entry permit program, Dr. 

Langdon reported on indicators of change among fishing participant groups in the state’s limited 

entry commercial fisheries. Summary statistics included changes in gender, age, and residency of 

permit holders, State Loan Program use, as well as permit transfers by residency and fishery 

earnings. Overall, permit distribution changed through permit transfers at different rates for the 

different fisheries. The stability index, calculated as the number of permits transferred divided by 

the number of permits issued in a fishery, was 36.5% from 1975 to 1979. In Bristol Bay, 39.2% 

and 37.3% of drift and set gillnet permits were transferred, respectively. In Kodiak, 60.6%, 

44.1%, and 51.3% of beach seine, purse seine, and set gillnet permits were transferred, 

respectively. The Kodiak beach seine fishery had the lowest stability (highest index value) of any 

limited entry fishery. Langdon suggests that market transferability of permits contributed to 

instability in permit ownership across fisheries. 

Gender and age of permit holders 

Females were the predominant permit holders in only the Bristol Bay set gillnet fishery, 

owning 52.1% of permits by 1979. Highly capitalized fisheries, such as purse seine fisheries, had 

very low numbers of female permit holders throughout the study period (e.g., female permit 

holders in the Kodiak purse seine fishery made up only single-digit percentages during the study 

period). The report quantified average age of permit holders and revealed that contrary to what 

had been predicted, there was a decline in the average age when considering all fisheries. 

Langdon cites the possibility that many permit holders sold permits immediately upon issuance, 

opting to use their newly capitalized fishing rights as an opportunity to retire. There is brief but 

significant mention of the proportions by residency of initial issuees, namely that certain 

fisheries were comprised of zero (Cook Inlet purse seine) to 49.5% (Southeast purse seine) non-

resident fishermen. 

Permit transfer characteristics 

Over the study period, 69.7% and 30.3% of permanent permit transfers were intra-cohort 

and cross-cohort, respectively. A cohort is made up of permit holders with the same residency 

status (i.e., Alaska rural local, Alaska rural non-local, Alaska urban local, Alaska urban non-

local, and non-resident). Cross-cohort transfers served to decrease rural local ownership 

statewide very little (3.5%), but had greater impacts on the local ownership in Bristol Bay drift 

(6.6%) and set gillnet (6.8%) fisheries. The author points out that there is a “clear and escalating 

trend” for rural local fishermen to lose permits, and for urban non-locals to gain them. This 

trend, though relatively minor during 1975–1979, was—unbeknownst to Langdon at the time—

indicative of the more significant decrease of locally held permits that was to come. 

Permit financing trends 

A survey of financing institutions, including banks, credit associations, and processing 

companies in Alaska and Seattle and an analysis of the State Permit Loan Program highlighted 

significant gaps in the wealth and residency status and of fishermen using these financing 

mechanisms to purchase permits. The requirements to qualify for a private or state loan, in 

Langdon’s estimation, did not seem overly restrictive (e.g., one to five years of fishing 

experience, unsecured collateral). However, fishermen with non-fishing income qualified for 
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institutional loans more so than those who only fished, disadvantaging fishermen from rural 

locations with fewer non-fishing job opportunities. Langdon’s assessment of the state permit 

loan program, given that collateral was required and information about the program was 

disseminated poorly, was that it had not effectively reached poorer, less collateralized fishermen 

as it had originally intended, potentially exacerbating the loss of locally held permits. Another 

key finding of the study, and one that may have changed through time, is that a major source of 

financing for permit purchases was the transferor, whether through sweat equity or lease 

arrangements. Langdon uses the word “lease” to describe these informal contracts, even though 

leasing of permits is and was then technically illegal. 

Socioeconomic impacts 

The changes effected by shifting permit distributions in the late 1970s included a 

statewide decrease in non-resident permit holdings, but an increase in their earnings. As of 1980, 

non-residents earned disproportionately more as a group than their share of permits would 

suggest. Langdon attributes this imbalance to the high number of non-residents participating in 

high-value fisheries (e.g., purse seining). The higher relative earnings realized by non-resident 

(and non-local) fishermen contributes to the outflow of permits because, in theory, the price of a 

permit is a reflection of the estimated future earning potential of that permit and those who make 

more money off the permit hold higher permit values. Thus, they will buy a permit from 

someone that expects to make less money off the permit (i.e., a rural local), shifting the 

distribution continually toward non-local ownership. In concluding his report, Langdon 

contextualizes its findings without stating what we realize now to be true, which is that they were 

only the tip of the iceberg. The reader is left with a heavy uncertainty regarding the patterns that 

emerged during the first five years of the program, but no indication that the outmigration of 

permits might be a problem in the near future. 
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More than a decade ago, Gulf of Alaska (GOA) communities sought to support local 

fishing opportunities through the development of a community quota program (CQP) and 

community quota entities (CQEs). The program was mirrored after the Community Development 

Quota program (CDQ) in the Bering Sea, but as Langdon highlights, there are several key 

differences intrinsic to the fisheries and the communities, as well as differences in the ways that 

the programs were designed and implemented, that account for the disparate outcomes 

experienced by communities bordering the two marine ecosystems. This conference paper, 

presented in 2008—four years post-implementation of the CQP—contextualizes the rationale, 

design, implementation, and continued operation of the CQP within the geography, ethnicity, and 

historical fisheries access regimes of the communities and within the political controversy 

spurred by the program’s proposal in the early 2000s. 

Langdon provides significant background on restricted-access management and its 

various but ubiquitous effects on fishing-dependent and Alaska Native communities across the 

State of Alaska. The rationale for a community-based mechanism to retain individual fishing 

quotas for local fishermen is exemplified by dramatic decrease in local quota holdings in Gulf of 

Alaska communities. For instance, Old Harbor, a community located on Kodiak Island, lost 80% 

of its locally held Pacific halibut IFQs between 1995 and 2004. In the late 1990s, a proposal to 

the North Pacific Fishery Management Council came from the newly formed Gulf of Alaska 

Coastal Communities Coalition to form the CQP to ostensibly halt, and potentially reverse the 

negative impacts of IFQs on Gulf communities. 

While the Gulf CQP was initially modeled after the CDQ program, its eventual oversight 

and outcomes have differed dramatically from those of the Bering Sea CDQ program. Though 

the challenges and design flaws described by Langdon are complex, there are a few key factors 

that have placed the program squarely between a rock and a hard place: the approved CQEs have 

the Federal government’s backing to purchase GOA halibut and sablefish quota to lease to its 

community members, but very limited means by which to realistically do so. The fundamental 

challenge to the CQP, in comparison to the Bering Sea CDQ program, is that no set amount of 

quota was allocated to the CQEs as a provision of the program. CQEs were—and still are—

required to purchase existing quota shares with a 35% down payment (which comes from other 

revenue streams, in the case of many Alaska Native corporations/villages, the State, or the 

benevolent seller). Raising the capital needed to purchase quota, among other financial 

challenges, has proven to be a significant obstacle for the Gulf’s CQEs. The other significant 

obstacle to the success of the CQP is the unavailability of quota for purchase on the open market. 

Personal connections and social networks were cited as the pathways that Old Harbor’s CQE 

used to secure their first purchase of Pacific halibut quota. Without quota to purchase or the 

funds to purchase quota when it becomes available, the CQEs and the communities they 

represent remain in a holding pattern of continued decline in local fisheries access. 
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  This paper discusses the French system of quota management with an official prohibition 

of quota transferability in the context of the European Unions’ Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) 

reform proposal to implement transferable fishing rights as a solution to overcapacity in the EU 

fleet. The proposal declares that there are still too many vessels chasing too few fish and that 

conservation measures, such as Total Allowable Catch (TAC), and decommissioning programs 

have not reduced fishing capacity enough.  Rights-based management methods are promoted at 

the EU level suggesting that Individual transferable quota (ITQ) systems would reduce 

overcapitalization and create the greatest economically efficient operations. The proposal would 

create concessions for a minimum of fifteen years and apply to all vessels larger than 12m and 

any utilizing trawl fishing gear. The authors explain that while ITQ systems are already 

implemented in many countries around the world, the EU member states have the ability to 

choose the particular tools they wish to use to allocate and manage fishing quotas. These rights 

largely include licenses, territory rights and/or ITQs.  

The French Marine Fisheries Act of 1997 and the subsequent modernization of 

agriculture and fishing law of 2010 confirmed the collective nature of fishing resources as well 

as prohibiting the transferability of quota. The national laws sought to maintain both economic 

and social stability in French territory and to prevent fisheries access rights from becoming 

inheritable capital assets on the market. This paper highlights the ways in which French actors 

have operated without quota transferability and how Producer Organizations (PO) have 

contributed to collective management strategies. The European Commission allocated quota for 

45 species to France in 2010 equaling roughly 284,000mt. The current organization of quota 

management in France includes three main bodies. The Department for Marine Fisheries 

Aquaculture (DPMA) has the responsibility to allocate and manage national quotas headed under 

the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries. The Producer Organizations (PO) manages subquotas 

and also represents various fisheries associations at the national and European Union levels. 

Lastly, there are producer fishing vessel owners that are not members of POs. Producer 

Organization membership has increased since 2000 with an increase in under 12m long vessels, 

as these vessels represent roughly 75% of the total fishing fleet in the French Atlantic region. PO 

membership offers incentives including some guarantee of quota access and other supports that 

help vessels avoid closure. The authors explain that new entrants are having a more difficult time 

gaining membership into POs since 2006, as track records are increasingly used as criteria for 

inclusion. Quota is distributed to POs and also to owners outside of the PO when fish stocks 

meet certain requirements. These subquotas are then distributed for a maximum of 12 months 

and there is an administrative inventory phase at the beginning of each year to compile track 

records in regards to quota limits. POs then create management plans and distribute quota 

allocations to all member entities. Before 1990 national quotas were available to everyone in an 

open access system, but the state did divide certain species quotas at the national level in 

response to overfishing.  

The French management system has begun to allow landing track records to become 

separate from vessels, which has created more flexibility for producer investment strategies. 

Nonetheless, producer track records are not considered individual fishing rights because they 
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integration as an enterprise asset is not allowed, though there is some vagueness about the system 

as they can be transferred between producers and unofficially sold when vessels change 

ownership. The PO role in collective management allows the pooling of track records and under 

pressure fish stock quotas and management mechanisms are largely dependent upon these 

organizations to govern. Bycatch issues are one of the top priorities in CFP reform proposals and 

a discard ban would supposedly create incentives for producers to utilize technical solutions to 

avoid non-targeted species if they wish to continue operating. This reform measure would likely 

impact non-PO vessels the most as their track records would have a difficult time increasing and 

POs increasingly consider membership in the context of track records. 
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Larsen presents research on the ways that residents utilized place as a strategy to resist 

outsider influence in three northern British Columbia resource-dependent communities. 

Historical accounts of rural communities in the region portray post-World War II 

industrialization where outsiders sought labor and raw materials to be extracted from the 

landscape leading the suggestion that local senses of place amid modernization forces struggles 

to exist and reproduce. Previous work on place identity within resource-dependent communities 

is presented to provide a working understanding of how identity conceptions have been linked to 

the dominant cultural practices within certain areas. The creation of hegemonic place identities 

emerges when factions consolidate control over both symbolic and economic production within a 

region (Harner 2001). This study suggests that there are ongoing processes of place-identity 

formation as well as transformation within this type of communities. A broader exploration of 

these processes shows that struggles between insiders and outsiders produce multifaceted 

identities that are informed by both local experience and in relation to other places. Larsen 

suggests that collective place identities may form as a part of social resistance.  

The “Southside” area of northern British Columbia consists of the communities of Grassy 

Plains, Takysie Lake and Southbank that are all largely dependent upon timber. The presented 

research derives from seasonal ethnographic work and one full year of residency in Takysie Lake 

as well as 114 semi-structured interviews with a stratified sample of the area’s population.  

Fordist restructuring after the war in British Columbia revolved largely around a top-

down promotion of resource development throughout isolated areas. Southside’s resistant place 

identity stems from this historical industrialization undermining the capacity of residents to 

economically prosper from the natural resources surrounding their communities. Because 

resident’s livelihoods were perceived as threatened they became acutely aware of place 

attachments and attained a sense of alienation from outsiders. This tension of separation from 

others, as well as attachment to place, connected diverse residents within the practice of resistant 

identity. In terms of economic restructuring, Larsen argues that hegemonic formation of means 

and meanings is not the only route for coherent place identities but rather that emergent identity 

structures portray monetary outcomes within a restructured situation. Strong regional identities 

emerged from Southside because residents found collective meaning from their environment but 

were not able to acquire the power to control the means. Their resistant place identity emerged as 

a reaction to collective insider feelings of powerlessness as a way to challenge the 

socioeconomic effects of resource industrialization in the region.  
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Authors set the stage for discussing intergenerational succession in the agricultural sector 

by stating that an increasing age of farmers and a general reluctance to transfer management of 

farms from the owning generation to the successor generation has been well documented by 

various studies. This article draws from data collected from the international 

FARMTRANSFERS project, explores retirement attitudes, rates and patterns of succession in 

comparable countries ad provides recommendations for public policy to enhance successor 

opportunity and the continuation of family farm businesses. Family farming remains of totemic 

importance around the world, even with declining family businesses in much of the western 

world. Because of this, intergenerational succession represents a renewal of the farm family 

idyll, and also perhaps aid in addressing an increasingly aged population of principal farmers. 

Agricultural remains a largely inherited occupation and many authors suggest that the transfer of 

business control and ownership from one generation to the next is often the most critical stage in 

the continuing development of businesses. As many family enterprises seek to pass on ownership 

within the family, the intergenerational and intrafamilial farm transfer can be a great source of 

power as well as complications. Often children of farmers receive both physical assets and more 

intangible assets, such as traditional local knowledge and this transfer can often aid in creating 

intergenerational accountability. However, this transfer relationship may also cause conflict such 

as avoidance of communicating issues, successor’s identity treated as “farmer’s boy”, and a 

drawn out period of waiting for the ownership transfer to actually take place.  

Authors assert that succession is not an event in time but rather a process over an 

extended period of time. As the mirror image of succession is retirement, retirement from 

farming is also a process with series of transitions often complicated by the self-employed status 

of family farmers and the reality of providing for the future of retired life. The simultaneous 

processes of succession and retirement can often be a time of stress within farm households. For 

example, the “succession effect” is the impact of the expectation of succession on the farm 

business and the “retirement effect” is the time towards the end of one’s farming career where 

succession is ruled out. In the latter situation farmers may disengage from their business through 

the continued liquidation of farm assets to provide financially as they gradually leave farming; 

with these farmers often referred to as “capital consumers”. 

Challenges for policy to speak to intergenerational succession in the agricultural sector 

include increasing demands for food and other competitive goods on the market, diminishing 

non-renewable resources and climate change. There has been interest in beginning and farm 

succession planning in the United States, stemming from the 2008 farm bill, part of the Food, 

Conservation ad Energy Act of 2008, which established the Beginning Farmer/Rancher 

Development Program. As one of the easiest ways to enter agriculture is succession, this transfer 

relationship can have significant impacts to farming in terms of economic, environmental and 

social benefits, though effectiveness of succession is based on presence of a successor and the 

timeliness of the transfer. In the case that farmers do not have children or they are not interested 

in taking over the family farm, there can be a late recognition of the need for planning 

succession. FARMSTRANSFERS surveys indicate that successor age range to be between 40-60 
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years old and without an identified successor the farm may be transferred to an operator new to 

the farmland often producing a lag time in production and effective smooth management of the 

business. 

Authors call for investigations into impacts of earlier succession on the relationships 

between farm businesses and communities and the potential that younger farmers and their 

families have to make contributions to rural development. Externally imposed constrains such as 

a lack of affordable housing in rural locales may also exasperate the problem of a lack of young 

people entering farming. This combined with the financial constraints for the successor may also 

worsen the issue and authors suggest improving loan availability with favorable terms and grant 

provisions to encourage successors to take over family businesses if appropriate within state or 

national circumstances. Maintaining, or in some cases returning agriculture as an attractive 

career for young people is crucial for the continuation of the industry, as well as the population 

of possible younger successors. This paper confirms the international significance of barriers to 

retirement in the industry, ranging from actual or perceived issues that often include the 

importance of farming as a “way of life” to the frequent lack of early planning that seeds 

inadequate pension provisions, causing a continued dependence on the family farm both socially 

and financially. 
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To understand what the future may hold for fishing-dependent rural areas in Alaska, 

Lowe conducted focus groups with high school age and young adult residents of five 

communities in the Gulf of Alaska region. Her research revealed that youth in Southeast Alaska 

(Sitka, Craig, and Petersburg) and Kodiak Archipelago (Kodiak and Ouzinkie) communities 

“possess strong, place-based social capital” and have aspirations and trepidations surrounding 

educational pursuits, leaving and living in their hometowns, and making their voices heard in 

governance processes affecting their futures. 

A key discourse employed by the youth participants was that of their communities being 

“close-knit”. This oft-repeated phrase embodies the social ties that shape behavioral expectations 

of young residents, and the interconnectedness of people’s lived experiences in their 

communities. The participants met the positive and negative aspects of living in such close-knit 

places with ambivalence, and this sentiment was seated in a larger discussion of locally available 

job opportunities and decisions about leaving for secondary education. From Lowe’s focus 

groups also emerged the notion that desirable work in their communities was “hands-on”. Many 

participants expressed disdain for “desk jobs” and enthusiasm for active jobs, such as pilot, 

teacher, healthcare worker, construction/trades, and fisherman. However, they also displayed an 

inherent understanding of the conflict between pursuing higher education and being able to find 

jobs in their field and in their communities. This finding ties into the theme of participants’ 

perspectives on the “real world”, in which they drew distinctions between the qualities of their 

home communities relative to that which they see in the media and while traveling to other 

locales. 

In contrast to the youths’ affinity for “hands-on” occupations that they can pursue locally, 

many participants discussed their lack of interest in commercial fishing as a career. Lowe links 

this finding to social changes occurring in Alaska as a function of globalization processes, both 

within and beyond the fishing industry. The hegemonic messages conveyed to rural youth 

imploring them to attend college and to avoid the uncertainty associated with a career in fishing 

have manifested in the attitudes of young residents of coastal communities. Continuing to send 

such singular and one-size-fits-all messages may further contribute to the “graying of the fleet 

issue” in the state. 

The final significant finding of the study is the set of policy recommendations, made by 

the focus group participants themselves, on ways to include youth in solving community 

problems. As quoted from the text, they are: 

• Investing in training coastal youth for culturally relevant and desirable 

work 

• Recognizing youth might want to return to their home communities in the 

future, particularly with their families 

• Giving youth a voice in community affairs and policymaking to cultivate 

future community leaders and stewards 

• Committing to economic development strategies that encourage local 

ownership in coastal resources and industries 

These recommendations address the uncertain future of rural resource-dependent communities 

from the perspective of a perceptive, intelligent silent minority who will soon be in the roles of 
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decision-making themselves. Lowe’s research suggests that to understand how to improve 

conditions for the next generation of rural residents, it is imperative to understand youth 

experiences, dislikes, and desires. 
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This report compiled data from multiple state and local agencies to assess the several 

socioeconomic and demographic characteristics of fishing communities and individuals in 

Bristol Bay with respect to commercial salmon fisheries. Focal areas included population and 

school enrollment, cost of living, capitalization of drift gillnet vessels, the set gillnet fishery, the 

drift gillnet fishery, other fishery revenue and employment, operating costs, multiplier effects, 

and per capita revenue. The differences between vessel and income characteristics between local 

Bristol Bay residents, other Alaska residents, and non-residents in particular affirm the economic 

disadvantage many local fishermen face by participating in commercial fishing. For instance, in 

2008, drift gillnet vessels owned by Bristol Bay watershed residents, on average, were about 2 

years older and had 11.8% less horsepower than those owned by non-local fishermen. Further, 

only 8% of locally owned vessels had refrigeration systems, compared to 22% of non-local 

vessels. Refrigeration is becoming increasingly important to fishermen as quality standards for 

fish flesh and the associated increase in ex-vessel price per pound of salmon delivered are rising. 

In years of low ex-vessel sockeye prices, more non-local than local drift fishermen 

declined to fish. This trend represents higher opportunity costs of fishing for non-residents, given 

they likely had greater access to income outside of fishing. Non-residents also harvested on 

average a larger share of the total drift fishery landings than locals and other Alaska residents. 

Total ex-vessel revenue and revenue per pound of harvest by local fishermen were both lower 

than that of non-local fishermen. A drift gillnet permit holder from outside Alaska earns 120% of 

the earnings of a local fisherman. From 2006–2008, a local fisherman earned 67% of the fishery-

wide average. Interestingly, a shift occurred during the years following the implementation of the 

limited entry program in which vessel size and horsepower, as well as harvest and earnings of 

Bristol Bay residents went from being higher than that of non-local Alaskans (though still lower 

than non-residents) to lower. 

Despite permit outmigration, Bristol Bay setnet permit holders were a larger group than 

other Alaska and non-residents. However, the portion of the harvest belonging to non-locals is 

increasing while that of locals is decreasing, with about 37% of the harvest landed by locals. 

While Bristol Bay residents have had higher earnings as a group than non-locals, revenue per 

permit fished and percent of average fishery-wide revenue for local setnetters has been lower in 

most years than for individual fishermen belonging to other groups. 

The report also summarizes statistics from the Alaska Department of Workforce Development 

and Labor, including non-fishing sources of employment and earnings. Set gillnet permit holders 

earn more on average from their outside employment than fishing, and non-resident setnetters 

earn more fishing and non-fishing income than locals. Drift gillnet permit holders, on the other 

hand, earn more by fishing than they do in wage and salary jobs, though non-locals made more 

in both fishing and non-fishing earnings. Finally, multiplier effects derived from commercial 

fishing operations in Bristol Bay were examined as a function of residency. Bristol Bay permit 

holders accounted for 90% of the dollars spent on income to local fishermen and 60% of the 

expenditures on local transportation and food. Other Alaska permit holders and non-residents 

spent a larger share of locally provided maintenance, gear, and storage than Bristol Bay 

residents. 
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Changes among communities in Bristol Bay have occurred within and beyond the fishing 

industry. For instance, there was a substantial increase in the regional cost of living between the 

late 90s and 2009, when the report was published. Electricity costs in Dillingham and weekly 

food costs in King Salmon were nearly triple those of Anchorage in 2009. Cost of living leveled 

off or even decreased in the late 2000sin communities on the road system, while costs continued 

to rise in southwest Alaska. The region’s economic engine—the commercial fisheries—has 

direct and multiplier effects within and beyond the watershed. In 2008, 1,400 or 79% of local 

jobs were linked to the Bristol Bay fisheries. Seventy-nine percent of the jobs and 67% of the 

income generated by the fisheries went to local permit holders or crew jobs. Total and per capita 

revenue from both fisheries has declined over the last three decades; since 1984, per capita 

revenue has fallen about $516 per year (real dollars, adjusted for inflation). 
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Prompted by previous ethnographic research in Alaskan fisheries, the authors 

investigated the links among fishermen living in Newport, Oregon, that had participated 

commercially in Alaskan fisheries. They use the narratives and self-described relationships 

provided by interview participants to better understand the social workings of this group of 

fishermen: how they heard about fishing opportunities in Alaska, how they got their first job, and 

how they were able to obtain ownership-level careers in the industry. The authors described the 

historical context of the origins of the Newport-Alaska connection in the fishing industry, much 

of which is derived from the lived experiences of Newport fishermen in the 1960s through the 

1980s. They used snowball sampling to select participants for semi-directed interviews, and from 

the information obtained in the interviews constructed social network maps to characterize the 

links between participants. In their interviews, the authors asked fishermen who had participated 

in fisheries near Kodiak, Alaska, to describe their fishing background, their connection to 

Alaska’s fisheries, how they got their start, and other details of their ties to other members of the 

industry there. Three major themes emerged: 1) community, kinship, and crew connections, 2) 

decreased resources in Oregon and increased opportunities in Alaska, and 3) adventure and 

making money. 

The first theme related to the social networks that fishermen developed that served as 

many people’s pathway to Alaska. Some described receiving letters from friends or older 

brothers that were working on crab fishing vessels out of Kodiak, piquing their interest in 

fishing. A common pattern was the advancement of a deckhand to captain, and captain to owner, 

who then needed crewmembers of his own and frequently drew on existing friend, family, and 

community connections back in Oregon to fill those roles. Rather than taking a risk by hiring a 

local deckhand that no one they trust has vouched for, it seems that most Newport fishermen 

opted to source help through trusted family and friends. In addition, fishermen used their 

connections for financial backing and for knowledge  

The second theme the authors uncovered illustrates the parallel decrease in fish resources 

in Oregon and increase in the number of commercial fishing opportunities in Alaska. It’s no 

wonder, then, that the Newport fishermen’s networks expanded in concert with these changes. 

By the 1960s, catches of many commercially harvested fish species in the Pacific Northwest had 

decreased and stricter conservation measures were being adopted by Congress, which made 

fishing a difficult prospect at that time. Package-Ward and Himes-Cornell attribute the increase 

in outsider participation in Alaskan fisheries to the “Americanization” of the industry with the 

passage of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Management and Conservation Act of 1976. Joint 

venture partnerships, in which US residents and firms could co-own fishing vessels with their 

foreign counterparts, greatly increased interest in Alaska’s commercial fisheries. The dwindling 

opportunities in their home fisheries, combined with new opportunities in Alaskan waters formed 

the basis of the resilience strategies used by many Oregon fishermen. 

The final common theme of the fishermen’s responses centered on adventure and money-

making in Alaska’s commercial fisheries. Attracted by the thrill of a dangerous and physically 

exhausting job on a fishing boat, interviewees used their connections to Alaska’s fishing industry 

to attain those coveted positions. Undoubtedly they were also attracted by the prospect of making 

https://doi.org/10.17730/humo.73.3.x01174800236738l


 

 107 

thousands of dollars in a week of fishing over what they were making during the rest of the year 

doing other work. As fishermen moved from the deck to the flying bridge, however, it became 

apparent to many of them—especially halibut, sablefish, and red king crab fishermen—that they 

got into the fisheries just before they were privatized by the federal government in the early 

1990s (and in 2005 for red king crab), and access to the previously abundant opportunities 

diminished greatly. Analysis of the social networks constructed from interview data revealed that 

several key players were instrumental in facilitating entry into and mobility within Alaskan 

fisheries for members of the Newport fishing community. The authors note, however, that by 

nature of how the participants were chosen (i.e., snowball sampling), the resulting social 

networks would be necessarily dense with connections among individuals. Even so, analyzing 

relationships among fishermen in this way highlighted the individuals to which many members 

of the group were connected, and who probably provided support in various ways to new 

entrants from their home community. 
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Petterson provides a thorough exposition of the failures of limited entry policy to take 

into account the cultural characteristics of the population targeted by the act, and to communicate 

effectively the nature and importance of the changes the act engendered. The result of these 

failures, as Petterson describes in detail, was the exclusion of a large number of local residents 

from the newly privatized Bristol Bay fisheries. In his analysis, Petterson focuses exclusively on 

the drift gill net fishery, which he qualifies as “the dominant commercial activity of the local 

residents.” One of the key arguments the author makes is that the entire process of limiting entry 

into the fisheries was rife with structural gaps, which are described as discrepancies between the 

initial objectives of the Limited Entry Act (LEA), its language, and the regulations that were 

intended to operationalize the LEA. The initial objectives were discursively articulated as 

benefitting local fishermen at the expense of non-resident fishermen. The opposite reality 

materialized instead, where the permit holdings of non-resident fishermen boomed initially and 

continues to grow even today. The reasons for this departure were many, but Petterson cites two 

primary sources of failure in the way the LEA was operationalized (i.e., the initial allocation 

process).  

First, the way the act, and subsequently the regulations, were written were ignorant of the 

adaptive patterns of Native and rural fishermen. For instance, it was common practice for Native 

and rural fishermen to fish opportunistically (i.e., in years of strong salmon runs and during the 

peak of the run) and to fish with partners but deliver under a single license or under the table. 

The criteria awarded points for fishing history based on years fished (more for 1971–1972; many 

fishermen didn’t realize that years prior to 1965 counted), length of fishing seasons (fishermen 

often fished shorter periods to make time for subsistence and other work opportunities). Perhaps 

most crucially, there was a misunderstanding of how to or whether it was appropriate to dispute 

points totals that were pre-tabulated by the CFEC. In many cases, fishermen could not or did not 

correct the CFEC points totals, and some were not granted rights if those totals were too low. For 

these reasons, the application process and criteria for determining fishing history and economic 

dependence unfairly disadvantaged Native and rural fishermen. 

Second, sufficient effort was not made to communicate and stress the implications of 

Limited Entry to Native and rural fishermen, and the potential harms that would result (e.g., 

permanent exclusion) from forgone participation in the bureaucratic process of rights allocation. 

Reasons for this insufficiency include a Yup’ik cultural taboo around social confrontation and 

discussing fishing matters (generally considered to be private). Government agents were 

concerned with issues of sending in forms and correctly tallying and evidencing fishing points, 

not with providing broader context to the individual fishermen that had the most to lose under 

Limited Entry. In contrast, non-resident and urban Alaskan fishermen did not experience the 

same cultural and social barriers that their rural counterparts did in applying for fishing permits. 

Petterson attributes this to their familiarity with bureaucratic processes and their strategic 

planning abilities. Put another way, non-resident fishermen, upon learning of the passage of the 

LEA, saw the writing on the wall and how important in securing points (system explained below) 

it would be to fish in 1971 and 1972, whereas Native and rural fishermen did not. 

Petterson’s article covers the minutiae of the rights allocation process under the LEA, which 

reveal substantial biases in how rights were distributed. Though several “mistakes” and 
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oversights were made in collecting data to determine eligibility for acquiring a permit, Petterson 

points to the foundational problem with the entire Limited Entry Act: “when specific 

characteristics of a population targeted for change are not taken into consideration, unanticipated 

results are inevitable.” The CFEC did not do their due diligence in allocating fishing permits to 

Bristol Bay fishermen. Imposing bureaucracy upon people with no built-in flexibility to address 

their specific situations, cultures, and practices has lasting effects of disenfranchisement that 

we’re wrestling with still today. 
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This paper serves as an introductory essay for a special issue in Marine Policy. Authors 

examined how relationships between neoliberalism and polices of privatization and enclosure 

have shaped fisheries in North America, with particular attention on the subsequent negative 

impacts on small-scale fisheries. The introduction lays out a historical framework for 

understanding neoliberal thought and how since the 1980s there has an ever-increasing 

prominence of private property rights, devolution of responsibilities and risks in the private 

sector and economic efficiency in Canada and the United States. Despite maritime 

anthropologists’ work that suggests a disconnect between neoliberal fisheries economists’ view 

of fishermen as traditionally self-interested rational beings and the ethnographic record of how 

fishermen actually behave, the former construction is often promoted as a reason for implement 

individual transferable quotas (ITQs). Authors explain that ITQs are a type of permit that allow 

the owner or holder to catch or transfer a fixed share of a total allowable catch (TAC), which 

transforms the right to fish into a tradable commodity with varying levels of who can purchase or 

lease the rights dependent on the program specifics.  

Research into the socio-economic impacts of this type of privatization has shown 

consistent findings that the role of ITQs have had in concentrated ownership, overcapitalized 

quotas, increased processor power, hardened class divisions within coastal communities and add 

increased barriers to entry for younger fishermen. This introductory article explains that many of 

the types of development connected with neoliberal thinking, such as ocean grabbing in the form 

of aquaculture or energy development, end up threatening small-scale fisheries, which are often 

the backbone of coastal communities. After a thorough historical account of neoliberalism roots, 

authors pick up on Mansfield’s geographical work on how neoliberalism must be contextualized 

within the history of the commonly perceived dangers of open access of common pool resources. 

The popular essay by H. Scott Gordon in 1954 provided a framework for arguing that non-

privatized common pool resources in fisheries created rent dissipation due to the arguable 

inevitability for fishermen to overcapitalize boat and engage in a race for fish. Proponents for 

ITQs or “catch shares” often argue that these development programs will create economic 

efficiencies, safer harvesting conditions and reduce dependence on the state.  

Neoliberalism and exclusion in North American fishing communities has resulted in a 

concern that privatization may concentrate wealth into an elite group and direct capital outflow 

from rural coastal communities into urban hubs. This special issue discusses four case studies to 

examine issues in different contexts. Courtney Carothers examines how neoliberal restructuring 

may be shifting core values related to hard work, opportunity and fairness in Kodiak, Alaska 

fisheries. Reade Davis discusses Newfoundland inshore fishery enclosure and how an aging fleet 

must now face the difficult decision between selling their operation to processors to secure their 

retirement or to pass it on to the next generation at a lower price. Sabrina Doyon explores 

consequences of the commodification of land and access rights related to the eel fishery in the St. 

Lawrence River in Quebec and how neoliberal ideology has led to a loss of fishing opportunities 

and cultural traditions. Lastly, Carolyn Pomeroy, Madeline Hall-Arber, and Flaxen Conway 

examine marine renewable energy (MRE) politics and developments on both the east and west 

coasts of the United States. They interviewed fishermen and community members about the 
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position of fishing communities within a broader context and how power interests may not 

necessarily protect small-scale fishers. These case studies offer examples of the dangers that 

neoliberal policies may pose for the future of small-scale fisheries and communities. Ongoing 

issues of fisheries access, the multiple ways in which small-scale fisheries contribute to social 

well-being and innovations to change by fishing people are explored.  
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Pollnac and co-authors demonstrate the need for and use of the social impact assessment 

(SIA) methodology in developing fisheries policy. Professionals often populate fishery 

management councils with backgrounds in biology, economics, and other disciplines that are 

typically more quantitative than the social science disciplines. The SIA method aims to present 

social data about fisheries in ways that can be incorporated seamlessly into fisheries policy. In 

this study, the authors present a conceptual model of the predicted social impacts in response to a 

set of indicator variables to understand how National Marine Fisheries Service policies may 

affect fishery-dependent communities. Critical to the SIA approach are identifying, defining, and 

operationalizing the variables that are measured. Further, the variables chosen must be 

replicable, reliable, accurate, and valid. Finally, variables must be compatible with other types of 

data (e.g., economic, biological) and with an ecosystem-based approach to fishery management. 

To characterize social impacts, the researchers measured well-being as a response 

variable. Well-being can be defined as the degree to which an individual, community, or other 

group is sound and functional, where functionality is influence by the happiness, health, and 

prosperity of group members. Until recently, it had been assumed by policy makers that 

measures of economic welfare were sufficient to interpolate well-being on the community or 

individual level. Many social scientists posit that while economic factors can indeed influence 

well-being, sociocultural factors are critical to accurately measure well-being ( Diener and Suh 

2003; Gullone and Cummins 2002; Colfer and Byron 2001; Eckersley et al. 2001). The SIA 

models presented in this article illustrate the conceptual relationships between well-being and 

activity attributes, management, external forces, activity satisfaction, social-community 

attributes, individual attributes, and social problems for different types of fishery systems (e.g., 

commercial, subsistence, recreational).  

Though conceptual, the model highlights some of the central relationships between well-

being and the chosen indicator variables that are important to commercial fisheries and 

communities that depend on them. An example of such a relationship is the external factor 

“climate change”, and its influences on the abundance of fish and management strategy (e.g., by 

controlling harvest or fishing effort), which in turn impacts the revenue generated by the fishery 

and individual fishermen. Fishery revenues feed into local tax bases, the fishery support industry, 

and local businesses, which provide employment and services to local residents. Availability of 

jobs, activities, and services (among other things) ultimately influences individual- or 

community-level well-being. The extent to which all these factors affect one community to a 

greater or lesser extent than another are related to each community’s resilience. Pollnac et al. 

define resilience as “the degree to which an individual, family, or community can cope with 

change without becoming dysfunctional.” 

To exemplify the commercial fisheries SIA model, the authors describe halibut and 

sablefish fisheries in Southeast Alaska as a case study (see Pollnac and Poggie 2006). The shift 

from open-access to an individual fishing quota (IFQ) system prompted a wave of changes in 

many of the indicator variables described by the SIA for sablefish and halibut fishermen and 
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Southeast Alaska communities. As such, fewer deckhands were needed and many crew positions 

were instantly eliminated. In places with few alternative job opportunities (in other fisheries or 

on land), displaced crew were less likely to become upwardly mobile in their fishery relative to 

those with IFQ shares or crew that were related to IFQ holders. Further, the marketization of IFQ 

shares created high, and often prohibitively so, costs for new entrants to the fisheries. These 

changes reduced participation by young and new fishermen, and added to a sense of ‘lost hope’ 

and discouragement towards a successful fishing career. In contrast, IFQ holders reported 

relatively higher levels of job satisfaction and well-being. It follows then that on the community 

level, friction and social stratification evolved between those that were granted IFQ shares and 

those that were not. 

   
Figure 3. General marine resource social impact assessment model. From Pollnac et al. 2006. 

   

Though the models presented in this study are heuristic, the authors suggest that the next 

step is to quantify the relationships between social predictor (e.g., activity, individual, and social-

community attributes) and response variables (e.g., well-being). Doing so would make it possible 

to predict the outcome of a proposed management action or policy change in terms of well-being, 

or another variable of interest. Further, it is possible to assess the relative importance of predictor 

variables in a quantitative model. Crafting predictive quantitative SIA models, however, requires 

sociocultural data of the scope and quality that are not currently available. The authors suggest 

that government agencies and research institutions need to invest just as heavily in the collection 

of social data as has long been the norm for ecological and economic data. 
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Authors seek to fill a gap in research around sustainable fisheries resources for the next 

generation and explore mechanisms to support intergenerational continuity of recruitment into 

fisheries harvesting and processing in fishing communities. Their research centers on young 

people’s perceptions of fisheries-related employment in Newfoundland and Labrador as a way to 

comprehend small-scale fishery resilience. During the last 20 years fisheries in the region have 

transitioned from groundfish to crab and other shellfish due to government and industry policies 

aimed at consolidating the fleet and fishing efforts and simultaneously promoting youth training 

in various other industries. In 1999 roughly 20% of fishermen were under 30 years old, 

compared to only 9% in 2009. A resulting aging workforce has resilience implications for 

communities and this paper asserts the importance of understanding youth experiences with 

fisheries and related barriers to recruitment into fishing. 

This research project utilized a mixed-methods approach with focus groups, interviews, 

photo voice recording and an online survey between 2009 and 2010 to learn about how coastal 

youth understood and experienced employment within their communities. Issues of outmigration 

and lifestyle opportunities were also discussed and youth were defined as between the ages of 12 

and 24 years old. The online survey was province-wide and available for between the ages of 16 

and 29 years old, and focused on issues brought up in the qualitative work related to youth 

employment experiences. Focus group discussions resulted in youth clearly stating that they 

perceived very little opportunity to become involved in fisheries-related work. Some respondents 

suggested this was because of ecological fisheries stock decline while others said that harvesting 

jobs were largely occupied by older people in their fifties and sixties not people in their twenties. 

They also discussed a lack of fisheries processing jobs available for youth and that the precarious 

nature of this type of work makes it less attractive for both older and younger people. The survey 

findings mirrored these results as only 18% agreed or strongly agreed that there were fishing 

industry job availabilities. While actual fisheries experience was low among respondents with 

only 5.3% reporting to have “worked in the fishing industry”, male youth in more remote 

communities appeared more likely to suggest fisheries as a possible employment source. Youth 

appeared to have little encouragement in communities to enter fisheries, but the focus groups did 

suggest that family connections to fishing do indeed serve as one of the most important ways to 

enter the industry. Overall, 33% survey participants agreed that participating in the fishing 

industry is a “tough way” to earn a living.  

The decline in Newfoundland fisheries processing plants has resulted in a decline in 

fisheries related employment opportunities, especially for women and youth demographics (Neis 

et al. 2013). Shifting patterns of seafood availability and processing power have resulted in a 

disruption of traditional pathways into harvesting and processing and those who do continue to 

fish are doing so farther offshore for longer periods of time, or they are involved in short-term 

fisheries and incorporate outside employment throughout the year. In terms of entry barriers for 

youth, professionalization efforts that tend to restrict new entrants and rising enterprise costs 

have drastically reduced youth opportunities to enter the harvesting sector (Power 2008, 2005). 

The authors highlight this different context than previous generations experienced and provides 

http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-06693-190306


 

 115 

for new and different challenges for those that may wish to participate in fisheries while 

remaining within their community. Governmental rural development strategies in the area have 

tended to focus on tourism, but the authors suggest that tourism employment opportunities are 

not what youth are interested in and are likely seasonal and less lucrative than past fisheries 

opportunities. They offer the caution that rural development that focuses exclusively on fisheries 

or tourism is unlikely to support sustainable communities and that a combination of the two 

would better fit with youth aspirations.  
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This paper examines the decision of vessel entry-stay-exit in Hawaii’s longline fishery in 

relation to fisher’ behavior during 1991-1998. For example, the longline fishery is a pelagic 

longline fishery in the mid-North Pacific Ocean. It accounted for 85% of Hawaii’s total 

commercial catch in 1998, with a total of nearly 29 million pounds and an ex-vessel value of 

roughly $47 million. Also discussed is a behavior model of the various decisions of the longline 

fishers in Hawaii. Authors make various behavioral assumptions regarding the average 

commercial fishermen in the Hawaii longline fishery. Overall, the most prominent assumption 

holds that an efficient fisher or vessel will remain in a fishery and less efficient ones will not, and 

those that do not will exit. Data used in this study was collected from that National Marine 

Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the State of Hawaii’s Division of Aquatic Resources (HDAR). 

NMFS data included logbook data, which were made mandatory during the 1991 “limited entry” 

plan, while HDAR data included fish revenue by species. To examine the data, the multinominal 

logit (unordered) model was applied. A number of explanatory variables were also used in 

analysis. These included annual revenue per gross ton vessel capacity, fleet size, stock 

abundances for bigeye tuna and swordfish, vessel age, residency and captainship. One limitation 

mentioned was that of the entry-stay-exit model. The model and data used in this study could be 

enriched by the addition of information regarding a vessel’s pre-entry or post-exit performance 

records for catch and revenue in other fisheries. This information would aid in better 

understanding the driving forces behind entry/exit decisions and would be helpful for policy-

makers to create a track record for each vessel.  

From the chosen datasets, the model used, and the variables examined, outcomes of this 

study confirmed that entry-stay-exit decisions are significantly associated a vessel’s earning 

potential, fleet size, stock abundance, residency and captainship. Results show that longline 

vessels were more likely to exit the fishery when its annual earning potential was lower, and 

conversely, probability of stay would increase with an increase in annual earning potential. As 

for fleet size, the crowding externality had a significant impact and showed that with a larger 

fleet vessels were less likely to enter or be willing to exit. This study also documented that after 

the swordfish harvest ban in the summer of 2000, there was a large exit of vessels from the 

fishery. This single, large exit can be related back to the abundance variable, as the abundance of 

the swordfish was perceived as low, thus prompting the exit decision. Recommendations by the 

authors include the track record concept lacking from this study and would work in favor of 

policy-makers in the future to better understand the vessel links between past and present 

fisheries and future performances of alternate fisheries. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2003.09.005
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Rérat addresses rural migration patterns among young university graduates in the rural 

region of Canton Jura in Switzerland. In light of the importance of human capital for regional 

development in a knowledge economy the capacity for rural communities to retain educated 

youth versus experiencing “brain drain” out-migration is an important one. This paper addresses 

two dimensions of migration decisions that have not been fully researched. Dominant flows as 

well as counter flows of migration were considered, with a focus on which of them return to their 

rural home region and which do not, in addition to personal characteristic that may predict which 

graduates are more or less likely to return. Results also document that there are not only 

economic decisions involved in migration decisions, such as is promoted by neoclassical and 

structuralist approaches. The primary hypothesis was that the decision to return home after 

completing educational goals depends on social ties and well-being as well as labor market 

opportunities.  

This paper stems from a broader project that investigated migration patterns of young 

graduates from Jura with surveys and interviews. Theoretical frameworks include the life course 

approach, which structures complex sets of life events and stresses the need to take into account 

three kinds of interdependence: (1) an interdependence of the past, the present and the future, 

and thus a path dependence of the life course; (2) an interdependence between the different 

spheres of action that constitute the multi-dimensionality of the life course (family, education 

work, leisure; and (3) a multi-level interdependence between individual action and political, 

economic, social and cultural contexts (Heinz et al. 2009). Data presented was collected from a 

questionnaire survey of graduates from university between 2000 and 2010 that examines current 

residency with a variety of characteristics including socio-familial, migration and professional 

goals. Survey analysis indicates that a graduate’s life course position relates to their family’s 

socio-economic status and migration history. Returning and settling in Jura tended to be involved 

with a temporary return to a family home or a couple’s desires to begin a family. However, there 

were no differences between men and women in their return rates, which suggest the lack of 

gendered opportunity in the local labor market. Graduate’s social background, including parental 

educational attainment, did have an impact on migration decisions, as graduates with parents 

who had not achieved a degree were more likely to return home.  

While fields of study did not have a significant impact on return decisions, the type of 

degree did influence migration choices as generally a higher degree signified a higher propensity 

to not return to home communities. Return rates of those graduates with Bachelor’s degrees were 

higher at 65.9% compared to those with a Master’s degree at 37.7%. The overall profile of young 

graduates shows that 40% returned to home regions while 60% did not return. Rérat notes that 

the main factors involved in migration decisions are embedded in life courses and also depend 

upon people’s partner’s life courses, presence or absence of children, and family background. 

Young graduate migration decisions will continue to have an impact on rural communities, 

especially as human capital serves as an important component of regional development. 

Migration choices are thus constrained by both objective labor market opportunities and 

subjective geographic and social variables. Study results support including a life course 

perspective to understand migration patterns among youth. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2014.04.009
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Robards and Greenberg discuss the properties of the socioeconomic system (SES) that is 

the Bristol Bay wild-harvest salmon fishery and how externalities, such as global markets and 

environmental conditions, affect the sustainability of local fishing communities in the region. 

They use a theoretically grounded systems approach to illustrate feedbacks between ecological, 

economic, social and political processes at multiple hierarchical scales and the inevitable trade-

offs in managing for resilient wild salmon populations and sustainable human communities. 

Authors argue that the ecological sustainability of the wild salmon resource in Bristol Bay is, or 

at least it was at the time the article was written, eclipsed by the economic failings of the wild-

capture fishery. Across the globe, fishery managers implement restricted access of fishing rights 

or quota share programs to improve the economic efficiency of local fishing fleets. Ironically, the 

economic troubles of Bristol Bay’s fisheries began with limited entry in the 1970s, when an 

‘arms race’ to increase landings occurred (and continues today), with fishermen buying wider 

and more powerful boats. The very problem of fleet inefficiency that restricted access aimed to 

resolve actually worsened once limited entry was implemented.  

In the late 1990s and early 2000s, farmed salmon flooded the global market, resulting in a 

precipitous decline in Bristol Bay sockeye salmon prices. When farmed salmon production 

began ramping up in 1989, Alaska banned finfish farming for ecological reasons, as well as to 

avoid the potentially negative consequences that fish farms have on fishing communities. The 

ban has kept farmed salmon out of Alaska, but has had little impact on the role that wild Bristol 

Bay salmon plays in the global marketplace. The social climate of the region is tied to the 

economic and political realities of the salmon fisheries. Fading optimism about the future of the 

fishing industry in the region prompted the reversal of a 1990 ban on offshore oil and gas 

exploration in the bay, and the support by several communities of a large-scale gold and copper 

mine in the bay’s headwaters in the late 2000s. [Note: this article was published before the EPA 

invoked Section 404c of the Clean Water Act to preemptively halt the mine project, and before a 

majority of Alaskans voiced their opposition in a 2014 ballot initiative.] 

In the latter half of the article, the authors develop a conceptual model of the human-

salmon socio-ecological system to qualitatively assess the repercussions of changing parts of the 

system (Figure 1). The authors conceptualize alternative states of the salmon SES as a 

topographic “map” of a stability landscape, with basins of attraction representing the alternate 

states that a system tends towards over a long period of time (Figure 2). For instance, one basin 

may describe the salmon SES as it is now, with limited entry, no fish farming, and a primarily 

non-local fishing fleet, but a nearby basin may characterize a state in which limited entry still 

exists, but a majority of fishermen are local residents and fish farming is now common practice. 

The goal of this conceptualization is to understand how likely an alternative state is to become 

reality (i.e., the dimensions of the basin). 

The dynamics and morphology of each basin of attraction can be described in terms of 

three SES attributes: resilience, adaptability, and transformability (Walker et al. 2004). Robards 

and Greenberg use the definition of resilience developed by Walker et al. (2004): “ecological 

resilience relates to a system’s capacity to absorb disturbance to some state variable (e.g. from a 

http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-2979.2007.00231.x
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-2979.2007.00231.x
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management or policy change) and still retain its organizational structure and essentially the 

same functions,…identity, and feedbacks”. Adaptability, in turn, refers to the ability of the 

systems constituent parts to develop and manage stabilizing feedbacks in order to prevent the 

system from moving towards an undesirable state. When a system does reorganize and shift to a 

new state in response to destabilizing perturbations, a transformation has taken place. 

Transformability of a complex system such as the Bristol Bay SES is a measure of its ability to 

“fundamentally reinvent [itself] when ecological, social, economic and political conditions make 

the existing system untenable” (Walker et al. 2004). Having described the characteristics of 

socioeconomic systems, Robards and Greenberg next explore the possible effects on the SES of 

new management approaches and policies designed to generate new wealth from the fishery. The 

authors investigate three changes to the way the fishery is prosecuted, including (1) marketing 

the Bristol Bay wild salmon product, (2) restricting access, and (3) allocating harvests to local 

communities (Link et al. 2003). 

The first change to increase marketing efforts of wild salmon would serve to differentiate 

Bristol Bay wild-caught sockeye salmon from farmed salmon. Creating a niche market is an 

example of resilience through adaptability on the part of the fishery participants. The resultant 

increase in demand and fish price, coupled with a shift towards vertically integrated, locally 

owned processors would increase revenue for Bristol Bay communities. Restricting access to the 

fishery by decreasing the number of permits available to participants or changing harvest gear to 

fish traps only is also considered as a means to reduce fishery costs. While economic efficiency 

may be improved under these scenarios, the authors point out that local permit ownership 

decreases under a restricted limited entry program, and even more so under a fish trap-only 

harvest. Migration of permits and permit holders out of the region has negative implications for 

community resilience “through erosion of options, revenues, and access”. The last change 

considered to improve economic conditions in the region is the creation of fishery cooperatives 

with state residency requirements. Cooperatives, though legally contentious, are a mechanism to 

increase resiliency by reducing fishing costs and increase revenues for local fishermen relative to 

what they would earn under the current limited entry program. The authors conclude by 

reaffirming the need for transformative change in the Bristol Bay salmon fishery, while 

highlighting the obstacles presented by the current legal framework and lack of social inertia to 

make change happen. They suggest that policies that constrain globalization—a ‘strong basin of 

attraction’—to benefit local economies may be driven by evolution of new social and cultural 

values. 

 



 

 120 

 

 

Figure 4.Bristol Bay salmon fishery social-ecological system diagram. Boxes represent (a) global salmon demand; 

(b) global salmon supply; (c) global and regional price formulation and revenue; and (d) local income and 

conditions. From Robards and Greenberg 2007. 

Figure 5. State space as represented by a three-dimensional 

stability landscape. Basins of attraction are areas within this 

space where a system tends to remain. In this representation, 

two basins of attraction are shown. In one basin, the current 

position of the system and three aspects of resilience are 

presented: L, latitude; R, resistance; P, precariousness. From 

Walker et al. (2004) – used with permission. 
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Robles-Zavala investigates discourses of poverty and well-being within a Mexican 

fishing community and explores challenges that small-scale fishermen face in creating and 

maintaining sustainable livelihoods. This work attempts to fill a literature gap by analyzing 

socio-cultural and institutional aspects of the root causes of poverty within fishing communities. 

Current discourses regarding this issue are predicated upon the assumption that poor fishermen 

will continue to degrade common-pool resources eventually deepening their increased 

dependence on declining resources (Berkes 1985). Explaining poverty solely in economic terms 

is challenged by presented empirical research that shows how the use of a livelihoods approach 

to analyze small-scale fishing communities can be beneficial. The livelihoods approach consists 

of four core concepts to analyze the social realities for small-scale fishers including a focus on 

people, holism, including dynamics of households, and micro-macro links. This approach places 

people within the core of development processes and includes them in research. Data collection 

included quantitative and qualitative methods from October to December 2005, including key 

informant interviews and a survey, to learn about the socio-economic situation of fisher 

households in the community of Puerto San Carlos in Baja California Sur.  

Mexican small-scale fisheries offer employment opportunities and food security for 

thousands of coastal communities and yet are often considered one of the most marginalized 

groups. Governmental approaches to resource degradation and poverty among these 

communities tend to focus on development programs that address income directly by providing 

improved fishing infrastructure. Robles-Zavala’s research suggests that fisher’s poverty in rural 

communities derives not only from financial considerations but also their vulnerability and 

marginalization from power. Within Puerto San Carlos access to fisheries is mediated by access 

to wealth and status, where villagers who have connections to local power authorities are seen as 

“better off”. New community members or poor villagers are excluded from these connections to 

access and therefore further marginalized in a system where multiple constraints, such as a 

decline in shrimp catches and increased involvement in drug trafficking, impact the social 

structure. Policy recommendations include development efforts that address access differentials 

and basing fishing management strategies on equity and social policies that promote a wider 

human-environment well-being.  

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11852-014-0329-9
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In this conference paper, Rosvold shares his perspective on the capitalization and sale of 

fishing rights, and the subsequent effects it has on fishing communities. As a commercial 

fisherman, Rosvold possesses an intimate connection to the issues he describes, including the 

capital requirements to remain economically viable in the variety of fisheries he participates in. 

His central argument is that there needs to be a way for the owner of a commercial fishing 

operation to sell all components of that business as a whole to a new entrant. Without such a 

mechanism, fishing business owners are forced to parcel out their vessels, gear, and rights. In the 

case of individual fishing quota (IFQ) fisheries, the cost of purchasing an entire operation is 

often beyond the means of new entrants, and is a rare occurrence. Therefore, a piecemeal 

approach lends itself to fishermen already in the fishery purchasing the quota to build their own 

operation. Thus, fewer new fishermen enter and current fishermen gain an advantage because 

selling an entire fishing business is currently legally and financially problematic. 

Rosvold estimates the gross value of his own fishing operation, consisting of 1) a 58-foot 

multi-fishery vessel, 2) seine, longline, and crab fishing gear, 3) a permit each for the Southeast 

salmon seine and Alaska Tanner/brown crab fisheries, and 4) IFQs for Southeast Alaska 

sablefish, West Yakutat sablefish, Central Gulf of Alaska sablefish, 2A and 3A halibut, to be 

$5.3 million. The limited entry permits and IFQs make up over $4.5 million of that figure. Next, 

Rosvold estimates that the annual payment that a buyer would have to make if they were to buy 

his operation, which is about $450,000, to be roughly $160,000 in excess of earnings from those 

fisheries. This cost breakdown illustrates the problematic nature of selling a business in its 

entirety to a new, young fisherman. He suggests that a provision be made in the regulations on 

sales of fishing rights (both State of Alaska limited entry permits and federal IFQs) to allow 

purchase of an entire business to a limited liability partnership or community development plan, 

so that young or new fishermen may invest in a business jointly and fishing rights are tied to the 

community in which they are bought and sold. 
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How do changes in regulations, market conditions, and climate affect fishing community 

wellbeing? Qualitative analyses are useful, but difficult to incorporate into fishery management 

plans that rely heavily on quantitative data. The authors’ approach in this article develops a set of 

indicator metrics, described below, to allow for comparisons across fishing communities over 

time. The components of the indicators were intended to describe permit ownership, fishermen 

demographics, capital intensity of fleets, fishery income and diversification, and population size. 

The objectives of the research project were to answer five questions related to change in 

commercial fishing dependent communities: 

 

Q1: Has the socioeconomic importance of fishing as measured by commercial 

fisheries participation diminished, expanded, or remained stable amongst Alaskan 

communities over the last three decades? 

Q2: Has the economic performance of fishing, as measured as gross revenues, 

decreased, increased, or remained stable? 

Q3: Have fisheries become more capital intensive over the last three decades? 

Q4: Has entry to commercial fisheries increased, decreased, or remained stable? 

Q5: How has the distribution of fishing opportunities and fishing benefits changed in 

the State over the last three decades? 

 

The authors acknowledge that their chosen set of indicators may not be the best in terms 

of understanding community wellbeing, but that the data used in developing the metrics to 

quantify the indicators are widely and publicly available and nonetheless useful. Data were 

sourced from the Alaska Department of Community and Economic Development’s Division of 

Community and Regional Affairs (DCRA), the US Decennial Census, and the Commercial 

Fisheries Entry Commission (CFEC). The metrics compiled from these sources included: total 

permits, total active permit holders, active permit holders per capita, permits per permit holder, 

total gross fishing revenues, and gross fishing revenues per active permit holder, gross revenues 

evenness, cumulative vessel length per permit holder, and entrants per year for each fishing 

dependent community (i.e., one that derives social or economic benefit from commercial 

fishing). 

While most of the metrics are straightforward, three of them require further explanation. 

Gross revenues evenness measures the level of diversity in a community’s fishing portfolio. 

Cumulative vessel length per permit holder describes the level of capitalization among fishing 

fleets in a given community (although it is not clear if this excludes non-resident fishing vessels, 

which have been shown to be on average larger and more capitalized than resident-owned 

vessels, at least in the Bristol Bay fisheries; Northern Economics 2009). Larger values of this 

metric could indicate that fleets are becoming more capitalized, or that there is an increase in the 

number of vessels (which means that the number of permits per vessel is decreasing; i.e., fewer 

dual permit operations). In Bristol Bay it is not possible to fish with a vessel over 32 feet in 

length, so only small changes in actual length of vessels is possible (e.g., from a 24-foot skiff to a 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2013.11.007
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32-foot gillnetter). Finally, entrants measures the number of new fishermen participating in a 

given year, which indicates the ease of access in entering into fisheries and whether a community 

may be described as having a “graying fleet”. 

Temporal and spatial trends were characterized using Generalized Additive Models 

(GAMs) and a Bayesian framework generated 95% posterior credibility intervals for GAM 

parameters (see article for detailed methods). Partial and complete data were available for 324 

Alaska communities. The authors chose three communities—Sitka, Kodiak, and Togiak—as case 

studies to exemplify spatiotemporal trends in the selected metrics. Briefly, the results suggest 

that measures of ‘fishing importance’ have declined consistently in Kodiak, risen and plateaued 

in Sitka, and risen and fallen in Togiak through time.  

Question 1: Fisheries participation 

In Kodiak, the numbers of active permit holders (absolute and per capita) have decreased 

since 1980. The port of Kodiak, however, continues to be among the top in the state for gross 

fishery revenues. Fishing revenues per capita and subsequent economic contribution of the 

fishing industry to the city have decreased since 1988. Similarly, metrics such as total permits, 

active permit holders, active permit holders per capita, and gross revenues per capita for Togiak 

peaked in the late 1980s and have consistently declined since then. 

Question 2: Economic performance of commercial fishing 

Individual active permit holders in Kodiak and Sitka saw their gross fishing revenues 

remain stable through time, while Togiak fishermen experienced decreased revenues due to low 

salmon prices in the late 1990s and early 2000s. All three communities have had consistent 

levels of fishing effort. 

Question 3: Capital intensity of fleets 

Kodiak exhibited peak levels of capital intensity during the mid-1990s, but the metric 

used (total length of vessels per permit holder) has decreased to the 1980 level. Togiak saw a 

modest decrease in capital intensity, likely as a result of fewer vessels participating (e.g., dual 

permit operations) or use of boats under the 32-foot length limit. 

Question 4: Entrants 

The number of new permit holders per year in all three communities has steadily declined 

since 1980, even though conditions for existing permit holders have improved in recent years. 

Question 5: Statewide trends 

Active permit holders per capita declined in the western regions of the state, while 

Southcentral and Southeastern regions remained stable over the study period. Entry into fisheries 

across the state has also decreased substantially, with the exception of Southeast where rates 

have been relatively high and stable. This trend may be linked to the statewide trend of 

decreasing total- and per-permit holder gross revenues in Western Alaska communities, and the 

Alaska Peninsula, Southcentral, and Southeastern regions remaining stable. Finally, statewide 

revenue evenness (i.e., fishing portfolio diversity across fisheries in the state), though one quarter 

and one tenth of communities have experienced increases and decreases, respectively, in their 

own revenue evenness in a given year. Statewide, the capital intensity of fishing fleets has 

decreased after peaking in the 1990s. 
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Sethi et al. examine mechanisms for reducing risk in fishing revenues among a subset of 

Alaska’s commercial fishing communities. They focus on the effects that portfolio 

diversification—and other community attributes—have on long-term stability in gross annual 

fishing revenues. In this context, a portfolio is the set of fisheries that residents of a community 

participate in. Diversity is a relative measure that describes a portfolio, and higher diversity (i.e., 

a higher number of unique fisheries) generally equates to lower economic risk. 

The article begins with a discussion of the influences on fishing revenues volatility. Factors may 

be environmental (e.g., weather/climate, human activity), biological (e.g., stock dynamics, 

age/size distributions of fish), managerial or political (e.g., in-season management regimes, 

regulations), or economic (e.g., market conditions, processors’ price points). Despite the 

uncertainties presented by these factors, communities are able to safeguard themselves by 

participating in multiple fisheries, which are rarely, if ever, subject to the same influences at any 

given time. While it is readily apparent to the reader that diversification is good, the authors 

dispense with the fantasy of a perfectly diversified portfolio by incorporating some of the 

properties inherent to each of the communities in their study, including geography, fleet 

characteristics, community population, and fishing tenure of participants. 

To accomplish their objective of understanding how community-level attributes affect 

variability in gross fishing revenue, Sethi et al. used random forest regression. This method 

averages the regression results of a large number of decision trees to determine variable 

importance and accuracy. The coefficient of variation (CV) and conditional value at risk (CVaR) 

of annual fishing revenues, two measures of risk, were computed for the years 1990-2010 and 

were regressed against community-level attributes for 110 communities. The CV is a relative 

measure of variability using the mean and standard deviation, and CVaR describes the expected 

outcome conditional on being in the α% worst-case scenarios. For example, if α = 25%, and 

CVaR25 = 0.55, this means that an annual gross fishing revenue of 55% of the long-term mean is 

expected in at least one out of every four years. For each response variable, a best-fit model was 

selected (see text for model-selection criteria). Communities in Southeast Alaska (e.g., 

Petersburg, Wrangell, Sitka) experienced the lowest economic risk, while revenues with the 

highest risk were from northern and western communities. Size and diversity of active fishing 

portfolio were most strongly associated with CV and CVaR25. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2014.03.027
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 Stewart et al. present results from a study examining the profile of exiters from the 

fishery quota management system (QMS) in New Zealand between 1987 and 2001. A QMS was 

implemented in 1986 as a solution to depleted fisheries stocks and had two main goals of 

conservation and maximizing national economic benefit from fisheries resources. Individual 

transferable quotas (ITQs) are the main tool utilized in this system and the buying, selling and 

leasing of quota and fisheries access are regulated through the market. Fishermen participate 

within the QMS system as quota owner, lessee, lessor or a combination of the three roles and 

initial quota allocation to individuals was based upon previous fishing histories. The authors 

outline Yandle and Dewees’ (2000) work on the benefits and costs of impacts from ITQ systems 

that include potential positive impacts on efficiency and fishermen income but also negative 

consequences, such as equity issues and barriers to entry. Yandle and Dewees suggest that QMS 

create conditions that favorably impact large-scale fishing entities over small-scale ones. 

Increased concentration of wealth and access are also realized in QMS and Clement (1996) 

analyzed New Zealand’s quota ownership between 1982 and 1996 showing that in 1996 86% of 

the total allowable catch (TAC) allocated as ITQs were given to the largest 12 fishing entities 

compared to 49% in 1986. This concentration of quota has continued and exit of fishermen has 

not been matched by entry speaking to possible barriers to entry involved in this type of system.  

 This study identified individual fishers that exited the QMS fishery by their unique quota 

identification number issued by the New Zealand Ministry of Fisheries, as the numbers are only 

allocated once to track participants. The exiters were sent questionnaires to create a profile of 

their characteristics including nature of fisheries involvement, exit process experiences, and post-

exit employment. The response rate of the questionnaires was 13% in 2002 from 3023 exiters. 

Results indicate that most exiters spent less than 18 months deciding to exit and that the majority 

ceased fishing shortly after. Half of the exiters responded that the timing involved in the decision 

to exit was in some ways based on quota market price, one-third responded that it was 

moderately important, and eleven percent claimed it was the major factor involved in when they 

chose to leave their fishery. New Zealand exiters mostly made successful transitions to other 

employment opportunities after leaving fishing, as the mean age of exiters was 47 and the 

national retirement age is 65. Stewart et al. suggest that from an employment perspective, there is 

no evidence of significant social costs resulting from fishery restructuring. The profile of exiters 

from New Zealand QMS fisheries from 1987-2001 is characterized as: 

 

• Exiters involved in small-scale operations in inshore fishing grounds using small-

scale fishing methods. 

• Exiters were fishermen instead of processors or investors. 

• Exiters had fished for 15-20 years and were in their 40s upon exit. 

• Exiters spent a short time considering exit and timing was often related to quota 

market prices. 

• Most exiters were only involved in fishing for income before exiting. Nearly 88 

percent of exiters continued working in alternative occupations after leaving, nine percent 

retired and three percent reported unemployment after exiting.  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2005.03.006
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 Motivations for exiting are described in this paper utilizing economic theory but it also 

provides acknowledgement that such rules to explain significant levels of exit in New Zealand 

may inadequate on their own. The authors suggest that the active quota market, sustainability 

perceptions of natural resources and quota allocations and windfall gain realizations of gifted 

quota could be other factors impacting exit decisions. The implementation of the QMS structure 

in New Zealand created transition processes in which there appear to be few barriers to exit as 

many left fishing before they were ready to retire and moved into other employment. Further 

study recommendations include examining exit trends in the context of quota amount and how 

ownership size relates to exit decision, in order to forecast the future of the New Zealand QMS 

fishery.    
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Symes and Phillipson focus on EU and UK fisheries to explore why governments and 

policy-makers are reluctant to commit to explicit social objectives within fisheries policy. While 

the social impacts on harvesters and fishing communities from evolving fisheries regulation are 

acknowledged at an official level, the authors point to a lack of concrete inclusion of the social 

dimension in any meaningful way. The authors propose that the incorporation of sustainable 

development approaches in the fisheries management realm has actually deteriorated the 

importance of social issues at large. By utilizing rhetoric to symbolize future generation’s 

concerns they shift attention from current issues to the hypothetical future concerns. They 

explain that sustainable development involves the a three legged stool comprised of social, 

economic and environmental sustainability and that each must remain strong for overall system 

health.  

The paper lays out the changing nature of social issues with particular attention to 

individual rights, community needs, sectoral issues and societal values. Trends indicate steadily 

falling employment in the harvester sector for various reasons including modernization, neo-

classical economic rights based management systems, higher opportunity costs and economies of 

scale. They also suggest that improved education opportunities and occupational choices for 

young people other than fishing provides other pathways outside of fishing. Fishing 

communities’ long-term health and viability may appear uncertain to youth and with rising 

housing costs and costs of entry into the fishing industry, “increasingly young people find 

themselves unable or unwilling to commit to the insecurity that fishing now presents and are 

turning to other employment in the local or regional economy” (2). In examining sectoral issues, 

the relationship between the sustainability of fishing communities and inshore small boat 

operations is highlighted. 

Though neoliberal approaches to economic development do not call for specific artisanal 

protections, however the authors point out that the choice to include any form of protections in 

management systems will have an impact on the contributions of the inshore sector to local 

economy and societal structures. Authors assert that achieving social sustainability in tandem 

with the sustainability of the fishing industry does not necessarily only rely on government 

intervention. They question the ambiguous ways in which social objectives are currently 

incorporated into policy and for an acknowledgment that fisheries dependent communities 

become vulnerable when their social cohesion is challenged. The role of government could be to 

support and instill confidence and self-esteem within these communities, while actively outlining 

social objectives for collective action in fisheries policy. 

 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fishres.2008.08.001
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Symes et al. present the situation in Europe and around the world of changing fisheries 

with the contraction of vessel numbers and employment opportunities, influences by fisheries 

governance and environmental conservation demands. Coastal fishing communities are thus 

experiencing internal and external stress with pressure to change and a negotiation between the 

future and established fishing community identity. Because fishing has traditionally supported 

intergenerational knowledge and asset transfers, the consequences of demographic changes such 

as an aging fleet and fisheries policy impacts increasingly threaten the resilience and 

sustainability of the overall social system that supports coastal fishing in Europe. Symes et al. 

propose this time of uncertainty and change as an opportunity and challenge to build both 

resilience and adaptation capacities within fishing communities. In this paper coastal fisheries 

are considered those occurring within 100 miles of the coast involving only several days’ 

absence from community ports.  

Four subsystems are suggested to support sustainable fisheries and fishing communities 

including diverse and productive ecosystems, efficient but flexible economic systems, social 

networks that ensure the social renewal of fishing-related activities and interactive governance 

systems. Authors explain that fishing communities are dynamic systems and coastal fisheries are 

often dealing with simultaneous various forms of change. Resilience building in relation to 

fisheries can be understood as “the capacity of the local social-ecological systems to learn from, 

respond and adapt to change by (1) ‘absorbing’ the immediate impact of disturbance, (2) 

‘adapting’ to the changed situation and (3) where necessary, ‘reorganizing’ its internal structures 

and external relationships in ways that will allow the system to maintain or transform its basic 

functions, goods and services” (Berkes 2010; Berkes and Folke 1998). Therefore, building 

resilience within coastal fisheries requires maintenance of local ecosystems as well as local 

social systems and can be best understood in an ecosystem-based approach. Suggested strategies 

focus on the whole rather than simply the parts of a fishery, with an importance placed not on 

just the survival of individual fishing operations or communities, but rather on the broader 

dynamics of underlying social-ecological systems that support the individual level. 

Symes et al. maintain that understanding and building resilience is inherently 

interdisciplinary, but that social scientists are needed to explore how social structures cope with 

uncertainty involved in fisheries. Some flexibility adaptations are seen in fishery diversification 

throughout the year as well as participation in seasonal pluriactive livelihoods, such as wage 

work. There is a wide range of resilience behaviors ranging from fishing business households 

continuing to adapt to changing opportunities to leaving the commercial fishing industry 

altogether. Research over the last four decades in Europe and North America reveals that fishing 

is an occupation centered on independence and teamwork, identity sources and is supported 

largely by social networks that maintain the broader collective identity of fishing people and 

places. The role of policy in changing environments must be examined in how it can support 

resilience within fisheries and how it can also erode resilience. The last 40 years of fisheries 

management in Europe has guided restrictive licensing, ITQs and catch composition rules that 

has removed or reduced fishing operation flexibility to respond and adapt to fluctuating 

http://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12096
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circumstances. William (2009) suggests that because of this reduction in resilience the identity of 

skipper-owners based on self-reliance and risk calculation becomes diminished within these 

kinds of governance schemes. Symes et al. suggest that even with existing processes there is 

capacity for creating sustainable futures for fishing communities and coastal fisheries. A focus 

on resilience thinking offers a new paradigm for understanding changing conditions and may 

give insight towards possible solutions.  
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Wade-Benzoni provides a theoretical and empirical framework for studying 

intergenerational issues, focusing on conflict resolution where present generations must give up 

benefits or take on burdens to act on the behalf of the next generation. This work discerns the 

role that reciprocity plays in intergenerational relationships. Through illuminating key terms and 

discussing the results of four studies Wade-Benzoni reinforces her hypothesis that how one 

generation was treated by their predecessors influences how they choose to act towards future 

generations. The approach used in researching how present generations will act on the behalf of 

the future takes into account the relationship between societal intergenerational issues and 

organizational interests. Organizations are the intermediaries that convert natural resources into 

usable products and corporate activities are fundamentally linked to problems of environmental 

sustainability across generations (Shrivastava 1995). Therefore, individuals and organizations 

must balance the weight of interests benefitting immediate goals versus providing benefits to the 

future. 

Wade-Benzoni explains that intergenerational conflict can be examined through 

allocation decisions. The author defines generation as follows: A generation occupies a role that 

may be an office, status, or set of responsibilities, and the time period that role is limited in the 

sense that one generation does not occupy that role indefinitely. Intergenerational discounting 

refers to when individuals exhibit self-promoting behavior at the expense of future generations 

and these consequences increase over time. Specifically, every unit of benefit that the current 

generation consumes costs future generations more than one unit as well as units of 

burden. When individuals choose to benefit themselves at the greater expense to future 

generations they discount the value of a benefit to those future individuals. Intergenerational 

reciprocity is introduced as a phenomenon that occurs when people cannot reciprocate the good 

or evil that was left to them by previous generations. Instead, Wade-Benzoni suggests that they 

reciprocate by behaving correspondingly to the next generation. Depending on how individuals 

perceive they were treated by the previous generation, people choose to either pass on benefits or 

burdens to future generations as a matter of respective obligation or retribution. 

After and in-depth discussion of four studies testing behavioral decisions, the emergent 

pattern is that the behavior of a previous generation influences the behavior of a present 

generation towards future generations in the allocation of both benefits (Studies 1, 3 and 4) and 

burdens (Study 2). Study 1 examined fisheries allocation rights and the notion that for a single 

generation it is economically beneficial to catch as many fish as possible to increase direct gain. 

Results suggest that how the previous generation treated the current influences behavior of 

present generations to the next. Considering the succession transition of incoming and outgoing 

employees within an organization, this process parallels the individual-level situation that was 

simulated in Studies 3 and 4. Research indicate that the tendency for outgoing employees to 

share information with incoming ones to make the transition easier depends on how they were 

treated by their predecessor when they were new entrants.  

http://doi.org/10.2307/3069327


 

 132 

White, C. 2015. Getting into fishing: Recruitment and social resilience in north Norfolk’s 

‘Cromer crab’ fishery, UK. Sociologia Ruralis 55(3): 292-308. 

http://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12101  
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White addresses the question of how to promote the intergenerational continuity of 

commercial fishing communities? This question brings up impacts to individual businesses and 

risking the gradual loss of local traditional ecological knowledge and fishing heritage, as well as 

future sources of innovation and adaptability. White explores this question and the lack of 

younger generations taking up commercial fishing in Europe with particular focus on the 

implications for the sustainability of the industry worldwide. The conceptual framework is based 

on the “theory of access”, where access in the case study is the ability to earn a living and 

experience a way of life through crab fishing. White’s work offers one of the first empirical UK 

contributions, with interviews of different aged fishermen discussed using access theory and 

aims to add to the debate on sustainable and resilient fisheries including the intergenerational 

component in rural economies. The case study is an English crab fishery where limited success 

has been seen in supporting youth entrance into the fishy through funded training programs. The 

North Norfolk crab and lobster fishery consists of a fleet of 48 boats and nearly 75 fishermen. 

The vessels are largely less than 10 meters in length and so the fleet centers on small, beach-

launched boats along the coast with concentrations of vessels differing from community to 

community. This fishery is considered one of the most economically and culturally important 

English fisheries and was identified for European Fisheries funding in 2011 with the subsequent 

creation of the North Norfolk Fisheries Local Action Group (FLAG). There are also inshore 

shellfisheries that are unrestricted by quota but access to the fishery has been restricted through 

vessel licenses since 1993.  

Those still participating in these regional fisheries have dealt with serious challenges such 

as rising costs and the closure of numerous processing businesses, but have continued by 

adapting livelihood strategies to reduce costs and even trying to process their own family 

catches. Even with these socially resilient behaviors, the looming threat to the continuation of the 

industry is a lack of new fishermen entering the sector. Less than 20% of the fishermen currently 

involved with the fishery are under 30 years old and regional concern is that when current 

fishermen do retire the fishing activity will also slowly disappear. Though market demand for 

crabs along with relatively steady catches would appear to be creating an attractive opportunity 

for young people, but recruitment into the fishery continues to fail. Of the many factors that may 

be contributing to an aging fleet, one of the main issues is a downsizing of crews in the crab 

fishery as an adaptive response by small-scale harvesters to expand their output and decrease 

their operating costs. In interviews older fishermen also suggested that young people are facing a 

changing social culture that place different expectations on youth than the previous generation 

experienced and there are increasing regulatory and financial obstacles for young people who 

would like to enter the industry. As younger fishermen echoed these issues they also expressed 

frustration and concern at the barriers they face accessing employment and entry into the fishery, 

with the perception that older generations are reluctant to transfer access to the younger 

generations.  

Evidence resulting from the 27 interviews and examined through Ribot and Peluso’s 

(2003) “theory of access” lens indicates that access to fisheries employment is mediated by four 

http://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12101
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facts: (1) legal requirements for working on a vessel (‘access through authority’), (2) 

relationships with current fishermen (‘social relations’), (3) availability of employment 

opportunities (‘labor relations’) and (4) sufficient capital to purchase and equip a vessel 

(‘capital’). This theory illustrates rights-based mechanisms and factors that mediate access 

through capital, social identity, labor opportunities and the market as crucial in understanding 

access to the industry. The theory also allows for consideration of how individual agency is 

constrained by structural and relational mechanisms and provides implications for the social 

resilience of fisheries in the wider sense.  

There appears to be a stark difference between becoming a fisherman by getting a job and 

getting a boat. Pathways to becoming a fisherman largely depend on if a person has a familial 

background or connection to fishing, as with farming livelihoods the traditional pathway for 

young people to enter the sectors was directly through succession and inheritance or through a 

family based social network. White discusses in-depth the hereditary and non-hereditary 

pathway, reporting that even the customary pathways where sons follow fathers into fishing is no 

longer as straightforward as is used to be because of social change involving spatial mobility and 

education opportunities. In the case study of the North Norfolk crab fishery access is becoming 

more restricted through lack of entry opportunities and the ever increasing costs of owning one’s 

own vessel and operation, thus making a living from this small scale fishery progressively more 

challenging. The present generation of crab fishermen tends to recognize the issues with failure 

to recruit the next generation of fishermen, though many still hold belief in the idea of fishing as 

a family business even though succession choices of their own children may contradict this 

notion. White urges for the need of deeper understanding of the relationship between 

recruitment, policy change impacts and how policy makers should respond to these 

developments. Possible policies could support occupational plurality, financial assistance for 

apprenticeships and start-up support for young fishermen for the first five years in the industry. 

Local initiatives to improve recruitment would also strengthen local sustainability and resilience, 

specifically community-based management schemes and initiatives to develop multisectoral 

strategies for local fisheries-related employment. Caution is suggested to incentivize recruitment 

onto larger boats as well as small-scale operations in order to fully value and invest in rural 

livelihoods.  
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Given the unpredictable nature and seasonal timing of commercial fisheries, fishermen 

often look to supplement their income in years of low catches, or in the off-season when not 

participating in other fisheries. Many fishermen do, however, hold multiple fishing jobs 

throughout the year and are therefore not counted among those with wage and salary jobs. This 

report explores the employment status of fishermen participating in Alaska’s commercial 

fisheries. In 2006, over half of Alaska’s resident fishermen held a wage or salary job in addition 

to commercial fishing. This number includes permit holders, captains/skippers, boat owners, and 

crewmembers over 18 years of age. The researchers linked fish ticket and crew license data with 

unemployment insurance wage records from the Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce 

Development to determine employment status. Data were available for 90.8% of permit holders 

and 65.9% of crewmembers. Thus, estimates of employment outside commercial fishing will 

likely be lower than the true number. 

Position 

The proportion of fishermen that held wage and salary jobs varied by position (e.g., 

permit holder, crewmember), commercial fishing earnings, age, and geography. In the case of 

permit holders, 45% had wage and salary employment, and 60% of those permit holders with 

wage and salary jobs earned more at those jobs than their gross fishing revenue (i.e., earnings 

before costs are deducted). Crewmembers were harder to track, though those that were 

identifiable were more likely to have wage and salary employment than permit holders (60.7% of 

crew had jobs). Forty-seven percent of fishermen worked in a non-fishing wage and salary job 

during each quarter of 2006 (i.e., year round). 

Gear type 

Prevalence of wage and salary employment varied by gear type, with shorter season and 

lower capital fisheries having greater outside employment. 63.7% of set gillnetters, 55.0% of 

hand trollers, 41.8% of drift gillnetters, and 36.0% of longliners held wage and salary jobs in 

2006. Otter trawl, purse seine, and pot gear permit holders had lowest percentages of wage and 

salary employment among gear groups. 

Geography 

Commercial fishermen in the Yukon Delta and Northern regions were the most likely to 

have other jobs (i.e., 75% of YK, 67% of Northern region). There was almost no difference in 

gross fishing earnings between those that did and did not have wage and salary employment in 

these regions. In Bristol Bay and Southcentral fisheries, those with jobs earned more than those 

who only fished. Interestingly, in the remaining three regions (Southeast, Aleutians/Pribilofs, and 

Kodiak), those who only fished had higher earnings than those with wage and salary jobs. Only 

30% of fishermen in the combined three regions had jobs. 

Species (Permit holders only) 

For permit holders in shellfish and herring fisheries, those with wage and salary 

employment had higher earnings than those who only fished. Crab, salmon, sablefish, and 

groundfish fishermen earned more by only fishing than those with wage and salary employment. 

Notably, almost 75% of all identifiable permit holders fished salmon, and the earnings between 

http://labor.alaska.gov/trends/nov07.pdf
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wage and salary and fishing-only salmon permit holders were the most similar across species 

harvested. 

Age 

The median age of permit holders in 2006 was 47, while the median age of crewmembers 

was 32 (those younger than 18 were not included in the analysis). Fishermen in their 20s were 

the most likely of all age groups to have wage and salary jobs. There was a consistent trend in 

younger fishermen of all positions having outside jobs more often than older fishermen. The 

median age of permit holders with and without wage and salary employment were 45 and 50, 

respectively. Crewmembers with and without wage and salary employment had a median age of 

34 and 31, respectively. 
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Zagata and Sutherland assess the ‘young farmer problem’ in Europe, responding to the 

European Commission’s identification of a shortage of new farmers and an insufficient 

replacement rate from older famers to the next generation. By examining underlying assumptions 

about the actual numbers of young people involved in European agriculture they aim to gauge 

the potential impact that the age of farmers may have on agricultural practices. Methodologies in 

the study include an assessment of academic literature regarding the age of farmers and structural 

change to the industry and statistical analysis of Eurostat figures from 2003, 2005, 2007 and 

2010. The construction of the ‘young farmer problem’ in EU policy relates to the perceived role 

of young farmer participation in the rural economic development of the countryside. As the 

number of young farmers choosing to enter the industry is expected to reduce to industrialization 

and efficient technological advances, European Commission analysts have identified that number 

to be too low. The ‘problem’ in the concept is a projected loss of potential that this group would 

bring to the agricultural sector. Authors explain that, “As such, the ‘young farmer problem’ in 

Europe is identified in relation to a modernist agenda for agriculture, whereby greater efficiency 

and innovation lead to higher levels of production and economic development”.  

Academic literature provides a slightly varying perspective on the issue and tends to 

focus on understanding and predicting agricultural structural changes that are based on farm-

level decision-making. The diminishing amount of young people that are entering the sector is 

projected to contribute towards the increase in farm size and land abandonment in more rural 

areas. The authors discuss the three primary approaches to address the issue: farm household 

adjustment, assessments of farm succession processes, and studies on new entrant and retirement 

policies. The latter approach has found that there are numerous barriers to succession and new 

entrants into the agricultural sector which often include access to land, large capital investment 

requirements, risky return rates, access to pensions and housing for retiring farmers and 

education and training for new entrants.  

In their methodology section the authors point out that available data on farmers’ age , 

such as Eurostat, defines a young farmer as a sole holder that is under 35 years old, though not 

necessarily a new entrant. The definition and figures become flawed in analysis as they conflate 

young farmers with new entrants, the EU documentation does not include an ideal number of 

young farmers, and also do not identify successors. In this case study young famers were defined 

as sole holders between 18 and 35 years old, and older famers were considered 65 years and 

older. Even with the limitations to data, the authors suggest that the ‘young farmer problem’ may 

exist but is not European wide. Instead they find there is no shortage in certain areas at the 

national level including Germany, France, Switzerland, Finland, Austria, France, the Czech 

Republic and Poland. The evident shortage of young famers exists within countries with more 

prevalent small-scale agricultural holdings in Portugal, Italy, Romania and Greece. They 

conclude by proposing a research agenda that includes a more consistent definition of the ‘young 

farmer problem’ and specific research projects on the role of young people and innovations in 

the agriculture sector. 
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KEY LIMITED ENTRY CASE LAW 

Isakson v. Rickey 550 P.2d 359 (1976) 

 At issue in this case was the validity of the January 1, 1973, cut-off date for applying for 

a limited entry permit. In order to be able to apply, one must have held a gear license in the 

commercial fishery prior to that date. The plaintiffs (appellants herein), who were denied a 

permanent injunction to prevent the CFEC from enforcing the LEA, claimed that the CFEC’s 

selection of the January 1, 1973 cut-off date was overly restrictive to those who hadn’t 

previously held gear licenses, and that those who had long retired from fishing were able the to 

apply for a permit. Circumstances in which long-time fishermen did not purchase gear licenses 

were common, and were a result of fishing with partners or family members, of which only one 

person was required to hold a gear license. The appellants claimed that because the CFEC cut-off 

was unjust and much too broad, that they were being denied equal protection under Section I of 

the Alaska Constitution. 

 The appellees cite the significant increase in the number of gear license applications that 

occurred during 1973, after the voter initiative authorizing the limited entry act passed, as the 

basis for the January 1, 1973 cut-off date. The original LEA signed by the governor held that 

hardship (i.e., previous participation in the fishery), rather than speculation, was to determine the 

initial issuance of permits as per AS 16.43.260(a). The Court of Appeals ultimately reasoned that 

establishment of the cut-off date of January 1, 1973, did not bear a substantial relation to the 

purpose of the LEA, which was to distinguish between hardship and non-hardship cases. The 

court determined that the appellant’s equal protection rights were violated as a result of the 

January 1, 1973 cut-off date. 

State v. Ostrosky 667 P.2d 1184 (1983) 

 The plaintiff, Harold Ostrosky, was first convicted in 1978 of commercial fishing in the 

waters of Bristol Bay without a limited entry permit, as required per AS 16.43.140(a). He was 

charged in district court of 12 violations of the LEA. Ostrosky was again convicted of illegally 

fishing in 1979 while he appealed the district court’s ruling to the Superior Court of Alaska. In 

1981, Judge Victor Carlson and the superior court ruled that the LEA was unconstitutional, and 

Ostrosky’s conviction was vacated on appeal. The State of Alaska, the appellee in the 1981 case, 

further appealed the superior court’s ruling to the Supreme Court of Alaska. Justice Matthews 

delivered the supreme court’s opinion, stating that the entry restrictions of the LEA did not 

violate the sections of the Alaska state constitution that 1) reserve natural resources for all 

Alaskans (article VIII, §3) and 2) guarantee all persons equal rights and opportunities (article 

I,§1). Further, the court ruled that the transferability provisions of the act (AS 16.43.150(h), 

.170) did not violate article VIII of the Alaska constitution or the equal protection clause, 

overturning the lower court’s decision. Ostrosky argued that the amendment to article VIII, §15, 

which authorized entry limitation for conservation and economic purposes, also violated article 

VIII, §3 and article I, §1. The court recognized that the amendment’s purpose was specifically to 

allow for the creation of a limited entry program. 

 Mr. Ostrosky’s daughters, co-appellants in the case, argued that the transferability 

provisions of the act reserved the right of fishery for the wealthy (who can purchase a permit) or 

those of a particular lineage (who inherit a permit). They further argued that for the program to 

avoid creating a special privilege or exclusive right of fishery, a permit should revert back to the 

state when a permit holder dies or stops using it. Justice Matthew’s opinion states that the 

argument failed because it did not demonstrate that free transferability was more exclusive than 
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the reversion system that they proposed. Further, the free transferability provisions were found to 

not be in violation of the equal protection clause, as the fundamentality of access to fishing 

rights, according to the court’s standard of review, was not deserving of a high level of scrutiny, 

relative to other rights such as access to courts or elections. The court recognized that free 

transferability discriminated on the basis of wealth in the same way “that all prices discriminate 

in a society where wealth is distributed unequally.” 

Ostrosky v. State 704 P.2d 786 (1985) 

 In 1983, Mr. Ostrosky was convicted for a third time of fishing without a valid limited 

entry permit, and his argument in a 1985 appeal to the Court of Appeals of Alaska was that, 

given Judge Carlson’s initial ruling that vacated his first conviction and declared the LEA 

unconstitutional, he could continue to fish without a permit. His argument was dismissed by 

Judge Carlson (who also heard this case) as irrelevant to the 1983 conviction. 

Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission v. Apokedak 606 P.2d 1255 (1980) 

 In the appeal brought before the Supreme Court of Alaska, John Apokedak argued that 

the superior court’s decision upholding the CFEC’s denial in issuing him a limited entry permit 

violated Isakson v. Rickey 550 P.2d 359 (1976), which supported the application for limited entry 

permits by fishermen who had not held gear licenses prior to January 1, 1973. Apokedak claimed 

that he was entitled to a limited entry permit by virtue of his partnership with another gear 

license holder, George Wilson, in the years 1970 and 1971, and that the gear license requirement 

1) violated the equal protection clauses of the Alaska and United States Constitutions, and 2) was 

an invalid prerequisite to the establishment of income dependence on the fishery. 

 The Supreme Court ruled that Isakson v. Rickey did not invalidate the gear license 

requirement as per AS 16.43.260(a); rather, it invalidated the cut-off date for having held a gear 

license. Therefore, Apokedak’s first claim was dismissed. As with the arguments presented by 

Harold Ostrosky’s daughters in State v. Ostrosky 667 P.2d 1184 (1983) , the court utilized a less-

restrictive rational basis test, given that the Limited Entry Act did not constrain a fundamental 

right. The Supreme Court held that because the restriction of application rights to gear license 

holders bore “some rational connection to the measure’s purpose,” that the gear license 

requirement did not violate the equal protection clauses of the Alaska and U.S. Constitutions. 

The issue of whether Apokedak could be considered a gear license holder, given his partnership 

with George Wilson, was remanded to the superior court. 
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