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Introduction
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mmmmmm&mwﬁm@mmmﬂmmmam to and explore the range of interests
currently being pursued under the aegis of “maritime social science research.*
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opportunities available to them for their research,
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INTERNATIONAL IMPLICATIONS OF
DOMESTIC (U.S.) FISHERIES REGULATION

John T. Deiner
University of Delaware

ABSTRACT

The battle over regulating fisheries in the Guif of Maxico
is usually conceptualized in terms of: (a) the need to protect
an endangered living resource or (b) a conflict betwesn the
interests of commercial and recreational fisherman This paper
views the regulation issue from a dependency perspective,
arguing that traditional ways of viewing the issue exemplify
the continuing dominance of “core” over “periphery”™ interests
in the renewabie resources policy arca

Introduction

News about the Gulf of Mexico fishery usually concerns topics
such as red fish closings, bans on shrimping activity for certam
months, or tonnages of various species landed.! The Gulf of Mexico
fishery is seidom used as a focus for discussing the position of
the United States in world affairs. This paper will use a dependency
perspective to sugpest how maritime resowree utilization i the Guif
of Mexico fishery provides insights into United States relations
with the Thind World. 2

Tl:bat(howrmgulauonofﬂrGulfofM:xmﬁﬂuymmmﬂy
conceptualized in terms of (1) a need to take measures to protect
anaﬂangcredl:vmgnanmlmomne,or(b]aconﬂnmgﬁ‘om
the competing interests and _demands of commercial versus

factors, while the second conceptualization usually leads to
regulations based on economic or political factors. In any of the
cases the regulations are based on an analysis of the sitaation which
considers the fishery as part of a bounded system within the control
of the United States.

Arguments and discussion about regulation of the fishery center
on how it should be used as a source for United States food
or United States pleasure. The goal of the regulation is to maximize
U.S. economic benefits and; or political harmony. It is also accepted
that the United States or regional U. S. agencies have the
unquestioned right to undertake the regulatory task There is no
tendency to think of managing the resource for the benefit of Third
World countries, which in this particular fishery might logically
inchude Mexico, Cuba, or cven neighboring Caribbean nations.

This paper views the regulation and utilization of maritime
resources from a dependency perspective, arguing that existing
conceptualizations (such as thosc depicted above) assist in the
continuing domunance of “core™ over “periphery™ interests, and will
never be beneficial for the poor countries of the world. In thic
respect contemporary policy regarding maritime resources paraliels
previous world cxperiences regarding the development and
exploitation of the world’s natural resources.

Dependency Theory

Dependency theory is a theory about how and why national
development takes place. It differs from other development theories
in & number of ways. One difference is that dependency theory
originated in the Third World, arong Third World (primarily Latin
American) thinkers concerned with explaining the unequal and
unjust situations in which they and their nations found themselves
Third Worki countries were poor while developed coumtrics were
rich, Third World countries had poor health conditions, while
dcvdopud countties had good bealth conditions. Third World

courltries had little miltary power, while developed countries had
trenendous power. Third World counttries faced starvation
while citizens of developed countrics had to worry about losing
weight. Third World economics were agricuiturally based, while
developed countries were industrialized

By almost any measure used, Third World countries were at
the bottom of the scale. They had less, were weaker, and were
dominated politically and economically by the First World.

theonists asked why such inequalities existed They
iooked at historical events and relations among nations in their
search for answers.

Dependency theory, then, is cemtered around the concept of
inequality. It seeks to understand the causes of world inequality,
and assuanes that existing inequalities, whether at the national or
workd leve] are umjust, and should be remedied. Dependency theorists
are dissatisfied both with the way the world i, and with standard
explanations for why it is that way.

Dependency theory has always been quite controversial; in part
because it addresses the sensitive issue of inequality, and in part
because it places the blame for inequality on the developed nations.
A brief discussion of dependency theory will he useful background
for understanding the dependency perspective on marine resoures
utilization in the Gulf of Mexico, or csewhere.,

Major Propositions of Dependency Theory

Although there are differences among dependency theorists, the

following positions are commonly held:

1. Countries do not exist in isolation. They cannot be understacd
a8 seif-comtained political units, but only in the context of
the world economic and political system. Political events in
Third World countries are directly related to, and often
dominated by, events in Firet World countries. However,
relations between First and Third World countries are not

ical. In reality the flow of power and control is from
the First World (center or core) to the Third World (periphery).
Political and economic events in the First World have an
immediate impact on the politics an econamics of Third World
counttiex, but Third Word pofitical and economic events
usually have litte impact on the First Worid.

2 Within the workd political and economic system there is a
Uumﬁmsammnnofmtaacuonalmngmm:nd
peoples, and between the core and the periphery. There is
very little interaction among periphery countries. The
comsequences of this are great, since this pattern of interaction
usuafly results in an isolated and weak periphery country being
nvolved in an imequal relationship with the united and strong
core.

3. Politics and economics are related, and can not be understood



are advantageous for the core, and disadvantageous for the
periphery. The historical pattern has been for the periphery
countries to trade low priced natural resowroe products
(particularly foods and minerak) to the core in exchange for
high-priced finished products. Coro-periphery trading patterns
result in continuous growth of political and economic power
for the core at the expense of the periphery. Economic
intercourse causcs a widening of the gap between developed
and developing countries, rather than a narrowing of that gap.

4. Given the situation depicted in #3, it follows that underde-
velopment is pot a natural state, but rather a condition that
is caused. In fact the developed nations have, and are, actively
underdeveloping the Third World countries as a result of the
systemns of interactions between them.

5. Put another way, the underdevelopment of weak Third Work
countries is directly relaed to, and makes possible, the
“development” of the powerful countries of the mdustrialized
core. Both the center and the periphery are part of the world
other. Both “developed” and “underdeveloped™ are relative

concepts.

6. Furthermore, given the dominant existing world economic
systern (capitalism), there is no reason for the situation of
developed and underdeveloped countries to change. Under-
development is not a temporary condition, as had been thought
in the past, but & a permanent condition. In fact, if the present
world systern does not change we can expect the core to become
more powerful and the periphery weaker in the future, Rather
than “catching up” to the developed countries, the qurrenty
underdeveloped countries will fall farther behind.

7. Dependency theorists contend that the worldwide system of
relationships s duplicated within individual Third World
countries, There is a core area (usually the capital) which
domminates and exploits the periphery (interior) of the country.
The nation’s centers of economic, potitical, cultural, and military
power are found at the core, and the core’s power and wealth
grows more rapidly than that of the intenior as a result of
contacts and interactions between the two aress. The urban
sector becomes incressingly powerful, while the rural sector
periphery to the cemer, and the center profits at the cxpense
of the periphery as a result of the movernent of products and
resources. The passage of time does not bring a growing equaliry
within the country, but rather brings abowt an increasing gap
between life in the capital and that m the countryside.

8. Dependency theorists argue that national leaders in the capital
expioit the people for ther own personal benefit and power.
These national leaders can really be considered agents of the
international system. They (the military, government officials,
and commeral and financial leaders) act as links hetween
the Third World country and the workd political and economic
systern, They direct the country's contacts with the worekd, and
they direct those contacts in such a way that the core benefits
more than their gwn country. At the same time they themselves
clearly benefit at the personal kevel,

Solutions

Dependency theorists propose a wide range of solutions for the
certral probem of mequality, reflecting differing emphases on
vanous factors. Al one extreme are the “moderars™, They argue
that Third World countries can themseives take steps to improve
their situation, such as forming commion markets, trading blocs,

or cartels. Third World countries share many common economic
problems, and common relations with the industrialized core. By
Joining together and presenting a commion front to the core they
will gain leverage, and be able to secure greater advantages from
their interactions with core countries. By forming groups or cartek
the periphery nations will have more power than any individual
Third World country has in its relations with the core.

A second moderate solution would be to force Third World
elites to take voluntary steps to alter their country’s condition of
dependency. Elites in the capital might be convinced to use some
of their wealth to invest in national roads, or literacy programs,
rather than importing huxury automobiles, or taking expensive
vacations abroad. The goal is for the clites to suspend their selfich
habits of conspicuous consumption, and to we their weaith for
national

Morte radical dependency theorists argue that it is unmealistic
to expect elites currently in positions of power to take voluntary
actions wiich would be personally disadvantageous Altruistic
solutions may be appealing in the abstract, but will never be
implerrented in reality. The only realistic solution is a revolution
to 1id the country of those kaders who have sold it out, and
to institute sweeping change to end inequality,

It should be noted that, in a theoretical sense, the dependency
position is fundamentally revolutionary. Dependency theorists blame
the existing national and international economic and political
systerns for their unjust situations. They argue that fundamental,
systeniic, change is necessary. Obviously their perceptions and
analytical approach are quite different from those of other
developmeni theorists.

Dependency theory, then, is a product of Third World thinkers
who are trying to determine the reasons for their nations’
underdevelopment. They seck explanations in systems terms, and
they treat the emtire world as the relevant potitical and economic
system. They emphasize the importance of the relationship between
economtics and politics. They argue that the history of the worl
is a history m which rich countries act, either comsciously or
unconsciously, in ways which affet poor countries negatively,
resulting in situations of incquality and injustice among the peoples
of the world.

Dependency theorists argue that the present economic and
political situation of the world gives advantages to the developed
Although the situation of the underdeveloped countrizs is affected
by such actions, the rich nations seldom if ever take the effects
on underdeveloped countries into account when taking their actions.
The outcome for their own (developed) countries is their sole criterion
for evaluating poiicy and action.

The question is what does dependency theory have to say
concerning the utilization of marine resources in the Guif of Mexico?

Dependency Theory And The Gulf of Mexico Fishery

From a perspective, domestic (U.S.) reguiation of
inpikations. Essentially, such mgulation continues the pattern of
the last 500 years in which powerful countries have used their
economic and technological resources to affect the world in ways
which widen their advantage over weak countries* In the past
the common pattem has been for the developed coumtries to manage
the exploitation of resources — wsually non-rencwable resources
— often located in underdeveloped countrics, for the benefit of
the developsd countrics. These resources were usually grains or
minerak.



Colonial and neocolonial rulers changed Third Workd agricultural
production patterns so as to provide food crops for export and
consumption in the developed countries. One result today is that
areas which had formerly been selfsufficent in food, and where
few starved, have now become food importers, where starvation
is a major problem. Peoples who used to live on locally grown
sorghum and millet now produce peanuts for the world market.
First world peoples eat the peanuts, and First World agribusinesses
market and distribute the product for a profit, most of which stays
in the First World. More total food may be produced, but the
deOnpancmlsmldeﬂ”mt,andurpmdumlgmnﬁm
food shortages and nutritional deficiencics, $

Mineral production has been even more spectacularly beneficial
to the First World, at the expense of the Third. The itati
of Chilean copper, for example, was largely under the control of
three United States based copper companies, Braden, Kennecott,
and Anaconda. They developed the mines, provided the tzchnology,
mined and exported the copper, and made their profits. The great
bulk of the profits stayed in the United States, with Chile benefiting
only slightly through local salanies. And the end result was that
the copper was gone, never to be effectively used as a msource
by Chileans for the benefit of Chile. ¢

The historic pattern has been one of First World actors using
their technology and économic skill to exploit resources located
it the Third World for the benefit of the First World. Such resources
were often nonrenewable, as in the case of minerals.

Even in the case of theoretically renewable resources, such as
timber, exploitation has threatened to make the resource
nonrenewable, The current deforestation problems in Brazil, Costa
Rica, and parts of Africa are examples of operations in the Third
World which have primarily benefited the Fist World while
destroying or gravely endangering a theoretically renewable resource
located in the Third World

How does utilization/exploitation of the Gulf of Mexico fishery
fit, or differ from, the historic pattern? The fishery is a rnewable
natura] resourcs. People are aware of the dangers of overexploi-
tation, and theoretically can and will take the necessary sieps to
prevent destruction of the rsource, And the Tesource is
Jocated within the boundaries of a First World nation, the Fnited
States,

One question is whether the resource should, in fact, be considered
renewable, [s there a realisic danger that the needed care and
management will not be provided, and the resource will be destrayed?
If destruction is a possibility, then the Gulf of Mexico fishery is
potentially in the same category as those Thind World natural
resources which have been endangered by overexploitation.

A second question is, does location maner? The mineral and
agrcultural resources mentioned previously were not within the
boundaries of First World countries, but were exploited by the
First World countrics for their own benefit. Now, with the resource
inside the boundaries of a First World country, what outcomes
can be expected? Who will be the exploiters and who the beneficiaries
of the exploitation? Arc natural resources, o matter where in the
work] they are located, to be exploited only by wealthy countries,
and only for the benefit of wealthy countries? Where is the justice
_in such a systern? And when, if ever, are Third Worki coumtries
going to benefit from the exploitation of natural resources? Is there
any effective way to stop First Workd countries from destroying
the resources that they are exploiting, even the supposedly renewabie
natural resources? These questions follow from the dependency
theory petspective of viewing the entirt world and its resources
as one sysiem, with inequalities resulting from the exploitation of

the resources.

Nationalisi plays a role in the development/ exploitation picture.
Nationalism justified the growth of the Spanish Empire in Latin
America, European colonization in Africa, and the idea of manifest
destiny in the United States. Conquest and economic control over
others were mierpreted by nationalists as the rightfl rewards
acemiing to great nations, Historic boundanes offered no protection
tonatmmAfrmandLaunAmmDom:mmmummsmmply
went in and colonized, “civilized”, or otherwise “aided”, the local
mhatmams,argmngthauhxsmadmyandobhgamnofadvaﬂnd,
superior, countrics. Despite any accompanying rhetoric, the result
was to use the host area for the benefit of the dominam country.
There was little thought of development of the host area for the
benefit of ity inhabilamts. Its resources and working population
existed for the benefit of the mother or imperial country. During
the years after 1500 nationalism became the philosophical bass
for expamsion of core countries and offered po protection to
periphery countries. The Gulf of Mexico fishery is a twentieth century
example of how nationaliom was used to expand and preserve
the maritime resource base of the United States. In (945 President
Truman declared a umilateral extension of United States werritorial
jurisdiction in order to assert expanded U. S. ownership and the
right to expioit offshore oil resources for United States use. Periphery
countries have since climbed on this nationalistic bandwagon, and
have declared their national rght to control resources up to 200
miles from their coasts In fact the orignal 200 mike mit claims
were made by Chile, Fcuador, and Peru shortly after the Truman
declaration,

Nationalistn has moved periphery countries to claim control over
maritime resources in vastly expanded areas, but they lack the
iecchnology necessary to enforce their claims, or 16 exploit the new
resources claimed. Argenting hac bad this problem in the South
Atlantic, and many African couniries also have the problem. ’
The sitiation is that in contemporary times nationalism aids in
the exploitation of an expanded resource base for core countries.
It also allows periphery countries to caim expanded resources,
but nationalism alone provides little offective help in exploiting
the newly claimed maritime resources. The core remains the principal
extractor/ exploiter of the workd's namural resources.

In addition to nationalism, rapsdly changing technology is the
key to effective maritime resource utilization i fisheries, incuding
the Gulf of Mexico fshery. Advanced technology has made the
exploitation of fisheries more efficient, but also greaily increascs
the danger of over-exploitation and destruction of the resource.

Improved technology now makes dentification and location of
mmmcm(mhommmmspmmrplam&lom
sophisticated fishfinder clooironics, cven remote sensing from
satellites). Technological advances also improve the chances of
catching marine life (improved nets, downnggers, doors, winches,
bating machines). Preservation of the seafood, onoe captured, is
greatly improved due to new- techmiques for storing, freczmg, and
deapmg.  And advances in communications and
transportation systems have created larger markets for seafood,
snd enabled its rapid delivery 10 consumers. Advances in marketing
techmiques, as well as new knowledge about mutrition, have alko
Ied to the creation of larger and more demanding consurner markets,
putting increased pressure on the resource. Fads such as cajun
food and blackened redfish exemphfy sitwations in which marketing
techmicques can change consumer food tastes, and have unanticpated
and possibly devastating effects on 2 fishery resource. The
combnation of all these technological advances makes exploitation
of a fishery resource more Likely, much casier, more cfficent, and
increases the potential for exhaustion of the resource. The important
point i that technology increases the speed of exploitation. This



Technological advances (developed in the core countries) have
been aimed essentially at finding better ways of exploiting maritime
resource. The goal has been to develop technology to extraat food
for consumption in the core countries. Much less research has
been directed toward finding effective ways of expanding or
preserving the resource itself, and few technological advanoes have
mmmﬁmdﬂnmomkdﬂtmm

that there has been increased expioitation of the fishery resource
for the benefit of peoples of the core countries,

*Development” in the past resulted from the core using superior
technology to extract non-renewable resources from the periphery
for the benefit of the core. The periphery didnt benefit or develop,
and the resources were lost forever (oil, tn, copper). Today in
ﬂrGuﬂ'dMﬁstxfydtUnnedStam(ammmy)ls

superior technology to extract food from a resource it has
daamedform:iffmthcexd‘wvebuﬁhdnspwph.Thepmphery
certainly doesn benefit in the short run, and activities in the fishery
may lead to exhaustion of the fishery resource so that the periphery
will never benefit

capital to invest, while periphery countries do not. Consequently,
cove countries come to develop, control, and use the improved
technology. The resource, wherever it may be, is exploited for the
exchusive benefit of the core peopies, while the periphery countries
receive no benefits dunng the exploitation. Ultimately, the results
of core explottation of maritime resources may now be such as
to exciude the posaibility of the periphery countries ever benefiting

CONCLUSION

Exploitation of the Guif of Mexico fishery llustrates a contimzng

situation of injustice, when viewed from a dependency perspective.
Technology and natjonalism contribute to a situation in which

a natural resource is exploited by a core nation. Benefits of the
exploitation fiow only to the core nation The exploitation or
utilization of resources (in this case maritime resources) is
advantageous for the core, and therefore relatively disadvantageous
for the periphery. Exploitation of the resource by the: core (whether
located in the periphery or cnside of it) may result in destruction
of the resource. In any case, the periphery has btk or no say
in how rsources are used. Consequentiy, the periphery does not
benefit i the short run and the resource i gone i the long nmn.
Core nations (those with capital and technology) exploit the
resource and the gap betwesn them and those in the per
widens without the periphery having a chance to utilize the nsouroe
to “catch up” The core comirols the resource and s it for its
OWN purposcs,
“Development”™ of the Gulf fishery & a misnomer from the
of development in the sense of enlarging or expanding the resource
for the good of all There is no consideration of the wams or

of periphery countries. Actually the idea is not development
but rather simply preservation, preservation for US. use.
here the regulatory actions of the core country may hawe
too late. The resowrce, though in theory renewable, may
be exploited beyond a safe limit. It may become exhausted beyond
repair.

Whether the resource is renewable or non-renewabie, whether
it is located in the periphery or the core itself, the idea remains
the same: The resource is to be exploited, utilized, and managed
for the benefit of the core. There is no thought of managing,
exploiting, or developing the resource to benefit the periphery.

Conservation (“regulation”) comes only after actions by those
i the core may have destroyed the resources (fisheries, forests,
ammosphere). In any case, the conservation involved in no way
suggests that the resource i being conserved for world wse. The
Third World and its inhabitants are not, and never have been,
considered as the basis for the distribution of the benefits of the
worlds natural resources. Core country nationalism contributes 1o
the continuance of periphery underdevelopment.

NOTES

[. The preliminary list of paper topics for the Marine Resource
Utilization conference itself illustrates this practice of discussing
ﬂrfmhuymmmsdosdyrdamdmns)mnndmcgmgmptuml
vicinity. Three examples are: “Work Fleet Formation among
Shrimp Boats in the Guif of Mexico”, “Perceptions of Lacey
Act Enforcement Among South Texas Shrimpers”, and
*Studying the Social Impact of the Texas Shrimp Closure™,

2 The term Third Workd is imprecise. For the purpases of this
paper Third World refers to the non-industrialized, non-
Communist countries of Afria, Asia, Oceania, and Latin
Amenica The First World refers to the industrialized non-
Commumist countries of the world. And the Second World
refers to the Communist countries of the world. Much of
the Third World is located in the Southern Hemisphere, and
is sometimes referred 1o s the South. None of the commonly
used terms, such as Thind World, lesser demoped ommmes.
underdeveloped countries, developing countries, etc., is really
satisfactory, and all represent somewhat arbitrary classifications.

3. The literature on dependency theory is vast. The following
tithes either represent major dependency thinkers, or contain
extensive bibliographies for readers who want to pursue the
literature further. David E. Apter. Rethinking development:
modernization, dependency, and postmodern politics.
Newbury Park, California: Sage Publications, 1987. Fernando
Henrique Cardoso and Enzo Faletto. Dependency and
Development in Latin America, translaed by Marjorie
Mattingly Urquidi. Berkeley: University of Califormia Press,
1979. Ronald H. Chikcote (ed.) Dependency and Marxism:
toward a resolution of the debate. Boulder, Colorado;
Westview Press, 1982, Ronald H. Chikote. Theories of
developrment and underdevelopmen:. Boulder, Colorado;
Westview Press, 1984, Ronald H. Chikote and Dale L
Johnson. (eds.) Theories of development: mode of
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Durham, North Carolina- Duke University Press, 1985, Mary
Ann Tetreault and Charles Frederic Abel (eds.) Dependency
theary and the return of high politics. Westpor,
Connectiaut: Greenwood Press, 1986.

. Immanuel Watlerstein and a group of scholars who share his
perspective, know as world systems theory, argue that a
fundamental change toward the dominance of capitalism in
the world economy began in the sixttenth century, in Europe.
Wallerstein is a prolific writer, but his major theoretical ideas
can be found in the following books he has authored: The
modern world-system; capitalist agriculture and the
origins of the Furopean worid-economy in the sixteenth
cemtury. New York: Academic Press, 1974, The capiralist
world-economy: essays. Cambridge; New York: Cambridge
Usiversity Press, 1979. The politics of the world-economy:
the states, the movements, and the civilizations: essays.
Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press, 1984. and
Processes of the world-system. (edited with Terence K.
Hopkins). Beverly Hills, California: Sage Publications, 1980,

. The general argument about the harmful effects of the change
from sclf-subsistence food crops to cash crops has been made
by a2 number of scholars. A particularty well-argued discussion
occurs in Robert E. Gamer. The developing nations: a
comparative perspective. Boston Allyn and Bacon, 1976.
The particalar siuation regarding a change to cash cropping
for peanuts in Sencgambia was presented in remarks by Dr.,
Peter Weil at the University of Delaware, April 18, 1988,

. Discussion of the Chilean copper industry figures prominently
in much of the writing abowt the turbulent years of Chilean
politics from 1964 to 1973. Divergemt views of the situation
can be found in the following sources: Richard S, Eckaus
and P. N. Rosenstein-Rodan (eds.) Analysis of development
problems. Studies of the Chilean economy. New York
American Elevier Publishing Company, 1973. Sergio Molina
Silva. El proceso de cambio en Chile: la experiencia 1963-
{970. Santiago de Chile: Editorial Universitaria, 1972. Paul
Sigmund. The overthrow of Allende and 1he politics of
Chile, 1964-1976. Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press,
1977, Aruro Valenzucla and Samuel Valenzuela {eds) Chile:
politics and society. New Brunswick, New Jersey: Transaction
Books, 1976. Gary M. Walton. (ed.) The national economic
policies of Chile. Greenwich, Connecticut: Jai Press, 1985,

7. Even in cases where the periphery country claims to coatrol

the we of the rsource, as with 200 mile junsdiction claims,
(hepmphuymtmmmo&mtmabktopau'olorm
its use. They find themselves at the mercy of well-equipped
fishing vessels of core/foreign countries. These vessels emter
the resource area, exploit the resource, even deplete it, and
keave with the periphery country cither unaware of their
presence, or unable to stop their activities. The United States
is currently taking some steps to aid African countries in this
regard, partcularly against suspected Soviet intrusions.
However, the problem of monitoring the vast areas which
fall within the 200 mike jurisdicion is a difficult one. Even
core countries find that patrolling/ protecting fishery resources
lomudfarﬁumshorcndxﬁ'mh.leymmmurmal
fishing intcrests in the United States privately funded an
overflight of U. S. waters to secure photographic documentation
of Japanese incursions into U. S.-claimed areas. The United
SmmwnmmlandCoastGuardannkhadmlpmnomly
discovered that sich incursions were ongoing. See National
Fisherman, March 1988 and May 1988 for discussion of the
Japanese incursions and resolution of the cases. See John T.
Deiner, “Fishing and Politics in Latin America®, a paper
presented at the seventh conference of the Mid-Atlantic Council
of Latin American Studies (MACLAS), March 22, 1986 for
discussion of the cartier Argentine case.

. An extreme example of the power of improved wechnology

to exhaust a fishery can be seen in the hermring fisheries of
Alaska Some fisherics arc open for less than a day per year
for fear of decimation If commerdial fishermen were allowed
to operate for a longer period. Sec articles on Alaska herring
fisheries in Narional Fisherman, 1985-present.

, These regulations arc ofien aimed at settling controversies

between commerdial and recreational fishermen over use of
the resource. Both sides blame the other for overexploitation
leading to the depletion of fishing stocks. Their arguments
are chromnicled in virtually every ssue of National Fisherman
and Salt Warter Sporisman, jounals which speak for the
comumercial and recreational interests, respectively. The
discussion of owverexploitation as possibly dexiving from
recreational fishing is almost incomprehensible to those in the
Third World, The maritime sportsfishmg public in the Thind
World is very small and much of the salt water sporisfishing
that docs go on s engaged in by forcign tounsis or a wery
small portion of the national elite. Dependency theorists would
say that neither of these groups can be expected to act in
the interests of the periphery nations. A particularly weil-argued
discussion cocurs in Robert E Gamer, The developing
nations: a comparative perspective. Boston: Allyn and
Bacon, 1976.
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DIVIDING UP THE COMMONS:
CO-MANAGEMENT OF THE U.S. SURF
CLAM FISHERY

Bonnie J. McCay and Carolyn F. Creed
Rutgers University

ABSTRACT

This paper is an ethnographic appraisal of political, social,
and cultural aspects of the transition from a common property
fishery, albeit highly “stinted™ or regulated, to one involving
near-privatization of rights 1o valuabie shellfish resources. The
focus is on the management arena: meetings of the fishery
management council, industry lobbying groups, scientific and
industry advisory groups, government/council task forees,
etc. This essay is background to an ongoing study of a
community engaged in negotiation and conflict over how
to manage and allocate rights to COMMOn reSOUrCEs.

Introduction

This essay on the surf clam fshery of the United States sketches
(1) the development of a tragedy of the commeons; (2) carty attemyrts
to regulate surf clam fishing, (3) the development of very elaborate
management systems by state and federal governmemts, with,
however, active participation by members of the industry; and (4)
subsequent management issues and the social groups engaged in
cooperation and conflict over them The essay is background to
an ongoing study of a community engaged in negotiation and
conflict over how to manage and allocate rights to common
PeSOUroEs. !

The surf clam fishery provides a classic case of a tragedy of

the commony 1tdcvdopedrapndlymrspometopmfﬂ-seckmg
motives and came close to imperiling the resource on which it

depended. It also provides a case of successful social action to
check the tragic process. State and federal governments imposed
and enforced strict regulation, in consultation with members of
the industry. The resource recovered and is not now in danger.
Finally, it is a case of social deliberation and conflict over whether
and how to alter the fundamental condition of common property
rights to a fishery,

The surf clam fishery is unusual in the Uniied States for the
extent o which limited entry and privatization are being used and
entertained t0 manage the fishery. Limited entry and privatization
nm counter to the rule and idea in America that tidewater lands
aﬂmommmdnommmmmpmpmyofaﬂm
available to them subject only to their willingness to acquire licenses
andmcmmcntmrcg\ﬂanumdcwpedbyﬂrm(uﬂnm
or federal), in its role as holder of the public trust (res publicum)
Economists have long promuigated the virnxs of limited entry
and privatization as against opem access (e.g Scott (979), but
fishermen and others have aiso and long resisted.

Wea:e_studymgtheeﬂ'ectsofhmﬂedemrymlm,when
4 moratorum on new vessels wag imposed in the surf dam fishery.

We are also studying the social prooss of privatization, as
pmuipamsmthcﬁsMya:ﬂmthemamgememmdcba&c

and negotiate the terms of a system that may allocate exclusive
rights to shares of the quota to individual vessels. We can imagine
similarities between this process and what must have coourmed over
and over as villagers, lords, and entrepreneurs considered enclosure
of comrnon felds and common pastures in 17th and 18th century

England.

Development Of The Fishery And The Tragedy
The Resource

The sunf clam, Spisula solidissima, lives along the northwestern
Atlantic coast, from Gulf of St Lawrence to Cape Hatteras, N.C,,
but particularly in fairly shallow waters off the states of New Jersey,
Maryland, and Virginia, extending from the beach to as many
as 40 miles from shore.2 The major inshore fishery (within 3 miles)
5 in New Jerscy, elsewhere the clams are usually found farther
away from shore, within the 3-200 mile “exclusive economic zone
daimed and managed by the federal povernment since 1977 under
the “Magnuson Act.” Surf clams prow to “recraitment” size (between
4 [/2 and 5 1/2,” depending on management rules and industry
desires) within five to seven years. They are sedentary creatures
who burrow into the sandy and gravel bottoms they prefer. They
mate and breed a lot, but rarely do thar offspring survive to form
an appreciable bed of clams.

Sucress of year-clasess is infrequent and unpredictable. Another
way of saying this is that there appears to be no direct refationship
between stock and recruitment (Fogarty and Murawskd 1986), a
fact true of many fishery stocks and of considerable interest given
the fact that modern fishery science is based on the idea that the
stock of today affects the recruntment of tomorrow.? In the entire
region there have been only three strong year classes since 1965
{perhaps one more sinoe 1982), and fishery vields have been sustained
by the accumulated biomass of those year classes The 1976 year
class of the New Jerscy area is one of the most abundant; it is
the focus of much of the fishery since ca 1982 and, combined
with a 1977 year dass, will be the sustenance of the fishery into
the 1990s. The management question since 1977 has been, at what
rate should the 1976 year class be taken, given much uncertainty
about when and whether a new year class will appear. The answer
has been to take it at an annual quota of ca. 3 million busheis
of clams. The rationale for that angwer includes the industry’s
concern not to overproduce for a limited market. We will return
to the 1977-management system after discussion of the fishery itself,
carly attempts at “self-management, " management responses Lo CTises
of the mid-1970s, and the development of “co-management " through
the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council under the
Magnuson Fishety Conservation and Management Act of 1977.

An industrialized food fishery

The surf clam is an inelegant but useful bivatve. It was once
known as the “skimmer dam. " its empty shells fun 1o throw across
the water and useful as ashtrays, and its meat a source of bait
for anglers. In the 1940s it was developed as a cheaper and more
abundant substitute for hard dams (Mercenaria mercenaria} and
soft clams (Mya aremaria) it was discovered that the meats of
surf clam, when properly taken from the shedl and cut or minced,
could be substinged for bay clams in clam chowder, spaghetti-

All surf clams are by consurmers as part of prepared
(canned or frozen) foods. Hence, the fishery was, from the outset,



indegrated into industrialoed processing and distribution systems.
Although the harvesting soctor of the fishery is divided into
“independents™ and vertically-integrated vessels owned by companies
that also own and run clam-shucking and processing factonies, the
product of ail vessels poes to the processing industry # The distinction
between “processors™ and “independents” is the most obvious and
perhaps the most fundamental social distinction i this fisherys

Expansion apd development of the surf clam fishery depended
on processing and marketing innovations, on exploration, charting,
and measurement of abundance on the surf dam beds, and on

ical innovation in fishing ¢

Today, as during most of the 1960s and 1970s, the bulk of
the fishing fieet is found in the state of New Jersey, closest to
the best beds of these clame in the region, while mast of the: processing
takes place there and 1o the south. The larpegt vertically-integrated
fishing feets are found at ports on the Delmarva Peninsula: Ocean
City, Maryland, Chincoteagne, Va., Oyster, Va,, and Willis Whar,
Va"ahhwghomofttrﬂarg:stvumﬂy-lmmndﬁrmkm
meveral of its boats at a New Jersey port. The “independents”™ are
often taiked of as the “Jersey boats,™ because of their reliance on
the New Jersey inshore fishery and becanse of the fact that most
of them are located in the New Jersey ports of Atlantic City,
Wildwood, and Cape May. Most of the “independents” are invotved
in both a state “inshore™ fichery (within 3 miks of the coast) and
a fishery in the federal exclusive economic zone (EEZ; between
3 and 200 miles of the coast) managed by the federal government.
Some of the “independents™ and most of the “processor™ vessels
focus on saf clams in the EEZ, a5 well as dredging ocean quahogs’
in the EEZ and/or involvernent in the New England sunrf clam
ficheries.

Mnanaging The Commons
“Self- Regulation” and Government-industry Cooperation
The swf clam industry is relatively small and geographically
distinct. Today there are cnly about 140 vessels in the fishery and
fewer than 70 individuals who own thess vessels. At any time there
arc fewer than 5 or 6 buyers for dams and only x prooessing
plants? Investments and incomes, hence the stakes, are high, With
these conditions, and applying ideas from the sociology of coflective
action (Qison 1965; of Hardin 1982, Ostrom 1987, Ofiver and
Marwell 1988), one migit cxpoct the smergence of some degree
of seif-regulation within the industry, in contragt to a fishery that
s highly dispersed, with large numbers of people, making transaction
costs of decision-making and monitoring very high. What we find
instead 5 collaboration between government and industry, but
Mlmylnsbemgwm(orhastakm)ammgmhmdmon-

making

The surf ciam industry, or rather the small group of processors
and clam boat gwners that demmared harvesting and processing$
became aware of the likelihood of depletion and the need to conserve
the 197%0s, but the major response remained the dassic one of
tragechans of the commons: search and fish harder. ! The strategy
of the harvesting sector of the fishery was to concentrate on an
abundant year-class until it was depleted and then move on o
another population elsewhere. Thers were serious signs of dectine:
fishing effort increased and mowved south; New Jersey landings
declined drastically. More vessels enteted the fishery every year.
The early 1970s were times of decliming carch per unit of effort,
and overall landings peaked in 1974.

In (972 state and federal fisheries officials and members of the

2

surf clam industry began to consider a management systemn. Clarm.
processors often limited how many clams they would buy, but
this was in relationship to plant capacity and short-terrn marioet
limitations. They either could not agree among themselves amd
with the harvesters about voluntary limitations and recognized the
dificulty of doing so given “firee tiding”™ incentives (see Olson. 1965),
and/or, as a former processor explained, were not allowed to do
30 because of federal laws forbidding “restraint of trade” in interstate
commerce. This would amount to “withholding production,” a
behavior attributed to monopolies and illsgal in the United States.
In cither case, the industry needed government'’s mvolvernent in

managcmcm prior to [977, when the Magnuson Fishery
Management and Conservation Act came into cffect. All
management of marine fisheries, within 3 miles, was done by the
states. However the U.S. Bureau of Commercial Fisheries (later
the National Marine Fisheries Service [NMFS]) actively engaged
in fisheries development and, indirectly, management before that
tm;\e,mooopu-anonmr.ht.hcmdmtry and a state-federal system
of cooperation existed in the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries
Commission.

Close connections between the industry and government were
apparent from the outset.!! The major contribution of the Bureann
of Commercial Fisheries was to carry ot what some today call
“search-and-destroy” missions: surveys of Mid-Atlantic and other
waters to identify and measure the populations of surf clam stocks
(e.g, Ropes 1980). In that sense, the government helped cause
“tragedies of the commons.”

How closely the federal fisheries agencys work fit in with the
nmdsandplansofd:uﬂmtrymnahobcmmmmof
advice givvn by government biologists w0 industry concerning
deployment of fishing effort on clam beds.? There were signs of
“self-management™ in the use of a trade association to meet with
biologists about moving south to Cape May in 1967 to give the
clams off Point Pleasant a chance to recuperate

Crisis and State Management

No regulations came of numerous mestings held under various
auspices, inchuding the Atlantic Staes Marine Fisheries Commission,
in the early 197084 Near<rists conditions were required. These
came soon enough In the mid-19708 it became evident thar there
were no more new clam beds to discover and no new year-classes
int old clam beds. A fishery off southern Virginia virtually annihilatect
stocks there. Accordingly, the clam flest returmed to New Jersey
inshore surf clam stocks uring the last 3 months of 1975. Qammers
and officials in New Jersey feared that all effort would concentrate
on the remaining New Jersey inshore dams. The inshore clams
would soon be decimated, a particular threat to the smaller New
Jersey clam vessels unabie to go far for cams. A state emergncy
was declared,’S and on Jarwary 1, 1976, the New Jersey Department
of Environmental Protection imposed an emergency closure of N.J.
nshore clam beds.

A natural disaster led to transition from emergency to
management systemn. Protection of the inshors beds seemed all
the more urgent later in 1976, An anoxic condition in the ocean
in the summer and fall of 1976 killed much of the offshore stock:
of clams % and prompted an even more desperate movement of
the surf clam fleet in search of other stocks.

Soon thereafter the State of New Jersey enacted a limited entry
program, which restricted the number of vesseks in the fishexy by
issuing permits only to those already in it Having thus redefined



the commeons, the state’s Chief of Shellfisheties worked closely with
the dammers to develop a management system that combined
of clamming in New Jersey inshore waters to the period betwesn
December and May. In its essentials the state’s program remains
as it was then, and is known to favor the smaller-scale and
“independent” clammers.’? In deciding how many clams each boat
could harvest each week, neither historical performance nor vessel
capacty was used. No matter how many clams a vessel had caught
or could catch, each received exactly the same allotment. (These
dammers also engage in the fishery beyond 3 miles, and beyond
New Jersey jurisdiction).

Crisis and Federal Managememnt

Anoxic conditions in the summer of 1976 virtually climinated
the concentration of dams off New Jersey shore and stimulated
the state’s stringent managernent program. This was mainly because
boats were ready to mowve into already hard fished inshore New
Jerscy arcas and wipe out the one year class there. A more southern
fishery that developed during the 1970s was concentzated on only
one year class, too, and the federal swf clam plan of 1977 was
largely in response to fear that the fieet of boats, which had grown
tremendously in number and fishing capacity, could annihilate the
enttire year-class. There would be nothing left.

By late 1977 management was in place at the federal level: the
surf clam becarne the first species to be managed under the auspices
of the new Mid-Atantic Fisheries Management Council, onc of
the regional councils established by the Magnuson Act to mansge
fisheries between 3 and 200 miles. This management scheme created
an emergency moratorium on licensed vessels, catch and trip lLimits,
and emergency dosures (see below).

Management had two goals: (1) to rebuild the stocks; and (2)
to prevent further overcapitalization and perhaps reduce the level
of capitalization in the industry. The 1977 management system
and its successors heiped with the former ant failed miserably at
the lanmer. The major debate in the 19808 is how to change it
to better deal with the fact that 140 vessels arc in the fishery but
fewer than 1/ LOth of that number could easily take the entire years
quota. Put another way, given the number of boats and their catching
power, the entire year’s quota is now taken in the equvalenmt of
about one week....spread out over the entire year, in 6 hour stretcixs,
Of course, this does not inchude catches of New Jerscy inshore
clamms, made between December and May by those vessels with
permits (when there is a market for these dams, which are generally
kess desirable), nor does it inchude catches of oczan quahogs or
cawches of swrf clams in New England waters. However, most surf
clam boats are tied up much of the time, ¢ven given these other
opportunities.

The Federal Management System

The surf clam management program of New Jersey and of the
federal government is one of the most extreme management systems
in the United States in the extent to which it interferes with the
tradition of “freedom” in fishing and with the notion of common
property rights. In 1977 the number of boats mvolved in the Middle
Atlantic surf clam industry was frozen, through a moratorium.
Open access no longer existy, although it may be recrested in the
future, The “commorers™ are no longer all ctizerns of the U.S.
or New Jersey, depending on which waters we are talking about,
but mstead those people fortunate enough to own or work on
oot of those boats,

Within that framework, the fishery is managed in some traditional
and some novel ways, There is an annual quota, bt it is divided
into quarverly quotas. In addition, there are restricions on the
aumber of hours and days each boat can go surf-clamming in
the EEZ, and vesscl-operators must give 10 days notice 1o NMFS
abowt when they will go out Bad-weather “make-up”™ days are
allowed only in the winter months, Sometimes the Regional Director
of NMFES (who administers the management system) shuts down
the camming for a couple of weeks or longer, when it appears
that the quarteriy quota has boen taken or is almost taken There
i, now, a minimum gize limit. There are aiso “sanctuaries,” or
large areas of the ocean, off Atlantic City, N.J. and off Chincoteague,
Va., where clamming i forbidden in order to protect the growth
of a strong year-clam.® This degree of governmental management
of a fishery is unique in the United States to the Middle Atlantic
surf clam fishery. It is also remarkable that the clam industry has
played a major role in management

Constituency contracting

In management of the EEZ of the Unitad States, members of
the industry can play a major role m deciding on the goals, natuye,
and details of fisheries management Participatory democracy is
the mode] for the mgional councils created through
the 1976 Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act.
The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Council relies fairy heavily
on indvrsiry advisory panels for certain resues. In addition, a member
of the commercial fishing industry—most years a surf-clamrner
or former surf-lammer—sits a3 a member of the council itself,
and almost all of the state directors of fish and game who sit
on the council have, in this region, fairly strong political directives
10 represent commeral as wedl as recreational fichermen.

Moreover, through a somewhat special status afforded to the
sarf clam management process by the Mid-Atlantic Coimcil and
the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), members of the
industry play a major rok in decking on the goals, nature, and
details of fisheries management ® From the perspective of NMES,
the system is one of “constituency contracting™ (Turgeon (1977:133),
whereby the councl and government agency essentially ratify
agreements reachod within the user group beang managed.

Although it is debatabie how much the industry as a collectivity
as opposed to a handful of competing lobbyists, has made decisions,
there is 0o question tha the councl and NMFS have from time
to time szid “All right, you guys, make up your minds about
what you want and well go along with it.”™ They have also said,
“All ght, you guys, if you canl reach an agreement, then well
do it for you,” but neither the Council nor NMES has followed
through, yet, on that threat.

Why is there such a high degree of industry mvolvernent i
management in this fishery? It s widely agreed within the coundil,
which is made up of state fishery managers and potitical appointees,
and its schentific advisory group that “sodal™ questions should be
decided by the industry itself, as they are beyond the purview of
the technical, scientific expertise of the councils staff and scienrific
advisors. To some extert this understanding may reflect the passing-
the-buck method of avoiding responsibility and hassles. Surf cdam
management is unusual in having had to deal with the question
of direct, overt allocation of exclusive fishing privileges: since 1979
a major issue has been how to allocate per-vemsel quotas. This
issue has clear social anplications and thus is politically charged
Both NMFS and the Council hawe passed the buck on to the
industry. NMFS appears not 10 wam to get into the poittically
sticky business of making direct, overt allocation decisions.® The



regional oouncil irics to avoid it too.
Amhﬂ'!mmnthunmhusoﬂh:uﬂ\myha_mwurkud

have some: say in the nature of reguiation.
The surf clam industry is not the only one to be engaged in
sanctioned “contracting,” {Turgeon 1977} nor is the process of
mobbmmc{seebdcw).&nmswuthundumm
asmexamphoicommunalmanammlhmammphx.h:ghly
structured political system, and, within that system, a5 an aiternative
to the use of the free market on the one hand (with its classic
failures, especially in relation to the commions), and the government
on the other hard to manage common property resoutces. This
mode of management may help ensure higher kevels of compliance
{Turgeon lmhnaboﬁxlﬁlhﬂ:naddmmlpsforthe
kegitination and monitoring and enforcement power that arc
monopolized by the state.

Special Fearvres Of The Swurf Clam Management System
The snf clam managemes system is umsual because of the

following

1. The main objective of restoring depletad clam stocks has been

met

2 The people involved mn the fichery are muking very good incomes,

1. Today, the sue & less how to provernt depletion than how
to manage abundance.

4, Most participants in surf clam management agree that the major
management isues are social and economic,

|. Restoration of depleted stocks

Whether increased clam density was due to the 1986 anoxic
bhght,wbxﬂnmayhavemmmmdpmdatmd;wmikm
Icmngthelwﬁandlgﬂymrdmhaveauhamc,or

stadl could accurately write: “Total Mid-Adantic EEZ clam biomass
has recovered to levels siightly higher_than those of the mid-1960s
(prior to the rapid increase in landmgs)” (MAFMC 1986: 12),
2. High incomes

In Mid-Atlantic fishing ports, it is widely known that surf
clamming s a sure way to make a lot of money, lacking only
the adventure and risk of fisheries for more elusive prey to be
ramked among the most desirable fsheries (Gatewood and McCay
1988). Our snicties (Gatewood and McCay 1988; McCay and Creed
1987, McCay et of 1987) have shown that surf clammers do,
on the average, make more moncy than do other fishermen in
the arca. Their mcomes in the mid-1980s were comparable to or
better than ncomes for college professors and middle-management
types; their sducation was on the average that of high school, and
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no gpecial training was required.

The incomes of surfl clammers vary mostly with the price
clams. Although there is intense competition within the dam
for the quota, limited entry has kept a Ld on the num
competitors. Incornes within the Oeet can vary greatly (with
dimension, captain's skill, etc.). However, limited entry means that
aggregate profits are not dissipated by newcomers (the economics
of the commons problem).

iig"

3. Managing Abundance

If depleted stocks have been restored, why continwe the
management system at all? One answer goes back to the problem
ofspomdnandunpmdu:tablcstmcsﬁﬂymr—dm%mm
clear stock-recruitment relationships in the surf-clam fishery
(Murawski pers. comm., Fogarty and Murawski 1986, Haskin,
pers. comm.), There are instead many surprises?! and as of 1988
still only two important year classes, those of 1976 and 1977 The
infrequent success of surf clam yearclasses has a srong effect on
management philosophy: the cholce is whether to take, at a high
rate, whatever is there, hoping (against realistic hope) that nature
will do its job quickly enough to replenish the stocks; or whether
to husband the strong vear<lass until one can be sure another
is coming ajong. The choice has been for the latter.

This choice is strongly influenced by the nature of the industry:
surf clams go to processors; processors have limited capacty and
more-or-ess limited markets; processors do not want a Jot of dams
this year, or cven this season, and none next year or next season.
They need “sustained yicld” for economic: reasons, However, becawse
of the infrequent and umpredictabie nature of strong year-classes,
they and the biologists must essemtially consider the resource as
nonrenewable, and determine the rate at which they wish to take
it, just as do the Sandis with their oil wells, In 1986 the prediction
was a 10 year “supply” at the kevel of 40-50 million pounds a
year (Le. the present quota range). There is obviously an incentive
to keep a quota.

The management systtmn has emerged as a major tool for
coordinating production in relation to market demand. Ant-trust
laws make it difficult for an industry to coordinate production
and market opportunitics in other ways, fishery cooperatives
(MeCay 1980) and government fisheries management provide legal
alternatives. Markets have not expanded greatly, and the industry
tends toward oversupply in warchouses, The difference between
50 and 40 million pounds per year can signify the difference between
a “ghn™ and a healthy market. Both “independents™ and the
“processors” share a strong interest in maintaining 2 management
sysiem that gives them soroe control over the level of production
and hence price, although threatened by the rise of competing clam
fisheries outside the junisdiction of the management council (ie.
a flash-in-the-pan inshore New York fishery in 1986 that virtually
destroyed the market for over a year afierwards; and the recemt
development of a Canadian fishery for a related sea clam).

There arc other rationales for strong controks on the rate of
exploftation, but they vary a great deal depemding on whose
perspective is taken and will be discussed in the section on social
and economic considerations below.

4. Social and Economic Management [ssues

Just about everybody involved in surf clam management agress
that the major ksoes are social and economic.



(vercapitalization

Limited entry by itself dogs not solve the problem of
overcapitalization and may indeed worsen it.2 The 1977 moratorium
on entry into the surf clam fishery actually resulted in an increase
in surf clam vessels, as people scrambied to get into the limited
entry fishery. In 1977 a total of 155 licenses had been issued as
of December 31st of that year, the first of the moratorium. This
was far more than had been engaged in surf-clamming prior to
the moratorium 2 More Licenses were issued in the next two years,
as some vessel owners sucoessfully claimed the right to be in the
fishery, but the maximum number of vessels active in the fleet,
based on logbook teports, was 162 (in 1979(MAFMC 1986; 58),
The number quickly fell in 1980, by 22%, thence i smaller
increments to a low of 13 in 1983, largely due to movement
of some of the vessels to ocean guahog fishing as the market for
that clam species improved.? The number has since mowed up,
10 135 in 1987,

Very early on it was recognized that the erergency system enacted
in 1977, and amended in subsequent years, was seriously flawed.
It did help save and even restore clam stocks due to fairly strict
enforcerent of a quota. But the way that that quota was reached
created evident inefficierky in the use of labor and capital; morcover,
incentives remained for increased overcapitalization. In the interests
of processors, who needed a fairly stabke and predictable supply
of clams for their factonies, the quota was divided into quarters;
within cach quarter, effort was controlled so that it would not
be {umped into one end or the other. This was done by limiting
the length of fishing trips and the number of trips that couid be
taken per unit of time (limits on the tming of fishing trips were
alto essential 10 law enforcement).

However, there were no controls on technology, beyond
resirictions on the kength of the vessel used, and the incentive structure
remained that of open access. Accordingly, dammess adjusted to
these limits by becoming better at getting more clams over shorter
periods of time, using technoiogical improvemments such as mcreased
dredge blade size, increased number of dredges, culling machines,
increased pump hose capacity, ete. Their adaptations make the
situation worse: the faster they can catch up the quota the fewer
the allowable fishing hours and the longer the cosed periods, given
the present law and administrative system ™ The dams, meanwhle,
gdomgpmﬁnc Indeed, their density had increased, increasing

UE.

The fishery is overcapitalized. There are more vessels engaged
than before 1977. Moreover, the composition of the entire fleet
has shifted to larger vessels. They are monitored as size classes:
0-50 tons, 50-100 tons;, {00 tons. In 1985 52 out of 125 (42%%)
were over 100 tons, whereas in 1968 only 6 out of 86 (7%) were
that large (MAFMC 1986: 58). And the vessels go clamming very
seldom: no more than § hours cvery 3 weeks on the average by
1987. What overcapitalization means is that a handful of vessels
and men could harvest what the entire fleet of ca. 135 vessels
harvests now.

Independents vs. Processors

A major social problem is the unequal market and political
power of two groups—'independents,™ people who own and work
on boats and sell their dams to others; and “processors,” people
who own clam processing firms and may own a fleet of boatx
as well® Independents depend on processors to buy their dams.
Processors vary in how dependent they are on independents for
clams. Some own enough catching capacity to supply their plants

without buying much from others; some processors do not own
boats at all, relying entirely on independents. Processors also tend
to have greater political power, representing as they do greater
wealth and status and ability to hire lawyers and other lobbyists
or engage in lobbying themselves, independents have, however,
learned to cooperate politically, to lobby and hire lobbyists and
lawyers.

Conflicts between independents and processors appear in almost
every management decision made over the past ten wears. From
a review of these conflicts onc can generalize that the
“independents®—ranging from owner-operators of one vessel to
owners of small and large fleets,— are afraid of any change in
management that would rodw:ttn:haxgnmngpowmprm
and supply of cams vis-a-vis the processors. The processors,
excepting firms that have avoided vessel ownership entirely so far,
have an interest in reducing their dependence on the “independents,”
and thus favor any management measure that would eable their
own vessels to catch more dlams, including lowering the minimum
g7z of clams and basing an allocation system on historic performance
alone (see below).

Quotas

This conflict appears in what would otherwise seem to be a
solely “biological™ decision: how large 5 the annual quota. Every
year the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Managernent Council must decide
on the surf clam {(and occan quahog) quota. The counal decdes
on a quota within a range predetermined in the offical fishery
managernent plan, which m 1982 became a “framework™ plan
allowing adrinistrative changes vearly under a general framework
of management poticies. Biologmsts present data on the status of
the stocks, and the councils Scientific and Statistical Commuttes,
comprised of agency and university scieatists, reviews these data
and makes a recommendation to the council.

As noted above, the evidence shows very high stock abundance.
One moght, then, expect a significant increase in the quota. Such
is not, however, the case; the surf clam quota has rernamed fairly
stable since 1977. There are several reasons for this, and we have
already given the most important, that managing abundance in
a situation in which future “recruits” cannot be predicted means
trying to make the existing, known supply last a long time, and
that the mdustry as a whoic wants to prevent market ghas. In
specific situations, other reasons emerge. One is that in some
situations the “independents” influence the council and managers’
decsions to maunain low quotas for both surf clams and occan
quahogs. It is hard to believe that a group of fishermen will ask
for a smaller quota, but it happens. When it does, it usually roeans
that the independenis are afraid that the the processors will gain

Size Lirnits

yrldperreum,andSl,’Twastheopumalmford:most
valuable product, clam strips (MAFMC 1984: 22). A smaller size

timit was proposed in 1984 and approved in 19867 primanily on
gmmdsthmtoomanymﬂﬁdam—andhm:ewmeﬁﬂ
and costly apprehensions)—were being taken on cenain
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that a smailer sz« would mean that the annual quota would be
mfastu,h:depmdunswnuldhawahﬂdﬁmcmaﬁnshdumg
the lengthier closures impased, the processors could get all they
i would lose their

Time-based Managemeni

Social and economic issucs undertie support for continued
menagement of abundance and for particular features of the
management system For exampie, the time-based feature that
spreads out the catch over the year is said by processors to be
esential for mainaining a refiable labor force in the plants.
Moreower, some buyers and clammers observe that the quarterdy
quotas and time limitasions protect the power of the buyers against
that of the sellers, who have little choioe about when to fish. However,
others note that the buyers have power in any case.

Now that the stocks are in pretty good shape, the task is to
manage abundance. It would seem logical to increase quotas,
decrease minimum sizes, ctc. However, arguments like those given
above—based on shrewd observation and a lot of experience--
play a major role in the politics of surf clam management axd
over market power is the motivating and causal force behind
management of the surf clam fishery. Biologists arc very often
dismayed at how their work, estimating stock abundance, MSY,
optimal clam sizes, etc. is transformed witlin these politics. However,
the more experienced biologists understarx: this is life, and essentially
what clam management is all about, as is, ultimately, any form
of resource management.

Privatization And Vessel Allocation

In conchuding this discussion of social aspects of surf ciam
management, we tum to the most radical, in its context, development
in marine fisheries management: privatization.

As early a3 1979 the Mid-Arlantic fisheries management council
began to seriously explore an alternative management syseem. The
terms “stock cemificate™ and “allocation”™ were uwsed in draft
dooumnents and in the first amendment of the plan, prepared in
1978. The idea was to divide the annual or quarterly quotas up
into shares for cach vessel The intent appears to have been to
eliminate the costly maotivations to compete to capture the quota
and bence the incentive structure for overcapitalization. If each
vessel has @ guarantesd, and limited, right to dams, then cach
also hae the motive to catch those cams as efficiently a8 possible.

A vessel allocation system comes closer to private property than
does limited entry pex se. Private was created by the lmnited
entry system: the vahie of a vesact is inflated by the liccnse @ holds
for the fishery, and there is an open market for these licenses (they
are oot, in theory, separable from the vessels but are thougin of
that way; in the siate management system they are separate from
the vesseks). But the clam fishery itself s a regulated commons:
the clams are commeon property of all licensees, who compete with
each other for them. Hence the tendency toward over-capitalization
{as well as unsafe practioes such as overloading vessels).

Vemel allocation or stock certificates take the next step toward
endosure; they amount to frue “stinting,™ in attaching 1o licenses
definite quantities of a resource that may be wed or taken (Moloney
and Pearse 197). They ceatr exchusive property in the resource
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itself, whether legaily conceived of as ownership of the clams or
ownership of the right to take a certain amount of clams, If these
fights are transferable, the vatue of the rights and hence the price
of access to them is determined by supply and demand, a market.
They are private property nghts.

Sentiment in the suf clam management case favors free
wansferability of rights, but most discussions in the recent past
reflect concern about how 2 market in clam property will affect

fishery a2 way to leave “gracefully,” ie. with cash in the pocket
from the sale of clam rights. Those who have large vessels may
be able to buy enough clam rights to work those vessels up to
their capacity and divest themseives of ineffisent wessels. An
importamt question is whether the clam rights can be sold
independently of the vessels (the limited hicense cannot). If they
can, many vessels will be retired frofa the fishery. Indeed, a computer
smulation by the National Marine Fisheries Service showed market
equilibrium at about six vessels {versus 135 now active).

exampk is a stipulation that a vesse] owner can combine the
rights of only three vessels onto one, at least in the first year of
so of the plan.

Given the technical ability of just a few of the very large clam
vessels to catch the entire annual quota, some features of the present
management system have prevenied rapid concentration of
ownership and the creation of oligopolies or a monopoly m the
industry, No matter how big or cfficient a vessel is, it is held to
the prevailing time limit (ie. 6 hours every two or three weeks),
reducing the competitive advantage of large vessels and the ability
of processors to obtain: all of the supply they need by themselves.
This in turn has helped maintain a market for the smailer vessels
and the independerits.

The “ndependents™ and the clam processors that rely on them
rather than or in addition to the catches of their own vessels have
particular interest in featurss of management that prevent
oligopsonistic markets, but many of the independents want vessel
allocations rather than time-based management so that they can
better use their time, labor, and capital, perhaps improve their
bargaining power, have a safer fishery, and have property that
they can use, buy, sell, or lease. However, judging from a strong
consensus within the industry to impose controls on the rate of
“consolidation” of permits, if and when vessel owners are allowed
to combine permits and get rid of un-needed vesselks, it appears
that everyone is uncertain and anxious about the outcome of further
concentration of ownership. As of December 1987, 49% of the
surf clam vessels (and an even higher share of catching power)
were owned by only six firms, of which four are vertically integrated

ition would unleash very powerful forces. Morzover, even
the “big” players cannot predict with confidence what would happen,
lending support to the alternative of slowly phasing in vessel
consolidation.



Vessel Allocation

Since 1979 the issue of “vessel allocation” has remained a kive,
but persistently unresolved, one. There is much to be said about
privatizing schemes in the clam management system. The general
point is that for over 9 years industry-wide and management council
consensus in favor of some sort of vessel allocation scheme has
existed, but there has never been agreement on a critical component
of the scheme: the basis on which shares or stocks or rghts will
be divided up among participants,

The surf clarn fishery is indeed unusual in the extent to which
allocation questions appear; since about 1980 managers and the
industry have debated variations on the theme of per-vessel
allocations of the quota, to do away with the unsafe® race to
caich as much as possible within a brief allowed time. The problem
is, on what basis shall the quota be divided amnong participants?
In the State of New Jersey management system, the quota is divided
equally. In federal management, through the Mid-Atlantic council,
debate has raged since 1980 or before about whether to use equal
shares, shares based on historical performance, shares based on
vesse] capacity, or some combination. Stakes are high; someone
“loses™ in any combination; and responsbility for decding is
consistently passed down to industry advisory panels or the council’s
surf clam comemittes, which in turn insists on lengthy sessions of
industry comment on proposals.

Arguments expressed over the years reflect the interests and
positions of people in different social relationships to production
and marketing. Some of the verticall-integrated processors who
own large fleets hoid to the view that allocation should be based
on historic performance: the vessels that cauglit the most i the
past should get the largest shares, Independents (and certain others)
usually argue that vessel size, with or without consideration for
historic performance, should be the basis of allocation. Those with
large vessels should get larpe shares of the clam quota no matter
many independents (and some processors) responded to mestrictions
msmf—dmnmmgbydcvotngmostofmmwmnqunhog

Finally, for some time (roughly 1980-1985) a group argued with
passion that all vessels shoukf have equal shares of the quota,
no matter what their size or catch history.® Their argument was
thalthmwasthconlyeqmtabbrhmglodo,gmntha(
gvercapitalization existed at the outset, it is not fair to reward
thoscwhomveswdmlargcrwssd&Raﬂnd:mewhom}edwith
small vessels should be rewarded In addition—and here all
independents chime in—it is not fair to rewand those with high
historic catches, becanse many of these catches were heavily based
on illegally canght, usually undersized, clams,

tough social question of who gets how much have faled, and
to better identify the social forces underlying surf dam management

and mismanagement, as well as the social consequences of
pnvanmnomlndmmoﬁﬁﬂmeomfmmdm

In our model debates over fishery management plans and
amendments o0 them (such as over Amendment 8 of the Surf
Clam and Ocgan Quahog Fishery Management Plan) are debates
by people who hold common nights, together with experts and
representatives of the public trust, over the rights, obligations, and
uses that pertain to the common rsource. The negotiations that
take place are embedded in political, social, and econornic institutions
that comprise culture,

Hardins model of the tragedy of the commons and its
assumptions arc the products of the same culture that pervades
the managenwnt process. Cooperation, when it oocury, is the result
of opportunistic maneuvering on the part of sef-intcrested
individuals. Individual selff-sacrifice for the collective good will not
occur unless the individual is able to calculate some advantage
from that sacrifice. The mode] is embedded in AmeTican law and
culture conceming the commons (McCay 1987) and 5 consistent
with Amencan core values of individualisrn and self-reliance (Hsu
1972). From this paradigm, the context of meetings and the larger
management process is adversarial and individualistic {or interest-
group dominated), and the participants are potential winners and
losers in a zevo-sum game for control of a limited resource.

The Perils of Numbers

From time to time members of the industry, through their
participation in an advisory committee of the management council
or through their lobbyists or lobbying organizations (such as patriotic
U.S.A., United Shellfishermen’s Association), took seriously the
admonitions of the management council and the National Marine
Fisheries Sexvice to come to agreement on this vital social matter
of how the allocation would be made. Compromises were painfirlly
reached, and with the belp of officals in the National Marnne
Fisheries Service and staff of the management council, complicated
formulas giving variabic weights to history, capacity, and oqual
shares were developed. The NMFES officials and councl] stalf even
computed for each vesse] owner just what his share would be under
each of the alternatives.

Congstenit with the above model, in the managememt process
conventions have been qeated that rely heavily on numbers. The
Council staff numbers—of bushels or pounds or dollars—
that show how each vessels allotment would vary according to
management alternative (i.c., whether based on historical
performance or vessel capacity). The numbers are kept confidential,
but are sent privately to cach vessel owner. The owner can see
how his/ her vessels fare under different alternatives and is supposed
then to make decisiors on that basis. The staff, orying to be objective
and far and to fadlitate the decision-making process, gencrates
mnnhersmmehopethatquanmﬁmuonwiﬂhadtoapohmﬂy
palatable compronmse that will, uitimately, lead to cconomic
rationalization of this fishery. The staff also generates graphs that
show the relarive distribution of shares for the entire system.

Although we wouid agres that all available information should
be provided to as many people as possble, this use of numbers
and the effects of this use are bothersome. The very act of referring
to the numbers, done almost routinely now in management debates,
sigmfies that this is indeed a situation of atomistic competition.
Moreover, the fact, soon shown as people compare numbers and
look at the system-wide graphs, that some people “win” and others
“lose,” signifies to participants that there really cannot be any muly
fair and equitable compromise. Accordingly, the extraordinary
personal and social cfforts that go into achieving such a
wmpmmm—rcphcawd)caraﬁwymraﬁaymr—mu:mvuy



The Perils of Polls

Similarly, the way that surveys or polls of the industry arc used
reinforces the tendency toward self-seeking competition and
diminishes the strength of compromise and consensus (see also
Ga:ewmdanndCaythmwnfm}.Omortwmmdnpast
3 years, the exccutive director of the Mid-Atlantic Council has
called for a poll of the industry on the issue of how to allocate
damnshxhhappmedpmwhm,throughadmypamh,
commitiee, and themdustryk own

or nmety peroent of the ndusiry agreed. But the exscutive director,
John Bryson, called for a survey. His doing so said the following
to participants: (1) 100% agreement is the only acceptable consensus;
and (2) what you achieve together, in groups, is less meaningful
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Market Share

The limited resource in this case is really the market for surf
dams as much as the surf clams themseives. Both harvesting and
processing capacity are greater than consumer demand for clam
products, Market share it a term used often by members of the
industry and their lobbyists and lawyers in the context of
management contlicts. It is ones percentage of a scarce resource
in the zero-sum game, and characterizes their assumptions about
the reiationship of each individual to the whole industry. Individuais
asaess their status in the fishery not oaly in terms of bow many
bushels of clams they caugit or how much profit they made now
as opposed to then, but also in terms of how their market share
comnpares with that of others. Market share is a fair index of future
carning ability because of the ways that market share affects
bargaining power vis-a-vis buyers as well as efficiency of operation.

Perils of Speaking and Interpretation

Public debate over proposed options, at meetings of the Counail
and ity surf dam committee, is colored by the above. What cach
speaker says seems to be interpreted by cach hearer as strategc
speech intended to advantage the speaker relative to others.
Participants interpret what speakers have to say in terms of a calculus
that inchades the number of vessels they own, who the partners

The effectivencss of industry participation is partly determmined
by effectivencss in such public debate. Many cammers who come
10 meetings prepared 1o be persuasive feed ill-at-ease and inartenlate
“When | try to talk ! get all red in the face and sound bke a
dumb fisherman ® Not all fishermen feed or are this inarticulate,
but many fod that the rules according to which onc is judged
a5 competeit to egage in the arguments are unclear. All speakers
change the way they talk according to the context, bt the rules
for comtext-acceptable speech vary by subgroup (see Gumperz and
Gumperz 1982, Labov 1972, Goffman 1981, Hymes 1974). The
mmdﬂmmmm:s

they can learn to interpret successfully the messagrs they send each
other. Fishermen have, on their side, responded to the problem
by hiring lawyers as spokmspersons. Lawyers are mexnbers of a
profession that daims some sovereignty over the ability to say what
counts according to the rules of the state. Moreover, i the fishery
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management context, lawyers are coming to count the most. One
of the bottom lines used in writing management plans s “Can
it be defended in court™

Participants—clammers and staff—have also used anthropolo-
gists as resowrces. We have become informants about cultural
assumptions, and are professional interstitial persons allowed to
move among groups and thus bridge gaps of communication by
trying to transiate what was meant when something was sad. We
do not see oursetves as social workers shaping events, or as advocates.
We may be seen as busy-bodies by all sides, at times. And we
may have overstepped the boundaries that many participants would
have us keep by participating in the attempt 1o interpret the
Magnuson Act itself and its implications for surf clam management,
in a letier directed to the exacutive director of the regional council
offered what we choose 10 regard as a compliment: in a speech
to the coundl in April 1988 in which he denigrated our anempt
to show that there is no greater argument for historical performance
than vessel capacity, the lawyer referred to the two of us as *a
group of anthropologists.”

CONCLUSION
Community end the Commons

Garrett Hardin (1968) used the image of a herdsman deciding
whether to add more animals to a communal pasture to dlustrate
the tragedy of the commons. His use of the image suggests that
the Old World village common-lands were, like many open-ocean
resources, open-access and unregulated. Hence they were pronc
to overuse and abuse unless a strong government intervened of
evidence for regulation of the village commons in medieval and
post-medieval England, the supposed source of the parabie. In so
doing, he misrepresentad the ability of people to successfuily manage
cormon property resources. In Hardin's version, “each herdsman
(entrepreneur) acts essentially alone for his own good without regard
for the good of others; there is no community” (Fife 1977 76,
emphasis added). But there was community (Tawney [912; Yelling
1977), and communities often deait with conflicts and ecologacal
problems associated with their common lands by creating and
enforcing rules about their use, as shown i studies of agraran
systems in Switzeriand and Japan (Ostrom 1987), Ethsopia (Bauer
1987), Indonesia (Vondal 1987), and Spain (Femnandez 1987} and
in the vast body of literature on the oki English commons (e.g.
Yeliing 1977; Cox 1985).

A consequence of the glibness of Hamdind account 15 that we
are forced to emphasize and underiine the point that “common
property” is not reducible to openracoess (Crriacy-Wantrup and
Bishop 1975). A further distinction should be made between the
resource-type and the social sysiern that affects its use and regulsgon,
A “common property resource” is a resource that has properties
such that it s difficult for one user to exchude others from it,
and the activities of one user can subtract from the benefits obtamable
by another (Feeny et al. 1988; Ostrom 1986:604). Many fisheries
are clearly of this sort. It is important to distinguish such a resource
from the cutural and legal regime that is also often called “commeon
proputy'andtotwognmvanatmnamongthcuﬂﬂ:nlandhgal
regimes that pertain 10 common propaty resources. In fact,
institutional regimes that concern such resources are comprised of
vaniations ranging from totally open-access and unfetered use of
a resource to various communal systems of controls over access
and use, to different levels and kinds of centralized governmoent



intervention, and to quast- or total privatization (Feeny et af. [988;
Ciriacy-Wantrup and Bishop 1975, Moloney and Pearse 1979,
Bromiey 1986). o

There can be community even in a highly commercialized fishery,
especially if one expands the notion of community to include
government officials and biologists as well as industry (see Miller
and Van Maanen 1983 for a related definition of a fishery), and
if one avoids the view of community as pecessarily implying
solidarity, homogeneity, and collective action. Many critics of the
tragedy of the commons model dislike the abstract individualist
bias of the model and pose instead models of communal behavior
that emphasize interdependence, communication, and cooperation
(Godwin and Shepard 1979; Runge 1981). The only probiem with
this approach is that it misrepresents community (Peters 1987).
An alternative, following a major theme of a mcent volume on
the commons (McCay and Acheson 1987; espedally McCay 1987,
Peters 1987, Taylor 1987), is that commons dilemrnas shoukt be
viewed in terms of the dynamics of conflict and competition between
different social groups located in hisiory and culture rather than
betwesn the rational economizing individual--unspecifisd—and the
group—also unspecified. The surf clam management community
15 defined primarily in terms of those dynamics as its members
try to redefine the commons.

NOTES:

[. The rescarch on which this paper is based was supported in
part by the Natonal Office of Sea Grant (U.S. Department
of Commerce), New Jersey Sca Gramt contract #ANA 84 AA-
D-SG084, through grants in 198587 to BJ. McCay and 1.B.
Gatewood and in 1987-89 to BJ. McCay and to C.F. Creed.
It was also supported by the New Jersey Agricultural
Experiment Station. This is Number J-26424-4-88 of the
Journal Series of the New Jersey Agncultural Experiment
Station. The research also benefited from McCay's participation
in meetings of the Scentific and Statistical Commines of the
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council from 1979 to the
present. We are indebtad to members of that committee, coamal
staff, NM.F.S. staff, and the clammers and processors with
whom we have talked, tut biame none of them for our
mterpretahon.

2. The surf clam is most abundant in the Middle Atantic Bight,
but in recent years good stocks were found in Nantucket Sound
and in 1982 on Georges Bank, supporting a relatively new
“New England” fishery {only about 6 New England vessels
are involved in the Nantucket Sound and Georges Bank fisheries
for surf clams; Mid-Atlantic vessels continue to acoourt for
most of the catch, ewn in New England waters). The surf
clam lives on the continental sheif, from lower edge of mtertidal
zonc to about 140 feet (43 m) or more, and prefers sand
or gravel bottoms. “Inshore” ions (within 3 miles) are
found primarily along the New Jerscy, the southwest end of
Long Island, and Namtucket Soimd beds off Rhode Isiand
(some beds are closed because of polhution). The major offshore
populations are: (1) 540 miles off mid-New Jersey shore
(Asbury Park-Atlantic City); (2) off the Delmarva Peninsula;
(3) off the southern Virgima coast.

3. The stock-recruitnent relationship is fundamental to scientific
fisheries managermnent as we know it. The reason to regulate
the behavior and technology of fishermen is to allow the survival
of encugh fish of breeding size and vigor to repopuiate the
stock at an adequate level in the future. But evidence for a

10.

deterministic refationship between today’s stock and tomorrow's
recniniment is lacking for most species. Very rarely, however,
do fishery scientists consider implications of this fact for fisheries
management. See Townsend and Wilson (1987).

inshore waters that have been “condemned” for sheilfishing
for human consumption. The State of New Jersey Licenses
a handful of vessels to take nuf clams for bait.

. Very little is known about the labor force of the clam processing

. "These figures should not diminish the importance of the fishery; *

it is clearly the most valuable shefl-fishery of New Jersey, and
with the decline of oystering i the Chesapeake Bay, close
to that for the states of Maryland and Virginia

. As Oliver and Marwell (1988) have shown, “group size™ iteelf

is not the key variable in determmning whether or not coflective
action will sucoeed, contra Olson (1965). Among other, more
important variables is the presence of a “critical mass”™ of
especially interested and resourcful mermbers of an interest
group.

The fishing fleet's history from the late 1940s to the mid-1970s
wat one of movement from one demse population of a year
clasa to another. This movement went roughly north to south
along the coast, starting with beds off southern Long Island,
then concentrating for many years on beds off the northern
and central coast of New Jersey (the “Jersey inshore™ fishery),
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then shifting south, particularly to the “Deimarva” beds off
the coast of the Delmarva Peminsula (states of Delaware,
Muyland,anqu'ginia).Tlxdamfaaoricsgmuaﬂyfonowed.
The first fishery and factory were located on Long Island,
Nchork;byl%ﬂﬂrﬁshﬁyandbusilﬁshadnwvedto
Wikdwood, N.J., by the 1960s it was centered in Point Pleasant,
NLL., to the north of Wikiwcod, but by the 1970s it had begun
apmof:xpmﬁonmdmomwthcsomhmmwfnd
hsmkinthcmiyl%wlwnmwhohhﬁhmmdmoa
of the factories were found in the states of Delaware, Maryland,
anan-gida,mmishwwnasLthehmrvaPmimlla.

BylmﬂnNcmuscyﬂeawsmovinstoVuginiapons,
flemts locsted in Ocean City, Maryland and in places like Oyster,
Vuﬁnhmupwﬂh&andtheﬁﬂnymhprmlm@
more migratory than before (Ropes et al 1975:2-23). The
vessels still fishing from New Jersey ports began going farther
offshore (Toid: 27); inshore beds, especially north of Atlantic
City, off Poirt Pleasant, showed very low retums.

. Individuals involved in the early development of the surf dam

irdtmyhadlongbecncngagadinbaydamnﬁngaﬂoystc_rﬁlg;
th:OystcrhmitmeomehAmkaandsimi]ﬂrnanoml
associations were active in lobbying federal legisiators and
w.ﬁuﬂrmmmdﬂdopedandaﬁﬁawd
with the Oyster [nstifute, it was thus logical that the Bureau
of Commercial Fisheries was pressured to help the growing
industry.

In 196566 the landings of the surf cam flect based in Point
Pleasant, N.J. were record highs, but in 1966 and 1967 the
catch rate declined. The U.S. Bureau of Commerdial Fisheries
mewdﬂrsmfdmbuhoﬂ?oim?hsamandm

momnmdedthatﬂrpackn‘s(omdmm@gwmpmics
and most of the clamming vessels) reduce effort on the Jocal
surf clam beds to allow them to recover from intensive fishing,
Accordingly, in 1967 many of the vessels owned by the
pmcmmsmmwtlnpmofCapcMay(CapeMay{
Winmd}athcsmnhunﬁpchme(Ropcslm
I:wmld,however.beauﬁsmksm'ufuthathemodm
was abk to coordinated, concerted action for the
common good against individual seif-interests. The movement
south to Cape May was, ike other such moves, was not only
warranted in terms of helping dam beds recover but alo,
andmoaly.intnmofﬂrmmmi:sofmavhgmtolﬁgmr
yiddingbeds.Thisis,nfcounc,moﬂimerptmdkmma,
fmnﬂmwologyasmﬂ.lfaforag:rmomaway&oma
depicted patch, is it to give the depicted patch 4 chance 10
restore itself or to maximize foraging cificiency by avoiding
areas of lower rebume? (Hames 1987, Charmov 1976). And
is the question a red herring f conservation is achicved in
cither case?

All agreed that there was trouble. New acquaintances and
alliances were formed between memivers of the industry and
between indusiry people and state and federal agency people.
And in retrospect it scems that the high level of information
about the fleet and the stocks generated in mumeYous reports
by:hcguwmmndmingthapaiodlﬁpedmhusofﬂr
industry plan their strategies; it may have prompted even more
eacalation in fishing cffort.

In December 1975 the state imposed an emergency limit on
the size of surf clams and a 1.5 cent per bushel fee for dams
caught within its 3-mile limit, hoping thereby to halt the flow
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of surf dammers from southern waters and ther effects on
an already endangered resource (New York Times 12/31/75),
but these measures must have been seen as ineffective; in any
C?%ﬂﬂym replaced by the emergency closure in January
1976.

. Weather and ocean circulation patterns conspired to produce

a huge “fish kill” that suffocated slow-moving creatures on
the ocean floor over a 8,600 km? area of the continertal shelf

extreme oxygen depletion and hydrogen sulfide formation in
bottom waters (Sindermann and Swanson 1976:1). Dredge
surveys in September 1976 showed that anoxia destroyed 2%
of the offshore stock of surf clams (Figiey, Pyle and Halgren
1976:317).

The New Jersey management systern had a quota of 250,000
bushels for the December-Aprl period (the quota has since
becnadﬁmedupwards},wklywchﬁmﬁs,pcrmeoﬁm
bmheh.alandingstaxuf.os,ibmhel,aliccmefeeacﬁuswd
by tonnage, logbook reporting requirements, a criling on the
number of licenses issued, and a dredge size limit (to 607).
The system helped smaller (<50 gross ton) vessel operations
byprovidinsasafeandreﬁablcﬁsherydmmgmewintﬂ
months, when small vesseis have trouble out at sea, and by
limit has, however, been abandoned, as the majority of the
Ncw]erscyimhomdammsha\ei:nmudthdrmhmhgﬁml
ability 10 caich clams; ail Jersey inshore dammers are federal
EEZ clammers as weil

The Chincoteague sanctuary is believed to be one in which
high clam density has sowed the growth of clams so that
relatively few are legal size (57 or above. A major concern
that has delayed the re-opening of closed areas is that harvesting
forkgalsizdmwhcmdambedsmmaindamsofdiﬂ'm
sizea, and perhaps different ages, results i death of the
undersized { younger clams due 10 wauma from dredging and
culting. Another concern is that re-opening will flood the market
with dams, again hurting everyone to some degree but the
“independents” the most. Accondingly, even though it s diffwult,
costly, and probably not very effective to monitor and enforee
these closures, they remain closed.

william G. Gordon, Assistant Administrator for Fishenses in
NMES for much of the time between 1977 and 1986, even
went so far as to suggest that management of the fishery be
contracied out to a cooperative or corporation formed by the
industry (Gordon, pers. comm. 2/88). Agency lawyers advised
that this could not be done under the Magnuson Act.

conservation, leaving allocation matters up to the regional
councils.

The anoxic event of 1976 decrnated a major resource, but
dulWﬁyur-dm,spawmdaﬁcrano:dahﬁ..vadwcﬂ,
puhapsbeﬁerthanifﬂnehadbamnomﬂncmﬂ,whﬁ
mayhmmnowdsonroftltdamkpmdﬁo&s,n.gthe
horseshoe crab. In addition, the surf clams were never totaily
decimated, and large amas “condemned” because of pollition
intthewYorkanchwJuseymoﬂ‘Rockaway.Ncw
York Harbor, and along the New Jersey coast, %rve as
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sanctuanes for brood stocks (Haskin, pers, comm. 11/3/82).
This 1976 year class is among the commercially valuable clams
of the mid and latter 1980s, and what will follow it and the
1977 vear class, also important in some areas, is stil an open
question.

It is by now widely understood that Hardin's prescription of
coercive govermrnent intervention in the workings of fisheries
commons may protect a resource from overcxpioitation but
very often creates inefficdency in the use of labor and capital
That is why ecconomusts argue for limited entry, doing away
with open-access (Crutchfieid and Pontecorvo 1969). However,
management systems based on the idea that property rights
must be changed but that are forced to simulate such through
licensing and effort limitation programs tend to be seif-defeating
(Townsend and Wilson 1987). The user groups have
“disharmonious incentives,” that is, they capitalize cven more
(ste Pinkerton 1987 for the B.C. saimon fishery). They also
cheat and misreport, serious problems in the surf clam
manageroent regime (see Durrenberger and Pélson 1987 for
a comparabke example in [oeland) In turn, managers continue
to promuigate rules that encourage inefficiency, creating 2
situation little different from open-access management.

. There were never more than [04 loensed vessels between 1964

and 1975, but in 1975 there were 122, probably in anticpation
ofﬂrmomonumltmpmbablymt,ﬂhboughofmy
confirmed only by gossip, that vessel owners involved in the
management process had enough information to anticipate
not only limited entry but ako some sort of restriction on
vessel size, a5 was indeed the casc (a vessel that sinks may
be meplaced, but only by onc roughly the same dimeision),
To the point: anticipating some sort of reguiation of vessel

of the ocean quahog fishery, which is only moderately managed.
A concern is that these vessels, many of which still hold surf
clam permits, will return to the surf clam fishery, e if the
pricc for occan quahogs declines (as 1t is likely to when the
quota for surf clams increases, because of shifting supply-
demand relationships), and worsen the overcapitalization
problemn. Part of the attrition, a relatively small part, achially,
is due to people and vessels leaving surf-clamming because
they were cssentially forced out by features of the sew
management regime (ic., not able to make a living given the
quotas, hour restrictions, ete.) or by loss of buyers as the
processors moved even farther south. The latter reflects the
structurally valnerable position of the “independents™ wersis
the “company boats™ within the industry.

. There are many exampies of technological changes to improve

catching effectiveness. For exampic, dredge width was about
60" in the mid-1970s; by 1987 the largest dredge size was 2407
{(MAFMC 1986: 55). Catch-per-unit-effort (CPUE) rose
consistently from 1979 on; in 1979 CPUE (Landings divided
by hours fishing} was 27 overall; in 1985 it was 169, more
than a six-fold increase (MAFMC 1986: 55). Given retemtion
of a quota, this meant that every year the regional director
of NMFS had to reduce the allowable number of fishing days
and periods of time fished: in 1981 each vessel could work
Monday through Thursday, for for as many as 36 hours a
week. By {986 each could clam for only 6 hours every other
week. Moreover, in order to keep catches spread over the
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year, the director had to increase the amount of time the fishery
was closed. There were few closures in the late [9%0s and
1980s, but in 1985 there were two two-week closed periods
(MAFMC 1986: 64), and more in 1986,

., The other major social groups affected by management are

the hired captains/crews of the vessels, and the clam factory
workers; we recently addressed issues concerning the former
{McCay and Creed 1987, McCay, Creed, and Gatewood 1987)
and have begun work on the latter.

T April 1988 the size kimit isse reappeared at a Mid-Atlantic
Fishery Managemenmt Council mecting, in the context of
discussion of the reopening of a surf clam “sanchuary™ off
Chincoteague, Va. Although the coundil had voted to reopen
this sanctuary in 1986 or 87, it voted to delay the reopening
partly becawse reopening would necessitate a lowering of the
gize timit of surf cdlams, given the smaller size of apparently
stunted clams in the Chincoteague beds. Effects of more dams
on the market were the concerns that led to this decision to

. *Stinting” is the English term for the practice, associated with

common-field farming, of limiting common rights to pasture
to specified numbers of animals, as for example “a mare and
a colt, or a milking cow, two bullocks and twelve sheep™ (cited
in Yeiling 1977 229).

Safety emerged as an issue In surf clam management in the
onid-1980s, in the context of escalating hability insurance rates
and the imposition of “cage™ limits on some of the surf clam
boats by insurers. Cages are metal mesh boxes in which clams
arc put, in the hold or cn deck, from the dredges. In the
race to caich as many clams as possible in 6 hours of legal
dredging time, captams are pressured to add more and more
cages to ther vessels and thereby threaten the stability of the
vessel, particularly in the narrow, ofien rough and tricky, inkets
of the Jerscy ports.

. This group, known as “the New Jersey clammers,” was

comprised mostly of the small-scale dammers who partcipated
in the winter New Jersey inshore dam fishery as well as the
clam fishery in federal waters. They argued that federal
should be like New Jerscy staic management,
which restricts all vessels to 520 bushels per wesk during the
season, no matier what
However, the group known as U.S.A. responded to the last
poll by taking one of its own, and has been offective in using
the results of that to counter uses of the councl’s poll.
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KNOCKING EM DEAD:
ALABAMA SHRIMP BOATS AND THE
“FLEET EFFECT"!

David R. M. White
Rosemead CA.

ABSTRACT

Previous treatments of fleet fishing have distorted the basic
nature of fleets by failure to examine relationships between
individual decisions and patterned aggregate behavior. Work
flects among shrimp boats in the Gulf of Mexico are
ephemeral and opportunistic aggregations which may last
onlyafcwhomcruﬂmcmscmaldays;arang:of
invalved in the dynamics of these groups, but varying scarch
strategies are very important in fleet formation and dispersal.
A “fleet effect” is suggested wherein variable discovery
techniques and information-sharing result in larger catches

Introduction

Fredrik Barth {1966) portrayed fleet fishing as “grotesquely
ma@apci\e’ behavior, explaining group efforts among Norwegian
herring fishermen as the result of social transactions between skippers
and crews. His view rested on an incorrect assumption, ic., “that
a vessels chance of finding herring s greater if it strikes out on
its own than if it follows other vessels ™

Barth's argument has become entangled with what is called “the
skipper effect” Seen simply as a notion that differential skill among
captains attracts good crews and leads to greater catches, this has
been challenged by recent work suggesting that catch size is best
explained by boat size and frequency of fishing trips (Pélsson and
Durrenberger 1982, 1983; Durrenberger and Péisson 1983, 1986).
The reinsertion of material factors into consideration of fishing
sucoess was refreshingly appropriate; it had been underemphasized
too long, particularly in the context of technologically diverse
mecharnized fisheries. But although Durrenberger and Péilsson's
argument has meit, it does not address the question of whether
flect fishing is an uneconomic behavior, Too, it is ironic that Barth’s
viewpoint is now identified closely with the “skipper cffect™ (see,
in particular, Durrenberger and Palsson 1983). His prezmee was
clearly that self-confidence, rather than skill, causes a skipper to
venture off on his own and hence to make larger catches by random
intersection with herring.

Regardless of how it is stated, the “skipper effiect” hypothesis
relates to individual and small-group behavior (interactions berween
captains and crewmen, and success of particular boats). Distinct
questions relative to group behavior are nocded; 1 group the questions
together as a “fleet cffect™ hypothesis which asks (1) whether perosived
differences in individual skill, experience, and/ or intitition contribute

differentially to formation of work fleets; (2} whether fishing alone
may at keast result in occasional suctess in finding prey and, if
50, (3) whether this has a systemic (fleet) effect beyond individual
success or failure.

In Barths consideration of fleets, he assumed an additive
rdahomlnpbetwmmdwﬂualandlﬂrwgrmprcha\nonIm
a synergistic refationship. The key to the difference lies in Heath'
odd suggestion (1976) that staying in a fieet would give a boat
acoess t0 more information. What magters insiead is the variety,
pot the amount, of available information. John Gatewood (1984)
has shown the importance of nom-redundant information; its
predictive vaiue when shared is synergistic rather than additive.

Examination of work fleet dynamice among Alabama shrimp
boats demonstrates that solitary fishing, rather than standing in
contrast 1o congregative fishing, is an integral part of the paitern.
ocears in fieets. From this perspective, fleet fishing is not “grotesquely
unadaptive” behavior but is instead a socially grounded device for
assuring both discovery and intensive exploitation. It is, in short,
most often within “work fleets™ that shrimpers sucered in working
good concentrations of shrimp or, as they say, “knocking ‘em dead.”

Shrimping The East-Central Gulf

The geographic arca considered here (sec Figure 1) is the Guif
of Mexico between the Mississippi River and Mobile Bay, from

brown sheimp, and pink shrimp (usually called “hoppers”). These
flect formation and duration. The effects of biota on fleet dynamics
mngegnemﬂnb@dubauwbhmvh'onmnalwiablm.mh:
than being random clusters of confused fishermen (as Barthl

ion would hawve it). White shrimp occur only near shore,
and are daylight feeders; the “spottiest”™ of the shnmps, they occur
inmaﬂ,dme'hds’whi:hmaylxmmcthnnafcwhmdmd
yards in diameter. Brown shrimp and hoppers normaily feed only
in the dark, and in shallower water must be fished for at night;
in waters deeper than 30 or 40 fathoms they can be caught around
dock. Whether boats are able 10 fish only at night or twenty-
fomhmnspa‘day(seeWhitelgﬂb)hsadurdieamﬂnd
durability, but in either case dispersal of these species & broader
than that of white shrimp, and jess ciearly delincated work fleets

3

%



Figure 1. Mlpoﬁbem-cm'al(;nlfoﬂwenco Shrimpers’ placenames in single quotation marks.
Water depth shown in fathoms.
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The shrimp boats considered here fish the bottom with trawl
nets; cach set is called a *drag” A dragging boat must remain
in constant forward motion, cither looking for or maintaining
location on shrimp. Boats move about three kniots per hour dragging
and nine knots per hour running. The time required for picking
up, dumping the caich, and putting nets back out varics by water
depth, but takes a short time compared to the drags. In 50 fathoms,
it takes slightly over 13 minutes 1o pick up the nets, and about
drsamtosctbackom;insha]lowwam,thecnﬁrepmof
piddngup,dumpingmcwdxandpmﬁngtinmtsbackom
takes kess than 10 minutes. In contrast to the quick process of
picking up and setting out, drags usually last three to frve hours
(dependingontlxamoumofﬁshmd‘tmh‘beingcaught).m
factors are important in understanding shrimping strategy, compared
1o other sorts of fishing. For exampie, unlike semners (Orbach 1977,
Gatewood 1983, 1984) or gillnet fishermen (Durrenberger and
Pikson 1986), bottom trawkers such as shrimp boats must fish
arcas rather than spots and they have the option of making short-
distance relocations whike dragging.

The geographic area under consideration constitites home range
for most Alabama boats, although some extend their territory west
of the Mississippi River. During the peak season (roughly, May
through November),* most boats from Bon Secour and Bayou
La Batre work nowhere else. But at the same time, there are numbers
of Florida boats in the area some Pensacola boats, and others
from Niceville, Panama City, St. Joe, and Apalachicola. The area
is also home range for Mississippi boats, and a major portion
of home range for many Louisiana boats. Theve are usually a
few Texas boats in the arca as well? although most of their home
mng:isﬁmhcmeuringtheoffswson.manybaybommd
some smaller Gulf boats tiz up, and these boatmen switch to other
fisheries {¢.g., Oystering or trout fishing) or to non-fishery work
a few boats work the home range, particularly in the offshore
portiom,butnwstleawﬂnmSon:boatsgomc{thc
Mississippi River, even as far as Texas, but most go east or south
to Apalachicola, Carrabelle, Tampa, or Key West.

The preceding description generally applies to the past two
decades, cxcept as noted. What follows applics most specifically
w 1971-1973; a separate section notes subsequemt changes. The
descriptions of work fleets are based on home range observations
during peak season but the same general patterns and processes
were seen on the wintering grounds (e.g., Apalachicola) as well

Types Of Work Fleets

Work flects can be classified in various ways; one obvious
approach is in terms of social parameters. The social composition
of inshore and offshore fleets vanes considerably. The former arc
often community-based, with ciose and often multipiex social
networks among their personnel; the latter are often made up of
boats from muitiple states, and sodial ties among flect personnel
maybcmucadstcxuand,whcnpmsmt.aremonoftmsingb-mmd
than muitiplex.$ This helps explain why “cooperating fiects™ (White
19772:290-295) occur almost exclusively in the bays and inshore
Gulf waters.”

For present purposes, though, a morphological typology of work
fleets is most useful This cests on the obeervation that any work
fleet invotves both cooperation and competition, regardiess of
mhdhgwisformaﬁon&opaaﬂonmmif
inadvertently, as boats watch each other for clues as to catch progress,
andnqvigaﬁomlooopuaﬁonhmy.&umﬂxmﬁm
boats inevitably are competing for the catch. These types have
litthe to do with function; that is, the general function of all shrimp

fleots is much the same. Still, it is necessary to note and explain
ohservable differences, so that similarities may clearly emerge. Two
broad types, “tight” and “loose™ fieets, are further broken down
into subtypes, as follows:®

Tight fleets

{H Baifﬂeeu(ﬁgunZA)oomrmosdymbays,bmmmnm
Guif along the beaches in late summer and fall Boats are tghtly
packultog:tha,mahng&equwnqaﬂywmmmnmaan
among boats “working days” or “working days and mghts” (see
White 1977b:199Y; they are usually small (seldom more than six
ord,ghtboats)andthcymdylmmnhanafewhmn

@) Gully fleets (Figure 2B) oocur in “gullies™ or channeks, usuaily
in the inshore Culf. Boats are constrained into tight locations (¢.g.,
the “Outside Slough® south of Mobie Bay, onc-half mile wide
by two mils long) duc to bottom terrain and peromved catch
hoppers, and gully fleets occur among boats “working nights™ (soe
White 19775:199). These fleets tend to be relatively small (fwo dozen
boats would be approaching the upper limit) but they are relatively
durable.

Loase fleets

(3} Line fleets (Figure 3A), in a sense, are intermediate between
tight and loose fleets. They occur on steeply contoured bottom
{ie., 2% grade; in some areas off the Mississippi River mouths,
gradeappmachns&%)whucamlahldepthhasmm&ﬁed
as the maximum production zone. Often tighter along the drag
axis than gully flects, they are always extended over greater kengths.
Thus cowding usually ocours between only two boats at a time
(wh:npaminginopposiudimaiom),inmmthcsimaﬁon
with tght fleets where a turning boat must ofien dodge two or
three others, Line ficets are found among “clocking” boats (ses
White 1977b: 199-200) and are directed toward brown shimp and
hoppm.'[hcymnbcvuylargc.andtaﬂwbehighlydmabk.
(&) Bunch fleets (Figure 3B) arc found oo gently sloped or relatvely
ﬂatopmboﬁam(mzﬂy(l%grade.swhsatﬂr'rumof
the Battom”™ south of Horn Island, Mississipps). Boats are usually
mhuwﬂdyspacad.ammwnﬂnsmm]yavoﬁed.
Dragdﬁwdmismmﬂythclongax'mofmmmm
ﬁ:bouomgradcisbaml-z%ﬂnemﬂmmmiﬁomlm
morphology between bunch flects and line fleets. Bunch flects are
directed toward brown shrimp and hoppers, and occur among
boats “working nights™ or “working days and nights.” These fleets
range considerably in size (sometimes consisting of fewer than a
dozen boats but sometimes including several dozens) and duration
(from a night or two to nearty a week).
dmsehﬂ'dsofwhiteshrimp;hourfhusmmﬂywopdm
kmmThishappminmnuwdnnmhor‘guﬂis,‘andw
a lesser extent with steep grades. The loosest fleets occur where
brown shrimp and hoppers are found on level botom

Search And Deployment Strategies

Consideration of bow work fleets are formed requires emaphasis
on the fact that they are seidom found to bave anyone in an
overt “keadership™ role; even in “cooperating fleets” icaderstup s



Figure 2. Couflgurations of Tight Work Fleets:
Ball Flests and Gully Fleets.
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Figure 3. Coafigurations of Loose Work Fleets:
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wsually temporary and provisional except with the uncommon
kinship flects, Instead of converging on an area becausc of any
sort of integrated control mechanism within the fishery, boats arrive
in a fleet due to information flow and convergence of strategis,
Thus before the “life cycle™ of fleets can be discussed, we must
give detailed attention to strategies followed by individual shrimpers.

Shrimping strategies are so varied, and so appareatly

. individualistic, that many shrimpers would vehemently deny the

posafhilityofdcﬁningtypmofsu'amgy‘On:manmmmmd,
There aint no two ot three shrimpers that1l agree on anything
about shrimping .. but there is one thing every shrmper
will agree on, and that is, you catch more shimp wath your
lincs off the dock than what you do with your lines on
the dock. (BSN February 1973.)
Jokes aside, several broad generalizations provide a comtext for
First, nearly all shrimpers guide their decision-making accordmg
to a “Simon satisficer criterion” (Simon 1955, Jochim 1976:6), ic.,
they formulate a minimum acceptable catch, on a trip by ip
basts. Meeting this is ‘to make the trip.? It is not time spent fishing
that makes a trip; it is the caichc
This has been about twelve years ago now. White ones was
just beginning to show and the Word Serics was on. A
man went out two days and got forty boxes. He come back
to the dock and the man said, “What's the matter, you break
downT He said “No, ] got forty boxes, so I come in 10
watch the World Series.” Thats just an old fisherman's tale,
but it true, (BSN/CB radio, October 1972)10
Second, shrimpers believe that shimp are at best difficult to
pmdi:;sonroonsidcritachaﬂmsc,whibothmthinkhimptm?bh
As one man said, voicing a typical opinion,
You wouldn! think something with guts in its head instead
of brains could outsmart a man But them shrimp damn
sure do it. (BSN November 1977.)
Thnd.larptydmtopcrmwdunprdx:tab:hlyofshnmpmniy
all shrimpers pay close atiention to what one called “old school
shrimping” — that &, they watch other boats knowing that when
a boat turms arpund again and again “she’ in the shrimp.”
Fomh,thcrcisagunzlcmmmamvelﬁm:shmﬁdhe
minimized insofar as possible. A related value that falls short of
consensus is that one should be a “steady dragger™, this wenet is
intentionaily violated by high-risk stratcgists.
Fma]ly,wi:hintlroomtraimsofmjnimummpwbhwehmd
mmabhmﬁngdigmmﬂﬂcisapmofwaluaﬁnghow
thctripgoalmaybstbcmclwdandhowhmightbccmmbd.
Evalations of this sort mvolve both straiegk and non-strategic
considerations. Nearly all shrimpers make liberal use of a small,
frequenty-puiled sample net called 2 “try net,” but this s & tactcal
tool rather than a strategic principle; most also make use of CB
or other radios, but this is an clement of diverse strategies. Other
considerations bear on decision-making, and these are often counted
as elements of strategy; for examplk, Garewood (1984a:359) and
DumbaprmﬂPé&on(l%ﬁ:?ﬁ))!'mmmmm
and fuel cost, weather, condition of equipment, and dangers in
particular areas. Here I treat the latter items simply 28 constrainis,
clements which may cause a prudent captain to refram from
following strategic preferences. Of course, this is not to suggest
mmth&mmnm;drimponmdmmm
from boat 0 boat (seas too beavy for one boat may be a mere
nﬂamwanmhu),andmaychang:mﬁnx(ﬁdmisdx
best example).



chorﬂthcwpisofgemmlagmmcm,majorstrmegicdﬂum
emerge. Units of description are problematic, and what is presented
here is an explicitly idealized list of “types of individuals™ when
in fact we are dealing with 2 range of ideas from which individuals
sclect different approaches for different situations. Very few
individuals conform closely to only one of the “types™, nearly all
shrimpers switch to related strategies from time to time. The “types”
are loosely based on shrimpers' stercotyped characterizations and
descriptions of themseives and their peers, but some of the
terminology used is my own; typical actual references to men whose
actions generally or momentarily fit each of the types are inchaded
parenthetically below.!!
() Home Boy ("He always stays close to home™ “He dont like
to get out of sight of the Sea Buoy” “He wonl work noplace
but Mobik: Bar unless he has to™). The penultimate “steady dragzr”
and travel minimizer, the Home Boy trusts traditionai fishing spots
and believes in letiing shrimp come to him He begins trips in
the ncarest place with potentially production, and
ventures away only when necessary; his second chowce is always
the next closest area, and he exhausts nearby possibilities before
going farther away. His dictum is “donY never leave shrimp to
find shrimp.” He considers shnmp unpredictable and thinks the
only way 1o catch them is (o keep his nets in the water. He keeps
dragging 5o long as there are enough shrimp to pay for the fuel.?
Fleet fishing is the usual work situation for Home Boys, who are
comfortable working in tight spots. Many shrimpers who fil the
profile make “week trips,” arriving at Mobile Bar on Monday night,
and decisions that the ara is “played out™ often represent a
CONSENSIS.
(2} Joiner ("Lets pick up and run over with that other feet”
“We're gonna leave this little flest and drag on out to that offshore
fleet™. In any fleet there will be some who chaff at working for
marginal returns and are uncomfortable with the plodding routine
of waiting for shrimp to pick up. They wam tc do something
about it, but distrust their ability to locate shrimp independently,
on their own. Their dictum is, “Anywhere there’s shrimp, therell
be one or two boats.” When they begin to be disappointed with
their catch they look for another fleet to join, whether one within
visual range or one they've beard quite a bit about over the radio.
(3} Looker ("1 aint never scen nothing like this-twenty boats,
all going in different directions. I guess that's what you call lookmg).
Like the Joiner, the Looker gets impatient with marginal catches
and resobves to do something about it His dictum is “there’ gotta
be something bettern this.” He usually decides the shrimp have
moved, and he leaves the fleet, dragging, looking for shrimp rather
than another fleet that has already found them. He chooses his
own search direction, but he doesnt abruptly leave the fleet; if
he fails in his scarch he may return later. If the floct disperses,
he may drag some distance looking or may switch to chasing or
trail blazing,
(4} Tagalong (“T1 run with you tomorrow, but [ aint gonna be
no Tagalong™ *Ol' Tommy, he's Jim's Tagalong™. The Tagalong
trusts the judgment of a certain friend or relative more than his
own, or the collective judgments of wadition or active fleets.
Wherever Jim goes, for whatever reason, whether a short drag
away of a long run, Tommy the Tagalong will follow,
(5) Chaser (“We're gonna chase a hot flash™, “Wedl, it looks like
Billy went off chasing some more radio shrimp”). Even more than

someone else has the capability.
(6) Yrail Blazer ("We'e gonna blaze a trail™, “He’s a Trail Blazer™.
The Trail Blazer picks up and goes 1o a new location without

that shrimp are at keast moderaiely prediclable, and that if anyone
can figure them out, he can. At the same time, Trail Blazers often
have “fallback® options in mind. This may mean reformulating
strategy, for instance, taking advantage of a futile inshore nmn one
night to explore the beaches for white shmp the next mormning '
Alternatively, it may involve shifting to a different resource, 2.2,
deciding to drag for croakers inswead of shnmp, or to go reef
fishing with hooks and line.'* Still, Trail Blazers recogmize that
ther forays may be “double or nothing® propositions; most use
the strategy judiciously, and are inclined to revert (o less nsk-prone
and more sociabie strategies (c.g., becoming a Joiner) in between
schenwes.

(7) Lone Ranger (*] ainY gonna be no Lone Ranger™, “Tm petting
to be a Lone Ranger™. Like the Trail Blazer, the Lone Ranger
trusts his own judgment more than that of others, yet he is generally
unwilling to pick up and travel a long distance in search of shrimp.
He may acoept @ running partner, but takes offense i someone
follows without an invitation When he selects a new location,
it it more likely general rather than specific. He tends to drag
while he traveis, and he scttles down on decent catches; if he i
nnming,trstopsandmﬂrwmwhhtheuynaalongthe
way. The Lone Ranger may investigate a flest that he comes across,
and he may join it for a while, This is not necessarily the case;
be befieves that fleets are sometimes entirely fortuitous.!® When
he does join a fleet, be is impatient with it, and unless caiches
are exceptional, he will leave. He is ambivalent about the
predictability of shrimp, bt often says that shrimp don? like boats
{engine noise frightens them). Because of this, he may work around
the periphery of a fleet unt it disperses, noting that “sometimes
after the boats are all gone, the shrimp come back.” Persistence
is 2 key characteristic of the Lone Ranger; being a Lone Ranger
often means staying in an area after everyone else has given up
and left.

(8) Loner ("He's a Loner™). The Loner is a Lone Ranger in exueme
form, but he is less bikely to go off wail blazing. Like the Home
Boy,hetcndsmbea‘stﬂdydragg:r.'Hcaxxptsnonnming
mwbmhemafhuhe\mrksammdimmgim
and, barring very good catches, he moves again if the fleet shifts
toward bim. What he belicves about predictability of shrimp is
mr:hr,ashcsddomuaestheradioandgumﬂyhnusback
from sharing opinions; it seems likely that he considers cocurrences
to be random, and thinks his chances roughly equal regardless
of location. When he finds shrimp and his actions attract a fleet,
he is likely to be the first 0 keave and go looking cisewhere. He
bymgincnoiz,hnhisbd:avimsmmanﬁyﬁalﬂmm

2



A more analytic look at strategy is facilitated by means of Figure
4, This Venn diagram plots individual strategic behavior in two
dimensions. The horizontal axis is a “locus of decision reliance”
variable, with individual scif-refiance on the left, trending toward
reliance on a single other at middic right, to reliance on group
and tradition at far right. The vertical axis represents distances
ape:sonuﬁ]lu-avellookimforshrimp,withshondistmma!
the bottom and long distances at the top.
dthcmmfummdymmebwion
of a boat and its activities during a twelve or twenty-four hour
;xriaiwouldinmmdarifywbahﬂthcmptzmisam,
a Lone Ranger, or a Looker some distance from where he started.'s
At the same time, it shows the range of activity involved in collective
offorts to land a cach, and it indicates that this range includes
not only physical distance but diverse potential information sources.
The key roke of Lookers is noteworthy; the diagram shows that
as they move farther from the fleet where they started, they mowe
through social space as well as physical space, and in the process
they may well shift (o matter how temporarily) to one of the
more seif-reliant strategies.

Figure 4. Strategic Behavior, Locus of Decision Reliance, and
Travel Distance.
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In order 1o emphasize the strategic flexibility of individuals, the
exampie of 2 captain with whom I made several trips can be briefly
noted. When fecling confident with his boat, crew, recemt sucoess

in finding shnmp, and the weather, he primarily acted as a Lone
Ranger; he sometimes became a Joiner but rather quickly thereafter
would shift first to Looker and then back to Lone Ranger, and
on occasion he got inspired and played Trail Blazer. When festing
a lack of confidence, for whatever reason, he alternated between
being a Joiner and a shon-distance Looker, when coming out
of his darker moods he often had difficulty resisting being a Chaser.
Regardiess of his outlook at the moment, he scorned Loners and
made fun of Home Boys.

What the diagram does not show is any sort of comparison
between the numbers of boats that are shnmping in a fleet at
any given time versus those that are not, nor does it give any
sense for numbers of boats which might be following various
strategies. By rough estimate, during the peak season i 1972, an
average of 700 of boats working the easternmast Texas-Lowsiana
Shelf at any particular time were working in fleets 17 Of the 3%
not in a fleet, about 30% were playing the role of Joiner (moving
berween fleets but heading toward a fleet), while 602% were Eookers.
Only 109 of those not in fleets were Tagalongs, Chasers, Trail
Blazers, Lone Rangers, and Loners; hence the latter strategsts
constitute only about 36 of the total number of boats working.
The nuwmbers are misleading, however. Although by this estimate
Lookers make up slightly less than 20% of the total popuiation,
nearly half of the boats in work fleets were probably Lookers
before moving into the fleet. Thus, active and near-past Lookers
constitute about 606 of all boats.

‘What must be ynderstood is that Lookers search nearby (perhaps
more expectable) places for shrimp, while minorty strategiss
generally look in more distant and/or less expectable places. The
“structural™ significance of minority strategists for fleet dynamics
is clarified below; bmefly, given information flow between them
and majority strategists, they are the ones who inform the fishery
about ial catches which, for various reasons, are less casily
anticipated and might otherwise be overiooked.

Fleet Formation And Dispersal

exibility and switching of +es are halimarks of individual
behavior in shimping. There is also an aggregate {kexibility which

growth, and ultimaic dispersion of fleets, and at relationships
between accretive and dispersive phases of fleet shrimping.

Flects may be started intentionally or accidentally, Home Boys
g0 out in a group and start their trips with flect fishing, as do
the uncommon kin-based “cooperatng fleets,” whereas Lone
Rangers and Loners only start fleets when their intensive dragging
is obaerved by a passing boat or boats. Fleets alsc may be stareed
by Trail Blazers or Lone Rangers, but Lookers are responsible
for starting more fleets than any other type of stratcgst. All it
takes to provoke formation of a flees is for one boat, wuming
around every half hour and sweeping back across the same locaton,
to be noticed by two other boats.'® In accordance with the key
principie of “okd-school shrimping,” almost any strategist will be
dissuaded from prior intentions and becorne a Joiner i be discovers
a boat obviously turning around on shrimp.

There is thus a pre-fieet discovery phase in shrimping, in which
one boat discovers a good catch and another boat discovers the
first, With arrival of the third boat, a flect has formed, and the



Figure 5 - Composite Discovery, Formation and Dispersal Pattern of a Typical Bunch Fleet Showing Strategic

Participation and Effects of Weather and Alternative Resources A vailability.
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amwthcorﬂyrmlqumﬁonishowmurcﬂ'onwﬂl
pi
Radiosijemeoﬁmmmkstlrﬁrstuidnortwoofaﬁcab
mmmﬁmmmmmmmbkof
radio use was (in 1971-73) onc of open communication, and volumes
of‘smallmlk‘nﬁgiuhmgivenmeimpmsionthmthiswmﬂr
me;ﬂaewmalpraniccwaswhaxlhawmibd‘opcnmecy‘
(Whhel?ﬂaﬂﬁl}.ﬂﬁsmktwoforms:wdcsaxﬂwhalomnmn
calied “talking between the lines.” Overt codes were frowned
wonmﬂzyuumﬂyﬁohmdth:ahi:covm or subtle codes
mnotmdﬂyidmﬁﬁahhasanhandmumdmu:coﬁm
For instance, one man would mention lima beans or coffee
i u:it:rthmwatﬂ")wh'scodepmmmmhc
wash:thc;hﬁmp.Taﬂdngbetmtt:e]imsi:wolmimompHc
orﬁddb-ﬁkemmwhﬂmqtﬁ:epriorknoﬁodginmder
mbclmduﬁood(wmlmazzﬁz-Z&).Omormcofthcuﬂy
ntmbusofaﬂeetislikdytofedtha:heamaﬂavonomom,
andwillmllwithacodedorbetm—-thoﬁmsnmp;twothings
mpm’m.manmbudpwphwmmﬂy
hmkllrnﬁasc,oron:whodmwiﬂopenlypmhonw
others. Once this happens, the rush is on. After a few Chasers
andpmh:glmkmhavcmirﬁothegrow,the]ohrmwﬂl

dhpus'rw:phmelmnl‘lyptsmdu‘way.

Fleets inadvertently started by a Loner lose therr founder as
soon as the fleet itgelf is in existence. The purdly acerctive phase
lmlongu'ifthcﬂmtwasmmdbyamnmg:oraTmﬂ
Blazer, tun Lone akso tend to Jeave as soon as the arca
mguinguwdedTmﬂBimstaybm,b\nuﬁrm
and that of Chasers, is fragile. Peak development of a flect 18 marked
byﬂrmmmm&aﬁmﬁonmuahrpnmbu
dmmmummwlmmmm
isalsomarkedbyashiﬁtooma:ﬂdimctndbwmmmﬁwﬁou,
semymnnhnmdischarg:informaﬁonmdebmcm
are more or Jess accurately reported, locations arc frecly given,
andﬂnadaﬂipdommwndtodmwmnhﬂmnnﬁonabomwhm
swmmmmmdﬂmmm
inmmebum{hud-mloi:nswhowaﬁtomakemwmlﬁng
hmﬂygoingoubdmtmakingame},hnmkﬁsmahmdy
beginning to leave.

Omedispmionptswﬂundu'way,itmcsamofanxﬁy
amongmmainh:gshﬂmpers.agrowingmeihm&nemustbc
a better catch clsewhere. After a day or two if the catch is slowly
dedi:ﬁns.andinammdafewmifthmisapm:ipﬁmn
mmmwandboatsmwuslygooﬂ'bnhngor

Moamsm;ﬁbbmrapidmnmmﬂwﬂapwmbaﬂm
wiﬁhmay}aaonlyanhun'urtwoandﬁdomuﬂmm
than four or five bours; at the other extreme, some offshore line
Ihasmaylatfor\w:ks,wilhgradtmlslﬂisinoomposhimas
sonrboatsd:penfmhourandothﬂsminmbeginthdr
uip.'I'heguﬂyﬂeetsﬁaqmmedbyHothoysoﬁm]mtmm‘l
the weekend termination of trips, unless catches fall to the point
that some switch to Joner or Looker strategics.

Bunch ficets extibit some peculiar patterns oot observed in amy
dthemewmﬁndtypcsofﬂeet&l‘hcyﬁnqtmly‘dlﬁ,'
thais.ﬂ:canhtﬂmmmmfvdyinmdimcﬁmormhm
bahthrwghagivmnigtnandmapnkxiofmays.
Sonﬁnnstheyb:ﬁm.wnhpmdﬂx&agumgomm

and the other part another. Occasionally, two such fleets converge
into the same anea: this process can create minor navigational havoc
if the flects were dragging in different directions. Another
fact is that bunch fleets occur relatively close inshore, and when
white shrimp are running along the beaches many boats switch
to “working nights and days™ instead of anchoring in place during
meday.Omconsoqumxisthmsomemaynotmnmme
same fleet that night, especially if they have chased the “white ones™
quite some distance. This gives added volatity to bunch {lects
in the fall of the year,
to begin anew the process of locating more shrimp in different
Jocatiors. The search is aided by a post-fleet phase, camed
byﬂnmmpaumtmmgists:'swadydngn‘whomuy
Home Boys or Loners. These men keep working an arsa
the {lest leaves, and if the shrimp pick up again they will be
to notice it The Home Boy dots so by saying pat, the
by moving a few miles away while the flect runs its course and
then coming back after the fleet has departed.

At any given time there will be a number of flects, in various

of accretion or dispersion, within a thirty-mile radius (a ltte

over three hours running time), Combined with different individual

Eﬁ%ﬁﬁ

locales are tested for shrimp and worked when productive, and
that most boats find opportunitics to home in on good catches
iqpmgms&mtt:sameﬁmﬂwﬁagiﬁtyofﬂcasatﬂdu’rmid
d:spuﬁon_coukioomdvablyautopwmovu&lﬁngofqniﬁc
concentrations of shrimp. In surs, it is possible that the life cyce
dwmamd@mmmmm
detected concentrations to be decimated. This could not help but
be an advantage, on the whole, to individual shrimpers as well
as to the aggregate fishery.

But does fleet fishing really work? Do boats in fleets catch more
than boats working alone? Table | presents a sempie of pertincat
data, a compilation of detailed catch statistics for an inshore Guif
uawh(aSS’lDASngtonmg:woodboatwil.haGMﬁ?l
diesel engine), showing search strategies being followed during each
drag of a 9.5-night trip dlong with times when the boat was in
a flect (and if 50, the number of boats in the fleet).

Ahhoughﬂrdamammmp&muibymmiduaﬁumofmhu‘,
stnimpsize,an:lmowmmtstowardponnmthcdmedﬂc
u'ip.uxﬂeafnonﬂnacawhdjﬂ"crmﬁalis:daﬁvﬂydar.lnﬁbb
Ztaabmtshownbystraicytypc.wtmhﬂ'shrimpingwokphcc
in comtext of a flest, and if so whether the caich was discovered
first and a2 fleet subsequently developed (Discovery Fleet) of the
ﬂmtmpmvimmlycxis&ng(Cham'ngIJoininngct).”

Statistical interpretations of these data are not particulaty
relevant; the mmabers themseives more cloatly resemble the resuts
of rough caloulations which shrimpers make in deciding what to
do. It is obvious from Table 1 that daylight drags geocrally do
not‘payoﬁ,'bmomcinawhibtlnydo,soshrhnpushcp
tsﬁnglookingmnn'leofafkctmaypayoﬂ'mwd.wﬂl
a new discovery; if it were simply a matter of choosing 1o discover
a ncw concentration of shrimp, this is what shrimpers would do.
Bmmakmganhdmwmmvolwsmmnmsmnﬂoohng.'

ive time during which discoveries are nof made ad
catches are lower than average

Sinqﬂyptn,itismuwﬁmﬂﬁcas(whthmvhibh}m
it is to find shrimp (which arc not). Furthenmore, it i dear Lo
shrimpus,mgmdlmoflhd:&norisam&ﬂingsluimp,h
some of their best discoveries are indeed random (or, as they woud
say, the result of “pure dumb tuck?). For instance, notice that te



Table 1. Catch Data and Shrimping Strategy, By Drag

Date, Drag No. Strategy/ Fleet size Drag Hrs. Lbs./br Total Ihs.

0726-27 #1 Looking 58 240 140

0727-28 #1 Looking, discovery 35 286 100
#2 Fleet (4 @ 1:30 am) 6.5 2.9 175
#3= Fleet 24 62 i5

0728-29 #1 Fleet (9) 48 263 125
#2 Looking 55 109 60

0729-30 Chasing/ Joining
#1 Fleet {4-9) 43 263 125
#2 Fleet (I7) 53 2.1 150

0730-31 #1 Looking**/ discavery 53 313 175
#2 Fleet (6) 46 49.1 225
§3 Fleat 28 0.7 2

07310801 #1 Fleet () 53 328 175
#2 Fleet (14) 4.7 429 200

0801-02 #1 Fleet (28-30) 33 277 %0
% Fleet (22) 35 286 100
H#3 Fleet 35 28.6 100

080203 Chasing/ Joining
#1 Fleet (4-13) 4 23 100
#2 Fleet (27) 59 338 20+

0803-4 - Joining
#1 Fleet (20) 52 174 0+
#2 Fleet 31 2.2 20
# Fleet 22 18.5 40

0804-05 Joining inshore fleet
#1 Flest (6 43 289 125
#2 Fleet 5.6 269 150

Data from BSN July-August 1972, Trawler Trip #07.

* Daylight test drag.
**Bad weather forecast - looked inshore.
+ Small shomp (bring lower price)

++ Large shrimp (bring higher price)

Table 2. Catch Data and Strategy/Fleet Context

Strategy/Fleet Context Drag Hrs. Lbs./kr.

Daylight drags/ Fleet 52 33

Looking/ Nonfleet i3 17.7

Looking/ Discovery (Nonfleet) 83 313

Discovery Fleet 362 329

Chasing/ Joining Fleet 98 269

{Combined Nonfleet) 20.1 236
{Combined Fleet)* 76.9 29.7

Data from BSN July-August 1972, Trawler Trip #07.
Note: * Excluding dayhight test drags.
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best drags represented in Tabie | (the nights of 0730-31 and 0731-
Nﬁl)mﬂmdﬁomadmmymadcdmtoabadmmpom

Caiches in discovered spots do (as Barth suggested) generally
pay off better than catches found by others, but the average figures
of 216 Ibs/hour while looking, versus 29.7 pounds per hour in
{leets, are what rally matiers (if, as 1 would argue, comparabic
differences apply to most boats most of the time).

This &5 the fumdamental choice: to search on oneks own or stay
with a fleet. The outcome of the ip cited abowe is apparently
msmwmmmmmm
of the time, do choose to work in fleets. The difference between
236@297pmnﬁspahmn‘maysuemshght,bmml(nhom
of dragging this adds up 1o 610 pounds of shrimp. At $1.60 per
pand,t!mmldberuﬂy&l,(ll]worthdshnmp"

Changing Exploitative Patterns, 1973-1987

The description above applies, most precisely, to the years 1971-
1973, Numerous changss took place between 1974 and 1977, and
continued through the next decade. The technological composition
of the Bon Secour fleet changed, patterns of fuel use changed,
communication networks and habits changed, and thers were some
mmgsmdcﬁowmlpawm&mdurchangsmwmphx,
but much of the impetus seems 1 have come with marked increases
in fued prices beginning late in 1573,

Thp:mofdﬂdﬁadmfmmwlﬁgaﬂmmwnw
$0.45 in 1977; at the peak it reached 51.35. The most immediate
effect was in the way shrimpers ran to and from the fishing grounds.
Bayboatswhﬁxhndgommmdmndaﬂysmmdmahng3
to 4 day trips, small Gulf boats that routincly ran in behind Fort
Morgan Peninsula or Hom [sland 10 anchor in sheltered waters
beganuximngmoduasesanhmmmomoﬁm,andmthc
wmmmmﬁﬂmmmmm
less willing to travel west of the Mississippi River, and working
“this side of the River” became the preferred mode.

Aldrmmm,drtedmobgyandtnduxﬂomlhﬂmnd
the Alabama shrimp flect was changing. Boats were experimenting
with “four-bangers”™ (four nets instead of the usual two) by 1977.
There was a previous trend toward fewer Bay boats and increasing
aumbess of Gulf boats (National Fisherman 1974), but the most
noticeabie difference between 1973 and 1977 was that small Guif
boats were diminishing both in number and in percentage of the
Boa Seccour fleet. By 1987, a few of the same small Gulf boats
present in 1971 were stll fishing, but there was no longer an
appreciable small-boat sector in the Guif fishery (Bay boats, on
the other hand, had increased along with large Gulf boats).2 With
effective removal of the smajl Gulf boat sector, competition for
the nearshore mche was diminished, and it became more feasibie
{28 well as desirable, due to fuel cost) for large Gulf boats to work
nearshore waters and minimize running

Changes in communication networks and habits were substantial,
event between 1973 and 1977. CB radio was the predominant maode
of communication in 1973, and most Alabama boats stood by
on channel 10; VHF radios were used, but as an adpmet to CB.
By 1977, VHF was preferred to CB, and the remarkabie difference
was in number of channels frequented. CB chamnels 5, 11, and
19 were used along with several others, and on VHF, channels
68, 7, and 72 were but a few among a dozen others, “Privaie
chanmels™ hecame more popular, by means of which certain boats
could keep information among themselves. By 1987 some boats
were equipped with celuilar which allow confidential
comununication not only with selectad othey boats but with shoreside
stations as weil

In 1977 shrimpers seemed more willing than before to categorize
their peers as “liars.” Some justified restricied communication on
that basis, but the most relevant observation is that the newly
restricted communication network removes much of the temptation
to “chase radio shrimp.™ When fuei was cheaper, such risks were
apparently worth taking, but no longer; with a tighter margin of
profit, shrimpers were taking pains to validate information on which
they based running decisions.

Several deployment shifts have occurred since 1973, Aside fom
staying closer to home and running less ofter, these include kess
chasmg, more reliance on steady dragging, more frequent “working
days and nights”, more coordinated search efforts within small kin-
mowmsh:p—basedﬂccts(mosﬂyme]aner)md,mmm,
an increased willingness to work alone. For a time, at least, it
also inchuded more frequent "poaching™ (use of oversized rigs) in
Mobile Bay and Mississippa Sound.* But all of thess changes are
essentially quantitative rather than qualitarive.

Fleet shnmping continues, and it is likely to continue so long
as shrimp are “spotty.” Fuel prices appear to have created a new
generation of Home Boys, but when catches fall off boats still
go looking for a better spot. Trail Blazers are more cautious now,
and there are fewer Chasers on the contemporary scene. But “old
school shrimping™ remains valid; when you see a boat turning around
on shrimp, you know it is time to go check it out.

Discussion
hic examination of fleet fishing among Alabama
shrimp fishermen is supportive of a “fleet effect” hypothesis, Many
good tuck, make a difference in ability to find shrimp, and strategic
decisions are made in terms of the various evaluations of capability.
Various strategx decwsions, in turn, lead to caich discoveries i
various places, and this contributes differentially to formation of
work fleets. For purposes of the “flect cffect” hypothess, 1t s
essentially irrelevant whether discoveries are made as a result of
skill or random mterception; what is important is that boats fishing
alone find concentrations of shrimp and hecome the nuclei of new
work fleets. Catch data show larper catches in newly located spots,
but search time (on average) more than canceis out the benefits.
The high cost of search time may be a lesser problem for some,
if individual shrimp-finding skiils actuaily differ significantly, bt
it is clear that for most boats fleet fishing leads to larger average
catches. Besides, given the pattern of fleet fishing, it is not feasible
10 avoid working in fleets at least part of the time uniess one
is willing to forego good catches just to avoxd the crowd. Whether
or not there is a statistically identifiable “siipper cffect,” subjective
evaluations of ability?® result in broad sampling of the environmen,
mﬂsynﬂgmcmformanonﬂowmhsma‘tbucﬂ'ea‘i.e..m
optimal fiching for most boats. _
Thccthgmplncdalapmentedh:rcwcrmﬂyanmpamd
in a simulation model developed by Allen and MoGlade for
fisheries of Nova Scotia. They note (1986:1154} two
possibilitics for fisheries in which speciks must be hunted: either
there will be *an “unstructured’ population of ‘generalist” fishermen®
who both locate the prey and mobilize and direct effort toward
its capture, or there will be “various structured possibilities involving
Tisk taking’ skippers who are specialized in ‘discovery’ and others
who only go to locations where present information tedls them
the *highest retums’ can be found.” In the structured situation, high
risk discoverers are “stochasts™ while low risk followers are
“cartesians.”



Tentatively, the Alabama cthnographic data appear to fit this
mode} as follows. Both major possibilitics have been realized; there
is a core of unstructured generalists, and a more structured periphery
of specialists. The core consists of Lookers, who set out to discover
new catches but immediately settle in to exploit their discoveries
and ajso (by their frequent proximity to established fleets) give
oul information which mobilizes others. The stochasts are Trail
Blazexs (most prominently), Lone Rangers, and Loners. The
cartesiang, and the information sources upon which they rely, are
Home Boys (tradition), Joiners (the crowd), Chasers (the clue),
and Tagalongs (the friend).® The adaptive significance of having
both stochasts and cartesians within any social system is cogently
discussed by Allen and McGlade (1986:1199).

Poasible validity of the “skipper effect” cannot be addressed here,
but one point which deserves conideration in any further treatment
of the question is that statistical significance may be less important
than qualitative or structural effects, if such can be shown clearly.
At least two types of significant “weak effect™ can be sugpested:
first, those which trigger structural shifts, and second, those which
result in a critical margin of economic return. The “fleet effect”™
rests precisely on effects of this sort A discovery by a single boat,
when information about it is shared, is a structura] “tngger” which
leads to reorganization of activities by many boats, and it is often
a minority element among strategists which finds the good catches.
Also, the difference between yields of solitary fishing and fleet fishing
provides a small but important margin of catch for many of the
boats.

One further point about the “flect effect™ which should be
mentioned is that it has clear potential for “eveling™ catches within
the fleet 7 I, per the “skipper cffect™ hypothesis, catehes are found
by those boatren with greater skills but, per the “floet effect,”
those caiches are shared in by those with lesser skills, landings
will expectably mask the effects of skill Considerations of the
“skipper effect™ should take this into account before conchuding
that no such effect is operative,

Although the “fleet effect”™ is described primarily in terms of
its economic repercussions, the abserved cycle of convergence and
dispersal of boats involved in flect fishing is explained in cssentially
ecological terms as a result of patchy resources and catch fluctuations
which cause cyclical information needs and responses. Ethnographic
permit dealing with environmental uncertaimty and result in
optimized catches for individuals and maximized catches for the
fleet at large® There & thus oo objective basis for sugpesting that
fleets are “grotesquely unadaptive”™ in terms of shrimpers’ economic
interests, and there is reason to sericusly question whether this
could be the case elsewhere.

In closing, it is necessary to note that not all fisheries are
characterized by work flests. Detailed stimographic descriptions
of work fleets in various fisheries are sorcly meeded, but on the
basis of observations in this paper it should be possible o state
a general hypothesis on conditions under which work fleets are

Hypothesis: Spatially well-defined work fleets will be found
in fisheries where the following necessary conditions apply:

1. The target species is both mobile and patchy in ocarrence
(whether behaviorally, as with herring, or to some cxternt
environmentally as well, as seems to be the case with brown
shrimp).

2. The environment is sufficently open to allow multiple unit
deployment within a resource patch.

3. The technology permits muiltiple unit deployment within a
resource patch without causmg an umacceptable level of conflict

among personnel of different units.

4, ﬂnl’mhuyisem.ﬁppedwithcommmﬁmﬁontaﬂmologyud&h
permits some degree of alternate dispersion and convergence
of fishing units.

Future theoretical inquiry could be directed toward testing these
necessary conditions, and identifying sufficient conditions as weil
In addition, attention needs to be given to social and economic
parameteys of fleets, Some of the pertinent variabies were alluded
to here, i none were examined closely. Yet it is important that
we understand the social basis for voluntary shaning of information
among fishery units, and consider the various possible effects of
different ownership patterns. One question which could be examined
in terms of the Alabama shrimp fishery is whether owner captains
and hired captains comtribuee differently, in any patterned sense,
to work fleet dynamics.

Practical research could focus on interactive effects of fleet fishing
and fishery stocks. Some specics, such as haddock (Warner 1984:57-
58), have besn decimated by intensive fleet deployment (see also
Andersen 1979:18), but the fault may not reside with technology
or fishing techniques per se. Other stocks, such as shnimp and
prawns (Clark 1982:282, Clark and Kirkwood 1979, GMFMC
198074274, Griffin and Beattic 1978), are apparently all but immune
to recruitment overfishing with present technological
Imd:arthatd:ﬂ'mngbmlognldmmmof&luym
are involved in to fleet fishing, but it is not clear
whether variant forms of fleet fishing may change susceptibility
wmﬁmmummﬁsbuumwmustm
disregard  cultural andt sociai variables, i plans arc to be in
approximate accord with reality, Technology and information
management, in particular, must be better understood if wild fisheries
are to be maunained.
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1. Research for this paper was conducted between 1971 and 1987,
As a crewman on seven different shrimp tawlers, | made
29 trips, incinding four trips m 1971, ten in 1972, eight in
1973, and seven in 1977, trip lengths ranged from | to 14
nights (average, 6.7 nights), a tofal of 195 nights at sca We
worked from south of Ship Shoal (Louisiana) to Cedar Key
{Fiorida), but mostly between South Pass (Louisiana) and
Mobile Bar (Alabama). Data on recent work patterns are from
1987 interviews with Alahama shrimpers.

2 Data pertain to vessed sizes in 1973 (U.S. Coast Guard, 1973).
Vessel size is considered less important than how the owner
of the boat oquips and uscs it (L., rigging a boat with twin
25 pets permits it to work legally in inshore waters, while
larger nets make a de facto Guif boat).
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X Asdisumndﬂmhﬂ'on,th:tmdcmymworkdiﬁamm

mmmmmlmmmm
of decper Gulf waters was the possibility of fishing around
the dock (White [977b).

.Asnaedethm(Whilchbtml),ilismtaﬁxcdruk

lhalﬂrgoodmnbegiminl\dayorlmitbegimyhcn
sh:impappca:ingocdqumﬁw.Si:ﬁlady,ilendswmshnmp
hes doct 1

. This is primarily based on observations in 1971-73. Mexico

declared a 200-mile limit in 1976 and began a scheduled phase-
ot of US. boats in Mexican waters by 1980 (Reynolds
1976:2A), and by mid-1977 Louisiana shrimpers were
comphininsabantlnnmbemﬁensboa:sﬂmhadmowd
into their waters (Ki ick and Kirkpatrick 1977:25D)). The
shift was no doubt exacerbated when the Fishery Management
Plan(FMP)forshrhnpwashs&umdinlml,hdudinng
1-July 15 chosure of Texas Gulf waters (GMFMC 1980); fleet
n:igmzionduetomaﬂechxasdosumeisnowanexp]iit
concern (GMFMC 1987:6).
For discussion of factors involved in differential social
mmafmwmdmﬁsm,nm
(1977b:204-210).

. A mopumsihu'is}h:uormombom(oﬁmampmmy

" wif 1 dont make a trip this trip, that's gonna be about it."

10.

12,

13.

(BSN November 1972.) The minimum acceptabie catch figure
maybecah;lamdonashmt-tmnhasis(dmtoimnndiaﬁdy
mni:ipamdboatandfanﬁly;’hmwholdexpm}urbug-tu‘m
basis (attzmpting 1o meet a schedule for accummuiating a
[mimmum annual income), of some combination of such goals,
also, calcuistions are adjusted according to season, boat
couﬂmon.aewexpamandoth:rpamalwmm.
Similar balancing of effort against results has been widely
observed among hunters {e.g, sec Siskind 197303, 205).
A‘box'isou:hmxhwdponmdsofsln'hnp,de-lradﬂd.Fotty
bom(d,mpmmds}isampu:ahkuipforamﬂﬁuﬁ
boat, even for aight or ten nights of cffort.

_ If these were purely “native” or “emic”™ types, they could be

called “stereotypes,” but they are neither this nor strictly “e6c”
comstruxcts. Representing a mix of shrimpers’ terminology and
mymdztypsmbcmasyrmyharhﬁcm
“Break-cven” dragging is justified by some on the basis that
sluimpmy‘pickup'atmygivmtinr;ifﬂ:ydo,buﬂmg
from it requires being there with your nets in the water.
Inshore-offshore moves while working “days and nights™ do
notﬁipmisdyimodlemxypdogy.Bymydeﬁ:ﬁiom,
such moves woutld be short-distance Trail Blazing, but shrirpers
often refer 1o inshore moves as “chasing™ and to mturn moves
as “running back offshore” or gomg “back 1o that fleet out
there.”

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

2L

A notable example involved a man who went 1o a new arca
on a hunch; w his nets brought up a few scallops bt
no shrimp, he picked up the rigs, heavily weighted the lead
line, and “plowed™ the botom for scallops. This proved so
profitable that he made several additional trips fishing
exclusively for scallops.

For example, one Bayou La Batre man said, “Fleets are
deceptive. You might think thats where the shrimp are, but
sometimes it’s Just that two or thres people went to sleep and
told their crewmen to follow somebody-and then everybody
else starts following them.” (BSN March 1973.)

This highlights 2 methodoiogical problem in relying on officially
reported location data (no matter how accurale @ may be)
in an anempt to decipber fishing strategies (3e¢ Hilborn and
Ledbetter 1979, Durrenberger and Pélsson 1986). Such data
are useful for discerning larger-scale patterns, but of uncertain
utility for identifying strategies or decision constraints.

It mxuires emphasis that this was the average situation;
sometimes more boats were in fleets, while at other times fleets
were difficult to find and boats were “scattered everywhere. ™
The extent of fleet fishing also appears to vary from year
to year, according to pecuiianties of the annual stock.

A watchful captain can attempt to prevent this sort of giveaway
by refraining from turming around while another boat i in
sight, but this is attempted at risk of losing one’s location,
This is a particularly attractive option insofar as white shimp
always bring a siightly higher price, and usually run a size
grade or two larger than brown shrimp or hoppers at any
given time of year.

, Each of the two “Chasing/Joining™ moves in Table 1 began

as “chaging™ bt by the time the boat amived where a catch
had been reported, a small fleet had already formed. Thus
it became a matter of “joining "

The price paid o the boat for 26/30 count shrimp was $1.60
per pound in 1972 Specifically regarding the trip reportec
in Tables 1 and 2, 76 out of 96.1 hours of ‘normal’ dragging
(not counting daylight test drags) were spent fieet fishing a
6.1 Tb./hr. average difference suggests that about 465 fewer
pounds of shrimp would have been caught if fleet fishing had
been eschewed in favor of solitary scarching This amount
represents 17% of the gross catch, and of the gross crew share.
Precise counts are not available, The trend has been noted
by the GMFMC (198:1).

. Thus in 1987, reportedly a very bad year for shrimping, many

of the largest boats from Bon Secour continued on into the
fall working nearshore waters for white shrimp. In [972, the
big boats left this work pattern to the smaller boats.

. This was in 1977; it seems to have been a desperation measure

on the part of small Gulf boats which were having extreme
il - with inflated operati

.Sc:Jq:son,Thomas,axﬂRobbim(l%?’}fmdhum‘onof

asutjedi\dyddmd“skjmuﬁﬂ'amongGuECoaslslﬂnp
fishermen.

.Atleasttwoquliﬁm:iommmqmmi:(l)thewm'ms

amongshﬁmpusmayoptformodmburdaﬁvdycemin.
rather than “highest”, returns; and (2) stochasts among
shrhnpusazegadediuextmtofriskwhﬂﬂryukcﬂm
in particular, moderate risk by steady dragging).

. For idication that larger-scale boat movements msult m

beﬁngofmdmmeHﬂbomanszdb:ua’(lm).

“Maximization® as used here refers primarily io mcyeased
chances of group pay-off resulting from dispersed effort, s
d'mnmedbyMoorc(l%?]andBa]ﬂ:d(l%ﬂ:SO}.'lhmm



is often an abstract one, based upon technocratic assumptions
of “entrepreneurial profit maximization under conditions of
compiete market knowledge and optimal rationality” (Giddens
1973:161). In the latter sense, I use the term in an essentally
negative manner, indicating the lack of evidence that “rational”
re-ordering of the search and deployment pattemn could serve
to increase the vield of the fishery (I hasten to add that I
refer oniy to flect actions within the normal tip cyck, not
to manipulation of seasonal deployment as instituted by the
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council {GMFMC
1980]. “Optimization” is used in an idealized sense, intended
to mean (1) that individuals may choose among a vanety of
strategies with varying risks and pay-off probabilits, and (2)
that the leveling of catches is, in effect, a redistributive
mechanism for the products of such differential skill as may
exist.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT
AS A DESIGN FOR A MARINE FISHERY
RESEARCH AGENDA

Duane A. Gill
Mississippi State University

ABSTRACT

Fisheries managers in the Gulf of Mexico area make policy
decisions and implement regulations to manage public
resources for the public good. Their decisions impact
numerous groups with divergent interests. Managers are
in need of information to properly manage resources and
mnumncadverseunpacts This paper suggests a design
for developing a marine fisheries rescarch agenda by
applying principles of environmental impact asscssment
(E1A). Environmental impact assessment provides an
interdisciplinary approach (including biology, social sciences
and economics) which can be used to establish a research
agenda that will provide information to guide management
decisions. The EIA approach also includes a monitoring
phase of research to assist in long-term decision-making.

In 1987, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
sponsored a two-day social and economic recreational fishery
workshop. One objective of the workshop was to improve future
research on recreational fisheries by facilitating communication
and understanding between fishery managers, NMFS personnel
and researchers. This was accomplished by presentations of
rescarch being conducted in the region and by a series of panel
discussion between managers and researchers. A second objective
was to discuss and develop future research priorities. This was
unsuccessful and disappointing. Some participamts argued that
aworkshopwasnotanappmpﬁatefommandthalNMFSwas
responsible for the development of research priorities. It seemned
apparent however, that NMFS was stmggling to develop a
research agenda; at least in terms of recreational fisheries,

Fishery managers make policy decisions and implement
regulations to manage public resources for the public good. Their
decisions and regulations not only affect fish species, they impact
a broad range of social groups and activities as well as local,
state and regional economies. Managers are in need of information
from researchers to make decisions for protectively managing
workshop indicated a need for a rescarch agenda to assist fishery
managers in developing and implementing policies,

This paper provides a framework for developing a research
agenda which can give managers information needed to improve
their decisions, Using environmental impact assessment (EIA) as
an corganizing principle, the suggested framework can guide
research which can provide information on the social, economic,
biclogical and ecological impacts of fishery policies and
regulations. The paper begins with a review of basic issues in
fishery management. This is followed by a discussion of the

environmental impact assessment (EIA) approach. Next, the EIA
design is applied to the problems of fishery management and
basic socal science research needs are poted. Finally, some
implications of the model for social science research are discussed.

Jasues in Fishery Management

The primary objective of the fishery managers is to develop
management plans that protect fish stocks from overfishing while
providing an optimum yicld on a continuing basis. The pians
that managers develop must be approved by the Secretary of
Commerce who acts through the National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) under the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA). A plan must consider a variety of federal
management institutions inchuding: Office of Ocean and Coastal
Resource Management within NOAA; the National Park Service
and Fish and Wildlife Service within the Department of the
Interior; the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the
Army Corps of Engineers (NMFS, 1986: 7.2). Furthermore, the
management plan must consider internationai treaties and
agreements and numerous federal laws, policies and regulations
including the Magnuson Fishing Conservation and Management
Act of 1976, the Marine Protection, Restarch, and Sanctuaries
Act of 1972, the Clean Water Act, the Oil Pollution Act of
1961, the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, the Endangered
Species Act of 1973, the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969, the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, the Fish Restoration
and Managernent Project Act and the Lacey Act Amendment
ofl981

This charge is further complicated by user groups who are
oﬁmmmmpeunonmtheacholherpammlaﬂycommm:al
and recreational users, Thege user groups make important
contributions to local, state and regional economies. Commercial
fishing is a major industry in some coastal communijties while
recreational fishing is an important industry in other coastal
communities. The social lives of many groups are profoundly
influenced (directly or indirectly) by fishing in terms of occupation
and livelihood, leisure activites, environmental concern and
political action. These social groups and coonomies must be
considered in a comprehensive fishery management plan.

Fishery managers currently face probiems in several fisheries.
King mackerel, spanish mackerel, red snapper and red drum are
spcucswhnhhawbccnsumudmmm'f'h&spm
are targeted by commercial and recreational user groups. In
addition, billfish, particularly martin, have begun 10 be stressed
primarily as a resuit of harvests by recreational user groups. These
spmof&hmmncndybungreguhmdbypomdcwlopod
mdmphnnﬂadbyfnhmymmgcrthultsofﬂmpom
however, are unciear without adequate information on the
potential impacts.

Fishery managers need information on the potential biological,
socal and economic impacts of their management plans and
regulatory policies. This fact is demonstrated in the 1987 MARFIN
research agenda pubtished in the Federal Register. Research on
“regulatory impacts” was mentioned in nine of the 12 research
areas with funding priorities. However, the custent approach to
maripe research does not provide clear guidance for information
necoded to assess the impact of regulations. The research design
proposed in the next section provides a framework for conducting
a regulatory impact analysis.



Environmental Impact Assessment

Envimmmﬂimpactmmntdﬂelopedasamuuofthe
NaﬁonalEnviroumcmalPoﬁcyAa(NEPA)of 1969, NEPA was
dﬁig:ndtowoomau:federaloﬁida]smoonsidaﬂrpotcnﬁal
consequences of decisions and policies which could significantly
cﬁeathccnvironmznt\\’mnsipﬁﬁmmimpactswtaxpemcd

A menviroumcmaiimpactstatcmt(ElS)wasto
i implications had
heminvmisawdandounsidﬂvdinﬂ:dedsion-makinsprm

TthoundlonEnvimnmmtalQuality(CEQ}andlh:
WWW(EPA}MMM
given oversight responsibilities. These organizations were
mponsibbforeaablishinsgdddinﬂforthepmpmmofan
EIS (CEQ, 1973, 1978a, 1978b; EPA, 1975). Environmental
i initially focused on the physical and namral
euvimnmtlnlmbnm.tthEQmphasimdthzn@d
wcomidern:sudalmvimnmmt,thmgivingbmadnmﬂnmg
totheterm‘envimnmem‘.Thﬂcismabwlmedeﬁniﬁouof
“envh-onnaemdhnpaa’.Mprmciph,hisanchinﬂn
cnvimnmuﬂwhjchhanﬁbmabkmanidemiﬁabbemnand
whi:hwoukinothavcmmdhadthemmbecnmm
vmimnsdcndfwdjsdpﬁmwhichinmﬁgmthcphmm
andsodaldomaﬁuofﬂ:environmthawdcwlomdvaﬂous
eonmptualandmethodologicalappmachmlodeﬁncmdmsme
impacts (e.2, Leistriz and Murdock, 1981; Rau and Wooten,
1980; Wolf, 1983). Each discipline however, follows a basic
mhodologimldesignforoondwdnganm' impact
assessment (EIA).

Intumofanidultype,anﬁhshouldoonsistoﬂhcfonowﬁ;g

phases:

L ﬂu:ﬁﬁcaﬁonoftt:hnpaﬁm(themphiﬁLmlogﬁl
and social boundaries of the area);

2 dwbmeﬁmgmﬁh(aduaﬂeddmipﬁmofthc‘m’
prior to ion of a plan or policy, induding a biological,
ecological, social, economic, demographic and cultural
description); o N

3 abmﬁuprojwtion(adumpuonoftheampatedﬁme
cundhiono(ﬂrmvi:onmifmaﬁionisukm};

4, tlnprojeaprcﬁlc(adaaihd_desuipﬁmofaplﬁmed pian

or policy and all feasible alternatives);

5. thcprojnctfpoﬁcypmjaaion(th:anﬁdpaedwndhionofthc
environment if a particular pian is 1 : for each of the
alternatives),

6.asmnandmitigaﬁon(acompa:isonofthebsseﬁm

projeaionwithth:impaapmjectionswithancvahxaﬁonoﬁhc

unpﬂsandpombkmmofmﬂgaﬂngnepﬁwmpm)anﬂ
R

mg:.&wimpaﬁ.Shntheimpad&atedﬂiwdfmmexpecud
conditions, a monitoring process is essemtial as a means for
pmvidinsmcmmhﬂormﬂononthcimpmasweﬂu
providing long-term analysis.

Precise measurement of impacts depends on the identification
of the impact area and the accuracy of the baseline profile. The
delineation of the impact area identifies segments of the
environment likely to experience an impact The environment
wnbcwegoﬁzndasphysical,namralandsodaiwhhmh
category having important subcategories. Information on these
wcgodﬁismarywaccurmlydescribethccnﬂronmt
in the baseline profile. The baseline profile in turn, provides the
base for developing the baseline and project/policy projections.

Ideally, the FIA design takes an interdisciplinary approach.
mwdaLphysicalandnamralcnvimnm:ntisinmtwimdwﬁh
networks of vital relationships. Changes in one domain of the
environment can significantly alter other domains. Working
relations between scientists investigating particular domains jeads
to more knowledge and greaier understanding of the environment.
This provides for more informed decision-making that can be
developed for “environmental” managers.

F1A Research Issues

The cnvironmental impact assessment design provides ap
orientation from which to develop a research plan and agenda
for fishery management. In general, rescarch which contributes
to understanding one or more phases of the design should be
dmhpodandimpbmcnwd.Thcintcrdisdpﬁmrymd&huy
management problems demands an approach which includes
marine biology, marine ecology, economics and sociology. The
following discussion claborates each phasc of the EIA design
and suggests some areas of basic rescarch.

Impact Area. Rescarch for this phase identifies and delirnits
the region of impact. Boundaries should enclose the area hikely
toexperiencethcglwmimpac:butshouldnotiguomsawndary
impamml.ikcwisc,metime-framtoftheimpactsshouh
be considered when identifying the impact arca A vanety of
other factors coter into the defimition and highlight the
intudisdpﬁmnuworking.Maﬁmwosymandthcﬁf&qdu
ofﬁshspuﬁspmvidemforbiologimlandmbﬁmlm
For socal scientists, political and economic boundanes are
important considerations in terms of determining political
jurhdicﬁonandidenﬁfyinsusergroups.LmLMeandmgioml
economies and communities, organizations and other socal
goupsmaddiﬁonalsodalfactorstobewnsidmdinidmﬁfying
the impact arca

Thesodalimpactareaisdcﬁmiwdbyidcuﬁfyingpmbm
and determining their scope. Problems are ientified at a general
bvdfrompoﬁcygoalsandobjecﬁmandothﬂbgislaﬁvcm
Problems are further defined from the input of the public
the form of community interest groups. These social groups
mpmuﬂavariﬁyofsodalandmnomichmwhﬂnﬁds
beimpaﬁcd.Thesegroupshowver,mnotupmﬂyocmhnd
and may not reflect individual interests.

Thescapeofthcproblemanbedaumjmifmmanwds
assessment. This scoping process allows community Imerest grovps
tohawinpmintoidenﬁfyingprobbmsmdformmﬁngmm
solutions. Furthermore, it provides vital information for
devdopingmtuhforwﬂuaﬁngﬂmimpmmvmm
ofﬂlevariousintemslgroupsformthcbasisofdmmining
beneficial and detrimental consequences of a policy.

Baseline Profile. The baseline profile describes the environ-
mmtofthcimpactmasil“amnﬂy'cxists.'lhisisdm
bycstabl'uhingﬂrdimnnionsandmcgoriesofimpmnﬂ
distinct critenia for sclecting impact calegories and assugnng



indicators. However, these criteria need to be further developed
and specified in the case of fishery management.

Biological baseline rescarch describes the natural environment
of fishery including the flow of energy and materials, food chains,
populations and lLfe cycles. Ecological research investigates the
physical environment of the ecosystem including changes in the
ecosystem and ecological stress. Social science research is
concerned with describing the social environment of the impact
area. The economy is described in terms of indicators of economic
activity (¢.g., industnial output, retail sales, employment and
personal income). The social structure is described in terms of
social groups, organizations and communities.
 Baseline Projection. The baseline projection describes the

expectad condition of the environment at a specified tme in the
future if current trends continue. Bascline projections are made
on the basis of assumptions regarding wends which
infloence the environment. The scenarios produced by the
projection may be uncertain because assumptions tend to be
problematic. As a result, projection assumptions should be
specified. Each research discipiine has developed projection
techniques which can be applied to marine fisheries.

Projecting the population viability of a fishery is 2 primary
focus of biological research. Ecological mesearch projects the
anticipated condition of the ecosystem given current trends. The
sodial environment is projected in terms of sconomics and social
structure. The economy can be projectad in terms of economic
value, expenditures, revenues, investment and demand. The social
structure can be projected in terms of user group demographics,
characteristics, atfitudes, opinions, social interaction and other
social networks.

Project/ Policy Profile. This phase of the EIA design
describes the details of the project/policy under consideration.
In addition, details of feasible altzrnatives are also presemted.
Regulatory policies should be developed on the basis of estabhished
goals and obijectives, policy inputs from community interzsts
available data on the environment. A description of the regulatory
policy should include specific rules and procedures for
implementation, an identification of groups to whom the policy
applics and details of policy enforcement.

Project/ Policy Projecrion. The project/policy projection
describes the expected condition of the environment at a specified
time in the future if a project or policy is implemented. This
is completed for each altzrnative policy described in the policy
profile. The research issuss are similar to those found in the
baseline projection. Projection techniques similar to those used
in the baseline projection are used to describe the envitonment.
These projections however, depend on precise data and accurate
meodeling techniques. Precise dynamic systems models elaborate
the environmenta] trends, the various undertying assumptions and
the interaction between rescarch domains.

Assessment and Mitigation. The baseline projection and
policy projection are compared to identify and assess environ-
mental impacts. As previously noted, the criteria for evaluation
should be developed during the identification of the impact area.
Biological, ecological, econortic and social impacts are measured
and rated in terms of the degree in which they are positive, negative
or neutral. The specific methods of assessment vary among
dusciplines but in general, the asscssment diffeventially weighs
certain impact categores and considers trade-offs among the
vanious issues, Mitigation strategies can be developed in response
to significant negative impacts. These strategies may inveive
adjustments in the policy or the development of additional policies
and programs aimed at reducing negative impacts. It is important

to note that these evaluations of impacts and subsequent policy
decisions are made by the managers and they must rly on the
best available information.

Monitoring. Environmental monitoring compares actual
impacts against the expected impacts. The same indicators used
in profiling and the projections serve as a basis of monitoring.
The same population woukd be sampled and observed in an ideal
design The results of the comparison of actual and expected
impacts should be reported to decision makers and affected groups.
This should guide policy adjustments warranted by actusl impacts

Social Science Research

A social science research agenda for fishery management can
be developed by determining basic data requirements for each
phase of the EIA design This section provides a brief discussion
of social science research objectives. Initial areas of rescarch are
noted with some specific reference to marine recreational fishing.
Rather than suggesting an all-inclusive social science agenda, the
intent of this section is 1o facilitate discussion and development
of specific rescarch needs.

In order to delineate the impact area of the social environment,
social science research should identify social structures and
mstitutions which are affectzd by policy decisions and which affect
policy development. Basic groups in the social structure,
specifically commercial and recreational fishermen, consumers,
merchants, environmental groups and commumity residents,
respond to each other on the basis of social interaction patterns.
Management policies may significantly alter these patterns of
imeraction and change other structural patterns (e.g., exchange,
dominating, cooperation). These poiicies potentially can alter the
way of life in an arca and create conflicts between various groups.
The scoping process of public needs assessment insures that vanous
interest groups are included in the problem statement and
delineation of the impact area This procsss needs application
at state and community levels,

Once the social ekements of the impact area are identified,
a basic description of the social environment surrounding the
fishery should be developed. Social groups typically have been
described in terms of demographic characteristics, and economic
comtributions {this type of data is availabie from secondary sources
as part of on-going government data collection activities). Specific
studies of recreational anglers have also looked at a vanety of
management-related social variables. These inclade: participation
(Romsa and Girling, 1976; U.S. Department of Commerce, 1980},
level of specialization ( Bryan, 1977, Graefe, 1981), motives for
fishing (Dawson and Wilkins, 1980; Ditton et al., 1978; Driver
and Knopf, 1976}, attitudes toward fishing trip experience (Fecdler,
1984; Hictt et al., [983), species preference, sodalization into the
policies (Ditton, 1977). However, there is relatively little data on
communication and group networks, patterns of social interaction
and other causal processes. More data arc required to fully describe
the impacted social environment.

A similar level of data collection is needed to develop
descriptions of policy alizrnatives. Information is needed on the
social and cconomic contributions of social groups in order to

the perspective of ail
of similar policics may be available to guide these research «fforts.
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Thebaselincpmjemiouandpoliqpmjwdonmbmedon
medevdopmmtol‘modelsofsocialandmomicprm.
Whﬂemmalsclent.tcausal models havebeendcvc}opad
wuhnthedmphn:s,applmmtoﬁsherﬂmamgmrmlssus
hawmmﬂlywcmmmnsmmmntgmgnpqw

analysisofqumnﬁ:anvcdmaismarymfadﬁtme
acqrate evaluation, Furthermore, mitigation measures should be
indu:ledalongwithtmirimpbmcma:ionwawgi& )
Monitoring the social and ecOnOMIc environment requires
additional research efforts. Social science research has typically
mﬁedonmm—sﬁ:iomldmacoibcﬁonsumegiﬂ.Msumgu
atcrdattvdyimffeaiwinummeﬁnglong-termtrmd&pro_dudng
msnlmodekandmndwﬁnsongoingmonitmingofsmaland
SCONOILC PrOCESSEs. Longimdinalmchis needed to measure

ay-ﬂlybasis.mvalmofﬂﬁstypeofmmhmedsmbe
dcmmstrawdinpraﬂiﬂlmminmdﬂ'togainﬁmdingsuppom
CONCLUSIONS
Fsl:rymmawsmedhformadonon:hem_ofdﬁr
poﬁqdn:isiominordcrweﬁ"wﬁ\dymmphshﬂnrgoah.
Mostofthdriniormaﬁonhasuadiﬁonaﬂycomefmn;ggmmt

made. Researchers need to specify operational methodologies and
integrate specific techniques and relevant data to the research
process, More importantly, disciplinary weakness must be
strengthened. For exampie, applied researchers need to make
theoretical contributions to their disciplines to provide greater
understanding of the subject and to refine the assessment process.
The intended contribution of this paper is to provide a point
of departure for these endeavors.
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SOCIOLOGICAL CARRYING CAPACITY
FOR MARINE RECREATIONAL FISHERIES:
A Proposed Direction for Implementation

James D. Absher
University of Georgia

ABSTRACT

Marine fisheries provide an important benefit to recreational
angiers, including psychological and sociclogical aspects of
the experience. To be more effective, managers need to
understand the recreationist just as much as the resource
base upon which their activitics depend. How to gain this
understanding is an open issue: onc promising approach
is 10 appiy sociological carrying capacity (SCC) theory. The
key to SCC is the ability to identify, and incorporate into
decision making, crucial experiential attributes and primary
recreational needs of anglers. This paper concludes with
a step by step review of how SCC theory can be applied
to marine recreational fisheries. SCC i3 a planning and
management framework that can make recreational
management casicr. However, further work is needed to
add it to the manage’s repertoire.

Introduction:

In a recent article in Fisheries Peter Larkin (1988) presented
a valuable perspective on sportfishing He emphasized that not
only is there an important relationship between the angler and
the resource but also important experientiai components of a)
shanngthccxpcncncc%othcrs(whﬂhcrornottheyteﬂme
truth), b) implicitly or explicitly competing with other anglers
and ¢) responding to increasingly specialized and regulated
opportunities {e.g. catch-and-release, barbless hooks, siot limits).
Clearly fishing is as much a sociological phenomenon as it is
a biophysical one.

This leads to the obvious lmphcatlonlhatthe}oboflmnagmg
recreational fishing resources/opportunities is going to require
a sophisticated understanding of the recreationist just as it bas
required a detailed knowledge of the various components of the
resource base upon which the activity depends. Toward this end
a national recreational fisheries poiicy is now emerging (AFS,
1988) that emphasizes, among other things, the need to involve
deeply the constituent groups and individual anglers in the
management process. Managers must now become facile with
the use of information from the users themselves in ther
dccisionmakingonmﬁonuseaﬂomﬁouimm&njmtm
twcntyytarsagomanag:rsmhzndthathc:cwasno average
camper” toward which a unitary policy might be directed, fisheries
managers are well aware of the need to provide various types
of fishing opportunities. Excellent studies are being done that
look at the motivations and satisfactions of fishers. There are
many from which to choose a coupie of examples might be the
work of Ditton, Mertens, and Schwartz (1978) and Fedler (1984).

Taken together these studics suggest that a highly satisfying trip
l}uma.llymvolvmmuh:pbexmanubmns.mdthmZ)
sometimes taking fish home, or even catching one, is not among
the “critical slements™ of satisfaction. Other times, of course, it
is. The key is to know when, where, or for whom one or anotber
attribute is paramount.

How, then, can managers decide when, or if, a certain
experiential attribute other than cateh is crucial? Similarly, what
constitutes an acceptable probability of catch for a given group
of anglers? And how is this pattern to be reflected in resource
management decisions? Naturally, the answer being promoted
bere is that sociclogical information, especially as it is related
to recreational fishing bebavior.

Before discussing this point further, a caveat is necessary. This
is not a call for wholesale changes. On the contrary, most of
what is currently being done by managers is not likaly to change
at all with this new direction of user-information inputs. This
is comforting in that decisionmaking systems would not have
to be drastically altered, but also in the sense that managers
are doing very well at an already difficult job. This notwith-
standing, on¢ premise of this paper is that efficient allocation
of limited resources, not to mention equitable access, will benefit
from a more sophisticated analysis of user needs,

But as alluded to carlier there are structural probiems to
overcome. The typical marine fisherics situation involves muitiple
agencies, many specific site objectives, and often only partial
jurisdiction aver the choices of an individual angler. Many States,
Georgia inctuded, donY even have a saitwater license. As a result
a two-stage response is suggested. First, all relevant partics
(agencies, etc) must formally acknowledge the role that
recreational fisheries play vis-a-vis other fichery utilizations. It
seemns that this process is already underway: there have been
open discussions about commercial versus recreational allocation
of many fishstocks, ¢.g. redfish, crabs or shrimp.

Second, and more germane to the thesis here, is the need for
these involved agencies to work closely together throughout some
logically defined geographic area to focus attention on the primary
recreational needs of the angiers that rely on that arca. This
aspect, especially as it takes into account multiple experiential
preferences, has not been done very often.

For this a cross-agency recreational carrying capacity process
is ideally suited, at least in theory. The goal is not to create
kegally binding agreements across agencies but rather to foster
a coordinated, information-rich (rather than the curremdy
information-poor} environment relative to recreational sportfish-
ing. If nothing else each agency will be apprised of the roies
that each other plays in providing sportfishing oppormnities.
Hopefully through active participation they will aiso become
conitted to recreational uses as important to the socal and
economic fabric of the area.
Carrying capacity studies: Histotically, recreational camrying
capacity is based on the old familiar premises of range or wildlife

population management. But the working definiions now
m:phmz:ﬂrquahtyofcxpumrdauwmthcahﬂnyoﬁhc
resource base to provide opportunities within some managerent
regime. It's almost as if you can no longer recognize the oid
roots. It’'s now more metaphorical than numerical.

Comemmmymymgmpﬂymﬂumwmﬂysphtmw
either physical or social dimensions. By physical carrying capacity
is meant a combination of biological and physical/ spatial aspects.
Most of these are immediately familiar. And even though the
information bas¢ is far from complete most fisheries-related
agencies excel at ther understanding of some of the biological
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details, habitats, life-cycles, etc. They may be a less familiar with
physical processes such as the per hour launch capacity of a
two-lane boat ramp, but at least the concept is clear.

Less well understood are the sociological dimensions of
recreational fishing. As noted above, a lot of progress has been
made toward understanding why people fish, but this type of
work is still in its infancy. Even less well articulated is a systematic
way to bring this individual-level data together. It is for this reason
that the rest of this paper will focus on so-called sociological
carrying capacity (SCC).

Two main approaches to SCC are currently in development
in the academic literature. One, primarily from the work of Graefe
and others focuses attention on developing “key management
indicators” for a specific place (Graefe, Kuss and Vaske, 1987).
It was originally developed as a decisionmaking system for
National Park Service sites and has the immediate advantage
of being similar to existing decisionmaking logic. It emphasizes
a practical comparison of existing conditions with standards based
on management objectives. This model is aiso known as the Visitor
Impact Management (VIM) process (see figure 1).

The other dominant approach to SCC is that of Shelby and
Heberlein (1986). They emphasize more specifically defined
concepts such as “impact parameters” and “evaluative standards”
which are not as readily apparent. Compared to the first approach
they place greater emphasis on a separate determination of the
evaluative standards by which objective conditions will be judged.
(See figure 2)

Both systems are consistent with the overall goal of managing
the relationship between known use levels or use patterns and
the perceptions/evaluations of experiential quality that
participants receive. They both rely on the user to supply critical
bits of information about their desired experiences and how
conditions will be evaluated/tolerated. In some ways the
differences are semantic: Shelby and Heberlein (1984:434)
analytically distinguish between the “workings of the recreation
systern” and the value judgments invoived. Yet in the end the
SCC assessment is a comparison of these two elements. Graefe,
et al. place more on the shoulders of the managers in that they
are to incorporate user evaluation standards in the “management
objectives™ section near the beginning of the process. For this
reason, their process seems to be slightly preferable for application
to marine recreational fisheries.

The SCC process of Graefe, et al. begins with a review of
existing databases, including policy directives, if any, and a
synopsis of the management objectives for a site so that the type
of experience to be provided can be defined in terms of appropriate
ecological and social conditions (Graefe, Kuss and Loomis, 1986).
The evaluation of conditions is implicit in the review of
management objectives. (Meaning, of course, that managers need
to be good predictors of sociological phenomena at their sites.)

Because the marine recreational situation is so diverse in terms
of types of uses, settings and agency perspectives the Graefe et
al. SCC process is technically easier to implement and is likely
to be viewed by managers as more immediately applicable to
their own decisionmaking. More importantly, this model explicitly
calls for information on the acceptability of potentially detrimental
impacts or events (Graefe, Kuss and Vaske, 1986:419). This allows
for a clearer link to “conflict resolution.” However, managers,
or researchers, must decide on the use groups from which this
mput is needed. For instance, if the focus is on crabbing and
if catch-per-un’*-efiort is the impact parameter then the manager
needs to know at what point this standard becomes unacceptably
low for a given group. Subsequent simple monitoring could then

establish if, or when, the decision point might be reached for
one or more of the groups.

SCC steps: What are the basic steps to the Graefe, et al. process
and how might they be applied to a complex situation such
as on the Georgia coast? The initial step calls for a background
information that can be “used to establish a perspective” on the
on the area(s) in question. For the Georgia coast this might mean
policy documents and plans, management guidelines and any
previous recreationist surveys. Agencies to be contacted would
be federal (e.2. NPS, NMFS, FWS), State (DNR-CRD, DNR-
State Parks, Transportation, etc.), and local/private (Tybee,
Chatham Co., and so on). The information will include national
surveys like the fishing and hunting studies done by the Fish
and Wildlife Service, local visitor studies (e.g. Absher and Bratton,
1987), finfishing studies (Pafford and Nicholson, 1986), and general
population information from statistical abstracts or census
estimates.

The second step in the process is to assess management
objectives. In particular, for a coastal example different objectives
will apply for various locations. A matrix is implied that would
expand the usuai single place -analysis to multiple sites or
aggregations of sites (e.g. bank fishing). In each column specific
visitor experience and resource management objectives would be
listed. For instance, one column might be for State Parks. Because
of their interest in promoting camping and developed recreation
they provide more amenities for the angler such as fish cleaning
stations or toilets. They also might reasonably be expected to
attract more people and thus offer more social contact/ interaction
than at remote sites. Cells in the parks column that contain
information on the social interaction and facility/amenity
objectives would reflect this. Other sites such as the fishing piers
made from abandoned bridges would likely to be at the other
end of the spectrum on these experience attributes.

The third step is straightforward in concept. Specify a
measurement device for each indicator in step 2. Such things
as group size, number of others present, catch-per-unit-effort,
or possession limits are examples,

Next comes a crucial step (4) restate the objectives in
quantitative terms. That is specify an evaluative standard by which
the performance or adequacy can be judged. Here again the
objective standard may vary across user groups, agency reguiation,
or facility design. At other times it may be uniform across all
settings, as with a creel limit. In this step, it is crucial to be
as specific as the different user groups dictate. Activity
specialization s just emerging as an important topic in recreationist
research (Absher and Coilins, 1987). For the Georgia coast it
could be important to break apart some user groups in order
to maintain their distinctive needs in the decision process. An
example might be the emerging “upscale” boater from the
urbanized areas, or the more subsistence based rural, poor angler.
They may be after the same species but their motivations differ
greatly.

There are successive steps in the SCC process on through
“comparisons,” “causes,” “strategies,” and “implementation,” but
the first four are where the essential differences with the simpier,
park based application of the Graefe, et al. model are most evident.
For marine recreation the basic logic of the SCC process is
preserved, but the number of agencies and user groups will have
to be expanded in order to apply it to a marine setting. This
review is not meant to be a complete proposal for SCC
determination, but rather an introduction to the idea with some
concrete examples from the Georgia coast. SCC is a planning
and management framework that can make recreational fisheries



management easier. [ts utllity depends in large part on the quality
of the discussion as the prooess is adapted to this setting. Now
is the time enter into a constructive, yet ¢ntical dialogue.
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Figure 1. Graefe, et al. Carrying Capacity Model
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THE ROLE OF JOB SATISFACTION DATA
IN SELECTING AMONG ALTERNATIVE
REGULATORY POLICIES

John B. Gairwood
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and

ABSTRACT

Given that there are many ways fishing cffort can be
regulated, enlightened management should choose that
constellation of tactics that preserves as much as possible
what fishermen like about the work they do. The paper
illustrates this point with cxampiles drawn from different
New Jersey fisheries and then compares the job satisfaction
approach with its primary alternative — straw polls of
fishermoen regarding their prefermed management regime.

In 1984, 1985, and 1986 we collected data on job safisfaction
among commercial fishermen in New Jersey as part of an effort
in applied anthropology. We believe findings from surveys such
as ours should be taken into account, along with biological and
economic considerations, when formulating fisheries management
plans,

Here, we have two objectives. Firstly, we want to illustrate how
job satisfaction data can be put to use in developing management
plans. Secondly, we shall argue that job satisfaction data are, in
several respects, a better kind of information than onec would get
from straw polls of fisheren’s policy preferences.

Toward these ends, the paper begins by reviewing why managets
should be concerned about fishermen’s job satisfaction, in general,
Then, using the New Jersey data, we show that fisheriey differ
considerably in terms of their job satisfaction profiles and discuss
how these profiles may be used when evaluating alternative
regulatory tactics. Finally, we compare and contrast the job
satisfaction approach with the more common practice of polling
fishermen for their preferences regarding proposed reguiatory
policies.

Job Satisfaction and Fisheries Management

In 1977 the United States joined most other nations of the
world in carving out new national territonics from what was once
a vast and, for the most part, unreguiated commons — the sea,
The Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act
(Public Law 94-265 as amended in 1983) established a 200-mile
fisheries conservation zone (now exciusive cconomic zone) around
the shores of the United States and its soversign territoris. The
act recognized that fisheries management involves much more than
fisheries biology. In it, Congress explicitly charged fishery managers
and the new councils to consider all “relevant sodal, economic

and ecological factors” when developing fishery management pians.

However, data on these aspects of fisheries are not routinely
coliccted by any statistical agency, leaving it to the councils, the
federal government, and independent researchers to fill in the gaps.
Thus, anthropologists and sociologists have both the opportunity
and the challenge to provide useful informaticn and insights on
U. §. fisherics,

Despite the legal mandate, potentially helpful social science
findings have not been incorporated very often into fishery
management decisions or ¢ven into plans and accompanying
documents. Reasons for this are many, inchuding the resilience
and resistance of traditional disciplinary biascs, as shown in the
problems faced by anthropologists who have paricipated in the
regional councils® Scentific and Statistical Committees (Paredes
1985, with comments by Acheson, Leary, McCay, Orbach,
Peterson, and Spoehr; Fricke 1985). Another reason i3 that there
is litthe appropriate, published research to use (Ladner, et al 1981).
Perhaps more to the point, social saemtists have had difficulty
finding foci for their work that clearly fit the biceconomic
onentation of fishenies management.

Pollnac and Litlefield (1983) hawe proposed the study of
fishermen's job satisfaction as a highly promising way to focus
social science talents on a topic of importance to fishenies
management. Studies of a wide range of occupational groups have
shown significant relations between worker's job sansfaction and
their overall health and longevity (sce, for example, those reviewed
by Pollnac & Eittlefield 1983:217-219; O'Took 1974).

In addition to the¢ humanistic reason noted by Pollnac, Lee
Anderson (1980a) and Courtland Smith (1981) have provided what
mnyhecalhdadn’econseqmargtmmexphmwhy]ob
satisfaction is particularly importam in fisheries managenent.
Unhsﬁshum’s “satisfaction bonus” is taken into accoumt -

unless ope realizes that fishermen mally Lke fishing —
managmrMplammayw:ﬂbem:ﬂiuﬁu.chulatmypohu:s
that presume fishermen are “only in it for the money” are prone
to underestimate the perseverance of fishing offort, the possible
consequence being over-fishing of the resource.

Considered from the positive side, by inchading job satisfaction
in management objectives, we recognize explicitly that what is
economically optimal may not provide the maximal human
benefits, bocanse the rewards of work take two forms: monetary
and nonmonetary. To see why this is so, compare, for exampie,
H. Scott Gordon’s (1954) purcly economic model with Courtland
Smith’s (1981) socioeconomic model.

Gordons economic model (superimposed in Figure 1 on
Schacfer’s, 1954, density-dependent biological model of stock
replenishment) shows that the common-property; open-access
nature of marine fisheries will, uniess fishing effort is regulated,
lead to over-fishing, stock depletion, and profit loss. Without
external Emitations, the fleet’s collective effort will increase to the
cqm]ihmnnpmmwhaemmequalsm(emﬁgln b.

The peint of maximum cconomic vicld (MEY) s delermined
by the level of fishing effort at which the greatest profit is realized,
and this is well below the biological point of maximumn sustainable
yieid (MSY). Economists argue that profit-maximization is the
proper management target and that fisheries must be regulated
to acineve thus goal, whether through catch quotas, temporal and
gear restrictions, limited entry licenses, and; or landing fees.

Smith% socioeconomic model includes Gordon’s plus two
additional features. Firstly, he notas thar fishing is an enjoyable
activity — it has intangible rewards in addition to revenues.
Secondly, one’ perception of the costs involved in an enjoyable
activity tend to underestimate real costs. It follows that the narural,
or unregulated, equilibrium level of fishing effort (¢ in Figure
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l)wﬂlmmmmmﬁom-ﬁshiu;uwnGmdon'smodd
pmdicrs.th:r,thckvelofﬁshjngcﬂ'onawhichurgmm
pmﬁsobtaiuhmnmarilyth:poimatwhichdxgcatcsl
overall rewards are to be had. The inclusion of satisfaction bonus
(ie., positive nonmonetary rewards derived from the very activity
ofﬁshing)mmalmcpmpcrmmmgcmtobpcﬁw('ﬁg
poimOY,oropﬁmalyield}wouldaﬂowsomewhalgreaxcrﬁs!nng
eﬁomhanoucbasadonMEY.Mthoughmmgcmtforopﬂmzl
yiddmayyiddsﬂghﬂylowu'proﬁts,ﬂﬁslossisoﬂsabyamom
febicitous combination of monetary and nonmonctary rewards,

Figure 1. Economic versus Socloeconomic Models of
Management Objectives

+ Satisfacten
YALUXL

or
CATCH

MEY 0Y MSY ] [ 4

FISHING EFFORT OF FLEET

Because fishing tends to be positively valued as a way of life,
Lhe‘Opﬁmathld'ocu.usa:ﬂmhvdufﬁshingeﬁonwhﬁc
themt_mhnhxdinssm'nfnctionbonm,mthefaﬂorsof

Assumptions: Costs are proportional to cffort.
Satisfaction bonus is proportional to revenues.
Price per unit of catch is constant.

Inmmary.bthordon‘bandSuﬁthkmoddsagmethat
unless fisheries are regulated in some manner - if competition
for the common-property resource persists without some controls
— they will be exploited at sociaily sub-optimal levels. But, because
ﬁsi:inghmoonsidcnbhnonmonﬂarymwams,ﬁshamdonol
quit fishing when purely cconomic models of fishermen’s
modvaﬂompredk:thcyshouki.lnson:mtheycvmmbm’dim
their fishing with other income. Thus, if management plans hope
to work, then fishermen's satisfaction bonus, in general, must be

accordingly.

Granting Smith's arguments, there remains a long-standing
question about the utifity of “soft,” o non-quantilative assessments,
of nonmonetary values (e.g, Crutchficld 1975:18; 1979:751). The
problem is that the mathematics of most decision models require
interval or ratio-scaled variables and an homogeneous unit of
measure. One way of dealing with this problkm i to try to quantify
nonmonetary rewards by transforming them into dollar values
This has been done extensively in studies of spors fishing by
measuring the transfer or variabie costs incurred by sportsfishermen
(¢, Stevens 1969, Gordon, et al. 1973) or by asking fishermen
how much they would be willing to pay, hypotheticaily, for thexr
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fishing experiences (¢.g., Hilborn & Walters 1977, McConnel &
Sutinen 1979; Bishop & Samples 1980; Anderson 1980b).
In our survey, we do not try to develop a single measure of

johb satisfaction. As Pollnac and Poggic (1979 found in their study

among New England fishing communities, job satisfaction is a
multi-dimensional phenomenon, making quantfication in terms
of a single unit-measure very difficult if not impossible (Polinac
& Littlefield 1983). Taking account of this, we use a battery of
Likert-scale questions (o obtain quantitative measures of
sociocultural values (se¢ Smith 1981). Our approach, thus, focuses
on the qualitative components of fishermen's job satisfaction and
the relative importance of these in different fisheries.

The New Jersey Fisherles Survey

New Jersey is a good location for a comparative study of
fishermen and fisheries for several reasons. Firstly, the ports of
New Jerscy are important among the nation's commercial fisheries.
For example, Cape May/ Wikdwood, at the southern tip of the
state, is the third largest seafood port on the eastern scaboard
of the United States (based on awerage dollar value of landings
gince 1974, computed from National Marine Fisheries Service
statistics). Secondly, the fisheries of New Jersey are highly diverse
within a fairly small peographical area. Within a radius of 50
miles or so from any port can be found small-scale estuarine
and offshore dredging, trawling, and longlining. And thirdly, the
possibie confounding effects of community and ethnicity are
relatively unproblematic in New Jersey because the various fisheries
are dispersed among several mutti-fishery, multi-ethnic ports.

The state’s fisheries differ from one another in many objective
ways, including: (1) the prey, (2) seasonality, 3) tip kmgth, (4)
crew size, (5) technology used, (6) method of payment of labor,
(7) level of capitalization, (8) level of returmns to capital and labor,
(9) physical danger, (10) economic risk and uncertainty both in
catch and in market value of catch, (11) relations between harvesters
andbuym{prmms,(lz)whethcroondiﬁonsmimpmvingor
declining, (13) interfishery mobility, and (14) government
reguiation.

Our survey includes six fisheries that range along an inshore-
offshore continuum - baymen, oystetmen, sea clammers,
scallopers, draggers, and longliners (for ethnographic sketches of
these, see Gatewood & McCay 1988; 1989). We restrict the term
“fishery” in this study to the harvesting sector: the vessels, captains,
mates, and crew members invoived mn catching fish or shellfish.
Processors, owners, buyers, lobbyists, managers, and others
important 10 the fishery in the larger sense were not interviewed
unless they were also working on the boats.

Method

We used the “dockside intercept™ method, ie., we went to the
ﬁshingdockstoﬁndpeoplewil]ingtommpkicanhnu’vicwtha
fasts from thirty minutes to an hour and a half, including filing
out our 12-page questionnaire. Interviews were conducted by
ourselves, by trained graduate students, and by 2 colleague.
Fishermen were remarkably cooperative; fewer than 10% refused.

The questionnaire is given in two parts. The first part, compicted
by the fisherman himeelf, comsists of 33 specific job satsfaction
questions where the answers range on 2 I-0-5 scale from “very
dissatisfied™ to “very satisfied.” The first part concludes with throe
overall questions about job satisfaction, two questions about other
ammmicoppommhia,andthmcqusﬁomabomhowhbfm]y



views his work. The second part, administered by the interviewer,
asks a wide range of biographical-demographic questions.

The survey s three years, heginming in June of 1984
and ending in May of 1986, with the large majority of interviews
being done in the summer months of June, July, and Angust
A total of 391 commerciat fishermen from the six targeted fishenes
completed both parts of the questionnaire.

To achicve as representative a sample as possible for each fishery,
we tried to interview no more than three individuale from cach
boat encountered at the docks: the captain and two crew members
(inchuding the first mate when possible). If & given vesscl had
ahunaﬁngaptaimandm,ﬂme‘shiﬁs’mwmidued

for sampling purposcs. Although compliance with
these rules-of- thumb was not always feasible, the sample of 391
does conform to the design rather well. Table 1 shows the sample
broken down by fishery and status on board, as weil as the number
of boats reprasented for cach fishery. (Note that the status “one-
man” applies only to bayfishermen and that the issue of boat
representation does not apply to this fishery.)

The most general hypotheses of the research are that features
of job satisfaction should correlate with objective characteristics
of the various fisheries and with biographical/demographic
characteristics of the fishermen. Here, we summarize findings on
job satisfaction by two variables: fishery and status on board.
As will become clear, both of these independent vanables are
significant predictors of fishermen’s subjective responses to their
work, That is, the fishery in which one works and one’s status
on the vessel creats significantly different work experiences
{something frequently overlooked in studies of commerciai fishing!),
and these differences give rise to different levels and patterns of
satisfaction,

Table 1. The Sample by Status and Fishery

Bay  Oyster Clam Scallop Dragger Longline
Captain — 24 25 2 26 2
Maie — I 14 12 10 11
Crew — 25 22 41 2 19
One-Man 70 — — — - _
Boats — 26 30 24 M 19

NOTE: There are more longline captains than boats in the sample
because alternating shifts work the same vessel

Demographic Summary

Descriptive statistics on the demographics of ouwr sampie arc
available clsewhere (Gatewood & McCay [987). Here, we mention
only a few selected findings.

Over three-quarters of those interviewed are “full time” fishermen
in the sense that their earnings from fishing constitute more than
75% of their annual incomes. The average income is about $22,400
from an average of 9.5 months of fishing

There are statistically significant contrasts in education level,
Speaking generally, longliners have the most years of formal
education and oystermen the least. Oystermen are typacally older
than other fishermen, and longhners are the youngest group.
Clammers, scallopers, draggers, and longiiners depend on fishing

as their source of incorme more than oystermen and baymen (ca.
30% versus ca. 609%), and they make considerably more money
from fishing as well (ca. $25,000 versus ca. $15,000).

Contrasting the same demographic variables across four status
categorics, there are significant differences with respect to age and
fishing income, but not with respect to education level. As expected,
captains of fishing boats tend to be older than thewr crews, depend
more heavily on fishing for their incomxs, and make more moncy.
An interesting point is that even crew members make more money
from fishing than do the one-man baymen operations, even though
both groupe depend on fishing to the same extent (ca. 68% of
their total annual income is derived from fishing).

The six fisherias differ significantly in terms of the sizz and
power of their vessels and in terms of scveral personnel variables
dealing with fishing experience (see Table 2). Of the five “large
boat™ fisheries, scalloping involves the largest boats, both in terms
of length and horsepower, whereas oystering uses the smallest
and least powerful vessels.

Table 2. Hardware and Personnel Variables by Fishery

Bay Oyster Clam Scallop Dragger Lgline F prob

HARDWARE
Boat Length

¢ & 8 % ™ & 000"
H

Mhp 176bp 404 hp 631hp S7T6hp 496 hp 000"
PERSONNEL
Age when began .

1859 1808 1985 1749 17.77 1946 385
Years fishi

1656 2518 1242 1180 1472 962 .000°
No. Boats

600 974 963 1591 1201 680 .000°
No. Fisheries

204 256 335 341 346 270 .000°
Fisheries tried last year

120 144 131 165 135 128 001°
No. Fishing Kin

373 43 353 327 400 1MW .025°
:SigniﬁmlmcompmedcxchﬂingBaym
Significance computed inciuding Baymen.

The average age at which fishermen began fishing commeraalty
8 roughly the same across fisheries (18.5 years old). Fishermen
in the six fisherics contrast markedly, however, with respect to
ﬂﬁrmofﬁshingexpaiuu,theumnbaofbomrh:yhaw
worked on, the number of fisheries they have tried in their careers,
the number of fisheries tried within the previous twelve-month
pmod,andmcmnnbcrofhnwhohawtmdcommmlmmng
at one time or another. Longlining, in particular, stands out as
mefh.hﬂyfmxdaﬁ\dyhmxpaﬂwdmmmbmtognm
feet wet. It is less common for longliners to come from a “fishing
family,'anddryhaveﬂrfmymsm‘ﬁshingexpum.

Direct Comparisons of Fishing with Non-Fishing Work

In]ig{nofAndﬂson‘sandSmith‘hargumcmsaboutﬁsiﬁng
being an especially enjoyable form of work, our survey asked
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respondents to compare fishing with other kinds of work they
may have tried. In particular, we asked the 315 individuals who
had some non-fishing work experience whether fishing is better,
about the same, or worse than their previous jobs with respect
to four general concerns: earnings, enjoyment of the work itself,
having time for other things, and overall satisfaction.

Roughly 70% answered that fishing is better with respect to
their earnings, their enjoyment of the work itself, and their overall
satisfaction. Other jobs, however, were better than fishing with
respect to having time for other things. The same pattern of
responses held true for a smaller subsample (n = 189) who compared
fishing with a second kind of non-fishing work,

When the direct comparisons are broken down by fishery, there
are significant differences with respect to the earnings question
and having time for other things, but not with respect to enjoyment
of the work itself or overall satisfaction (see Table 3). In particular,
fishing is Jess lucrative for baymen, compared to other jobs they
have had, than it is for other groups of fishermen. And, 62%
of the baymen think fishing is better than previous jobs in terms
of having time for other activities, whereas scallopers, longliners,
and draggers think exactly the reverse,

Comparing the responses of three status groups — ie., captains
VEISUS mates versus crew (baymen exciuded) — there are significant
differences with respect to enjoyment of the work itself and overall
satisfaction (fishing vs. non-fishing), but not with respect to earnings
or time for other things. Put simply, captains derive relatively
more intangible satisfaction from fishing than do their mates and
crew, although all three groups like fishing much more than non-
fishing work.

A second general indication of fishermen’s attachment to fishing
comes to light from their responses to questions about non-fishing
economic opportunities. We asked how long they estimate it would
take to find some kind of nonfishing work and how long it
would take to find some kind of work that they would enjoy
as much as fishing. Response categories were as follows: (1) a
few days, (2) a few weeks, (3) a few months, (4) a year or longer,
and (3) never. We then computed what may be called the psychic
cost of leaving fishing by simply subtracting their first response
from the second.

Whereas there are significant differences among the six fisheries
in terms of perceived non-fishing economic opportunities and how
long it would take to find work as enjoyable as fishing, the psychic
cost is roughly the same, irrespective of current fishery.

Comparing these matters by status, we find that perceived non-
fishing economic opportunity is roughly the same for captains,
mates, and crew members. But, captains would experience more
of a psychic cost than mates and mates more than crew if they
were forced out of fishing,

One last consideration is the image or desirability different
fisheries have among fishermen. We asked each person, “What
is your favorite kind of fishing, whether you have actually tried
it or not?”.

Roughly two-thirds of those interviewed (ie., 250) are currently
participating in their favorite form of fishing, whereas about one-
third (i.c., 126) would rather be doing some other kind of fishing.
What is interesting here is the different percentages of “contented”
fishermen in each of the six fisheries and the preferences of those
who are “discontented” with their current fishery.

Three basic patterns are evident (see Table 4). Dragging,
longlining,andmclammingazeﬁsheﬁmwithhighpementagm
of contented fishermen, and they are also fisheries others would
like to be doing. Bayfishing has a high percentage of contented
workers, but few others are interested in it. Lastly, scalloping and

oystering have relatively few contented fishermen, and few others
want to do them,

Table 3. Comparison of Fishing with Job #1 by Fishery

Fishing They are Job #1

is better about was better
Comparison the same
EARNINGS [F =7.988, p = .000] *
Bay (61) 489, 18% 34%
Oyster (35) 63% 14% 23%
Clam (59) 88% % 5%
Scallop (56) 71% 18% 11%
Dragger (62) 84% 10% 6%
Longtine (42) 66% 24%, 10%
ENJOYMENT OF WORK ITSELF [F =553, p=.736]
Bay (61) 9% 11% 10%
Oyster (35 71% 129 7%
Clam (59) 66% 29, 12%
Scallop (56) 4% 2% 13%
Dragger (62) 1% 21% 8%
Longline 42 74% 16% 10%
TIME FOR OTHER THINGS [F=10.868, p = .000] *
Bay (61) 62% 20% 18%
Oyster (39) 46% 119 435
Clam (59 - 416 15% 449,
Scallop (56) 11% 27% 62%
Dragger (62) 29% 11% 60%
Longline @) 17% 14% 69%
OVERALL SATISFACTION [F = .878, p = .496]
Bay (61) 82% 15% 3%
Oyster (35) % %% 14%,
Clam (59) 0% 27% 3%
Scallop (56) 66% 3% 11%
Dragger (61 74% 16% 10%
Longline (42) 749, 14% 12%

*Significant at p <0125, i.e., experiment-wise adjusted.

Table 4. Favorite Fisheries as Evidenced by “Contentedness”
and the Preferences of “Discontented” Fishermen

FISHERY
Bay Oyster Clam Scallop Dragger Longline “Other”

% “contented” with current fishery
% MR T5% 3%  82%
Preferences of the 126 “discontents”
4% 2% 14%, 3% 30% 1%  30%

83% —




These patterns are understandabie in terms of the objective
characteristics of the different fisheries. Dragging, longlining, sea
clamming, and scalloping contrast with oystering and bayfishing
in being larger-scale, open ocean, vear round, and relatively lucrative
operations. Scalloping differs from its counterparts, however, in
terms of work schedule, ie., two week trips on crowded boats
with crews working in daily shifts. Thus, although scallopers make
good money, the living conditions on board are relatively
unpleasant, and other fishermen are aware of this. Conversely,
the Delaware Bay oyster fishery, lasting only a few weeks per
year, is not especially attractive to those who want to fish full
time and make more money, and many oystermen would prefer
todoopenocwnﬁshmg,bmﬁnden&ymtomchﬁshmdxfﬁcuh.
Finally, bayfishing, being a one-man operation, is attractive to
those who value personal freedom and independence more highly
than making money. Further, because it involves relatively little
capital investment, those who become disenchanted with crew life
and the temporal demands of the other fisheries can easily set
themselves up as baymen. In other words, the ready accessibility
of bayfishing tends to make it the most selfselecting fishery in
the sample.

Summarizing to this point, the direct compansons show that
fishermen like fishing much better than other forms of work they
have tried. The strength of these feelings are variable, both by
fishery and by status group. They would experience considerable
psychic cost were they forced to leave fishing. And, those fisheries
with the highest levels of contentedness also tend to be those
considered most desirable by discontented fishermen,

These findings should be tempered by noting a possible bias
toward satisfaction with whatever occupation one is presently doing.
Just as the fishermen we interviewed like their present occupation
more than others they have tried, steel workers may enjoy their
work in the mills more than previous jobs. Whether such a bias
exists or not, it remains true that fishermen are the population
most affected by fisheries management, and our survey makes
it abundantly clear that they would suffer considerable angst were
they forced out of fishing.

Specifics of Fishermen's Job Satisfaction

The specific features of fishermen’s job satisfaction were
measured by responses to 33 items. The items include the 22 used
by Pollnac and Poggie (1979) in their study of New England
fisheries and the 26 used by Apostle, Kasdan, and Hanson {1985)
in their study of Canadian Maritime fisheries, plus a few additional
questions we thought reievant.

To reduce the complexity of the mult-item responses, as well
as relate them to larger theoretical issues in the study of job
satisfaction, we organized the 33 specific items according to
Maslow’s (1954) “hierarchy of needs.” Maslow divides people’s
needs into several broad categories, which, in his view, must be
satisfied sequentially, Survival/security needs are the most basic,
and their fulfiliment is supposed to be necessary before other,
higher level needs become much of a concern. Belongingness/
esteern, or social, needs are the next most basic. Finally, if the
previous needs are fulfilled sufficiently, people require a sense of
personal fulfiliment and growth, that is, self-actualization needs
are at the top of the hierarchy.

In consultation with Thomas Blank and Robert Rosenwein,
social psychologist colleagues, and using our ethnographic
knowledge of fishing, we assigned each of our items to its most
appropriate Maslow category. We emphasize that this is an a

priori assignment and, thus, allows us to test Maslow’s notion
of sequential fulfiliment.

By—ltemanalysesofvanameshowthalBoftheBspemﬁc
items evidence significant contrasts in their average levels of
satisfaction across the six fisheries at the p < .05 confidence level.
Using the more stringent, “experiment-wise adjusted™ cut off of
p < 0015 (i.e., .05 divided by 33 tests),? 15 items still evidence
significant differences in levels of satisfaction. Tabie 5 shows the
average levels of satisfaction by fishery, with the items arranged
according to their Maslow assignments.

Similar by-iten comparisons of the three status groups (the
one-man baymen operations being excluded) show fewer contrasts
than exist among fisheries. The average satisfaction levels of
captains, mates, and crew members differ with simple statistical
significance on only 1l items, and only 4 of these achieve
experiment-wise significance: performance of officials, pitting skill
against nature, competing with others, and opportunity to be your
own boss.

Using the assignment of items to Maslow’s categories, we
computed three composite-indices. These indices are defined as
the sum of an individual’s responses to constituent items divided
by the number of items in a category; there was no weighting
of iterns. Also, when computing a given index, we did not substitute
average values for missing data; individuals with missing data on
any constituent item were excluded.

Table 6A shows the average level of satisfaction for the three
Maslow-indices for the six fisheries. The most general point to
note is the high levels of satisfaction evidenced in all three areas.
In view of Anderson’s and Smith’s arguments concerning job
satisfaction and fisheries management and contrary to Maslow’s
notion of hierarchical fuifillment, it is espectally interesting that
the highest levels of satisfaction occur with respect to the most
intangible of rewards, ie., the category of self-actualization needs.
The only statistically significant contrast among fisheries, however,
occurs in the belongingness/ esteem index.

Table 6B shows the average levels of satisfaction for the three
Maslow-indices by status (baymen excluded). There is no significant
difference among captains, mates, and crew members with respect
to their satisfaction with survival/security needs. They differ
significantly, however, with respect to both belongingness/esteem
needs and self-actualization needs, captains being more satisfied
than crew, and first mates in between.

The statistical analyses reviewed in this section show that different
fisheries, and to a lesser extent the different statuses, evidence
very different profiles of job satisfaction. An easy way to get a
sense of these profiles is to examine the relative rankings of items
for each fishery. Table 7 shows, for each fishery, the 6 items receiving
highest satisfaction ratings and the 6 items receiving the lowest

ratings.

One discernible trend in Table 7 is that those fishermen who
stay out on the ocean for longer stretches of time also tend to
appreciate the “romance of the sea” more than do shorter-trip
fishermen. Longliners and scallopers, and to a lesser extent draggers
and clammers, differ from baymen and oystermen in the satisfaction
tbcydenvefromthe “challenge” and “adventure” aspects of their
work. Longliners, in particular, seem to enjoy the strategic aspects
of fishing (the hunt for highly mobile and invisible prey), whereas
baymen enjoy most the personal independence and freedom their
one-man operations provide.
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Table 5. Levels of Job Satisfaction by Fishery

Item Bay Oyster Clam Scallop Dragger Longline F prob

(70) (50) (68) (75) (78) (50)

Scale = (1) very dissatisfied — (5) very satisfied
SURVIVAL/SECURITY
Physical demands wm 73 374 395 3.83 3.38 683
Job safety 3.74 3176 346 3.56 374 355 284
Cleanliness 361 392 n 3.65 3.85 3.50 A73
Future as a fisherman 3.03 3.61 3.68 139 336 3.36 036
Healthfulness 430 412 ks 409 4.13 400 033
Mental pressure 3.86 378 343 340 342 346 022
Peace of mind 428 390 79 374 390 3.86 015
Living conditions on board 3.51 3.74 38 3.96 40! 384 012
Predictability of earnings 351 298 357 3.05 290 3.08 001+
Earnings last trip 353 333 394 343 297 3.50 .000*
Amount of earnings 159 338 400 348 3.09 372 000*
Performance of officials 240 342 2.04 218 207 2.08 000*
Time you get to fish 374 3.70 2.56 3.60 3.56 3.65 000+
Crowding on fishing grounds 2,76 3.84 345 251 2.56 246 .000*
BELONGINGNESS/ESTEEM
Community where you live 396 392 4.16 4.08 421 398 289
Competing with others 364 383 3.82 384 4,05 394 052
Fellow workers in 3.90 412 365 3.88 398 026
Respect as a fisherman 324 3.90 347 3132 323 3.54 010
Trip length (dock to dock) 3381 337 343 320 3.76 3.30 000+
Time to fishing grounds 376 346 34 352 335 282 000+
Work schedule (daily, weekly) 3.9 3.38 2.87 353 3.23 3.36 -000*
Opportunity to be own boss 4.54 4.11 384 395 3.88 394 .000*
Corme and go as you please 4.37 394 324 3.69 374 3.50 .000*
Time away from home 38 341 32 2.70 3.06 244 .000*
Time for family and recreation KNl 375 32 2.62 2.61 242 .000*
SELF-ACTUALIZATION
Working outdoors 4.57 4.45 4.53 445 4.50 4.62 573
Doing something worthwhile 4.10 3.4 413 4.04 4,01 4.24 .87
Identity as a fisherman 3 398 399 3.99 410 400 .256
Doing deck work 3.63 382 3.59 in 354 3.80 117
Being out on the water 4.46 420 4.34 411 421 414 084
Challenge 417 382 4.10 4.16 412 4.44 2015
Adventure 412 375 39 415 416 4.52 000+
Pitting skill against nature 4.23 342 404 4.04 401 4.16 000+

*Significant at p <0015, ie., experiment-wise adjusted.



Tabie 6. Maslow-Indices by Fishery and Status

A. BY FISHERY
Maslow-Index Bay Opyster Clam Scallop Dragger Longline F prob
Scale = (1) very dissatisfied — (5) very satisfied
Survival/ Security 3.57 3.66 352 342 3.40 3.40 034
(62) @5) (61) (M) (74) @l
Belongingness/ Esteem 3.85 in 354 3.49 354 338 000*
(69) (44) (67) (69) ) (50
Self-Actualization 412 394 4.09 4.08 4,12 424 062
{67) (46) (66) (73) (7% (50)
B. BY STATUS
Maslow-Index Captain lst Mate Crew F prob
Scale = (1) very dissatisfied — (5) very satisfied
Survival/ Security 3.52 348 343 332
‘ (109) @1 (142
Belongingness/ Esteermn 3.66 348 34 001*
(114) (46) (147)
Seif-Actualization 4.18 4.18 4.01 .006*
(114) £¥)] (149)
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Tabie 7. Items Showing the Most and Leasts Satisfaction by Fishery

Most Satisfied Least Satisfied
BAYMEN

| Working outdoors 28 Predictabiiity of earnings**

2 Opportunity to be own boss** 29 Living conditions on board*

3 Being out on the water 30 Respect as a fisherman®

4 Come and go as you please® 31 Future as a fisherman*

5 Healthfulness* 32 Crowding on fishing grounds**

6 Peace of ming* 33 Performance of officials**
OYSTERMEN

i Working outdoors 28 Time away from home**

2 Being out on the water 29 Work schedule (daily, weekly)**

3 Healthfulness* J) Amount of eamnings**

4 Opportunity to be own boss** 31 Trip length (dock to dock)**

3 ldentity as a fisherman 12 Earnings [ast trip**

6 Doing something worthwhile 13 Predictability of eamings**
CLAMMER

i Working outdoors 28 Time away from home**

2 Being out on the water 29 Come and go as you please**

3 Community where you live 3 Time for family and recreation®*

4 Doing something worthwhile 31 Work schedule (daily, weekly)**

5 Fellow workers* 32 Time you get to fish**

¢ Challenge* 33 Performance of officials**
SCALLOPERS

1 Werking outdoors 28 Trip length (dock to dock)**

2 Challenge* 29 Predictability of carnings**

3 Adventure* 30 Time away from home**

4 Being out on the water 31 Time for family and recreation**

5 Healthfulness* 32 Crowding on fishing grounds**

6 Community wher you five 33 Performance of officials**
DRAGGERS

1 Working outdoors 28 Time away from home**

2 Community where you live 29 Earnings last trip**

3 Being out on the water 30 Predictability of earnings**

4 Adventure** 31 Time for family and recreation**

5 Healthfulness® 32 Crowding on fishing grounds

6 Challenge* 33 Performance of officiais®*
LONGLINERS

1 Working outdoors 28 Predicability of carnings**

2 Adventure** 2 Time to fishing grounds**

3 Challenge* 30 Crowding on fishing grounds**

4 Doing something worthwhile 31 Time away from home**

5 Pitting skill against namue** 32 Time for family and recreation**

6 Being out on the water 33 Performance of officials**

*ltems differing among fisheries with simple statistical significance.
**htems differing among fisheries with experiment-wise significance,



Despite the differences, there are a few aspects of job satisfaction
that characterize fishermen in gemeral “Working outdoors™ s
uniformly the highest ranking source of satisfaction, and
*performance of officials™ ranks at the bottom for all except
oystermen, who have a long history of successful dealings with
fisheries biologists and managers. Similarly, the physical setting
and time demands of fishing — that is, being away from family,
friends, and recreational opportumties ashore — are regarded as
major drawbacks to fishing as a kind of work, except by baymen,
who return to port every day.

When a similar tabulation is done for what captains, mates,
and crew members find most and least satisfying, we find, again,
that “working outdoors” is uniformly the most rewarding item,
and “performance of officials” is at the bottom. All statuses enjoy
thcchalkn@oradvenmofﬁshmganddmhkcﬂtunpmdmahhxy
of their eamings and the separation from loved ones and/or
recreational activities. The different job responsibilities associated
with the status groups are nonetheless reflected in the item rankings.

Captains enjoy what might be cailed the “head game” of fishing
and take considerable pride in their identity as a fishermen. Mates
enjoy the challenge and adventure of fishing, but in a more abstract
sense. They also show stronger community artachments and
concerns about healthfulness than do their captains, Crew members,
who are generally cut off from the important decision-making,
include the sociability of crew life (Le., “fellow workers™ among
the aspects providing most satisfaction. And, because they arc
the ones who do the physical labor of shucking or icing as weil
as the end of day clean up, they tend to resent the work schedule.

Finally, responses to the three giobal, summarizing questions
(which immediately followed the specific questions) show litle
difference among the fisheries. On a 1-t0-7 scale, where | means
“fishing is the worst kind of work™ and 7 means “fishing is the
best kind of work,” the average ratings ranged between 5.50 and
5.85, indicating that fishermen are generally quite satisfied.
Similarly, when asked, “Knowing what you do now, if you had
your life to live over, would you still go into fishing?,” the average
responses ranged between 253 and 2.6% (where 1 means “po,”
2 means “maybe,” and 3 means “yes™). Despite this general
willingness to repeat life's experience, all except oystermen and
sea clammers would not recommend fishing as a career to their
friends.

The discrepancy between assessrnents of fishing as a good career
for onescif and the advice one would give to friends probably
reflects respondents’ perceptions of larger economic trends within
the various fisheries. Despite strong attachments to fishing as way
of life, or perhaps because of it, fishermen are generally pessimistic
concerning the future of their occupation. When asked to estirpate
on a [-4o-10 scale the cconomic conditions in their fisheries as
they were five years ago, as they are currently, and to estimate
how they will be five years into the future, all groups evidenced
a clear sense that things are getting worse. Thus, recommending
fishing as a career to friends would be poor advice Not only
might one iose friends by recommending a career with such an
uncertain future, but were they to take the advics, this would
only aggravatc matters by over-crowding the fisheries and
accelerating their (perceived) decline.

Implications For Fisheries Management

The major point we have been trying to substaniiate in the
previous section is that fishenes diffr considerably from one
another in their specific components and levels of job satidaction.
We illustratz how such information may be put to practical use

mformulaungmanagemtpohm’wuhmefoﬂcwmg,audm
this time, hypothetical example.

Supposeaddmonalrcgu]anonoftwoNemeeyﬁshcmm
to become necessary, let us say, bayfishing and longfining. Further
suppose that two regulatory tactics are being considered — boat
quotas versus fleet quotas — and the biologists agree that either
one will accomplish the needed restriction of effort if the quotas
are properly calibrated. The question is, then, which lind of quota
system should become policy.

From the viewpoint of purely economic efficiency, Crutchfield
(1979) and Wilen (1979) provide a general argument in favor of
the individual boat quota system over a fleet quota, frrespective
of the fishery. Because the full configuration of fishing effort (e.g.,
boat size, horsepower, gear type, number of boats, etc) is not
fixed, fleet quotas increase the competition among boats to et
their portion of the liruted goods, resuiting in over-capitalization
and profit loss. So long as one considers only economic issues,
this arguenent is quite sound.

But what if we admit to consideration, as Orbach (1978) suggests
we do, that fishermen, for whatever their non- profit-maximizing
reasons, derive considerable nonmonetary rewards from their work
in addition 1o an income? Crutchfield dismisses this as an important
consideration, saying that “surely the same combination of benefits
from empiloytment accres 1o most ocopations — teaching, farming,
professional and managerial work, and professional sports come
to moxd as obvious examples™ (1979:751). Yet, from fishermen's
own direct comparisons of fishing versus non-fishing experiences,
it is clear that fishermen do not derive a comparabie combination
of monetary and nonmonetary rewards from the other kinds of
work they have tried. Those data alone provide ampic justification
for believing that fishermen arc imterested in more than just
economic rationalization, that they arc motivated by more than
money.

Given, then, that fishermen are motivated by both monetary
and noomonetary rewards, how docs knowing the patterns of
job satisfaction in bayfishing and longlining bear on our policy
question? Does inclusion of sococultural data, specific to cach
fishery, along with the biological and economic considerations
lead to different policy recommendations?

From the item-rankings in Table 7, above, we see that baymen
outdoors, it is the opportunity to be oncs own boss, being out
on the water, having the ability to come and go as one pleases,
the bealthfulness, and the peace of mind that top thar Lst of
ronmonetary rewards. These reflect the strongly independent
namre of bayfishing as key components of satisfaction.

By contrast, longliners derive most satisfaction from the
adventure, the challenge, feeling they are doing something
a a fishermen What these rankings coafirm is the fact that
longliners regard thernseives as “real {ishermen,” and they really
enjoy the hunt of deep-sea fishing and the competition for prestige
it entais,

Given these differences in nonmonetary rewards, bayfishing
versus  longlining, we may make the following observations.
Baymen, whose highest nonmonetary rewards revoive around being
fiercely independent, should respond reasonably well to hmitations
on each boat's catch. Boat quotas allow each baymen to decide
when and where be wants to work, thereby preserving his essential
mdepudm,wnhmnmupﬂtmndmommmwouﬁdnw
him to incrcased Thus, at lkeast in this fishery,
Cruichficlds and Wikns general policy recommendation is



congruent with our findings concerning the specific nature of

bayfishing’s nonmonetary rewards.

In longlining, however, competition is an essential ingredient
of the work experience, and fishermen @ike it that way. The
imposition of boat quotas would substantially diminish this aspect,
bart fleet quotas would not. Thus, provided over-capitaiization is
controlled through other regulations (such as limitagons on boat
size and horsepower), the fleet quota sysiem woukl be more
compatible with the nature of job satisfaction among longliners.
Contrary to the economists’ coniexi-free argument, here then is
a fishery in which the configuration of nonmonetary rewards would
argue for a management pian built arcund fleet quotas.

To summarize, the logical connection between fishermen'’s job
satisfaction surveys and fisheries management is as follows.

1. There is more than one way to skin a cat, and there is more
than one way to regulate fishing effort.

2 Given afternative regulatory schemes, and other things being
equal, the one that preserves as much as possible what fishermen
like about their work, the onc that takes account of the full
range of occupational rewands, is the better pobicy. This is
for two reasons:

a. Its adoption may cause less resentment among the fishermen,
which in tumn moeans they should be less likely to try and
circumvent the regulations.

b. Employing such criteria in formulating reguiatory policies
is more congruent with the centrai charge of fisheries
management, which is management for optimal human
benefits,

3. Thus, if we know the components of job satisfaction in a
given fishery, this information can be used 10 select more
appropriate regulatory policies, when and if additional
regulation becomes nocessary.

Comparison of Job Satisfaction and Straw Poll Approaches

Whereas social scientists tend to be sympathetic with the above
arguments concerning job satisfaction data and fisheries
management, managers themseives usually have reservations. After
listening to us explain how job satisfaction surveys can be used
in developing fisheries management plans, they nod their
understanding and abstract agreement, but counter with two
questions. The first, almost rhetorical, goes something like, “Is
there an explicit procedure for relating the survey findings to specific
regulatory policies”™ The second follows rapidly, “Why not get
fishermen’s input by letting them vote for their preferred form
of regulation”™

The quick answers are, “No,” and “Do that, too.” Unfortunately,
quick answers obscure the larger issues, and these are among the
reasons social science has so little effect on the day-to~day business
of fisheries management. Therefore, we want ot only to answer
the questions, but akso to consider what their asking reflects aboint
the manager's role in society and the social pressures the job entails.

The first question reflects the issue of accountability, or how
managers must justify their decisions. Regier’s (1981:5) comments
about effective management potwithstanding, i seems most
managers are refuctant to make qualitative imerpretations from
survey findings. Unless interpretation can be reduced to a out-
recommendations, the manager puts himself at rsk, for he feels
umable to fustify his decisions should they be chaflenged in court,
By contrast, social science advisors are relatively free i this regard.
Thus, if job satisfaction data are to become a factor in fisheries
managernent, it will be up to the social scientists who conduct

the sarveys to draw the policy implications of their findings. No

doubt, this will prooted on a case-by-case basis in the form of

concluding recommendations relative to some specified list of policy
alternatives.

Implications of the second question go to the heart of
contemporary “middle-of-the-road” fisheries management
philosophy (Larkin 1977:9). As Edwards (1981) observes, fisheries
managers are caught in the middle of several interest groups, each
having a legitimate claim to rpresent the public interest. The
consumer wants quality food at minimal cost; the fish-processor/
retailer wants to make a profit; and the fisherman wants both
his livelihood and his way of life. In the midst of these potentally
competing interests, it is the manager’s responsibility to intervene
in predator-prey {(human-fish) relationships in such a way that
the benefits derived from the common-property resource are
equitably distributed. The key word here is “equitably,” for that
implies politics.

Under these social conditions, managers and management
councils find it expedient to censult technical experts when
designing specific intervention policies. Not only does this make
sense on the grounds that scientists may betier understand the
biological, economic, and sociological aspects of fisheries, but also
the mere fact of consultation helps to legitimize decisions when,
and if, these are challenged. On the other hand, managers seem
keenly aware that the most effective way to prevent political
responses to their decisions is to bring the population most directly
involved in fisheries into the planning process.

From the manager’s viewpoint, putting regulatory schemes to
a straw vote among fishermen has several advantages.

1. The process reveals straightforwardly the relation between
fishermen’s preferences and specific policies. Knowing this,
managers can determine which among the options appearing
on the ballot will cost the least politically.

2. To the sxtent that polling resembles true voting, it taps into
the deeply held, democratic political philosophy of Anglo-
America and buttresses an image of co-determination. Thus,
although the straw poll is non-binding, it has the latent function
of reinforcing the manager’s image as a facilitator of the public
will rather than autocratic decision-raaker. This, in tum, may
foster a more cooperative, jess hostile relation between
management and fishermen.

3. Despite superficial appearances to the contrary, managers have
not relinquished any controt over what becomes public policy,
and this for several reasons:

{a) managers select which alternatives appear on the ballot;

(b) managers determine when the bailoting occurs;

(c) when the polling shows fishermen sharply disagree with
one ancther, managers are pretty much free to do what
they want; and

(d) even when the polling does produce a clear winner,
managers can always overrule it by referring to other
aspects of the “public interest” that must be served.

4. Finally, straw polling is a relatively cheap (in terms of both
time and money) means of obtaining fishermen's input. '
Despits the so-called advantages enumerated above, there an

at least two drawbacks thot should be noted. Firstly, polls can

be easily manipulated, subverting their expressed purpose to serve
latent functions of impression management I fishermen think
this has happened, they tend to become recaicitrant and even

more politiized. Secondly, even when used in good faith a5 a

means of inchauding fishermen's interests, the polling process

presumes that fishermen understand the consequences of each
regulatory alternative when casting their votss, This seems most



unlikely, for the relations between policies and their consequences
amwuaﬂyoomplcxandvcrymdemavchngﬂrsemamamr
of special expertise, quite independent of expertise in catching
fish.

In conclusion, although poils may provide valuable political
information, they are no substitute for the job satisfaction approach
advocated in this paper. Our approach seeks to include fishermen’s
interests as part of the scientific, technical information m terms
of which mtanagers (management councils) evaiuate alternative
regimes. In this sense, the job satisfaction approach appeals to
a more “technocentric model™ (Larkin 1977:9) of the manager’s
role in socicty. In particular, it recognizes that social science is
nat synonymous with politics, and it endorses the view that skillfully
interpreted sc:ence:sabcttcrgmdetopohcythanqum—pohuml
processes, especially when only one of the relevant interest groups
5 invited to participate. Thus, job satisfaction surveys and straw
polls provide different kinds of information and at different stages
of the decision-process. For these reasons, our answer to the second
question is, “Do that, too.”

Conclusions

Our survey of job satisfaction in six New Jersey fisherics reveals
several general points about the culture of fishing, Firstly, fishermen
derive a considerable satisfaction bonus from their work. Fishing
is not merely a means to an end, b is intrinsically rewarding.
This shows up clearly when fishermen compare fishing with other
work experiences and in the fact that fishermen are much more
satisfied in terms of their self-actualization needs than they are
with social or survival needs. Fishing is not merely a livelihood,
it is a way of life.

Secondly, despite a core of similar responses, the objective
characteristics of different fisheries give rise to strongly significant
contrasts with respect to a variety of specfic job satisfaction items.
These distinctive profiles are obscured by global, summarizing
questions, but come to light when fishermen are asked a wide
variety of specific questions. In other words, job satisfaction is
truly muiti-dimensional and attempts to reduce it to a single unit-
measure are ill advised 4

Thirdly, one status on a boat significantly affects the nature
of job satisfaction, In very broad terms, the more one is invoived
in the strategic aspects of fishing and has control over the means
of production, the more rewarding the experience.

We hope these poinis regarding variability in and among fisheries
will lay to rest the notion that fishernen, or even commercial
fishermen, are a homogenous group. Although perhaps useful when
companng fishing with other occupations, such a crude
categorization glosses over very significant differences. The specific
harvesting techniques, work schedules, and divisions of labor
associated with different fisheries, as well as one's status on board,
give rise to distinctive subjective responses.

Social scientists should take this diversity into account when
describing the culture of fishing, So, too, in the applied context
of formulating reguiatary policies, managers should consider not
only how to achieve their conservation and economic goals, but
also the specific nonmonetary rewards of fishing as these vary
amongdiﬂ'mtﬁshmcs.m:scthetomlwnﬁgumﬁonofrewmds
is fishery-specific, it is both naive and mistaken to think there
is a single, best way to regulate fishing effort, for there is no
regulatory tactic that applies equally well to all marine fisheries.

Finally, we hope to have made clear why opinion polls are
not really substitutes for job satisfaction data. In a muishell, opinion
polls pertain to the political acceptance of management plans,

whereas job satisfaction surveys, along with biological and

economic studies, comprise the scientific information from which

pmfmonalmanagmandmmmgcmcmcoum]smwformuiaw

plans. The two means of including “fishermen’s input” should be
seen as additive rather than substitutive.

NOTES

1. Poillnac and Poggie (1979), who mitiated this style of survey
research on fishermen’ job satifaction, include fishery, in the
guise of an inshore-offshore categorization, and status on board
in their analyses. The two variables play a more central role
in Binkleys (1987) recent study of Nova Scotian offshore
fishermen, and she, too, notes their usual disregard by social
scientists.

2 We thank Donald T. Campbell for drawing our anention
to the concept of “experiment-wise™ adjustments to statistical
confidence intervals.

3. Tt perhaps needs to be emphasized that our intention is 10
address the question of how job satisfaction data may be put
10 use in the process of policy development, that is, as part
of the pre-implementation impact assessment. This is not to
deny that such data may also be play an important role in
post hoc evaluations of already implemented policies.

4, This point applies equally to translations of monmonetary
rewards into dollar values. While such conversion may be
necessary to fit overall levels of job satisfaction into economic

opﬂmmtlon@mnom,nmgtmmdtoobsaucquﬂname
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THE TRANSFORMATION OF
FISHING COMMUNITIES:
A PUBLIC POLICY PERSPECTIVE

Michael K. Orbach and Jeffrey C. Johnson
East Carolina University

ABSTRACT

Coastal manitime peoples the world over are experiencing
a rapid transformation from largely rural, subsistence or
commercial existences to more urbanized, leisure and
tourism-oriented ones. The transformation is particularly
evident in the Unite States. This paper will explore this
phenomenon as it is occurring in South Florida, an area
of particularly appealing leisure and tourism qualities. The
paper is based on research carried out at the request of
a number of federal and state agencies, and supported by
university rescarch programs. Conclusions are drawn
concerning the appropriate roles for social science researchers
in both applied research and policy-making positions.

Introduction

In the past quarter century coastal communities 1 world over
have been undergoing an increasingly rapid process of
transformation. Traditional industries have changed or have been
displaced, physical ecosystems have been altered, often significantly,
and the demographics of coastal populations have reflecied a trend
towards heavier and more diverse use of coastal and near-ocean
areas (Miller and Ditton, 1986; Johnson and Metzger, 1983;
NCMSC, 1984). In part because of their dependence on coastal
environments, fishing industries and communities have been
principal actors in this process. Changes in physical environments
due to factors ranging from channelization to water pollution and
changing social, economic and political circumstances have
combined 10 exert a multitude of pressures on fishermen, their
families, commaunities and industries.

The intervening vanable for many of these changes has been
the public policy process — specifically, those decisions made by
public sector agencies that translate legisiative mandates and the
political economy of implementation into specific rules and
regulations that affect the daily lives of coastal constituents, in
this case fishermen (Maiolo and Orbach, 1982). While the majority
of the literature on social and economic change i fishing
communities has focused on factors internal to the fishing industries
and communities themselves (Wadel and Anderson, 1972; Smith,
1975), in the U.S. in particular it is increasingly the casc that
public policy decisions external to the fishery itself have significant
effects on the prosecution of the fishing industry, The agents for
such decisions and their activities are truty myriad: The U.S. Army
Corps of -Engineers (channels, jetties and docks); the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency and state cnvironmental
reguiatory agencies (water guality, aquatic habitat, waste disposal);
the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (product quality and

food handling processes); the U.S. Coast Guard (vessel inspections
and drug interdiction). All of these agencies, and many others
at the local, state and federal levels set public policy that often
has significant effects on the fishing industry in addition to the
effects of direct regulation of the industry through fishery policy
and management

In this paper we will explore selected examples from public
policy processes as they have operated in South Florida, and in
particular in the Florida Keys with respect to the fishing industry.
Qur emphasis will be on the ways in which public policy processes
in a variety of sectors, both land- and water-based, have combined
mthon-gnmgpromsofmalmdmnom:cd:mg: Qur
premiise 15 that hoth land- and water-based policies must be
examined to account for present trends in any given coastal sector
such as fisheries.

The Policy Context

The Florida Keys are a chain of low-lying islands that stretch
over 100 miles from the southern tip of the Florida mainland
in a south-southwesterly direction to Key West, the last island
— or “key” — in the chain Although the Keys are a rehatively
isolated physical environment, they lie in close proximity to a
major metropolitan arca —- Miami — and are the object of a large
tourist visitation and considerable attention in popular myth and
fancy (Johnson and COrbach, 1988). The history of Hemingway,
Tennessee Williams and other luminaries has combined with the
proximity to Cuba (90 miks) and attendant large Cuban exile
presence and the reputation as 2 haven for both sportsmen and
pirates to give the region its unique flavor (Litke, 1985).

In 1975 commercial fishermen comprised 149 of the total work
force in Monroe County, a percentage which was rising rapidly
(GMFMC, 1982). These fishermen formed a much more important
part of the historical Keys culture and economy than even this
figure would indicate, Besides the economic multiphers that might
be applied to the employment and ex-vessel landings of those
fishermen, fishing — both commerdal and recreational — played
an important part in the traditional economy of the Keys. The
fishermen themselves segment into “Conchs™ — traditional Keys
residents — of Anglo, Hispanic and Black Bahamian descent, more
recenst Cuban immigrants (immediate post-1959 Cuban Revolution
and Marielitos) and recent Anglo migrants many of whom are
part time or “gentlemen” fishermen (Orbach and Johnson, 1987).
The majority of the fishermen fish in ‘annual rounds’, moving
from one fishery to another by season and depending on the
availability and price of the varicus fish species and other factors.
Despite the variability and heterogeneity of their fishery and fishing
community, commercial fishing has been a central feature of Keys
life for over a hundred years.

On a more general kevel however, the people in the Keys -
and in particular the fishermen — are at the nexus of a complex
political economy (Meltzoff, 1987) and a compiex set of overlapping
pohumlandmguiatotyjumdmomthatmagooddmlof
conflict and competition that overlays the already complex soco-
cultural and politicaleconomic questions. In the general public

policy arena there are local, state and national junsdictions and
amhorm.lndrﬁshummmﬁcmmulupkmmﬂfadcml
authorities, Although a complete analysis of all of these jurisdictions
and authorities is beyond the scope of this paper, we will examine
a selection of these issues at each level
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The County Level
Theuﬁ:cmmgionﬁswiﬂﬁmandinfmmpﬁssmost
of, Monroe County, Florida. Because of our nation-wide tradition
ofhvingmoahndtmdecisiommmhasplmmingandmnjng
poliw,munderswhnaﬂonallawsasﬂrCoastalZone
MmgemcntActoflmmdcrIomlconml(A:dmmd Knecht,
lmmcmhodtyandrsponsibﬂityforﬁrmaﬂyaﬂlanduse
policy lies with Monroe County. This jocal authority and
mpom]iﬁtyowmwithinahh'archhlsctofpo&:yamhoﬁua
dpohcy{h:dbﬂityforthcmtyismenhinﬂrmunty
ﬂutmmunicip&liﬂessuchas!&chstthalhavcthdrown
jm-'ndicﬁomandamhoritin,bmﬂnma}oritycfhndmofdw
K.cysfaﬂsmderdjmmtyﬁnisdicﬁm

hl%,MonmCoumyprodumdalandmcplan(MCBC,
l%&mhﬁmﬁaﬂymeﬁmsondummmdalﬁshing
industry in the Keys (Edwards, 1987a; Meltzaff, 1987; Johnson
and Ocbach, 1988). Under this plan, zoning restrictions were piaced
mﬂrnomg:ofﬁshhlgqmpMaxﬂouthclowﬁoma:which
ﬁshuypmdumwuidbclandodorproassed.Theplanmnmjmd
sgrandfather” provisions that allowed present uses of certain
propuﬁessubjectmthcoominundmebythepmemomuf
tlrpmpcrty.OnceLhepmpcrtyissoid,ﬂJcsubseqmmusemust
conform to that specified in the land use plan (MCBC, 1986),
Commercial fishing-related uses were restricted to many fewer
puwhthanmpmmﬂyinuseforrbnpmposc,mmcimpm
on&nfnhjngoonnnunityommcncnscveralywsispmdﬁui
by many to be severe.

Thcﬁmﬁﬁ:ﬁonformcrmicﬁononmmmdalﬁshingm
thcla:ﬂmephnhdmﬂyrdmd:olngicmﬂaiyingpubﬁcpoﬁqy
trends in coastal arcas throughout the U.S. According to this
logjc.l@n’candtourismdﬂciopmt(thepmdominamuscunder
thephn}hasumnomicmulﬁpliﬂd!casthmfaromweighum
of the commercial fishing industry, and therefore the land should
be aliocated to the use with the highest economic potential In
addition to this is a strong socio-political factor: A large proportion
of the ncw residents coming to the Keys are retirees or upper
income individuals who value their new location for its aesthetic
and recreational, not commercial opportunities (Meitzoff, 1987).
InmLsuchmﬁmlsprd:rnottoﬁwindosepmximhy
to commercial operations, which pencrates serious planning
pmbhmsunthcsmaﬂlandmmofthcﬁqs—umissimply
nm:noughmomwseparmurdiﬂ‘mmnispbmmon
applies to water-adjacent property ationwide.

The State Level

Aswcpoimuiomabow.muchofthcpﬂndpalunhoﬁtyfor
jand use policy under the states’ coastal management programs,
i::dudingﬂorida’s,isi:fttolmmnmmswhhsomeform
of review function by state and national goveruments (Archer
mﬂhmhnlm.ﬂom,thmhaaﬁgﬁﬁmmu
oipubﬁcpo]jcyanhoﬁtymkvamwthcre;idunsofthc}i:ys
in areas other than land use. Florida, like many other states and
the federal government itself, experienced a boom in
environmentally-related legislation in the late 19605 and throughout
the 1970's (Cicin-Sain, 1982; Florida, 1984). In 1975, the Governor
deciared the Keys an “area of critical state concern”, which initiated
theanivitymaIewnmaﬂybdm&nMonmeComlandUz
Plan(Mcttzuﬁ’.l%?).V‘utuaﬂyaﬂothisbgislaﬁonmdpohw
directive, although directed primarily at subjects other than direct

fishery regulation (Le. water quality, environmental planning,
tourism development), had effects on the fishing industry.

For example, public policy decisions on infrastructure investment
for roads and bridges (particularly important in the Keys, which
are basically a siring of isiands connected by a 108-mile bridge!)
are made by the state and carried out using substantial amounts
of federal dolars. Such infrastructure decisions can be crucial
determinants of the fate of fishing and other industries and
communities (Maiolo and Tschetter, 1982). Facilities such as docks
and marinas are critical to commercial as well as recreational
waler uses, and they are expensive items whose initial capital
mquimmcntsmamajorimpcdhncmtothdrdcvdopmm
{Murray, 1987).

Leisure and recreation development is a second example.
“Tourism is gencrally conceded to be the most important sector
of the Florida economy™ (p40), and “the most popular places
to visit are coastal areas” {p-41). “Florida must protect the integrity
of its [tourism] product” (p41) (Florida, 1984). Such policy
statements translate into specific regulatory actions that often serve
allocative purposes for coastal space and rESQUICES, DUIPOSES
different from those of the commercial fishery. This situation is
not unique to Florida; most of the other Gulf of Mexico states,
such as Texas, are experiencing similar trends {Maril, 1983). In
addition, private environmenial organizations such as the Florida
League of Anglers, the Florida Conservation Association and the
Gulf Coast Conservation Association have had powerful voices
in the conservation and allocation debate, to some extent balanced
by the commercially-oriented voice of the Organized Fishermen
of Florida.

Because of the nature of the coastal and ocean ecosystem in
the area of the Keys a higher proportion of the valuable commercial
and recreational fisheries are prosecuted within the three mile
territorial sea controlled by the State of Florida Thus the Florida
Marine Fisheries Commission and the Florida Department of
Narural Resources exert important policy and regulatory authority
over fisheries — and fishermen ~ in the Keys. The state maintains
mgu]aﬁonsonaﬂoft}wixnponammmmcialmdmonal
specics: mackerels, spiny lobster, billfish, stone crabs and other
fin- and shellfish.

Many of these state regulations address allocation of fishery
resources in the same way that the Monroe County Land Use
Plan addresses the allocasion of land resources. The basic obpective
of the fishery policy and management agencies is conservation
of the fish species and to some extent protection of the fish habitar,
but fishery management clearly takes place in 2 socio-potitical
context and both the Florida and federal fisheries legal mandates
include provision for taking sconomic, social and cuitural factors
into account in management decisions (Orbach, 1978; Caio, Orbach
et al 1978). Thus, for example, the Florida Marinc Fisherics
Commission has the authority to recommend the designagon of
certain species as “gamcfish”, which allocates any speckes so
designated entirely to recreational fishermen. Several such
recommendations have been made and approved in Florkda
Allocation can also oceur through gear restrictions, such as Florida's
ban on fish traps in state waters. Certain arcas are designated
as preserves or parks, and others are reserved for only certain
types of fishing gear or for fishing during designated times. Taken
together, such policy and management actions have the cumulative
effect of allocating the use of the marine environment and its
resources in Florida to leisure and recreational interests as a matter
of public policy. Meltzoff has referred to this process as the
“naturalization of the political economy” (Meitzoff, 1987).



The National Level

Itis not only public policy decisions made in the Monroe County
or in Florida that affect Keys residents, mcluding commercial
fisherrnen, but decisions made by regional or national bodies under
federal authority that have significant effects as well. The principal
example in the fisheries arena is that of the Department of
Commerce and the Regional Fishery Management Councils.

The Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act
of 1976 created eight Regional Fishery Management Councils that
have the responsibility to develop fishery management plans for
all fishery resources which occur predominantly in the federal
Exclusive Feonomic Zone, from three te two hundred miles off
the U.S, coastline. The management plans developed by these
Councils are reviewed, approved and implemnented through federal
regulation by the National Marine Fisheries Service, a subagency
of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminisiration
(NOAA), itself a subagency of the U.S. Department of Commerce
(Kelly, 1978; Knight, 1978).

Florida is involved with two of the eight Councils ~ the South
Atlantic Fishery Management Council (SAFMC), whose
jurisdiction runs from the Virginia-North Carolina border to the
Fast coast of Florida, and the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management
Council (GMFMC), whose jurisdiction runs from the lower East
coast of Florida to the U.S.-Mexico border. Florida has
representation on both of these Counils, and many of the fishery
management plans that affect South Florida fisheries have been
developed jointly between these two Councils (Coastal Pelagis
{mackereis); Spiny Lobster; Billfish).

The relationship between state and federal policy and regulation
is an ineresting one. Although it has been found that states have
the ability to regulate their residents even when the resident is
outside of state waters, similar to the ability of the U.S. to regulate
its citizens even when they are out of the country, the MFCMA
takes precedence over state law outside of three miles. In addition,
there is a “pre-emption” section of the MFCMA that allows the
SccrctaryofComnxrcctoapplyfedcmlrulﬁins(atcwatersif
it is found that the state either has no reguiations or has regulations
deemed not in the interest of conservation (Taylor and Rieser,
1983).

In general, the federal management process is more adminis-
tratively and legally rigorous in that there are a wider variety
of standards and procedures that apply in the federal rule-making
process, such as the National Standards of the FCMA and the
requirements of the federal National Environmental Policy Act,
This, combined with the more diverse nature of the federal
constiruency compared to Florida, or more specifically 1o the Keys,
results in federal regulations that are generally less biased towands
leisure and recreation interests, Some claim that federal regulations
are also lkss conservation oriented in that they allow more
commerciai take of certain resources than should be allowed under
a strict conservation regime, and it is clearly true that many of
Florida's regulations are more restrictive on the commercial fishing
industry than the federal regulations (see, for example, GMFMC,
1987. The ieal situation would be for the swate and federal
regulations to be compatible if not identical. This is not the case
although the tendency has been towards more compatibility with
the main area of difference being the level of conservation standard
and the degree of allocation of resources between commeraial and
recreational interests.

There are other federal policy arenas that affect commercial
fishermen in the Keys as well Foreign nationals cannot captain
a boat of over five net tons (approximately 30 feet long) in the

US., a rule that affects many of the immigrant Cuban fishermen
in the Keys (Cruz, 1987). Policies and regulation on everything
from federally subsidized coastal flood insurance to social service
programs affect many Keys fishermen, again with the iendency
being away from programs that support or assist more
economically-marginal individuals, a category into which many
commercal fishermen clearly fit. Fishery management plans under
the MFCMA are cumrently required to assess the refationship
between those plans and other policis and regulations such as
approved state coastal plans under the Coastal Zone Management
Act and policies deveioped under the Marine Protection, Research
and Sanctuaries Act, the Lacey Act and the Endangered Specics
Act.

One recent example from a noo-fisherics environmental policy
arena that may have a major effect on the fishing industry is
a new federal requirement for all boats using shrimp trawis in
the South Atlantic and Gulf regions to install Trawl Efficency
Devices (ar, stemming from ther derivation, “Turtle Excluder
Devices™. We say ‘non-fisheries’ because the impetus for the
regulation comes from an entirely separate federal environmental
policy mandate — the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Under the
ESA, any specics on a f{ederally-approved list of threatened or
endangered species cannot be killed or affected in any way by
human activity. Because shrimp trawls occasionally catch turtles
in their nets, NOAA (which besides fisheries also admunisters the
‘marine jurisdiction of the ESA) recently issued regulations requiring
that all shrimp trawls used in the octan in the South Atlantc
and Gulf install and use TED’s. According to most fishermen
this is a costly, dangerous, unnecessary and probably unenforceable

Besides the practical difficulties with TED's, many in the fisheries
sector claim that the pew regulations are indicative of a new
approach being used by environmental groups to curtail
commercial fishing activity in gencral - the use of a federal law
intended for one purpose (1o protect endangered species) for another
different purpose (the curailment of commercial met fishing in
gcncral).Thcmwmgulaﬁonsa:cnowthesubjmoﬂawmits{rom
both the private (shrimpers) and pubtic (Gulf coast states) sectors.
Aside from the involvernent of the fishing industry, the state
response is indicative of an entire set of new stawe coastal and
octan policy initiatives intended 1o reassert the night of the states
to be full partners in marine poiicy off their coasts (CS), 1985).

Discussion

What we have in the Keys, then, is a case of a group of fishermen
who fish for a variety of species from bases in a relatively isolated,
but increasingly urbanized environment. Completely aside from
their fishing activity itself — the availability of the fish, the market
price, the costs of fishing gear and suppiies — these fishermen
are affected by a plethora of public polices that converge on
the Florida Keys. These public policies are driven: by demographic
changes (leisure and tourism development), public heaith concerns
(water quality and seafood processing), environmental restrictions
(TED', parks and preserves), fiscal frugality (the difficulty of
infrastructure development), and U.S. immigration and labor policy
(restrictions on Cuban fishermen) a5 well as those polices and
regulations directed specifically towards their own industry'’s
principal activity — fishing. And, some aspects of each of these
public policy arenas are in cvidence at the local, state and natonal
levels,



Whether these factors will ultimately overwheim those factors
djrealyrelcvanttot}cﬁshcmn’sdjrwopemions-mc
avai]abilityofﬁshandﬂximemalmnomksofﬁsbing-isnot
clear. Tt is clear that fishing is becoming increasingly “gentrified”
in the Keys (Johnson and Orbach, 1988), with a trend towards

icipation by only those who have outside, nonfishing sources
ofmpponorirmme.Suchatmndhasbmnseminothcrarcas
of the country (Edwards, 1986, 1987b), where the nen-fishing same
pressures we see today in South Florida have essentially driven
commercial fishermen out of the picture.

Vaﬁmmada;ﬁaﬁomtodwedrclm:stamesbyﬂnmmmacial
ﬁshingindlmylmvebecnnomi,[rominamsodpoﬁﬁdzaﬁonor
the commercial fishing industry (Meltzoff, 1987) to form a more
eﬁ‘euiwlobbyforsympathcﬁcbgislaﬁontopmposalsfmamorc
controlled, ‘professionalized’ fishery, perhaps under a ‘limited entry’
systcm(Orb-achandJohmon,l%?}.Atm'spoimitisnolcbar
whettnranyimcmaldynamicwidﬂnthcindmyitsclfwﬂlbe
sufficient to compensate for the other, external forces we have
referred to above.

What i clear is that the fishing industry is only a small part
of an increasing cxpanding and increasingly complex coastal
environment. In an analytical sense, the challenge is to go beyond
waditional cultural ecology approaches (McCay, 1978) towards
the formal incorporation of broader studies of the role of the
public policy process and its actors (Nader, 1975, Orbach, 1980).
Inapuwtimlsmsc.wh:nms;xakofthcirwolwmtofany
pa:ﬁmﬂarsu:orinpublicpoﬁcydjsm@m.wmmimmdm
aﬂo{thcpotenﬁaleﬂmofa]ipublicpoﬁcymoncach
sectortoobtainampicﬁmofthemmuh&weﬂ'edsofpo&:y
decisions on the various constituencies. It is not just the Flonda
ﬁshcryagmcimwhoseacﬁousaﬂ‘ouﬁoridaﬁshexmn-his
individuals and agencics throughout Florida, in South Carolina,

ashington, [.C. and many other locations whose actions have
imponantcﬁ'eclsonSomhﬂorida’scommﬁalﬁshamThue
is, of course, a practical Emit to the extent to which we can trace
ormunlforsu:hcﬁeas,tomeextcmwwhichwecanms,n
mm]ity.Wecm,hom,bcexpwwdmlookforandtake
intomtmtimponantcﬁeclsincbeﬂyrdawdpoﬁqsecwm
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DISCOYERING COMMUNICATION
NETWORKS IN MARINE FISHERIES:
IMPLICATIONS FOR MANAGEMENT

John R. Maiolo and Jeffrey C. Johnson
East Carolina University

ABSTRACT

It is widely recognized that effective fisheries managerent
greatly depends upon the extent to which managers and
thelr constituents communicate with each other, Commun-
ikation networks in marine fisheries are eagily determinable
and can facilitate important two way information flows
between managers and the targets of marine resource
regulations. This paper demonstrates a workable methodol-
ogy for identifying networks; examines the various ways
in which people are located within the networks; addresses
the question of variables available to predict location and
information flow; provides an altermative protocol for
companatively tight budgets; and specifies how managers
and fishermen can benefit from such information. The
research is based on data gathered from the king mackerel
fishery in the Southeast and, to a limited extent, the shamp
fishery. Some of the data from the shimp fishery involve
fishermen who pursue the resource in the Gulf of Mexico.

Introduction

Under the rubric “upward aggregation of responsibility and
authority," Maiolo and Orbach take note of the growing

..nvolvement of people and entities increasingly farther removed
from the Eshay resources, fishing actmty and ﬁshmgoommumus
themseives....” This is especially true in regard to
affecting the allocation of marine resources (1982:3), The most
telling example of such a process is the Magnuson Fishery
Conservation and Management Act (MFCMA} of 1976 (which
has been revised several times since then). Justification for the
extension of national jurisdiction over marine resources, in addition
to conservation, was based on the desire to manage the distribution
of benefits which derive from the exploitation of such resourcss.
Clearly, technological development affecting harvesting, processing
and distribution; and the related increased fluidity {¢.z., Orbach
1982:6).

An important aspect of this shift of control from locai to regional
or national groups invoives adaptive responses on the part of
fishermen, themselves. Fishermen's adaptations invoive not enly
the process of adopting new physical materials, obiects and
organizational technologies in their occupation and in their
lifestyles, but also the process of learning to work within the newly
created political and administrative system, and having to deal
wnhthemnsumms(and,wcwouldaddhm:,oppommm)
imposed by the upward aggregation of management regimes
(MmolaandOrbadleSZ?) To this, one must add that a similar
process must occur at the management level itself, i newly
developed policies are 1o be judged as effective and equitable by

those affected by the policies. Pollnac and Littlefield (1983:226)
note that “Perceptions of rules as ‘bad’ or ‘unfair’ can have negative
sociocultural " They go on to cite svidence of
noncompliance with fishery regulations as an important
consequence. Wilson (1983) found a similar pattern among clam
fishermen. In this case, patterned deviance, ignored by law
enforcement officials with local community ties, resulted, when
confidence in the bass for regulations (and the regulators!) was
low.

Clearly, the nature and frequency of the communication among
the various players in the newly developed management system
will play a key role in both the peroeptions and the reality (they
are not always the same_ ax we know) of the dynamics and outcomes
of policy decisions. This problem arca was recognized from the
outset in the development of the MFCMA, as evidenoed by its
structure, to wit: the creation of regional councils, composed of
represematives of various other management bodies, different user
groups, and consumer groups, and which have remained intact
in spite of attempts to combine some of them; and the stahitory
mandates to have Scentific and Statistical Committess, and
advisory groups involving various interest groups. Despite the
enabling legisiation, in reality, the newly created system has severai
impediments to the facilitation of communication between
managers and their constituents. For example, Gake and Miller
have noted,

..commumication in the fishery system tends to be disjointed

an] incomplete. For example, nonfishing constinencies have

remained peripheral to the decisionmaking process.

Communication among major constituencics is unequal in

both type and amount Councils are bombarded with

evidence and testimony from fishing interests, yet these
groups and their represeatatives rarely interact with scientific

and technical personnel. (1985:69-70).

The abwence of effective management/constimency commun-
ication has been countered, in some cases, by the emergence of
fishermen organizations (Pollnac and Littlefield 1983). Nevertbeless,
even in those cases, communication problems exist insofar as such
examples were “not to the liking of manapers (233)." Probably,
too, such an arrangement whereby fishermen have to foree their
way into the process isn to their liking either!

In fairness to the management groups, historically, councils have
had rather limited frameworks at their disposal to choose
participants for the various roles defined under the MFCMA.
The result has been selections which, regardless of intent, have
bern open to criticism in the nature of politcal cronyism,
hemogeneity of philosophy (to the exclusion of competitive ideas,
eg, the controversy over the balance of recreational and
commercial interests), and diversity of skills, such as, for example,
the number of social scentists on a technical committee, or on
the council staff.

In 1985, under a continuing technical assistance contract between
East Carclina University and the South Atlantic Fishery
Management Council, in Charleston 8. C., which is charged with
the responsibility of managing fisheries in the Southeastern portion
of the FCZ, ECU social scientists were asked to address the problem
of identifying commmication networks in the king mackered fishery
in the Southeast, and search for an alternative to the usual survey
ted:mqm,whu:hwmwmdastoomsdyandumcwmnmng
Further, we were asked (0 examine protocols associated with
identifying specific opinion leaders and centrally located players,
and to provide the council with a list of people who could enhance
a two-way COmmunication process between the fishery and the
council Utilizing such information, the intention of the council



wutoappohnmprmmﬁmofﬁrindusu'yonkcyadvisory
commitices. The research group decided to take the opportumty
farther by estabiishing a number of different protocols for
iimtifyingcentmlﬁgmwhjchoomdlstaﬁ,ormhcrmchers,
could utilize in other fisheries. o

ThcprojeaﬁxslcommmedonNorthCmnhnahngmkcml
fishermen. Subsoquent funding was made available to continue
thcmseamhinSm:thleim,Gcorgi&audFlorida.Thcn,ﬁmding
wasmadcavailablcin]atﬂ%?forsimﬂa:mthinlhcshrimp
ﬁshery."[h'upaperreponsonﬁnﬁndings,dnmrchpromoh,
andthemmapmmimpﬁmﬁomWewiﬂfmonlthonh
Cmuﬁmkjngmmkaelmdl.mpo:ﬁngonthcrmdthcpmjea
io the exient that confirmation and/or rejection of our points
is diustrated with the use of such data. The shrimp study is not
yuoomple:ed.sow:mlimixodinomrcporﬁnsofﬁndmgsﬁ-om
that effort.

Methods
Sites and Fisheries.
Asnoledprtﬂomly,ﬂrmthwasunjcﬁakminiﬁaﬂyin
North Carolina, and focused on communication networks in the
kingmackerdﬁshery.Thatﬁshuywaschosmbewmofﬂx
saﬁcntproblmsattheﬁme,nznﬁy,owhamsdnginﬂrGu]f
waters, the potential for overharvesting in the South Atantic waters,
debmﬂmndingthebiohwofﬂrsmck(s).c.g, whether
one or two scparate stocks existed, and competition between
commercial and recreational fishermen (SAFMC/GMFMC,
FMMWM&MMAMMI%M!M.
Twomportsrmuhnd&omowhﬁﬁalmzdi(lohmonmd
Maiolo, and Maiolo and Johnson 1986). It was then decided
to comtinue the study to inchade South Carolina, Georgia and
Florida (Maiolo and Johnson 1987). Concern about the status
dmeshﬂmpﬁshnyhth:mmmnjuﬁonwﬂhadsirc
mupdmeapmﬁwslypubﬁshedpmﬁkonthmﬁshuy(SAFMC
November l%l)momydthcomnﬁlwxeqlmampﬁmtion
of the network study for the shrimp fishery in North and South
Carolina, and then in Georgia and Flornda.
Weapproachﬂiu:hﬁshety&omﬂrstmdpoimddomaim
andeorexampb,wvicwdnmackndﬁshnyinNoﬂh
Carolina as having the two primary domains of recreational and
commdaLAnyﬁmhﬁmbdivisionswithinthisdesigmﬁonarc
referred 10 as sectors within each industrial domain. The
recreational domain includes charter/headboat and “pure”
recreational sectors. The commercial domain includes harvesting
and dealer sectors.

How The Respondents Were Chosen.
Determination of The Networks,
omonmmmampmmmmm
scences (see, for example, Hoviand, e al. 1953, Rogers 1977,
Lanman and Pappi 1977, and Burt 1983, Also, see Maiolo 1565,
for an extensive listing and discussion of classic research dealing
with attitude and opinion change). Social network analysis bas
been of particular value as an apalytical approach (sce Barnes
1972, Burt 1983). Systems of relationships among actors arc secn
to have a number of structural characteristics, such as graph
cemtrality and density. Also, actors within a system are
p@omdinﬂmtthcyvaryinﬂrcmmtowhﬂﬂrym(k
focus of relations with others. Thus, it is assumed that an actor
who is central has high amounts of power, prestige, access to

information, brokerage capacity, and so on. As such, centrally
located actors can be very useful in the exchange of information,
and the capacity to influence the actions of others, as in the case
of fishery regulations.

In attempting to capture the network of fishing participants,
we employed a snowball sampling technique similar to those
discussed by Goodman (1961) and Erickson (1979). The procedure
involves the random selection of an initial set of actors. Each
actor would then be asked to identify k other actors in which
they engage in comnunication (¢.g., who are the people with whom
you most frequently discuss matters concerning mackerel [shrimp]
regulations?). The people named in the first wave, who were not
interviewed in the initial sample, would then be asked to name
k other people with whom they share the specified communication
relationship. This would then be repeated for & stages or waves
as determined by the research design for a specific problem, eg.,
until a high degree of network closure is reached.

Much consideration was given to the decision regarding the
fixed number (k) of individuals to be named in sach additional
stage. Although others have used this sampling procedure without
a fixed number of choices, Goodman (1961) provides some statistics
for making inferences about a sample when the number of choices
are fixed. Based on the successful implementation of our inittal
work, we set k equal to three. There are, of course, advantages
and disadvantages to this procedure. However, a fixed k of three
choices alleviates a high degree of bias that would be introduced
because of individual variations with respect to the relevant specified
petwork relations. In a procedure with an unspecified k, some
rmpondemswouldbcincﬁmdloprovidealarg:numba‘ufchuims
(or smail number) that would display a high degree of variance
with respect to strength of network ties. By reducing the number
of choices (o thres we hoped to reduce the amount of varance
with respect to these sociometric strengths (see Erickson 1979 and
Johnson, et. al under review for a discussion of this and other
factors related to snowball sampling). In pretesis of this procedure
we experimented with a combination of unimited and fixed choices.
We finally chose a procedure which asked informants to name
three individuals with whom they *“talked to most often about
the mackerel fishery.” This procedure was viewed as an ad to
decrease the bias which might be introduced by informant variance.

In addition to gathering data on proposed names of cetral
people, seiected attributes of each individual in the samples were
compiled. These included occupation, age, kevel of education, sector
of the industry predominately involved in, and s0 on. We added
some varables as we learned from previous field work, and as
we shifted from the mackere] to the shrimp fishery, In the former,
we included respondents from both the commercial and recreational
domaine, and regardiess of the location of fishing and s= of
vessel In the latter, we restricted the research to the commerdal
domain, and vessels of 45 in length or greater. This would capture
mainlyF(Zvessds.andwmconductedinswhammw‘m
order to keep the respondent size to a level commensurate with
budget constraints,

mpurposcufthisporﬁonofﬂrmd:wmtwo-fo}d.Fm
the attyibutes could be compared to measures of centrality within
a commumcation petwork in order to discover patters of
assodation. So, for example, it may be the case that major dealers
inaparﬁmﬂarsnaoramﬂrmosta:ntrallinksinth:nﬂwt
These findings may then be applied in other similar contexis without
having to employ any extensive snowball sampling. Second, we
were interested in producing a2 matrix of transition probahilities.
This matrix will allow us to make structural inferences about the
flow of information between groups in a sector defineated on



the basis of known attributes. Transition probabilities are defined
as the ratio of choices within a delineated group to choices made
outside the same group. We are interested, for example, in
identifying a group within an industry or fishery sector that has
the highest ratio of outside ties. Once a group is identified that
has many ties outside their own group, it may be most efficient
to channel information through them. In addition, we would be
able to investigate the existence of status levels within and between
sectors and the characteristics of the flow of information between
and among such statuses (e.g., information may only flow from
low statuses to high statuses).

Third, in the absence of specific network information, and the’

names of actors, information about the characteristics of centrally
located people would be useful to managers faced with the problem
of selection of advisors. Often, managers are faced with severe
time and budget constraints. Our objective was to provide them
with a useful selection tool under such conditions. The danger,
of course, is that this protocol might be utilized as a priority
procedure, instead of an alternative. As we develop the narrative
for this procedure, we caution the reader to view the results as
very tentative,

The initial data gathering in North Carolina in the king mackerel
fishery utilized both telephone interviewing, and interviewing
fishermen at their homes and work places (e.g., docks). We found
no difference in quality, and no difference in the numbser of refusals.
We did have problems with some fishermen not having telephones
or listed numbers. We designed the out of state studies to involve
only telephone interviewing, because of cost savings. Had we
atternpted to do on site interviewing, the costs would have been
so high, even with trained, local people, that the research could
not have been undertaken.

Refusal rates and rates of no contacts remained at an acceptable
level (less than five percent) until we encountered problems in
Florida during the data gathering phase of the shrimp research.
Fishermen were found to be so excised over the Turtie Excluder
Device (TED) issue (see Fee, in National Fisherman, September,
1987), and were so angry with both the South Atlantic and Gulf
Councils, that many refused to participate.

Project interviewers were trained for several hours in the delivery
of the instrument, and then monitored by the senior staff, or
experienced interviewers. The most frequent problem encountered
was eliciting names (nominations). This became an increasing
problem as we entered the Florida study dealing with the shrimp
fishery. Interviewers were trained to prompt the respondents, and
explain the need for the names, but not to press beyond that
point,

Findings

Mapping The Network: The King Mackerel Fishery in North
Carolina.

A sociomatrix was constructed based on interviews with 238
fishermen. This 238 x 238 binary matrix was subjected to a
structural equivalence algorithm similar to those discussed by Burt
(1983) and Johnson (1986). The resulting Euclidean distance matrix
was then subjected to a clustering procedure in order to identify
sets of structurally equivalent actors (status/ role sets). The clustering
analysis was used to help construct the sociogram in Figure 1.

Table | identifies individuals having primary importance (e.g.,
centrality) in the network. In addition, the ratio of outside ties
to the total number of ties is given for each. The manner in
which these data can be used is largely determined by any number

of different questions. These questions may relate to theoretical
notions concerning centrality or prestige, the degree to which an
actor has wide ranging social ties, network density, inter-clique
communication, or some other idea concerning communication
behavior. As an example of one of the many ways this information
can be used, we will briefly explore the utility of centrality and
the ratio of “outside” ties to the total number of ties for each
of the individuals in Table 1.

Centrality has three basic conceptual and graph theoretic
definitions (Freeman et. al. 1979). The first of these concepts is
based on the number or degree of ties an actor has within a
system of actors and is labeled point centrality. Related to this
is relative point centrality which adjusts for the size of the network.
The second is point betweenness which determines the extent to
which an actor is located between other actors in a network. The
third is based on the centralization of the entire network, and
reflects the degree to which the network is dominated by a single
point. These three forms of centrality have implications with respect
to control, independence and the amount of activity within a
network. ! .

If we are interested in central actors who maintain a large number
of ties with individuals who are not from the same domain or
sector of the industry, we can measure this by simply counting
the number of ties to actors not of the same domain or sector
and then dividing that number by the total number of ties. This
ratio of outside ties to the total number is presented in Table
I for each of the central actors (similar in nature to the transition
probabilities discussed eartier). Figure 1 is the visual representation
of the network derived from the data. As is quite evident, actors
from the charter/ headboat sector tend to dominate the network
in terms of centrality and diversity of ties.

An interesting feature of the structure of this network is the
fact that each of the central actors is directly linked to one or
more other central actors. In the cases where there are no direct
links (actors 174, 176, and 008), other central actors are no more
than three links away. Thus, the central actors within this network
are generally well connected.

This has implications in terms of. the flow and nature of
information. Actor 108, for example, is somewhat between actors
147 and 008. Actor 008 has a larger number of ties, but most
are with actors from within his own sector of the industry. We
would expect him, for example, to have a high degree of access
to information concerning problems within the charter/ headboat
sector. Actor 108, on the other hand, has 869 of his ties with
individuals outside his sector and has a direct link to 147 another
central actor within the sector of the industry. We would
hypothesize that 108 would have a higher degree of access to
a wider range of kinds of information (at least information crossing
sector boundaries).

Similar analysis can be performed on other actors listed in Table
I. In addition, a whole range of other theoretical concepts can
be applied to these data. What is important to recognize is that
these types of methodological and theoretical approaches provide
basic guidelines for interpreting the data.

Data were collected representing the “guesses” or “intuitions”
of various state and federal marine resource managers about who
(fishing participants) they thought were important from the three
sectors of the commercial and recreational domains. More
specifically, a sample of mid to top level individuals responsible
for the management of various marine resources from the North
Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries (NCDMF), the South
Atlantic Fishery Management Council (SAFMC), and the North
Carolina Marine Fishery commission were asked to provide one

7
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or more names from each of the three sectors who they thought
wou]dbe:mportaxumchonhCarohnahngmackcmlﬁshmg
communication actwork. These “guesses” constituted resource
managers’ perceptions concerning who is important, at least from
the standpoint of the flow of information. This portion of the
research was performed to assess the adequacy and wility of the
network approach.

In additon, the SAFMC’s newsletter mailing list was obtained
1o st 1) the degree to which active (e.g., central) participants
in the communication network were included on the list, and
) the extent to which people sampled in the study were listed.
Finally, the actual North Carolina membership of the SAFMC'
king mackerel advisory panel was obtained.

Table 1. Fisherman identified as having primary importance
in the communication network and the ratio of ties
outside their sector to their total number of ties.

Recreationail Charter/ Headboat Commercial
Rato Ratic Ratio
174 14 8 10 98 22
176 0 12 33 121 0
12 33
k| A3
32 A1
108 .86
147 A0

Table 2. Resource Manager's “intuitions™ about importance
of participants in the NC King Mackerei fishery.

Division SAFMC NC  SAFMC SAFMC

Marine Marne Mailing King
Fisheries Fish List  Mackerel
Cormission Advisory
Panel
(N=4 (N=1}) (N=I) (N=58 (N=10)
Recreational | 74*
262 VP 174+ 174% —
Raleigh
2 not
listed**
Charter/ 192 (2) I3 26 19 —
Headboat 20, 31 14 —
Commmercial 78 (3) 146 226 g} pay!
61 146 146
221 221

*Central person from the recreational sportfishing sector.
**This also includes 105 names that were elicited but not

A Comparison of Methods

Table I contains fishermen who have been identified a3 important
from both the relationai and positional analysis of the network
data. This importance is determined on the bias of in-degree
centrality, betweenness, diversity in types of relations, and structural
uniqueness. The basis for this selecon s evident from an
examination of Figure 1.

Tablke 2 contains the responses of resource managers concerning
their “intuitions™ abowt who is important, and also includes names
from muailing lists and the advisory panel membership kst In
comparing the two tables, there appears to be littke overlap. One
exception is sport fishermen 174, The tic between 174 and 138,
then Director of the NCDMF, and currently Executive Director
of the SAFMC, clearty cxposes 174 to a wide range of management
personnel In addition, 174 has become known within the state
a5 a spokesman for sportfishing interests, Among fishermen of
other sectors, however, there is overlap in only one of the sectors,
and if the SAFMC muailing list and advisory panel participants
are also considered, this discordance becomes even more glaning.

An Alternative Protocol

Mapping network relations with the use of snowball techniques
is effective, and while less costly and time consuming than general
surveys, still costly and time consuming nonetheless, even with
the use of telephone interviewing. Without telephone interviewing,
the costs are very high (up to 575 per sampie point, for long
distance interviewing). chcgantolookforanml&oosﬂy
roughly equivakent alternative to the network mapping protocal,
in order to provide agencies and organizations with at least another
option, depending on need, and available time and funding, as
noted above.

We have noted, too, that we gathered selected socio-demographic
information. Similar to studies on mnovation and diffusion (Kim
and Palmore n. d.), number of nominations {dependent variabie)
was correlated with age, education, years fished, and so oo Such
analysis was conducted in the hope of identifying socio-
demographic characteristics which might predict varying degrees
of centrality,

A comparison of means on some of the variables between the
commercial and recreational domains is presented in Table 3.
Statistical significance was found in regard to two variables, viz,
age and education. However, these are not felt to be very meaningful
for malking decisions. What is important, we feel, is that the vanables
listed in the table give clues as 1o the profiles of network participants
in a way to be uscful for selecting advisors, in the absence of
specific petwork information. Taking into account the standard
deviations, most of the network members fall between the ages
of 32 and 54; have some high schooi to some graduate college
training, and belong to at least one fishermen's organization. {The
sd for years lived in the community rendered the variabie
unimportant-16.95 and 15.57). These variables indicate grounding
in the fishery in terms of experience, to some cxtent, through
age (as a proxy variabic), formal education and attendant
cakulating behavior, inciuding the choice to belong to a special
interest group. We do not have mackerel specific comparnisons
on other fishermen, but the data are not different from findings
we have on general fishermen populations, except for educationa)
level, which is higher in this study than we have seen in others
(see, for example, Maiolo, et. al 1985, Spring [985, Summer |985,
and Summer, 1986. Also, sec Johnson, ct. al. [986).
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ofﬂ:domaimandth:numbcrofﬁmnominazuiduﬁngthc
conduct ofthzmrch(tﬁngﬂtsmwbaﬂsamplc]. In the
mmmdﬂdomain,thmvaﬁabhsmmodourh:mﬂn
sumber of periodicals refers to the subscriptions to Magazines
and newsketiers to which fishermen subscribe. This is an indication
of an interest in fishing technology and other issues, such as

Second in value is years of education, followed by
pumber of fishing organizations to which the respondents belong,
ﬂﬁryeatslivedinthcoommmiry,a:ﬂtheammmxofywiy
exvessel sales of fish.

Table 3. Comparison of Means on Selected Varinbles:
Recreational Vs. Commercial Domains

Variable Recreational  Commercial Level of
Statist
S M’E

Age 4327 40.21 028

Years Lived 262 18.30 076

In Community

Years of 14.02 13.06 015

Education

Number of 1.50 135 252

Fishermen’s

Organizations

belonged to

Table 4. Correlations of Selected Variables With Number

of Times Nominated

Commercial Domain (N = 66)

Variable Correlation Value
Age -026
Years Lived in Community 110
Years of Education 202
Number of Organizations 156
Number of Periodicals 401
Yearly Exvessel Sales 09

Recreational Domain (N = 172)

Age 123
Years Lived in Community 064
Years of Education -105
Number of Organizations J21
Number of Periodicals subscribed to 097
Years Run Charter/ Headboat 239
Fish in FCZ 166
Percent [ncome from King Mackerel 416

1o the recreational domain, the charter/headboat captams
showed their preserwe with years of such experience exhibiting
the highest coefficient. Years of education was negative in Sgn
pimmib'dwmthcprmofﬂn]argcmmbuofchmf
hndboalcaptains(nn).andtlﬁrstxmgmmmth:mork.
When the recreational domain was split into sectors, the negative
correlation beld up for charter/headboat captains. The “pure”
recreationals and the “other” category (c.g., tournament directors
mﬂgowmmdampwph)wmpoﬁﬁwinsignhunm

4

mgﬁﬁmm&havaﬁablmofnotcforﬁmhcrml)ﬁsmﬂt
percentage of recreational fishing which occurred in the Fishery
Conservation Zone (FCZ), and age.

The most notabie correlation in the recreational domain, of
course, is that between the percent of total income derived from
the sale of king mackerel and number of times nominated. Much
of this is explained by the presence of the charter/ headboat captains
who gain suppiemental income form the sale of kingfish, but not
all of it. Some is attributable 10 the “pure” recreational fishermen
who sell kingfish.

Table 5 displays results of Stepwise Regression routines for
poth domains combined (recreational and commercial). The
aumber of organizations belonged to and age, in combination,
creates a Multiple R of statistical but, perhaps, not meanngful
level of significance since, in spite of the .0474 level, only 02361
pememofthcvnriationisexplainai.mﬁndingdocspmvﬂc
a lead for further analysis, however.

When the domains were separated, some viabk findings for
couril application are indicated (Table 6). Comrrercial fishermen
who are centrally located, as measured by number of nominations,
tend 10 be the most widely read, the more highly educated, belong
to Thore organizations, have the larger boats and most exvessel
sales, and tend 10 be more grounded in the community than their
Jess centrally located counterparts. Also, insofar as the purpose
of the study, in the first place, was to identify people with whom
council coukd communicate, the “periodicals read” variable should
be good news to managers who would want 10 select key people
who would read materials sent to them for comment. Twenty-
five percent of the variance is explained, and we believe that the
data can be utitized to more effectively select advisors in the absence
of specific network information, including the identities of central
figures. Selection could be made on the basis of profiles where
candidates match up on the socio-demographic vanables examuned
bere.

Table 7 displays the stepwise regression results in the recreational
domain. Note that percent income from sales of king mackerel
was entered first. The second variable entered was frequency of
effort (for kings, in the FCZ) and then years as charter/headboat
captains, indicating a separate cffect of non-professional
recreational fishing, which apparently translates itself into network
location, The number of organizations belonged to apparently
produces an effect for noo-charter headboat captains insofar as
it adds some value, but the zero order comelation between
organizational membership and the charier/headboat varizble was
found 1o be -042,

Table 5. Stepwise Regression on Selected Varizbles.

Commercial and Recreational Domains Com-
bined. Dependent Variables in Number of Times

Nominsted*
Step Variabks Multiple R~ R? Level of
Signifs
1 No. Organizations 11989 01437 0648
2 Plus Age 16004 02561 0474
3 Plus Years in 16720 02795 0840
Community
4 Plus Years in 16764 02810 54
Education

*A second regression which included number of fishing related
periodicals read added .05 10 the R, raising the R? to .04733.



Tabie 6. Stepwise Regression on Selected Variables.
Commercial Domain. Dependent Varishle is
Number of Times Nominated.

Step  Variables Multipe R~ RZ Level of
Significance

l Periodicals Read 40079 .16063 0009

2 Years of Educaiton 45387 .18999 0013

3 Yearly Exvesse] Sales 44957 20211 0028

4 Number of A7810 22858 00629
Organizations

5 Boat Length ABRT3 23886 0005

] Years in 50012+ 25012 0075
Community

*Other variables shown to add litte to the R include percent
King Mackerel catch sold, percent of King Mackerel sold to
total sales, number years commercial fishermen, and age.

When the domain was split to compare “purc™ recreationals
with the Charter/ Headboat sector, the picture changes somewhat
For noncharter people in the recreational domain, experience
as a fishermen, tournament participation and reading habits seem
to be good predictoss. Income from sales of king mackerel appears
10 be behavior emanating from the first two variables mentioned
(see Tabie 8).

For Charter/ Headboat Captains, years spent at that job, a
counterpart to experience among the “pure” recreationals is the
best single predictor, followed by the community residence and
then the sales variable, and then interestingly, number of
organizational memberships. Years of education adds some value
but it must be kept in mind that it is a negative insofar as the
less educated are more probable to be nominated than the more
educated among Charter/ Headboat Captains.

Table 7. Stepwise Regression on Selected Variables.
Recreational Domain. Dependeni Variable is
Number of Times Nominated.

Step  Variables Multipic R R? Level of
Significance

1 Percent Income 415786 17285 0000
from King Mackerel
Sales
Fish in FCZ A3759 19148 0000

3 Years Run Charter/ 45546 X744 0000
Head Boat

4 Number of A7254 22330 0000
Organizations

5 Nurnber of ATRE0 20925 (000
Periodicals

Table 8. Stepwise Regression to Compare Recreationals with
Charter/Headboat Sample: Dependent Variable is
Number of Times Nominated.

Recreationals (Exclusive of Charter/ Headboat Captains)

Step  Vanables Multiple R R: Level of
Significance
1 Years as Rec. 22347 04994 0332
Fishermen
2 Number of Tourn- 31410 09866 0104
aments Entered

E] Number of Periodicals 33604 11292 0149

4 Percent Income 34465 11880 0265
from King Mackerel
Sales

*Number of Organizations belonged to, age and years in the
community added virtually nothing to the R.

Charter/ Headboat Sector

Step  Variables Mublipe R R? Level of
Significance

1 Years Run Charter 28451 08095 0154
Boat
Years in Community 32524 10578 211

3 Percent income 36463 13295 0206
from King Mackerel
Sales

4 Number qf 33389 14737 0284
Organizations

5 Years of Education 3973 1579 0409

Mackerel Fishery; Other States:

Several new twists were added to the analysis for the remaining
three states, The North Carolina rescarch focused on centrality
and characteristics of central figures. The data obtained from the
three subsequent states were subjected to analysis which introduced
relative betweenness and graph ceniralization. The firmst locates
the actor along paths between clusters within the networks
{networks within the overall network)., The second allows us to
examine the extent to whach the petwork relations are intersely
focused on one or more actors, sectors of domains.! Thus, in
a case where an actor exhibits a moderate oentraiity score but
high betweenness, while another has a similar centrality but lower
betweenness score, if only one could be selected for an advisory
pangl, the former is the betier choke. However, the protocols
and data were still not far along enough to attempt to get predictors
for those with high betweenness and transitional values, ie., the
ratio of choices within a delineated group to choices made outside
the same group sector delineated on the basis of known artributes.

ic, multiple species data are required in order to vield
more data on central figures. This meant that cur predictor analysis
was still limited to analyzing data with number of nominations
only.
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The South Carolina and Georgia networks displayed high graph
centratization for comparatively small networks (.10 and .11
coefficients, with 120 and 75 respondents, respectively). Also
management personnel dominated the networks in both states
with varying, but consistently high indegres centrality and
betweenness scores, indicating both intensity and diversity in their
network relarions. Only one recreational fisherman, and no
commercial fishermen indicated high scores in South Carolina
One charter captain exhibited a high score in Georgia, along with
severa]sportﬁshnﬂm,butnocommm:ialﬁshcm
The Florida network exhibited low graph centralization, with
ammrm.Noactorsmfomdmdisphylﬁghindcgm
mmaﬁty,uﬂunnaworkwcxmky!arp(m. Also, the
woresshowedmoredimibmionaumsdomaimthaninﬂnoﬂrr
mMamg:mttiwwuefoUMtobemowyiuthcdimaion
of sportfishing interests. Five charter captains demonstrated

i high indegrec centrality, but low betweenness.
Floridademomtraledalargernumbcrofmﬁonalﬁgmuwho
moomparaﬁwlyhighinrcga:dtowmraﬁtymmanthc
mhustam(mmpomiens).bmﬂmvmﬂbyhﬂegrmmnﬁty
and betweenness scores, and in the symumetry of relationships.
Seven commercial fishermen emerged as oentral, which is clearly
different from the other states, and obviously dut to the importance
of the commercial fishery in that state. Three dealer/ processors
and one marina operaior emerged as central, too.

Inregardtothcpwdhoranalysis,wcfomdimonsim
h:m:dambtuorgarﬁzadonalaﬁiliaﬁonmﬂsubscﬁpﬁomtofmhny
pa‘iod.iw]sslillwuebomcoutas!hcbslwaympromdin
regard to identifying central figures (exoept for commercial
ﬁshcrmen)wrmeywmlivedinﬂmcommuniwaoodomas
important.2

The Shrimp Fishery: North and South Carolina

A total of 382 respondents were interview in the two stales,
277 in North Carolina before closure was attained, 153 in South
Carolina. The actor with the highest relative indegres centrality
in North Carolina was found to be a dealer, and was cited by
a wide range of different other actors, including two central
management people (se¢ 1058 in Figure 2). Sevent captain/ owners
were found t0 have high indegree comrality but exhibited small
goodﬁicdisumcs,ie..dtymaﬂwithinaoouphofedgsor
links of one another (see 1082, 1112, 113, 1231, 1120, 1062, and
llmj.lnaddiﬁomﬂwyaﬂtcndwha\csimﬂarmnu'aﬁtyscom
\urithnonncscorebcinghighcrmanthcothcrs,andtend!om]k
almost exclusively with other fishermen, ie., they have low
transition probabilitics.

There are a number of other captain/ owners with high indegree
cenu-aliiywhomnotconmaedmﬁshaminthispordonof
the network. These include 1019, 1017, 1021, and 1100. Although
their relative indegree centrality scores are similar in magnirude
to those of the previous group, there is a tendency among these
four to have more vaniad patterns of communication, i.e., relatively
higher transition probabilities. We found only one commercial
mptainwhocxlﬁbitedahighrdaﬁvcindegrwt:ntmlitysoom
actor 1033,

Two management personnel were found to have high relative
indegree centrality scores (1166 and 1059). But, they tend DOt
10 be cited much by commercial captains of captain owners.

The South Carolina shrimp communication network was found
tocontainmmtymwi:hmlaﬁvdyhighindagmcmﬂity.
with six others having a significant degree of relative berweenness,
and another three having only high relative betweenness. There
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is some degree of centralization in the network (graph centralization
= 6) due largely to the high centrality of a single actor (0019).
However, this is not as centralized as, for example, the networks
in the South Carolina and Georgia king mackere] fisheries (.10
and .11 respectively). The actor with the highest relarive indegree
centrality is actor 0019 (Figure 3). A dealer/processor, actor 0019
received the majority of his incoming ties from a wide range of
different types of actors. In addition, he is one of only a few
bridges between two major subgroupings. Figure 3 shows this
actor's relative position whercby he is the focus of many relations
from the subgroup at the kft of the figure while only rectiving
one citation from an actor connected 1o the subgroup to the right
in the figure. Similar to the North Carolina network, most of
the actors with high relative indegree centrality are captain/owners.
These include actors 0026, 0035, 0037, 0070, 0081, 0087 0098,
0101, 0105, 0109, 0121, 0137, 0175, 0213, 0244, 0250, and 0270.
Additionally, captain/owners 0041 and (XM5 have high relative
betweenness but not centrality, Of these, 0109, 0175 and, to some
degree, 0037 have larger centrality scores in comparisor. Actors
009 and 0175 maimtain central positions in two distinct areas
of the network; one in the left corner of Figure 3 (near 0037
and the other in the upper right Actor 0109 is cited by three
other central captains: 0026, 0121, and 0270, indicating his
importance. Of these two, however, only 0175 has a relatively
highbc:twecnmsscnre,mdicaﬁnghjsﬁﬁmybcrwchingimo
more distant arcas of the network. Actor 0105 is another important
captain/owner. He has haif ties with actors other than commercial
fishermen and is connected to two central dealers (0181 and 0212).
This diversity in types of ties is reflected in his relatively high
berweenness score (0.05).

In contrast to the North Carolina network, management did
notplayaccntrairolcinanyway.lnfaa, only one manager
was interviewed, and only because he was chosen in the inmal
sample 48 & captain.

In regard to personal aftributes as predictors, when comparing
ail respondents in both states in terms of number of times nominated
correlated with selected variables utilized in the prior studies, only
the number of organizational affiliations was found 1o be
statistically significant. For the shrimp research, we added number
of boats owned and number of fisheries management meetings
attended. When the data were examined by sector, with states
combined, the results were identical In North Carolina, the
relationship heid up in all cases where the data could be analyzed
the category vessel owner only, who hired a captain different from
himseif, did not have an n large enough to aralyze.

In South Carolina, the sample sizes were 100 small for analysic
in the captains and dealers categories. The significance of the
organizational variable was reveaied in the captain/ owner, and
captains/ owners with 90% income or more derived from fishing,

Other variables pursued for this analysis were number and szes
of vessels owned, and other indicators of income {€.g., esumated
income from shrimping). One produced findings of vale. We
ran the variable “estimated income” f{rom fishing against
nominations and found that in both states, among fishermen
expecﬁngtommiwmorcthan%ixmmefwmﬁslﬁng.m
income was related to the number of nominations: N.C. = 3§
(n=88) 001; S.C. = .313 (n=66) .0i.



Figure 2. Shrimp Communication Network
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Figure 3. Shrimp Communication Network
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Conclusions and Implications

Within the mackere] fishery, it is interesting that people located
in management positions are imporiant network figures in North
and South Carolina, and Georgia, but not in Florida Parallel
to that is the finding that Florida exhibited low graph centralization
as compared 10 South Carolina and Georgia (recall that the
technique was introduced after the N.C. portion of the the project).
And, it is noteworthy that Florida has the largest developed
commercial fishery for mackerel, along with the more highly
developed and diverse political framework among the Southeastern
states.

Thus, we would conclude that small, tight networks prevail
in N.C, 8.C. and Georgia with a heavy dependence on state
management personnel for information (and vice versa). Regional
and national management groups wouid have to rely on those
actors to gain input from the fishery, and to communicate important
information (e.g., regulations) through those actors. There are some
“pure” recreational and charter/headboat fishermen who are
sufficiently central 1o be useful, as well Indeed, they should not
be ignored in the management system.

Florida presents a problern in the selection of advisors to the
extent that cach domain, and sector within them, should have
alt Jeast one representative in management advisory groups to ensure
network coverage. It is interesting to observe the reiationship
between the graph centralization (low) and the presence of distinct
sub-networks with dominant actors.

When the project shifted to the more commercially developed
shrimp fishery in North and South Carolina, captain/ owners and
dealer/ processors dominated the networks. One can concinde, then,
that the degree of development of the fishery affects the shape
of the networks, in terms which domains and sectors represented,
and to what extent,

In the absence of specific actor information, our data lead one
to conclude that managers could rely on organizational affiliation
and subscriptions information to select advisors. That is, let us
assume that the managers had to get information about fishermen
occupational patterns, attitudes, perceptions, and;or circulate
information about impending regulations. Surely the best procedure
would be to identify the network using the snowball technique,
if key people were to be relied on for the information or reaction
{instead of a full scale survey). But, let us also assume there are
severe time and/ or budget constraints. We would suggest gathering
data on as as many people as possible, focusing on number and
types of organizational affiliations, and subscriptions 1o fishing
periodicals. In fact, the SAFMC has begun to do just that and
the results look promising at this point. One fear we have, however,
is that such a protocol woukl be relied upon, entirely, when the
importance of the issue(s) warrant(s) taking the time and spending
the money to get the information in the most reliable way, namely,
with the use of the snowball technique.

Notes

1. Graph centralization and relative betweenness could not be
calculated for the North Carolina network. The size of the
sociomatrix was found to be too large for the computer
program.

2. Because of the lack of any specific theory driving this analysis,
and because of the crude nature of the resulting estimates,
we felt that simple correlations would be sufficient for the
remaining analyses of the predictor vanables.
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ABSTRACT

The Guif of Mexico Fishery Management Council is one
of eight such councils established by federal law in 1976.
One of the most controversial management measures
adopted by the Council has been a scasonal closure of the
shrimp fishery in federal waters off Texas, beginning in 1981,
which coincided with the long-standing seasonal closure of
Texas state waters. Biological and economic effects of the
federal closure have been monitored annually, but efforts
to assess social impacts of the closure did not begin
systematically until 1986. This paper reports the results of
surveys initiated from the Galveston Laboratory of the
National Marine Fisheries Service to study the social effects
of the Texas shrimp closure in the offshore fishery throughout
the Gulf during 1986 and 1987 and the inshore fishery of
selected areas in Texas and Louisiana in 1987, Topics include
vessel movements, employment patterns, and aftitudes
toward the closure, with an examimation of differences and
simnilarities in relation o such variabies as age, years fishing

experience, ethnicity, and geographic area.

Introduction

The Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council is one of
eight such councis established under the Federal Fisheries
Conservation and Management Act of 1976. One of the most
controversial management measures adopted by the Council was
an annuai, early summer closure of the shrimp fishery in federal
waters off the coast of Texas to coipcide with a longstanding
closure of state waters. The federal closure has been in effect gnce
1981; but the size of the area closed was reduced from 200 miles
to 15 miles in 1986, The objective of the closure is to allow brown
shrimp to reach a larger size before harvesting to increase the
value of the fishery, since larger shrimp bring a higher price than
smaller ones.

Each year the National Marine Fisheries Servioe has monitored
the biological and economic effects of the closure. Despite urging
by Paredes, an anthropologist, and others on the Council Advisory
Committees, the Council did not request, until 1986, that data
be systematically gathered to study the social impacts of the closure.
In that year a few “social questions™ were added to the interview
schedule used by port agents in gathering biological and economic
data on the closure. In 1987 NMFS again collected social data
on the offshore shrimp fishery using an interview form that built

upen and refined the previous years effort. In addition, the
(alveston Laboratory of NMFS secured funding to conduct a
study of the inshore shrimp fichery of the upper Texas coast and
adjacent parts of [ouisiana, giving special attention to possible
effects of the Texas Closure on those areas.

Here we present some of the results from the 1986 and {987
surveys pertaining to the offshore fishery and prefiminary findings
from the 1987 inshore study.

Offshore

To determine the sociological impact of the Texas Closure
Regulations on the offshore shrimp fishery in the Gulif of Mexico,
vessel captains were interviewed in thirteen port areas by National
Marine Fisheries Service port agents in the summers of 1986 and
1987. The selected port areas inchuded six Texas areas, three
Louisiana areas, one Mississippi port, one Alabama port, and
two Florida ports. Interviews in each area were conducted with
the first thirty captains who agreed to be interviewed, Questions
asked during the 1986 survey dealt with topics such as number
of years they had been fishing for shrimp, what employment
captains had dunng the 19385 and 1986 closures, and what they
thought of the closure of federal waters off Texas.

Questions asked during the 1987 survey were developed from
answers received duning the nitial survey and were much more
sharply directed. Questions dealt with such topics as vessel type,
ethnicity of captain, their opinions on the purpose of closure,
the best distance of closure, and advantages and disadvantages
of the closure, Responses of captains during the 1987 survey that
were from similar questions to those asked in 1986 were analyzed
it the same fashion as the {986 data so comparisons could be
made. Data were summarized cither by state, if the vessel was
from a non-Texas port, or by location (lower or upper coast)
if the vessel was from a Texas port. A total of 346 captains were
interviewed in 1986. During 1987 only 277 vessel captains were

Chi-squared analysis by area revealed that responses to questions
about the faderal closure off Texas were independent of the date
the survey was conducted each year, thus increasing confidence
that opinions were not biased by exogenous factors occurming over
the several days of the surveys.

Captains from Flonda, Alabama and lower Texas ports were
generally in favor of a cosure of federal waiers off Texas during
1986. CaptajnsfromLmdsianamdupper Texas ports were
generaly against the closure of federal waters off Texas, while
captains from Mississippi generally did not have opinions about
the Texas closure.

Mast of the captains from nonTexas ports who favored a closure
of federal waters off Texas did not state a preferred closure distance.
For the few captains who did have an expressed opinion, those
from Florida wanted a 15 mile closure, whik those from Alabama
and Louisiana wanted a 200 mike closure.

On the other hand, most captains from Texas who wanted
a closure had an opinion abowt the distance of the dosure off
Texas. Most of the captains from lower Texas ports wanted a
200 mile closure, while most captains from upper Texas pors
wanted only a 15 mile closure,

When the 1986 closure responses were split into different classes
by number of years a particular Guif captain had been in the
commercial shrimp fishing business, differences in opinions were
scen. The greatest percentage of captains in favor of the closure
were in the middle age groups while the least number in favor
were in the earhiest age group.
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In the 1987 survey, captains were asked what they thought
was the purpose of federal closure off Texas. Responses were
summarized into four broad categories: 1) no opinion, 2) I dont
know, 3) allow shrimp to grow larger and 4) political. Overall,
a littke over half of the Gulf captains seemed to know that the
purpose of the Texas Closure was to allow small brown shAmp
to grow before capture, Only Florida, Alabama, Mississippi and
lower Texas ports had a majority of their captains respond in
this manner to the question. Answers from Louisiana were divided
between shrimp growth and 0o opinion, while responses from
upper Texas ports were split into three categorics: shrimp growth,
I dont know, and poliocal The upper Texas coast results are
partly accounted for by ethnicity. The majority of those that did
not know the reason for the closure or that had no opimon abowut
the closure were of Asian descent; 31% of the upper Texas coast
interviewees. All other cthnic groups ssemed to be better informed
about the purpose of the closure.

Opinions gathered in 1987, about whether or not to have a
federal closure, were similar to those received in 1986, Alabarma
and lower Texas ports had the most captains in favor of a closure,
with most of the Alabama captains in favor of a closure wanting
a 15 mile dosure and most of the lower Texas port captains
in favor of the 200 mile closure. Florida capuains also showed
a majority in favor of the closure, with a large percentage favoring
a 200 mik closure. Mississippi captains were equally split with
regards to opinions about the closure. Most did oot select a closure
distance, but those who did select, selected the 200 mile closure
distance. Again in 1987, captains from Louisiana and upper Texas
ports were against the closure of federal waters off Texas. Of
the small percentages in favor of the closure, most selected the
15 mile closure as the one they preferred.

Overall, thirty-nine percent of the captains in the Guif were
against the closure, while fifty-one percent were in favor of it
Among those captains who knew the managerial purpose of the
closure, however, the number in favor of the closure was greatly
increased, while the number against the closure was reduced.

When captains were categorized by the type of vessel, ioe or
freezer, captains of freezer boats were mostly in favor of the closure,
with most favoring a 200 mile closure. A great majority of the
freezer boats were from the lower Texas coast Captains from
ice boats were almost egually split betweens not having a closure
and having a closure, Those favoring the closure were more in
favor of the 15 mile closure than the 200 mile closure.

When responses about the closure were placed into different
groups by the number of years the captain had been 2 commercial
shrimp fisherman, it appeared that an almost equal percentage
of the captains in each age group were in favor of the closure,
Negative responses increased as years in the fishery increased.

Captains were also asked what they felt was the biggest advantage
of the closure and the bigeest disadvantage of the closure. Most
frequent answers about advantages fell inte four major categones:
1) no opimion, 2) betier catches, 3) no advantage and 4) better
enforcement of closure. Most captains from Louisiana and upper
Texas ports said there was no advantage to the dosure. Perceived
disadvantages of the closuiv comprised six major categories of
responses: 1) no opinion, 2) pulse fishing, 3) too many out)of)state
boats in home state, 4) no disadvantage, 5) not making any moncy
because of closure, and 6 no enforeement. Captains from
Mississippi were equally split berween no opinion and too many
out-of-state vessels in their state. Captains along the upper Texas
coast most ofien responded that puise fishing was a problem,
while captains from Louisiana said that too many out-of-state
vessels came to their state because of the closure. Captains along
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the lower Texas coast said enforcement was the worst problem,
with less money because of closure being the next most frequent
response,

Analysis of the employment data revealed that the percentage
of captains who did not shrimp duning the 1985 closure period
(200 mile closure) was high only in the home pons of Florida,
Freeport, Port Aransas and Brownsville, Texas. In Florida 12%
of the captains interviewed did not shrimp during the closure in
1985 and the majority of them said they were unempioved. The
percentage of Florida captains who did not shrimp during the
1986 closure period (15 mile closure) dropped to only 4%. In
Freeport, 29% of the captains did not shnmp during the 1985
closure, but 50% said they were employed at another job. The
number of captains not shrimping during the 1986 closure was
only 14%. In port Aransas, 29% of the captains interviewed did
not shrimyp during the 1985 closure and most (90%) of them alse
said they were unemployed. During the 1986 closure the percentage
that did not shrimp was reduced to 199, but again most of these
captains said they were emploved. In Brownsville, Texas, 25%
of the interviewed captains did net shrimp during the 1985 closure,
but a little over half said they were employed at another job.
This value was reduced to 11% during the 1986 closure and again
most said they were employed at another job.

Inshore

A survey was administered to inshore shrimp captains from
Galveston Bay, Texas, and Calcasieu Lake, Louisiana, in the
summer of 1987. Interviewees were randomly selected from 1986
license lists of captains, suppiied by the Texas Parks and Wildlife
and the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries. Three
sets of lists containing 75 narmes each were generated for each
region representing three pre-selected vessel size categories.
Interviews were conducted with captains by telephone when
possible. Questionnaires were mailed to those captains with unlisted
numbers or without telephones. To supplement this cffort,
interviews were conducted at docks around the perimeter of each
bay. This additional effort ensured that enough interviews were
compieted in the limited available time, that all regions around
each Bay were represented in the survey, and that individuals
unsble to understand English were represented. In total, 159
interviews of captains were completed, 89 from Galveston Bay
and 70 from Calcasieu Lake.

Most of the shrimp from Calcasieu Lake's inshore harvest were
channeled through fish houses to markets outside of the
community. Most of the remaining shrimp were used for personal
consumption and a smail amount was sold directly from the boat.

The fish houses, in turn, sold most of their shrimp to processors
and brokers. The remaining shrimp were soid to other dealers.
Thus, the vertical marketing integration within this fishery existed
largely between the fish houses and the processing plants.

In contrast, the shrimp distribution patterns of Galveston Bay
was more directly tied into the local economy. As in Louisiana,
most of the inshore harvest were sold to fish houses with the
remainder distributed to bait camps, tourists, peddlers, or used
for personal consumption. The fish houses sold only 40% of their
shrimp to processors and brokers, with the remaining distributed
to walk-in customers, other dealers, stores and restaurants and
peddlers. Thus, the vertical marketing integration within the
Galveston Bay fishery existed between harvesters, fish houses, and
retail stores. The demographic profiles indicate that compared to
Gaiveston Bay's inshore fishery, proportionally more of Calcasien
Lake’s inshore shrimpers were younger and had entered the fishery



more recendy. The median age of Galveston shrimpers was 47
compared to 39 for Calcasicu Lake shrimpers. Therefore, it is
not surprising that greater numbers of Calcasieu Lake shrimpers
had entered the fishery more recently than their Galveston Bay
counterparts. Thifyfive percent of the interviewed Galveston Bay
captains had been commercial shrimpers for less than 10 years,
compared to 445 of the interviewed Caleasieu Lake shrimpets.
The greatest difference in the number of shnmpers who had entered
each fishery in a given time period occurred between 6 and 10
years ago. Within this time period, 7% of the interviewed Galveston
Bay population entered the fishery compared to 19% of the
Caicasicu Lake population.

Fewer Calcasieu Lake shrimpers had come from families
involved in fishing than Galveston Bay shrimpers. This trend in
family involvernent in fishing seems to reflect the age distribution
that characterized the fisheries. In both regions those shrimpers
with a family history in fishing tended to have been shrimpers
thernselves for longer than 10 years.

The Calcasicu Lake population differed from those in Galveston
with respect to their oocupational histories. Calcasieu Lake
shrimpers were characterized by less diversity in their occupational
histories compared to Galveston Bay shrimpers. The results indicate
that Calcasieu Lake shrimpers had occupational histories
dominated by skilled manuai labor (702%). Of the remaining: 7%
were previously emploved i service occupations, 9% were small
business owners or tmanagers, 205 were technicians, and 99 had
ro other skills,

Galveston Bay shrimpers had a more diverse range of
occupational histories. Like the Caicasieu Lake population, most
Galveston Bay shrimpers were previously employed in skilled
manual labor jobs (48%). Of the remaining: 9% were employed
in service occupations, 9% were owners or managers of small
businesses, 8¢ were technicians, 49; were professional, %% were
un-skiiled labor, and 1095 had no other skills.

Apge distribution, years as conmumnercial shrimpers, family history
in fishing, and employment histories suggest that growth in the
inshore Calcasiev Lake fishery may have resulted from native
residents being displaced from other employment, most notably
from the ol and gas industry and other jobs involving manual
labor. The inshore shrimp fishery of Galveston Bay is an older
fishery experiencing an out-migration of native participants
replaced by a growing number of Southeast Asian immigrants,
This is evidenced by a 280% increase in the number of Southeast
Asian boats form approximately 154 to 437 despite a 33% decrease
in the overall number of boats in Galveston Bay's inshore fishery
from 1981 to 1986.

The Texas Closure had lirtle reported perceived impact on either
inshore fishery. However, Galveston Bay shrimpers fek more
impacted by the offshore closure than Calcasieu Lake shrirpers.
Overall, thirty percent of Galveston Bay's inshore shrimpers
reported being affected by the closure, approximately equally
divided between medium and large boats. The reported impacts
upon this group of Galveston Bay shrimpers included displacement
duning the closure to either Louisiana or distances greater than
15 miles from shore, overcrowded fishing grounds in Galveston
Bay, and reduction in the price of shrimp prior to the opening.
Only 20% of Calcasieu Lake’s inshore shrimpers reported personal
impacts of the Texas Closure, Most of these were captains of
larger boats that participated in both the inshore and offshore
fisheries. The reported impacts of the closure on these Cakasieu
Lake shrimpers were crowded fishing grounds and reduction in
catch, available dockspace, and supplies.

CONCLUSIONS

With these limited data and analyses it is impossible to reach
detailed conclusions about the social impacts of the Texas Closure,
much less the policy implications of our results. In peneral, however,
we observe that while direct impacts of the closure on the social
patterns of shnmpeﬁ and their communities appear 1o be negligible
in most areas, in others the effects are more noticeable. Much
more sophisticated research must be done to determine any social
impacts that are beyond detection through direct reporting of
interviewees.

At the opinion kvel there are important differences in response
to the closure along geographic and ethnic lines and m relation
to vessef size. One of the clearest findings of this research is the
extent to which the closure is negatively perceived in the border
area between Texas and Louisiana, while the closure is supported
strongly in south Texas where there is a larger number of freezer
boats. The first finding can be interpreted as an instance of the
closure compounding interstate competition, while the latter
appears to reflect the competitive advantage that is given vessels
who can harvest the larger shnmp in greater quantities once the
closure ends. In any event, it is clear that ar the very least the
effects of the closure are perceived collectively very differently from
one area of the Gulf to another.

Simply doirg this research appears to have had some beneficial
effects in this management process. The report on the 1986 social
survey received considerable notice among managers and their
advisory committess. Referring to the sometimes scatological,
uncensored opinions reproduced verbatim in the [986 write-up,
the director of the Galveston lab joked, “this is the first X-rated
reported we've produced,” Perhaps more telling than any other
msponse is that a number of the members of the scientific and
statistical committee of the Gulf Council expressed great surprise
and dismay when it was reponisd to them in January 1988 that
4% of the interviewees in the 1987 study did not know the
managernent objectives of the closure. On the other hand, some
NMFS workers closer to the fishery found it encouraging that
there was only 40% who did not know the purpose of the closure.
Nonetheless, given the long delay in beginning to assess the social
impacts of the Texas ciosure it is ironic bur heartening that on
January 13, 1988, following the presentation of the annual review
of the Texas clasure by NMFS staff, the SSC unanirously adepted
a position, introduced by a biologist, that concludes with:

The Commintee also recogmzed that the socological studies
conducted in 1986 and 1987 indicate that the adverse unpacts
or benefits of the closure may not be equally distributed arnong
participants in the fishery. Therefore, the Committee recommends
that these studies be continued. The Committee does not, however,
see the need of continuing a complets analysis of the biclogical
impheations of the Texas closure, since each analysis to date has
documented the benefits of the closure.
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ABSTRACT

This paper views overlapping missions and junsd.ldmns of
federal, state and local agencies for protecting the marine
environment in a structural perspective. Interests of
commercial and sports fishermen and environmentalists
collide with interests of developers and other businesses.
Some of these disputes over issues of coastal resources come
to the counts. Advaniages and limitations of the court system
for resolving such disputes are reviewed in the light of several
key court decisions. Efficacy of publicinterest suits in
protecting the marine habitat has not been fully rescarched.
Leads for further study are suggested.

Introduction

The Problem. Among the several threats to the manne
ecosystem, there are two which have received considerable attention
from cnvironmentalists, sclected interests in the commercial and
sports fisheries, and academics. These are the reduction (and near
elimination} of some marine life through overfishing and the
desiruction of habitat, especially the estuaries (Council on
Environmental Quality, 1985). These concerns were successfully
carried to Congress during the late 1960's and early 19705, resulting
in several laws intended to preserve fisheries. This paper will partially
explore some cutcomes of laws such as the Magnuson Fishery
Conservation Management Act of 1976 (henceforth, the
“MFCMA™ and laws to protect estuaries such as the Coastal
Zone Management Act of 1972 (henceforth, the “CZMA™. Both
are examples of law as an instrument of social change, the first
more through threat of federal legal sanctions and the second
more through inducements to states. An overall evaluation of the
efficacy of such laws for protecting the marine ecosystem is needed
(Bishop, et al, 1981:211; Dewar, 1983).

Limits of this study. Full assessment of the success of this
legislation must await the collection of relevamt data which is
unlikely given political and budgetary constraints (Warner,
1983:128-9, Gale, 1985:299). The present paper will merely suggest
some obstacles to their impiementation, Appellate court decisions
mucaxedasdata.Soqoioglstshawsuggmwdthmlega]smxgglm
llurminate our understanding of issues, contending parties, and
the structure of power in America (Molotch, 1970; Turk, 1976:282-
288; Chambliss and Seidman, 1982:153-155, 207-255).

People And The Magnuson Fishery Conservation
Management Act

The detalled provisions of the MFCMA (PL 94-265, 1976 as
amended 11 times but especially in 1980 in PL 96-561 and in
1983 in PL 97-453) have been extensively covered in the law reviews

(Rogalsky, 1980; Greenberg and Shapiro, 1982; Warner, et al,, 1981,
Juda, 1986) and in environmental and management publications
(Knight, 1977, Harville, 1980; Bishop, et al, 1981; Hennessey,
[983; Warner, 1983). These evaltuations suggest that since enactment
of the MFCMA, numerous problems of impiementation and legal
Interpretation have surfaced.

Although the MFCMA provldcs for review of its impacts by
the regional councils, such reviews focus more on effects of plans
on stocks and area-wide harvesting—marketing of individual species
of fish, not on people. Impacts of FMP% on participants at all
levels of implementation (in the Counails, in NMFS, in the Coast
Guard and state enforcement agencies, and in the industry—afloat
and ashore) have not been assessed because such research is
impossibly expensive (politically as well as economically; see Kiers,
1973; Hennessey, 1981; Barber, 1987). One problcm is access to
informants. Regulatory and snforcement agencies survive by
secrecy. So do fishermen (Rogalski, 1980). There are probably
intra- and interagency conflicts that escape the attention of
outsiders. For example, William G. Gordon, 2 NMFS
administrator, complained that NMFS personnel in regional offices
overemphasized environmental protection (Sullivan, 1984).
However, outsiders (social scientists) may have several windows
on the regulatory process. One of these is through MFCMA-
required participation in the creation and impiementation of Fishery
Management Plans (FMP%). What can be seen through that
narrow window on the management process? Here, I will rely
on the observations of Smith (1982); Blomo, et. al ([983); Gale
(1985);, Parades, Acheson, McCay, Orbach, and Spochr (1985);
Barber (1987); and my own brief experience with an FMP to
sketch gaps between MFCMASS intentions and social reality.

Limitations of the Planning Process. The MFCMA was enacted
to prevent overfishing Politically, it was born out of American
fishing interests’ frustration with the success of heavily-capitalized
foreign fleets (Japancse, Russians, etc.) and declining fish stocks
{Rogalsky, etc., supra). The Act establishes & Fishery Management
Councils to make plans for relevant species of fish and amend
such plans as conditions change. The patently political nature of
planning is concealed behind the biological concept of maximum
sustainable yield (MSY) and a hybrid concept of optimum yield
{OY) which joins economic and social considerations with MSY.
OY is to be ecstablished using the “best available™ scientific
information on the advice of Scientific and Statistical Committees
(SSC%). Politically, the inputs of the biologists are the safest—
hence they constitute the backbone of the plan. Economists’ inputs
are next, since these are based on the “hard data™ of official statistics
on landings and prices (which ignore an underground sconomy}).
The sociclogist or anthropoiogists inputs come last. These have
a double handicap of being more political sensitive and being
based on fragmentary or grossly aggregated data (there are few
detailed studics of fishing communities such as the excellent social-
impact analysis by Blomo, Orbach and Maiolo, 1983 and none
fora whole region). Given the politics, the packing-order of scientists
and “available™ data constriction, the allowance for social impact
is somewhat mythical (Rhodes® Law # 1; i it can be represented
by caich size, pounds or dollars, it doesnY really matter—see
Hennessey, 1981; Dewar, 1983; Gaie, 1985; Barber, 1987).

Bishop, Bromley and Langdon (1981:210) are economists who
seem {0 think multiobpective studies can be performed o establish
weights for all relevant factors in 3 plan and plugeed into an
equation of the form:

VA)=WUAXx)
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Where U(A) s a multiatiribute wtlity function, W is a weight
assigned to the jth single attribute utility level, A represents a
matrix and xrcpmemsvalucsofatmhmemlcvelsforoompethg
anributes (assumning linearity). There are several problems with
this apparently straightforward solution. Biciogsts” inputs 10 the
plan depend upon past arca-specific trawls. With over half a million
tons of pesticides produced anpually, and a 267% increase in
America’s polluted streams (Stat. Abstr., 1987:189-192),
catastrophic depletion of fish species in a local area is no longer
a remote possibility (there are now 41 endangered and 23 threatened
species of fish in our waters, Stat Abstr., 1987:192). Chestnut
and Davis (1975:1) conchude there isnt a technical way of figuring
out when a stock will reach a point of serious decline. Given
the dow turnaround time for plan amendment (Harvilke, 1980:124;
Barber, 1987:11-12), the house may be burnt to the ground by
fluctuations in the seafood market may upset the elegant
calculations of the economists.

Perhaps the most vexing problem is that of establishing weights
for variables in what is essentially a linear-programming problem.
There is the marter of weighing benefits and costs to the present
gcmmzionagajmbcneﬁtsandooststoﬁmn'cgermaﬁom(see
Gujarati, 1984; DiMento, 1986 on difficulties in establishing
*discount rates®). 1 find fittle reference to this issuc i the FMP
literature, Mark Sagoff (1981), a philosopher, has poignantly raised
the more general question of whether society is something more
than a market. He quotes Henry Adams at the Paris Expasition
of 1900 who, on viewing the dynamo, observed that it functioned
as the modern equivaient of the Virgin; ie., cfficency replaces
infinity as the central conception of value (1981:1284). Sagoff
observes that devotees of the Shrine have greatly decreased, but
the cult of Pareto Optimality has many. Thus, the planner's
approachtovalueispitchuimﬁretyanhelcvclofﬂxcomum,
i e, how much is the individual willing to pay to preserve the
— (imsert “sea turte,” “porpoise,” ¢tc.). He raises
the question as to whether those capabie of paying the most should
pmaiﬂPlad:mﬂereightoneﬁiﬂcnq,ﬂnhigiﬂy-
capitalized large scale fishery business can harvest the sea more
efficently than the “cottage-industry” fisherman. The cost of
relegating the small-scak fishermen to the unemployment tine is
an “exiernaiity” to the business economist (meaning that the firm
will not have to bear costs of this displacement). Yet, fishing villages
are often located in depressed local economies, and fishermen
are less easily adapted to alternative employment (Blomo, Orbach
and Maiolo, 1983, Rhodes, 1986). Some “limited-entry” plans
provide for inclusion of traditional fishermen (Parades, et al,, 1983).
However, the long-term prospects for them are not encouraging.
Based on West (1982) and modifying Leo Durocher’s famous
dicturm, 1 offer Rhodes’ Law # 2: “Litde guys finish laqt™—peferred
to in another context (Mertom, 1973) as the “Matthew cffect”
after Matthew 25:29. M. Estellie Smith has brilliamly exposed
the disadvanizge of the small-time fisherman in the FMP process
(1982). The smail-scale operator may be the most endangered
species. If small operators are less cfficient in sweeping the occan
clean, they may provide the best hope for the fisheries (Bell, 1981;
Maiolo and Orbach, 1982: Section 2; McCay, 1984). If the marine
habitar includes the small-scale fisherman as well zs the fish, perhaps
biologists trawls should include an assessment of this “endangered

speciss”.

Appellate Court Decisions As A Window On The Fishery
Management Process

It may be useful to examine what happens to environmental
and fishery conservation in the courns. Court records and
proceedings are public. However, only appellate court decisions
are readily available. Again, much vital information on the legal
decision-making process is unavailable to the social scientist As
Lenny Bruce once remarked, “In the Halls of Justice, the justce
is in the halls.” However, the courts are final arbiters of disputes
arising from environmental legislation. Indeed, environmentalists
have turned to the courts when otherwise over-whelmed by
powerful business interests {(Rosenbaum and Roberts, 1972
Weisbrod, 1978; Rogers, 1986; Wandesforde- Smith, 1986). In
a sense, no legislation is law untl it is tested in the courts (Holmes,
1897). Appeliate court decisions make law i {Baum,
1976; Chambliss and Seidman, 1982:207-264; Danicls, 1985). The
lawyer’s “stock in trade” is predicting what the courts will duc
in your case. From the enforcement officer’s perspective, a good
“bust” is one that will be successfully prosecuted in court. Thus,
appellate court decisions may be one useful indicator of how law
is used to protect the fisheries and manne habitat.

How has the MEFCMA fared in the courts? Most cases involve
the issue of jurisdiction but some challenge regulatory procedure.
Because courts are constrained by precedent, the “how™ and the
“why” of MFCMA's tests in court go back to English common
law on King's sovereignty over coastal waters and to U. S. Supreme
Court’s affirning federal supremacy over navigable waters.
However, the first landmark case on limits of state jurisdiction
is Bayside Fish Flower Co. v. Gentry (297 U S, 422, 1936) which
upheld California’s right to regulate sardines brought into the state
even though caught outside terntorial waters. The court rejected
the argument that the landing law placed an improper burden
on interstate commerce and justified its decision as a shield against
evasion of local policy, there being no way to tell whene fish are
caught. The next important case is Skiriotes v. Flonda (313 U.S,
69, 1941) which upheid a Florida resident’s conviction for harvesting
sponges with illegal gear ocutside the state’s waters, The court
recognized the state’s power to regulate its citizens absent any
conflict with federal law. Other decisions by federal and state
appellate courts (e.g., Statr v. Bundrant, 546 P 2d 536; Toomer
V. Witsell, 334 U.S. 402; Takahashi v. Fish & Game Comm'n,
334 U, S. 410, 1948, United States v, Louisiana, 363 U.S. 1, 1960;
etc.) refined federal—state and state—state jurisdictions prior to
MFCMA.

Federal and state court decisions since MFCMA have upheld
supremacy of federal over state jurisdiction and the power of the
Secretary of Commerce (as advised by the FMC's) to regulate
the fisheries and police powers of agenicies to enforce that regulation.
In State of Maine v. Kreps (563 F. 2d at 1043, Aug 1977 and
at 1052, Sep. 1977) the U. S. Court of Appeais (st Cr.) upheld
the authority of the Secretary to set quotas for foreign fishing
of herring stock and that allotting of only 12000 metnc toms
to U. S. fishermen was not “arbitrary and capricious.™ The court
observed that international relations with Canada may ourweigh
herring in over-all berkfit to the nation. As occurs so often in
decisions on reguiation, the court observed that it “may not
substitute its own judgment as to values amd prionties for tha
of MFCMA." In the second hearing the court satisfied itself thay
the Secretary had sufficient basis for OY and the foreign quota
and he had compiied with Congress’s intended standards. At 1096
it states, “We have neither the authority nor the expertise to project
future poiicies for the Secretary to follow.”



Two important cases were setiled in 1980. In People v. Weeren
(26 Cal 3d 654; 607 P 2d 1279, 163 Cal. Rptr. 255; cert, denied,
449 11.S. 819} the federal court affirmed the state court’s conviction
of California citizens for taking broadbill swordfish outside staie
waters with assistance of spotter aircraft. It ruied that even though
the boat was federally registered, it had a California license for
swordfish and that there was no FMP to preempt state law. The
second case, Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen's Ass'ns, Inc.
v. Secretary of Commerce (D. C. Cal 1980; 494 F. Supp 626)
challenged the Secretary’s emergency interim regulation restricting
salmon fishing off the coasts of Washington, Oregon and California.
The Federation sought an injunction to sct aside the regulation
closing the fishery. Both the district and appellate courts denied
the request for injunction, holding that the regulation was in accord
with MFCMA. The plan was supported by “best available data™
under the circumstances, the EIS was adequate, the ruling was
“not arbitrary or capricious,” and “the Secretary and the Council
made a good faith effort to fulfill the mandate of the act”

In 1982, the relationship between federal and state regulation
was further defined in Andemson Seafoods, Inc. v. Graham (529
F. Supp. 512, N.D. Fla) in which Anderson Seafoods sought
an injunction to forbid Florida 1o enforee its law prohibiting taking
of food fish “without the waters of” the state with a purse seine
or possessing food fish so taken, claiming federal preemption.
Ruling against Anderson, the court held that MFCMA allows
exercise of state police power where there is no conflict with federal
fishery regulation, the vessel is registered in the state, and the
state’s legitimate interest in the fishery justifies effect of its regularing
fishing in the FCZ However, other court decisions have raised
questions about the limits of statz interest in fishery protection,
In Bethell v. Florida (741 F 2d 1341, 11th Cir., 1984), the court
overturned the conviction of fishermen arrested 8 miles outside
Florida's territorial sea for possession of illegal fish traps. It held
that the state must prove intent to use the traps within territorial
waters. In writing that decision, the court referred to a Florida
Supreme Court decision {Southeastern Fisheries v. Department
of Natura] Resources, 453 So. 2d 1351, Fla 1984) which held
that state law was preempted by MFCMA in the FCZ More
recently, two cases illustrate the greater power of oil companies
over that of states and environmentalists. In 1984, California v.
Secretary of Interior (104 S. Ct. 656), the Supreme Court nuled
that oil lease sales in the OCS are not subject to state review.
In Exxen v. Fischer (CV No. 84-2362, C. D. Cal Oct 11, 1985)
the Court found that oil exploration did not have sufficient effect
on a thresher shark fishery. These recent developments do not
bode well for fishery protection.

Pethaps the most intriguing case on the jurisdiction issue is
last year’s Flonda v. Fugene Raifield, et al (515 So. 2d 283).
Raffields company processed fish legally taken off Louisiana’s
coast and trucked to Florida, and was cited for posssssion of
fish taken with the use of “a purse seine, purse gill net, or other
net using rings other devices on the lead line thereof” (FS 370.08,
3). The Guif County Court (where Raffields firm is located)
determined on June 30, 1986 that MFCMA preempted Florida’s
right to regulate commercial fishing outside its terntorial waters.
However, the Florida Court of Appeal (515 So. 2d 283) on October
20, 1987 reversed that decision. Citing Bayside (supra), New York
ex rel, Silz v. Hesterberg (211 U.S. 31; 29 S, Ct. 10, 2 L Ed
75, 1908) and State v, Millington which banned the importing
of undersized shrimp into Florida (377 So. 2d 685, 688, Fla. 1979),
the court held that without “possession” provisions, conservation
laws would be unenforceable.

Enforcement Of The MFCMA

The evaluation of how fishery regulations are being enforosd
constitutes a *black hole” in the literature on fishery management.
There are numerous decisions by federal and state courts upholding
authority of enforcement officers to board and inspect vessels for
compliance with fishing regulations (for examples see Kenney v.
Kirk, 212 so. 2d 296, 1968; State v. Casal 410 So. 2d 152 which
cites 459 U.S. 821; Fulford v. Graham, 418 So. 2d 1204, 1982).

There is an interesting federal case, Jones v. Gordon, 621 F
Supp. 7), in which Greenpeace (and State of Alaska Tour Boat
Operators} sought injunction against NMFS (with Sea World as
codefendant) alleging that NMFS violated its duties in not requiring
an EIS for a permit to capture up to 10 killer whales and do
research on up to 90 more near the southeast coast of Alaska
On January 16, 1986, the court agreed that NMFS [aillure to
require an EIS for interfering with 100 out of an estimared 300
ammals in the face of uncenainty of environmental impact and
wiknown risk to the species was a violation of the NEPA 42
U.5.C. S4321. On June 18, 1986 the court upheld an appeai by
NMFS (No. 853739 9th Cir) with an exception thar NMFS
was to reconsider its decision not to prepare an EIS. Although
this case involves a challenge to permitting, it suggests that
environmental public interest groups can take enforcement agencies
10 court for failing to enforce procedural requirements of MFCMA
or the Lacy Act of 1981 (see Newel v. Baldridge 548 F. Supp
39, 1982). However, such sunts are difficult to win {Houck, 1981).

The Coast Guard is responsible for enforcing FMP% in the
EFZ I find no evaluation rescarch on how well it is performing
this function. Review of U. S. Senale hearings (Committiee on
Commeree, Saence and Transportation, 1982 and 1988) sugpests
that the war on importation of controlied substances and the
interdiction of illegal aliens competes with enforcement of fishery
regulation—perhaps to the disadvantage of the latter even though

budgeted separatety. Enforcement of regulations among forsign
fishing fleets consumes about two-thinds of the total budget for

enforcing fishery laws (1988:57). The Coast Guard has a goal
of detecting or deterring 95% of foragn violations of fishery laws
(1982:39). Its estimated success in detecting and deterring both
foreign and domestic viclations is around 50 to 75% but this
may be overly optimistic {1982:46-47). Hoagland (1985:69-71) gives
figures indicating only 10.4% of total patrol boat time is available
for law enforcement; 64.1% is either for maintenance {of 40-year-
old boats) or standby (personnel constramts). Given the federal
budget crunch, user fees for environmental protection are being
considered (Hoagland, 1985). Although there are observers on
foreign vessels in the EFZ, there are nome on domestic vessels
(Barber, 1987:16). State enforcement in the adjacent temitorial sea
probably has milar enforcement problems (McCay, [984). In
Texas waters at least 857 of illegal netting escapes enforcement
(Anonymous, April, 1983). It is not unlikely thar protected species
of of fish are ilegally taken in the EFZ and off-loaded at obscure
times and places before any enforcement official is the wiser. To
sum up the enforcement siuation: probably the MFCMA is not
fully protecting the EFZ.

The Coastal Zone Management Act And Protecting The
Estuaries

The CZMA of 1972, like the MFCMA, is a child of the late-
1960's peak of environmmental concern. It provides funding for
states to plan and administer programs for the territorial sea and
adjacent lands according to guideiines set out in the act (16 U.
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. C. 1456; sec also Christie, 1985:231-297 for overview and court
cases). Although state participation is voluntary, the stale
 bureaucrats’ thirst for federal money has spurmed participation.

Yet,stmofﬂnaamprotaxingsnmﬂcﬁsdoubtfm Wolf
{1985:9) reports that the Act’s Office of Ocean and Coastal Zone
Managemsntandoﬂ'mofstax:andiomlagenm“fmd
themselves mired in a morass of territorial jealousy, confusion,
red tape and htigation.” Citing Cape May Green, Inc. v. Warren
(698 F 2d 179, 3nd Cir. 1983), be observes that the courts have
been deferential to states and localities in their fforts to plan
for the coastal zone, exce[t where state interests ingerfere with
oil interests (Sec. of Interior v. California, 104 S. Ct. 662). There
are 2 host of court decisions supporting the planning authonty
of state and local governments (Hamann, 1986). It is subject to
legal recognition of standing, estoppie, and due process. Perhaps
ttwmostimcmtingmdstaxcplmmngpowaind:ooastal
zone is Graham v. Estuary Properties (Fla. S. Ct, 339 So. 2d
1374, 1381) which upheid protection of sensitive areas and pollution
contrel as a legitimate state COTCETNS. In that case, the developer
sought a permit to drodge and fill 2 mangrove swamp ncar Ft.
Meyers from the county commission. The Southwest Regional
Planning Council recommended that the commission deny the
permit because it would adversely affect commeereial fishing in
the adjacent bay and the developer sued. The developer won on
Sth Amendment grounds (“taking” without compensation) in the
mappeﬂamwmbmdrmmpmmmnﬂedthmdamagc
1o the general public (Le., fishermen) outweighed potential benefit
to the developer, observing that owners have no unlimited dight
wchangcthcm:nﬁalcha:mofdrirlmd.moﬁginsovf
this limitation on rights to use of property are based on the common
laws of nuisance and negligence. Although the outcome of this
hgalbankiscmuagingmgardingprmccﬁonofmuadcs,an
over-ail assessment of attacks on the estuaries is not (see Caplin,
1977; Chisoim, 1986; U. S. Coast Guard, 1986:34-15; and Atwood,
et al 1987-28-32; especially testimony of Donald F. Boesch before
a U.S. Senate hearing on Coastal Zone Management, 1987). Hays
(1987:168-170) concludes that change from the “consistency™ (with
state plans) to the “multiple use” doctrine has shifted implemen-
wtion of CZMA in favor of business interests, Generally, these
interests have sucoessfully attacked state protection of the CZ
through the preemption clause of the Constitution (Granite Rock
v. California Coastal Commission 768 F. 2d 1077 th Cir., 1985,
appeal No. 85-1200, 1985; also Chemical Waste Management Inc.
v. Baldridge No. 86624 D.D.C. June 4, 1986). However, in Norfolk
Southern Corp., et al. v. Oberly, et al. (632 F. Supp. 1225 D.
DeL 1986, appeal pending 86-5322 3rd Cir. May 7, 1986) it was
ruled that when the secretary of Interior approved Delaware’s
CZMP, that state’s law was immune from the Commerce Clause.
However, it is hard 10 be optimistic when NOAA has backed
off defense of the CZ following a White House directive of Jupe
6, I%Mngﬂaﬁnnndin&rfmuﬁthmﬁngdrnaﬁon‘s
energy needs (Eichenberg, 1987).

The politics of protecting one cstuary are very complex (se¢
Figure { from Rhodss, 1986). A local man in the business of
collecting marine specimens for research laboratories may have
summed up Florida's coastal sitvation more poignantly (f not
as elegantly as academicians). “Planing commissions rubber-stamp
developers proposals ... environmentalists have to fight with theis
own money while the Corps of Engineers is on the side of the
by termites, and the legislature says “well save this little strip of
Zreen marsh’ . the whole coastal environment is going down
the tube very rapidly” {Apalachicola Times, 1976).

Some Thoughts On Courts As Defenders Of The
Environment

Defenders of the ecosystem have often been disappointed with
the outcomes of public interest suits. Rogers (1986; Vol. 1227,
Vol 119} notes that none of the air pollution cases and ony
one out of three clean water cases have been victories for
environmentalists. The courts have besn a better friend of fishery
management i the EFZ than in the CZ primarily because of
the general tendency of federal courts to support federal agency
decisions {assuming there are no critically powerful interest groups
like oil or chemical cartels challenging agency rulings). Rhodes
and Christie (1987) have contrasted the ideology of the court system
with its realities of cperation and raised questions about the courts’
bias in favor of business and political intersts over preserving
the environment. They note (1987:4) that less than 1 percent of
all cases coming to trial before federal courts are environmental
issues, Judges as a group have neither the mind-set nor the expertise
that woukd make them dependable friends of the ecosystem (Oakes,
1977; Jasanoff and Nolkin, 1981; Rhodes and Christie, 1987).
Basically, their strategy is to bounce tough environmental problems
back to the agency or the Congress (see cases cited abave). Also,
lower-level courts are vulnerable to political pressure. The judge
who affirmed indian treaty rights in the Payallup salmen fishery
against organizations representing 6,600 commercial fishermen and
280,000 licensed recreationa! fishermen was soundly defeated in
the next slection (Brun, 1982:283). The implication of this review
is that passage of legisiation in defense of the marine environment
is a first step in protecting the marine environment and the small-
scale fishermen who depend on it. Contrary to ideology, the courts
are not invulnerable to pressures from powerful business interests,
Defenders of the ecosystem need to win the general public’s
attention and support and translate that support into stronger
protective jegislation and adequately funded and agency-committed
enforcement of fishery and coastal-zone reguiation,
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Figure 1. Conflicting Interest and Factors Affecting

Apalachicola Bay
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COMMUNITY-ORIENTED ANALYSIS:
VIEWING POLICY ALTERNATIVES FOR THE
GULF COAST REGION

Dennis L. Soden
University of West Florida

ABSTRACT

It is increasingly apparent that the coastal region of the Gulf
of Mexico is invoived in a struggie about how best to manage
thcimportantooastalresoummthccorcofmisimx
isastrugg!cbroughlaboutbyhrmsﬂd!and—andwaﬂ-
usepaﬂmuwiﬁchamo&cna:oddswithexisﬁngstandards.
As the gulf coast region continués to develop, it may be
assumned that public attention will focus upon proper land-
and water-use policies aimed at balancing preservation and
dcvdopnrnLThispapumstwothmeﬁmlﬁamorks
which will guide regulation and poiicymaking: the “commons
model” and “New Resource Economics.” This research
proposes that a commumity-based approach be employed
a5 one viable alternative for policymaking and management
as they relate to Guif Coast resources.

Introduction

Incrminglyitisappmmtthmlhc&ﬂfochﬁm'sCoastal-

Regioma:cmvotvedinastmgl:abmuhowwh&tmmgc
mercgion’sixnponalnooasta]mmmemreonhism
are increased land and water-use patterns which are often at odds
with past or existing standards. The Gulf Coast region is onc having
two reputations. At onc extreme, cvery effort is being made to
pmdnpnshncandmpoﬂnammlmmnmmmywh
atiributes unique to the Guif Coast (i¢., Apalachicola National
River Estuarine, Big Cypress National Preserve, Padre Island
National Seashore). At the other extreme, the Guif Coast has opened
its doors to development both offshore, witnessed by the oil industry
present off the coasts of Lowsiana and Texas, and onshore,
evidenced by the plethora of condominium and gulfside
developments lining the coastlines in many locales from Brownsville,
Texas to Key West, Florida. As population continues to increase
in this portion of the Sunbelt, new demands arc beng placed on
our coastal resources; problems which many contend will areste
widespread problems for the coastal environment of the Gulf of
Mexico (O'Connell, 1985; Chasis, 985). As this probiem develops,
it can be assurned that public attention will increasingly focus upon
proper land and water use policies aimed at balancng both
preservation or developmental interests. Thus, it is timely to assess
theorescal frameworks which will guide regulation and policymak-
ing as part of our search for a viable futurc on the Guif Coast.
Such a future is one in which development is nurtured, wiile the
character of the region’s valuable nanural resources i3 maintained.
This paper is a first step in assessing the present period—a peniod
of transition—which s cocurring on the Guif Coast. This ransition
can be characterized as a scarch for an appropriate balancs between

economic development, paramount to the growth and vitality of
and much of the economy, in fact, i3 based. This paper is far
from definitive. The ficld of coastal zope policy is very complex,
imuﬂ'mdplinaryamidominaxcdbyimuiochngs:tsofmhnm
scientific, legal, social, political and economic considerations. A grasp
of the availablc approaches for reaching the fimure can, however,
be obtained. The basic policy issues arc not exceedingly difficult
toamlyze,axﬂwhentechnimllyoomplcx,sdﬂuotbcyondthc
kmddrpnﬂpublic(see.forexamph.smm':’alnum
arenas of coastal zone policy important to the Gulf Coast are
considered in this paper. First, the potential for conflict which exists
as part of coastal zone use and development will be addressed.
Second, a consideration of the two major management COncEpts
which are predominant in the curremt natural resource and
environmental policy literature is undertaken. Third, a management
cormptformzﬁnm\:‘safcdwdopmﬂn‘ofmemgion‘snam:al
resources—a commiunity-based model, based on the work of Stephen
B. Mumme and Helen Ingram will be forwarded, as an alternative
forpoﬁcymakingandmanagenrntmlaﬁvcmGulfCoumoum
Lamly,impﬁmﬁomforﬁmermdlmﬂbeforwm

Paotential Conflicts Among Resource Users

Changes which have impact on coastal resources in the Guif
Coast can be considered in relationship to the conflict which exists
when one use is i ible with one or more other uses.
Historically, the largely available and high quality of coastal resources
has been taken for granted. Times, however, have changed. In
short, both: the available quantity and the relative quality may be
in short supply in the not-too-~distant future.

Because of the evolution which is occurring in most of the Guif
Coastrcg'on,oonsidu‘ablepotmﬁalforco:ﬂliaamongoompeﬁng
resource users exists. Figure [ displays some coastal resource uses
which may come in conflict. While Figure 1 oversimpiifies, it does,
resouree managers in the Gulf Coast region must be made aware
of. The celis in Figure 1 indicate the impact of a particular use
monahcrusm.llishnpomnttom(cthmcm:swhz’chm
immnpaﬂ:iewilhcsdw(her;ﬂmemttcmwlmthegtﬂm
mﬂhmykmmmmsdﬁdyam&cﬁw
chart, and there may be disagreement with some cells or envisioned
impwswhichmnotnommmmisnottoimptymm
Wmmmmm_mmodmmmﬁphmm
smply to underscore likely conflicts. “Compatible or beneficial”
wses may be viewed as consumptive or non-consumptive.
Cammp&wmmﬂmwhﬁhmminagmﬂaﬂy
non-renewabic way; removing it from its natural state and not
mhmmmfmmmmmmmm
would use the resource and immediaely return it to its onginal
gate. Use of coastal waters via the Intracoastal Waterway s a
nom-consumptive use, as is beach recreation Consumptive uses
tend to coaflict with one another and, more oftem than not, nof-
wmmpmtmmxmofthcsenmpaﬁsdcpmdsmmaﬂy
on the quantity of the resource utilized. If non-consumptve uses
are maximized, it i obvious that they will be in confiict with
consumptive uses. Further, non-consumptive uses may be
imompaﬁbbwithaﬂlothﬂ'(ie.drmofcoastalwmsfor
wastewmdisposal'uhamﬂiummuﬁmorpmuvaﬁo:ﬁst
goals within the same area).

lemmﬁmmﬁeamfmmm
essence of the conflit which ingeasingly characterizes resource
manag:nmmtthuHCoat.Thammofsimaﬁomin
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inpapuhﬁon,dm:ognphyandwmouﬁcdcwhpmﬂuwhjnh“&ll
force changes in the usc of many of our natural resources.
Simmitaneously, parallel changes are occurring in the institutional
mechanisms designed to manage our natural resources and the
environment. For the Guif Coast, the critical question may well
mmmmwmmmmmmpﬁmm
time to resolve conflict likely to arbe among new and competing
ugers i &n era of transiion? The answer to this question clearly
km:asilyanahnd.mkhgit,hom,pmvidﬁaspdngbomd
for consideration of management alternatives. Alternatives by which
m@mmmummmAmd
management for the resources of the Guif Coast requires a

academic, a *theoretical thrust” to direct policymaking In the next
m.adMOndﬂrmdoﬂmmmmudﬁme
which are used in the natural resource policy arena today are
examined in light of the Guif Coast experience. By reviewing these
Frameworks 2 sense of alternative futures for use and development
of coustal resources may be obtained. Without consideration of
these policymaking and planning alternatives a primitive and
incomplete view of the issue is obtamed.

Appeoaches to Coastal Water Resource Management:
Contending Views

A central issue concerming the use and development of narural
resources in the the Guif Coast region, 28 in any other, is the
need to develop consistent analytical devices. Put another way,
it is paramount that a “gameplan” be formulated for resource use
and development. I this section two of the more cormmeonly used
resource management frameworks are reviewed. Followmng this,
nthitdﬁmk'spmfawmdin]iginot‘drlmiqmsodah
economic and political characteristics which hold in much of the
Guif Coast region. This exercise may seem frivolous or trivial to
m,mm,mwwmmmdmmam
could become one of the most serious problems we face regionally
in the next decade can steps in the right direction may be taken.
The two models reviewed include: first, the model of the *Commons™,
and: scoond, the private ownership approach labeled “New Resource
Econormics” by scholars in the fiekd. In response to these a derivative
of the populist approach caled commumity-based management will
be proposed as an alternative for namural resource manageTnenit
for the region’s future.

The Counnrons Madel

One consideration of resource development and protection brings
to light the classic questions of equitable choice—namely, who pays
and who doesn? pay for development or protection, pollution and
@mmmmmmumm
here, the “common property resourcs” belonging to the Gulf Coast
commumity & the st of natural resources, both onshore and offshore,
ﬁrd:vdopumorprmcctjmdwhid;mpoﬁﬁczﬂybuﬂor
cost all or none, m onc way or another. The attainmemt of
commumity-wide benefits requires that disproportionate costs be
bumbymn:dﬁmm,whﬂexu:smﬁnrmhm&ﬁts

accrue to some rather than to others. The decision to undertake
management of coastal resources is based on a betief in the common
proputyaspm,nmly,thmmhd&mnhasadginmm
of some portion of a potentially diminishing resource. The decision
to avoid what we have come to know, in natural resource and
other policy fields, as a “Tragedy of the Commons” (Hardin, 1968)
s a situation where “the remoncless working of thing leads
individuais, acting in their own best interest, to producc joint
consequences niot in their long-term interest.! The natural resources
of the Gulf Coast are an excellent example of a commons, in
as much as: (1) ownership of the resource is subject to many COmINON
ownership characteristics (ic., the shared beaches, bays and rivers,
ortheshaﬂngofgromﬂwmpmh);(z)a]mgenumbaofm
AT EXSTCHING | rights to the resoturce {Le., through public
mﬁghtsorp:rmitsystm);ﬁ}mothﬂmhaﬂcmdfwﬁvdy
control the activites of others without utilization of specified
instructional mechanisms (ie., the court system), and; (4) in the
long-term, total demand upon the rescurce will exoeed the capacity
of the commeon resource to provide benefits (Hardin, 1968).

In the case of a commons dilemma, recognition of a pending
crisis within the arca eventually triggers community decisions 10
formulate plans and to iniuate development of commons
management institiitions as a way of responsibly managing the
available resources for the “benefit of the community”™. Presently,
the characteristic “commons™ nature of Gulf Coast resources has
been only partially recognized. A few efforts to achieve collective
action among regional neighbors to avert Hardin' predicted
“tragedy” exist, however as a whole there is a paucity of regional

cooperation.

If institutional measures designed to protect the rgion’s nanmal
resoumees from overusc are not implemented, the commons will
be exhausted and each individual will Jose the economic or intangible
values associated with use of the resource (Ciriacy-Wantrup, 1975).
In such a case, government intervention at the stale, interstate-
regional, as well as local levels, is required to prevent overuse and
excess degradation of the resource. The Commans Model is popular
and intuitively makes sense. It has a long and rich history among
natural resource managers and scholars (Soden, 1988). Recently,
hom,ithmbe:nchalhngadbyamwwaveofﬁuannwhidi
also focuses upon institutional needs required for the management
of scarce national resources.

New Resource Economucs

The New Resource Economics scheol of thought has been
characterized by one commentator as “an almost bbertarian
outpouring of market-oriented recommendations” for allocating
natural resources (Griffin, 1984), From the New Resource
Economics perspective shortages of natural resources and condlicts
about usage come about because of the lack of balance between
supply and demand, not a shortage of total available resources.
Natural resources arc treated as any other economic commodity
and proponents of the school proposc that shortages, in cither
qualityoa'qmntily,canbesolwdbymmfuﬁngdrwmmdity
from lower to higher valued uses (Andersen, 1983; Libecap, B8l
Mumme and Ingram, 1984). Proponenis of this view suggest that
the existing instintions (ie., government management, especially
at the state level) acts as an impediment to “accurate translation
of sockety's real preference”™ for resources (Mumme and ingram,
1984:1).

A recent book by Terry L. Andersen exempiifies this perspective
it discussing water TESOUrces:




Water prices have been kept below market clearing levels,

and the incvitable shortages have followed. The government

has responded by attempting to constrain demand, ration
water, and increase the available supply. Except in isolated
cases where shottages have been caused by drought and where

a cooperative community spirit have developed, efforts to

ration water have not been successful Increased water supplies

have only been possible through the construction of massive
waler projects, which have dammed many of our free-flowing
rivers and built thousands of miles of aqueducts, These projects
have been extremely costly, and it is questionable whether
funds for them will continue to be available. Without a price
und:mnhmopaaﬁngonwatnmpptyanddcmand,a’xh

situations wiil continue to arise (Andersen, 1983:5).

Andmmoneofdr‘gmn‘ofthismvmmt,prmiha
developing a free market for natural resources, whereby individual
propetty nghts would supersede state or other government’s control.?
Any‘uisis”ofnatmalmumshoﬂagcamdmltwithmdcnhe
New Resource Fconomics approach by having prices sufficently
attractive to bid resources away from owners whose uses are of
low value.

This Literature adopts very strong value positions at odds with
much of traditional thinking about most of our natural resources
(Sex, for example, Cahn, 1978; Nash, 1982). Considering coastal
resources as a commodities which can be privately traded is,
obviously, in sharp contrast to the long-standing notions that they
are common goods or public goods, with special characteristics
meeting needs which are not ically” dealt with in market
transactions (Soden and Vreeland, 1988), Further, the New Resource
Ecenomics recommendation seriously threatens the inteest of some
poor, rural groups who view control over natural resources as
essential to community security, setf-determination, and cubture and
lifestyie. Much of the Gulf Coast region, it can be contended, is
represented by communities with these attributes.

This study takes exception to the basi assumptions of New
Resource Economics with respect to Guif Coast resources and
suggests that the commons model has greater validity. The commons
maodel in conjunction with an alternative framework—community-
based management-may proved a means more amenabie to the
communities of the region, It is also useful to note that New Resource
Economics gained political appeal at the same time 2 the
beneficiaries of federal intervention (money supply to large scale
developrent projects) have shifted. In addition, the New Resource
Fconomics school may be expected to outline the economic and
the political movement (ie., Reaganomics) which hastened its rise
and visibility. As Stephen Mumme and Helen Ingram suggest

It is widely conceded that the era of (natral resource)
development has given way to one of management where
availabie (resources are) reaflocated among nsers rather than
new supplies being developed, Few new projects are being
authonzed which serve the interest of developmental
constituencies (Mumme and Ingram, [984:4, cmphasis
added).

We are cntering a period where other interests who have not

iously shared in the benefits of federal projects are beginning
or need o begin to assert themselves. More specifically, as demands
arc pressed close upon available supplies, coastal regions may
be seen as having the necessary resources to alleviate crises
elsewhere. Are the resources of the Gulf Coast threatened?
Inasmuch as 75 percent of the nation is expected to Live within
50 miles of the coast by 1990 (Milleman, 1986), it is apparent that
the demands on the rlatively sparsely populated Gulf Coast will
be accelerated. New Resource Economics proposes that we transfer

instiational control to individuals and “radically decentralize

’ ing” a move which could have dramatic and perhaps
damaging implications for the region.

The which it may be sugpested is a time of transition
on the Gulf Coast Such a period may provide a useful case for
re-cvaluating New Resource Economics and to suggest an alternative
management framework for development and use of the regions
Coastal resources.

Searching for Alternatives: Community-Based Management

approach and natural resource allocation problems in the Gulf
Coast region can be demonstrated. The political plight of the many
iow-income rural communities of the Gulf Coast, and the importance
of control over their natural resourcss, can be fllustrated by drawing
parallels from John Gaverta’s work, Power and The Powerless
(1980). Gaventa discusses the lack of political power among
histotically less-advantaged communities, and the continued
economic poverty wioch prevails in much of the Appalachian
Mountain region in the southern U.S. Gaventa sees three aspects
of political power for kess-advantaged commumities: (1) that the
panicipatiuinpoliti:sish'nﬂ'wﬁwmrmnsrdaﬁngmalack
of economic resources, lack of political skills, poor political strategy
and failure to build support; (2) they are exchuded form channels
of participation by existng biascs in the political system, values
of diite decision-makers or procedural tiases within the political
sym:and,(S)thcymexdudedmthmecommmiﬁes
themsetves aocept the policy norms of the prevailing sysiem as
their own, contrary to their material and cultural interest, and thus
sgmm.Gama'sexphmﬁomhavebmumdwmﬂyd:poﬁtim
of water use in the westiern United States, particularly the water
crisis which has come to the fore on the numenous Indian reservations
in the Southwest (Ingram and Mumme, 1984; 1985), as well as
water issues in the Appalachian mountains (Soden, 1987b).

Gaventas first explanation empbasizes the importamce of
economic and political resources as & basc of political power and
influence. The natural resources of the Gulf Coast have long standing
poﬂﬁmlandowmnﬁcvahxs.ﬂnﬂn.mnlmmdmdy
linked to political cohesion and cails for foroeful government action
(Sodm.l%S;ancandlnmm,l%;l%S;PhauﬂLovrich,
1980; Steel, Soden and Steger, 1988).

The naturai resources of the the Gulif Coast region are not
commodities which are absemt of special meaning for coastal
commmmjﬁes,btnamindecda‘diﬁ'm”saofmwith
effects and significance beyond their material vajue. At the core,
coastal resources can be described as “fundamental social resourees”™,
Natural resources provide the social characteristic of coastal
commumities and the link to economic and political power, social
wﬂfamandeqtﬁiy,mmmﬁysean'hy,aﬂnnlcolﬂbu,andﬂ:
nature of economc and social change within a community (Murome
and Ingram, 1984:36). Along this linc of ressoning, Robert and
Eva Hunt conclude that *...there is a strong case to be made for
a linkage berween controf over (natural) resources and control over
other decisions in the local unit® (Hunt and Hunt, 1976).

Other findings by resesrchers in the natural resource and
environmental poticy field point to the connection between controt
over natural resourves and leveds of pubiic participation (Hutchinson,
et al,, forthcoming, Mass and Andersen, I978; Ingram, ct. al, 1980;
Pitrce and Doerkson, 1976). In studying rural cornmunities, control
over natural resource use and development has been recogrized
as a strong incentive which obtains political cobesion. The most



powerful conclusion which has cnerged from a number of case
studies of rural natural resource issues is the extent to which resource
users In these commumties seek control over their destinies and
the use of their resources (Soden, 1985, 1987h).

Control over natural resouroes can be a primary source of political

power, ofganization, and political participation for low income rural

wmmmmummmmngandmnfomgtmsoomlxshkdyw

be crucial for survival or development of some communities, and

smmpmambaelmmwhnhmmmmmmhﬁhpohnml

influence and pursue economic development vital to their

community’s mterest whether those interests be monetary of nov-
in value.

Gaventat seccond explanation for the lack of poiitical power
of poor niral communities reiates to the bias of political instinutions
particularly a5 biases affect what issues are placed upon the political
agrada for solution. There does not exist, nor is there a major
effort to impose a single regulatory system over the pation’s or
the region’s nanmral resources, whether coastal or upland, although
efforts to move in this direction do exist. The federal rule in the
area of natural msource policy has historically been limited to
ensuring rights exist to support federal projects such as the major
water projects of the west (Le., Colorado River Basin) or the flood
control projects of the east (e, T.V.A). Stale instintions, laws
and regulations predominate, but their focus, more often than e,
5 on ways to enhance the large population centers. As in other
parts of the nation, state boundarncs and institutions often do not
serve the broader needs of the region The area which includes
northern Idabo's panhandle, western Montana and castern
Wahngtmsmexamphdamﬁmwnsthcmhndm
in the Northwest) which mabtains unique regional concemns
unattended to by potitical instinmions of both the state and federal
governments designed 1o service the area Likewise, it might safely
be sugpested that a Gulif Coast regionalism exists and that as a
regon the Gulf Coast is often overlooked or at least its unique
sct of natural resources are not recognized by the political institutions
which govern them. As a resuit, policy making and planning at
both the stae and federal levels often may involve decisions which

mﬁmummmmummmm

This s &5 far from the top of the poiitical agenda. Given
the nature of the multipie agenda which exist in environmental
politics about natural resource usage (Soden, 1986) the resuit may
that when the issues of use and development do rise to top
the agenda they will not be framed in 2 way which proves
bereficial to the region. This appropriately wmroduces Gaventa's
third face of power.

Gmaxplmthmpowuﬁ peopic tend to be highly
dependent and susceptible to the “internalization of value of the
dominant * Put another way, they accept the definitions of political
mality as offered by the dominant classes or povernmental
instiutions (Gaventa, 1980:17). Until recently, the majority of the
development in the Gulf Coast region has been framed in terms
of “economic development” or *pork barrel” whereby federal and
staie povermgnent moneys were made available 1o locafities wiich
had political support and a “worthy project™ In general,
environmental quaiity and natural resowroe preservation have been
noo-ssues mainly on the grounds that the time was not ripe for
their politicalization.
leythepohmlmhyschmmﬁmm

Economics would suggest use of an economic officency criterion

as the governing process. Viewed from Gaventa's perspective, a
set of normative tenets, such as those of New Resounce Economis,
to the extent to which they prevail or act as puideposts m the
larger political systern, may “well underwrite the exclusion of low
income rural commurities from participation in the policy process,”
perpetuating political and economic relation among a core {urban-
metropolitan) and its periphery (rural poor).

Since Graham Allison’s (1971) seminal study of the Cuban Missile
Crisis, political scientists have recognized that the choice of
framework for evaluation of political alternatives is far from bemign.
Instead, the choie of analytic framework influences the interests
the values and conclusions drawr. The application of New Resource
mwmmdmm}wmﬂm
biases the definition of public interest in property rights and
disregards the non-mobilized rural poor. Ingram and Murnme (1984;
1985) have proposed in their studies of Indian communities in
the southwestern United States, that a different, more comrounity-
orented mode of analysis would be more appropriate. Table 1
lustrates the charactenistics of the community-onienited mode as
compared with the New Resource Economics.

Community-oriented analysis relies heavily upon political and
burcaucratic approaches to policymaking While rational action
based models such as New Resource Economics have proved useful,
as Allison notes (1971:5), “there is powerful evidence that it must
be supplemented, if not supplanted, by frames of reference that
focus on the governmental machine—the organization and political
actors involved in the policy process.”

Ingram and Mummes community-based approach recognizes
the group rather than the individual as the basic wnit of interest
(Mumme and Ingram, 1984:29), This fits the issue of natural resource
management which historically, cven in the most ripanan-type
situations, has been regarded as a community or “common” resource.
have evolved strong traditions of community conirol over natural
resourees stemming from the desire to maintain the integrity of
the social and economic community. In these communities
comrmumity control seeks protection from inordinate injury resulting
form the actions of individuals, to promote values which pertan
specifically to the community proper, and to prevent alienation
of natural resources from the cornmunity as a whole. This point
has clearty emerged at some points in time having been expressed
cyclically in natural resource politics (Downs, 1972, Soden 1986,
1987b). Consequently, it can be expected to return as the “stakes™
become higher.

The collective mode of analysis is obviously far more emotional
and symbolic rather than purcly objective and material In ths
regard, natural resources are valued by communities not primanly
for the economic return, bat for what it means for the seaumty

The community-oriented perspective on coastal resource
management relies on the notion that rationality i a socal and
political process of collective evolution, consent and action. From
one commumity to another this process may vary considerably,
ranging from “informal councils 10 the establishroent of task forces
and natural resource management districts” (Murmme and Ingram,
1984:30). Whatever the form, this collective action essentially serves,
tovaryh:gdegmes,m:individmlimmmofﬂrmnhmcfﬂ:
commumty, Communiry values arc reanforced in the process,
galvanizing the citizenry as well as providing the potental for
mnovation and adaptation by the community body.



The basis for decision-making in the community-oriented analysis
model emphasizes reciprocity, sharing and cooperation; in contrast
10 market procedures, which reward egorstic pursuit of one’s own
interests. In the community-oriented model altruistcc values tend
to provide the glue for community bonds. Systems of mutual
cooperation “encourage individual participation and responsibility,
mutual trust, and nurture a sense of security and equity with the
community” (Ingram and Mumme, 1984:31). The result 15
diminished conflit and increased social cobesion within the
community itsetf,

Participation is not seen simply as a cost to the individual, but
as an opportunity for individual development and strengthening
of community bonds. “Empowerment” is the term Gaventa proposes
for the solidarity fostered by recprocal, cooperative relations. As
a collective body, communities have the strength to hang omto
their natural resources and to distribute them in ways more serving
to their social, as well as, economic goals (Maas and Andersen
1978:368). Repeatedly; studies have shown that nural communities,
when they perceive threats to their natural resources by actions
of outside actors behave in this way (Soden, 1985);, Maas and
Andersen, 1978; Mumme and Ingram, 1984; 1985).

Contrary to New Resource Economics® distrust of government
and politics in natural resource management, a community-based
approach views politics and administrative procssses as esseritial
As Ingram and Mumme note, low income rural communities and
rural areas outside the political mainstream face political and market
challenges to their resources, by those seeking to secure abstract
entitlements; or otherwise eniarge their resource base. By being
outside the political mainstream, they lack the economic clowt to
achieve these results through the marketplace {Mumme and Ingram,
1984:32). There are many communities along the Gulf Coast who
are often removed from mainstream politics and econormcally non-
competitive, Subsequently, they must fearn to use their commumity
solidarity as a resource, participate in the political and administrative
systern, lobby, negotate and influence political outcomes. Poiitical
activism and coikctive action is no panacea, indeed it entails nsk,
but it does afford the possbility of building on the basic political
resources of heretofore non-mobilized nural communities to acineve
greater equity.

Conclusions

In reviewing the conflict among resource use and development
which may arise in the Guif Coast region, it is apparent that natural
mommmmmnbeoommhmﬂysdmommmwmakm
and policymakers view natural resource issues, coastal
issues, as part of the political agenda in the Gulf, bt do not always
accord the same salience as other issues,

Historically, coastal resources have been viewed as a comimons
in many areas, but more recently have been challenged by free
market economists through the literature of New Resource
Economis. The New Resource Fconomics movement proposes
to alleviate resowrce management problems by radically decen-
tralizing control over decision-making by cmploying market
mechanisms. If these proposals gain wide support, the interests
of rural communitiss—politically and economically poor—could be
advusdyaﬂ‘eaed.Th:spaperhasmnmndthepohwmoddof
the commons and proposes that a commumity-oriented process
under assumptions of collective action will best seyve the long term
interests of residents and communites of the Guif Coast beteer
than will New Resource Economics in managing natural resources.

In many areas of the Gulf Coast, natural resources comprise
& “fundamental social resource”. Globally, socal values such as
mmtyeqmyandcommunuysctf—du:rmnmmnhawbcmmom

imporant than economic efficiency, particularly in the long-term
management of natural resources. Successfully laying caim to and
managing socially and community binding natural resources is a
challenge and an opportunity for the less advantaged of the region,
sspecially as the qurrent legal system attendant to property rights
undergoes pressures. For the people of the Gulf Coast, partcipation
i the legal and political process necessary Lo secure “their™ resources
mnheapromsofcmpowunmtmthcpmsempohumlmmn-

ment, empowerment unattainable under the scheme of New
Resource Economics.

The proposal or prescription of a community-oriented frame-
work, by which collective action to protect the region’s resources
emerges, can be a first step in the process of securing a viable
future for the region, as it relates to coastal resources. The
community-hased proposal draws on the insights of experienced
scholars like John Gavemta, Helen Ingram and Stephen Mumme,
to better help us understand the political, administrative and
economic processes which may parallel experience in the coastal
resource issues area when regional residents are short on political
and economic clout. Hopefully, laying a framework for
establishment of policy direction at the subnational level as we
search for our future in the Gulf Coast.

Notes

1. The Garret Hardin example (1968) is the best known of the
conventional views on thinking about common property. Hardin
tedls a parable about a pasture that is open for use by all with
no mestrictions. Each person granng livestock on the pasture
looks only at the private benefits and costs of grazing. All the
additional benefits of adding an additional animal 1o the pasture
arc captured by the owner of the animal, while the costs of
reduce forage are spread 1o all users. The results are overgrazing
and the depletion of the commons.

2 The New Resource Economics: The Relevance of Iis Core
Concepts. Fundamental to the New Resource Economics
crioque of comemporary US. nanural resource policy i a set
of assummptions derived form wilitarian socai thought These
notions are currently expressed as basic principles of public choice
and micro-cconomic theory, They inchude: (1) reducing collective
decisions to individual choios; (2) a utilitarian concept of
rationality involving the ranking of valuc preferences and
consistency of choicss to maximize values; (3) exchange
agreements armong individuals (coniracts and markets) to adjust
individual interests while equitably and efficently satifying social
wdfarcruqtmunmm.md(4)ahagﬂykmmudrohforgommuu
regulation of market processes, functionally restricted to enforcing
the legitimacy of a contract iegally made through oﬂi:ally
sanctioned procedures. These precepts are interactve
mutually renforcing.
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Table [. Alternative Frameworks For Analyzing Water Policies and Institutions

New Resource Community Onented
Economics Analysis

Bagis of the Interest Individual Group or Collective

Nature of the Interest Material and Quantifiable Affective and and Symbolic

Basis of Decision Making Instrumental to Support and Maintenance
Maximizing Individual Benefit of Institutions; Conformity to Norms

and Practices

Mode of Interaction Strategic Action to Rexiprodity, Shaning and Cooperation
Maximize Private Interest

Participation A Cost Incurred In An Intrinsic Good That
Obtaining Relevant Information Increases Sense of
10 Make Individual Belonging; Community
Exchanges Self-Determination

Arenas for Action Markets and Individualized Politics and Administrative
Exchanges Processes

Source: Murnmme and Ingram, 1984

Figure 1. Potential Conflicts Among Coastal Resource Uses
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FISHERY ALLOCATION:
TO THE FISH CATCHERS OR THE
FISH EATERS?

Linda Lampl
T.A. Herbert & Associates, Inc.
Tallahassee FL 32302

ABRSTRACT

Fishery allocation issues generally focus on the most visible
users: sport fishermen, who use the resource for pleasure,
and commercial fishermen, who use the resource for profit
Such an approach to divvying up the fish ignores the
“invisible” users, such as the non-fishing consumers, who
depend on commercial fishermen for market access to the
common resource. This paper uses the 1986-87 “redfish”
ssue in the Guif of Mexico and Flonda to cxplore the
long-term ramifications of allocating fishery resources
exclusively to those individuais who have the time, money,
and inclination to harvest their own protein.

Broadly stated, the reguiation and control of fishery resources
are associated with and are influenced by a wide range of concepts
and uses that reflect human values and opimons. Fisheries can
be conserved, expioited, and developed. Some human groups value
fish as a source of food, while others view the resource as a source
of income, and still others associate fish with leisure or sporting
activities. Fishery resourves also may be used to enhance the prestige
or status of individuals, particularly those who hawe access to
rcguialorypowerortospeqahzedknowhdgz,egﬁsherymamgets,
biologists, and other professionals, inchuding anthropologists and

sociologists.

Fishery conflicts, therefore fishery issues, are bormn at the
intersection of these differences in values.

This paper examines a singie component in fishery conflicts
— the issue of allocation — or, simply put, who gets the fish
I will use what is known in coastal states around the Guif of
Mexico as the “redfish issue,” which seemed to spring fully grown
from the blackened skillet of New Oricans Chef Paul Prudhomme
in 1985-86. After presenting an overview, with an emphasis on

Florida management, I will consider the following components
of allocation:

* the users and the uses, real and potential

* how the users gain access (o the common resource

* why users are ailocated a share of the resource or excluded
from the resource

‘howdoﬂ:uscrsgmnmtomformanonmgmﬂmgm
allocation dacisions, therefore power in the process.

The long-term imphcations of allocation issues aleo are discusead

Redfish 19861987

For the uninitiated, redfish (Scizenops oceiflatus) have been
harvested commercially in the United States since the 18th century.
Redfish are harvested in the Atlantic Ocean as far north as
Charieston, South Carolina Traditionally the preponderance of
commercial landings are from the Gulf coast area. Gulf redfish
are also landed in Mexico.

The redfish is a coppery color and is casily distinguished by
a single black spot at the base of the tail (occasionally several
spots). Depending on geographic location, the redfish is also known
26 “red drum,” which is probably the most widely used, or “channe]
bass.” The smaller, juvenile “reds” typically caught inshore are
known as “puppy reds™ or “rat reds” while the larger fish, canght
offshore in recent years are known as “bull reds.” For the record,
1 will use “redfish™ not red drum, primarily because I was
“socialized™ into the fishery in an area where the term “red drum”
is aysgned to a different species of fish.

This paper evolved from research conducted at Pine Island,
Florida, which is an estuarine island located adjacent to Charlotte
Harbor and Pine Island Sound off the mainland coast of Lee
County in southwestern Flonida. | ived at Pine Island from Apnl

through July, 1986, eonducnng participant observation research
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dedarmgthatrodfhhpopulauonsmthmcmdmlthc(}uﬂ

complained that commercial fishermen were depleting the stocks
of redfish and spotted seatrout (Woodburn 1960). In Mississippi,
a decade later, scientists conducted a three-year research program
to assess the “depiected the populations of spotted seatrout and
red drum™ after recreational fishermen compiained about
monofilament nets used by commercial fishermen (Lorio et al
1980:3).

restricted the kinds of gear that could be used to harvest redfish
for commervial purposes and in other Southeastern coastal states
gear restrictions, mimmum and maximum size of the fish, and
catch sizes were mposed.

By 1981, however, the politics of redfish had changed in the
Mndxm-thecomm:rualnﬁtmyfauadexchmou not
resiriction. The Texas legislature declared redfish and spoted
seatrout a “gamefich,” which in management circkss means that
a particular species cannot be harvested for sale. Alabama followed
ant in 1984, The redfish resource was then removed from open
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markctchanmhmthoscmmdwasaﬂommdmtbeexchlsiw
use of sport and recreational fishermen.

The same year, 1984, the Guif of Mexico Fisheries Management
Council at Tampa issued a profile of redfish in the Gulf of Mexico,
indicating that it would not be nooessary to prepare a management
plannortomgulamﬂ:emdﬁshrcsoumcmthccxcimivcwonomic
zone (EEZ) at that time (NMFS 1986). Two years later, however,
afier market demand and comrmercial harvest increased with the
advcntofblackmedﬁshapla.nwasprcparaiaxme&uttarial
level By June 1986 the Secretary had imposed a 90-day, 1 million
pomﬂlhnﬁforﬂiedirmedmmmdalhawcsuﬂnﬁshetywm
dowdaﬁerﬂnquotawuﬁlhdmwmandmmaimclosul
The most recent recommendations from the Councl are to prohibit
harvest by sport and recreational and commercial fishermen in
the EEZ in the Guli. The move to restrict, if not climinate, the
commercial harvest of redfish continues in Florida and other coastat
states.

Redfish and Florida

Rﬂiﬁshhawbumconmmsialinﬂoﬁdaformomthanzs
years. A number of legislators over the introduced bills to
declare redfish a gamefish; each time the bills died. In 1983, shortly
after the Florida Marine Fisheries Commission was created 10
mmag:themksaimmﬁsheﬁm.sponsmandmmﬂonal
wmmggmtedlhattheauﬁbilttyof:heComnﬂssionwould
Iﬁngeoni:sabilityandhsudmngrmtoﬁackhdrtougher
issues. (FMFC 1983)." According to the minutes of the
Commission, redfish was one of the tougher issues. By 1985, two

Fiorida Conservation Association (FCA), is a sport/ recreational
fishing group created in 1985 by the Guif Coast Conservation
Amodaﬁon(GCCA).ThGCCAwasfomndinTcxmmlW6
«_out of a concern for the commercial fishing threat to the redfish
andspwkbd(m}tm;nmmtiomlﬁshing(ﬁﬂonandﬂoﬂmd
1984:55)."
Ulﬁmatety,ﬂrﬂoridagan:ﬁshmgmﬂaﬂonmmjcﬁed;&prﬂ
Zl%?,byﬂrGovernora:ﬂtthawahbhhaveﬁnalappmval
on all Marine Fishery Commission regulations. A subsequent
rule declared redfish off limits to all harvest, but the
ﬁslﬁywasopundbrid]ywaﬂ(wixhstrhﬁnﬁaﬁum}ind:
fall of 1987. In April, 1988, the Commission cousidered .and
nmowlymjcuedancwmmdedanmdﬁshagmn:&h
and is considering instead a proposal to limit individual recreational
ﬁshﬂmmaycarmmtdonc-ﬁshdaﬂybaglhnhandcommﬂdal
fishermen to 200 pounds per day in February, as proposed,
commercial harvest will be prohibited from March through
Januaxy‘()mdoorwritusamundthemmpmﬁuinghm,
that i sportsmen voice a preference for gamefish, at least four
of the scven commissioners will vote to eliminate the sale of Florida
redfish in months to come.

Who Gets the Fish

The trend in fishery management in coastal states appears 1o
be to restrict the harvest of redfish to sport and recreational

2

fishermen. Phrased another way, redfish is being aliocated to those
individuals who fish for sport or for their own consumption, to
those individuals who have the ime, money, geographic advantage,
and/or the inclination to harvest their own food. Indirectly, the
resource is also being allocated to the sport/recreational fishing
industry, ¢.g guides, bait and tackle shops, boat and motor
manufacturers, waterfront condominium developers, publish-
ers...the list goes on. By the same token, at least two groups of
peoples arc systematically being excluded either directly or
indirectly from the resource: commercial fishermen, its supporting
industry, and the non-fishing consumer, who depends on the
commercial industry to harvest, process, and sell the fish as food.

The key word in the preceding paragraph is indirect. The
fishermen, whether they are sport/ recreational or commercial, are
theonlygroumthathawdhunmtoﬂ:emum;aﬂodus,
includingﬂwvastaervimandprminghxdusﬂishmtonly
indirect or vicarious access. Even guides do not have direct access
o the resource: their economic access is indirect, dependent on
the sport/recreationai fishermen who buy the guides’ services.
Sitnilarly, manufacturers of sport and commercial boats have no
direct way 10 make money [rom the resource; they depend on
the fishermen who use the products; likewise, if there were no
fishermen to use the common resource, there would be no need
for the myriad of other support services, i¢. the magazines and
periodicals that depend on the fisherman for audience. Similarly,
urnon-ﬁshjngmmumlacksdimammuwmmmd
is, as noted above, dependent on the services of the fishermen.

What are the criteria jor allocation?

What is the justification for ailocating a food resource to a
certain type of user?

The Florida Marine Fisheries Commission’s “Finding of Fact,”
which was issued to support its gamefish rule, provides some insight.
htthmdingofFact,ﬂrMarimFxshcrﬁCommissionmpomd
that, from a biological standpoint, redfish were overfished, then
reasoned that ance:

1) redfish was predominantly a recreational fshery — an
estimated 88 per cent of the harvest in 1982-84 was attnbuted
to sport and recreational fishermen

2) the best use of the resource would be to prohibit sak:

3) the fishery should be managed for recreational users only.
The economic benefit to the state would be greater if the resource
were used for recreational purposes, the Comumission argued, since
recreational fishermen outnumber commercial fishermen and spend
more money to caich fish Further, it was necessary 10 prohibit
the sake of redfish in order to prevent recreational fishermen from
circumventing the daily bag limits by buying a commeraial hoense,
which is what 1 consider a sort of reverse Robin Hood approach
to fishery management: Allocate the resource to those persons
whomspendthcmoatohmfoodfordrirowncommpdon
and to those persons who are expected to disobey the laws needed
to protect the resource.

Foonomics and sheer numbers of direct users, not biology, were
the crux of the Florida redfish debate, a point that did not go
unnoﬁoedbyRobertT.Bmmn,H,ﬂwstaxcHuﬁngOﬂicuwho
overturned the rule when it was as challenged by the commerciai
fishing industry. Reading from Benton:

..The proposed rule would end the mnshore commercial

ﬁshﬂ'ynotsothataﬂmeredﬁshoomm:mialﬁshﬁmam

now harvesting (for sale to consumers) would be spared,
but in order that recreational fisherren who are alrcady
taking as much as seven eights of the total cawch could



have al the redfish taken from state waters (Division of

Administrative Hearings 1986:32).

Further, the Hearing Officer attacked the notion that access to
the fishery resource should be awarded to those individuals who
are willing, and able, 1o spend the most in terms of money and
time. Again, reading from Benton, whose Final Order is, by the
way, as entertaining as it is enlightening.

Another way to view the economic consequences of

reallocation from the commercial to the recreational sector

is to compare the relative costs of production and effickencies

of distribution. Commercial fishermen produce redfish at

an approximate cost of $.50 per pound, then introduce them

into marketing channels, where they become avaiiable to
all segments of the population. In contrast, SFI' (Sport

Fishing Institute) economist acknowledged that it costs

recreational fishermen somewhere between $19.94 and $31.37

per pound to harvest redfish, which is then available only

to the sportsman and his circie of acquaintance (1986:27).

Benton did not address, however, the “numbers™ critenon: are
there indeed more spert and recreational fishermen than there
are non-fishing consumers? An excerpt from the minutes of the
October 67, 1986, meeting of the Guif Councils Red Drum
Advisory Panel suggests, however, that sport and recreational users
believe there are more potential consurners and that this very issue
—~ legitimization of the non-fishing consumer as a user of the resource
— is viewed as a threat or competition for the resource.

The following excerpt is taken from a discussion that deals
specifically with allocation issues and with the legality of
discriminating between residents of various states (RDAP 1986:77-
78). The first speaker is a ive of the Guif Coast
Conservation Association, referenced above; the last speaker is
a guide, Beginning with the GCCA representative, I quote:

.. The (Gulf) Council’s calling for a 2) per cent escape-

ment... All right, that allocation shal be {a) fair and equitable

to all such fishermen, (b) reasonably cakeulated to promote

conservation, (c) carried out in such a manner that no

particular individual, corporation, or other entity acquires
an excessive share of such privileges. No where does it say
the consumers’ got a stake in it Once you get to a situation
where you have to allocate the take because of biological
problems, the consumers are out...

The Moderator asks: “Does anyone else have a problem with

consumers?”

To which the guide responds:

Yeah, [ do. I think he's got a very valid point I believe

that the consumer is directly tiedd to the commercial. The

consumer has no rejation to the recreational fisherman except
for self-consumption...And if we're in an effort to gather
support for any one particular swing on this thing, throwing
the consumer concerns in there is a good way to do it

Because if we're going 10 let everybody that has ever had

a piece of fish delivered to him have a say so, well, sure,

they got more people than own rods and resls. But it seems

to me that the commercial fisherman’s interest can produce

a consumer interest (through marketing)....the problem is

between those who use the resource in the real sense of

physical hands on use, not as a byproduct which is created
by one of the main two components.

Ironically, if we follow the guide’s line of reasoning, it appears
that economic issues should not be introduced into management
decisions. Nejther group has an economic advantage, sinoe the
economics of the situation are only a “by-product” of “those who
use the resource in the real sense of physical hands on use (RDAP

1986)," not the indirect users. The sport/recreational industry
“economic impact® would not count, eliminating a percetved
advantage to allocating the resource to a single user group.

Access to Information, Access to the Resource

Fishermen, both sport/recreational and commercial. have
lobbies or special interest groups to keep them informed of
impending regulatory changes. Further, outdoor writers, published
in gemeral circulation newspapers and magazines of special interest
keep sport andt recreational fishermen informed, if not inflamed.
Trade and industry publications function similariy, focusing instead
on commercial users. In addition, management groups, e.g. the
Florida Marine Fisheries Commission, maintain mailing lists and
reguiarly notify interested parties of pending actions.

Consumers are not exactly at the fore front of fishery issues.
At best, consumers are present in a “vague sense” in the fisheries
(Milier and Van Maanen 1983). Why? Do not consumers care
about the food that has become so popular, largely because of
its reported dietary benefits?

The non-fishing consumer, who has access to the resource only
through the services of the commerdal fishing industry, may be
ignorant of the entire situation, not aware that nghts to a common
resource are subject to abrogation by a management group. 1
suspect that nonishing consumers do not even know “fishery
management” exists, A prcliminary review of four Florida
newspapers in 1986 suggests that the “redfish issue™ was played
out in one of three ways in one of two arcas of the news pages.
Redfish tended to be “threatened™ or “decimated™ by commerciai
fishermen in articles published on front and city pages; blackened
redfish was a fad on food pages; and redfish were “threatened”
or “decimated” by commercial netters on outdoor pages.
Management issues and user groups were never discussed; it appears
that newspapers may assume that the redfish resource - and other
fishery resources — are owned by sport/ recreational fishermen and
commercial fishermen.

A second, more recent example is cven: more telling. The Flonda
Marine Fisheries Commission, is purging its mailing lit. As a
part of the process, survey cards have been mailed to those persons
who now receive press reieases and other commission notices.
The card requests several kinds of information including the identity
of the respondent in terms of use of the resource. There are cight
categorics which appear under the “I am..” heading These
categories reflect the user and the areas of interest. The eight possible
choices under the “I am..." column are, in descending order:

1. recreational angler

2. charter boat capt./ guide

3, journalist

4, fisheries mgr./adm

5. bait/tackle/ marina/ pier operalor

6. seafood dealer/ restanrant owner

7. diver

8. other )
Presurnably, the commercial fisherman and his/ her non-ishing
consumer customers arc “other.”

The Long Term Implications of Allocation Decisions

Access to information is access to power. [ submit that the
m-ﬁslﬁngmmmsc{mm-andmoaﬁkdythenan_on
- are powerless in the fishery management areni Non-fishing
consumers do not know they are being managed out of the common
TesOuree.
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Wha:mthcimp]imﬂomofﬂﬁstypcofpolicy,dmtaﬂm
a food resource exclusively to those individuals who have the
ﬁnn,mmy,ax\dincﬁnaﬁontohamﬂ_xcirmpmtc:p?Som
of the ramification are obvious, £.8 increasing rehance on imported
fish, foreign control of prices, supplies, and compenition from other
ﬁsh-mmunﬁngcounuiwforprotcin.Whthappensiwe,asa
nation become dependent on pelitically unstable countnes for our
fish supplies? Do we enter covenandmiiitary‘qcuom to *p!‘otca"
our access, a situation analogous to competition for foreign ol

andBt;‘;:ndtheimmcdiateissucﬁofcomp:titionforfoodrcsouree.s,
hkhﬂrwﬁwmbnkaxth:mmequortm.ﬁshqym.
Inmanyms.pa:dculadyinmdﬁsh.dzfml_nytsbmmmagagcd
asil”GmpFosta"s{l%S)‘imascoflimﬂodgood'gpgh.nto

hnutﬂlenﬂ‘yschunﬁ.anddmlybaghmns. At the same time,
however, the mguhﬁomcmourage,[oremnomicmsomm
in the aggregate of sport/recreational users, sugpesting a form
of “unlimited good™ for the sport/recreational fishing industry
which is virtually free of direct regulaﬁonmﬂnﬁsl!uymanagcmt
depeudsanafmmofunlimitedmuyimoﬂnuscofthcm.
Other components in the world view of fishery managers also
arc i For instance, do individual, transient fishermen,
eg vacationers who have “interval ownership™ of the fishery
momce.hmcamofmpomibiﬁty,a‘ﬁoahic(%na 1974),
“ 10 the mesource? Is the sense of responsibility comparabie to
that of the commercial fisherman whose way of life is embedded
in the shoreside community that is economically dependent on
the fishery?

Allocation of Flondas and perhaps the nation’s fisheries
habimally are focused on the fish catchers. | suggest that the time
has come to derail this wrong-headed notion, that the time has
come to bring all uscrs, direct and indirect, to the management
tablcforbcn:ﬁlandrcgulaﬂon;lsugg:stthmﬂmindividuals
who want and need access to fish as a food shoukl get a voice
when it comes to dividing up what is increasingly labeled a scarce
COMUTION NESOUITE,

Notes

I. In December 1988 the Florida Governor and Cabinet
approved a rule proposed by the Florida Marine Fisheries
Commission to prohibit the commercial harvest of Florda
Redish for three years.
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FISHERIES AND REGIONAL
DEVELOPMENT: CONTRADICTIONS OF
CANADIAN POLICY IN THE
NEWFOUNDLAND CONTEXT

Peter R_ Sinclair
Memorial University of Newfoundland

ABSTRACT

This paper argues that the quota and licensing strategies
of the Canadian government hinder regional development
of marginal areas of Newfoundland. These fisheries policies
have been deficient as contributors to the development of
muarginal regions in that they have focused on fishing rather
than on the full range of economic activity related to fishing,
they have been concerned with economic efficiency before
social equity; and they have piaced the interests of peopke
in marginal, fishery dependent areas too low on the list
of prionities. Two recent disputes highlight the issue - the
licensing of factory freezer trawlers and the ailocation of
scarce cod stocks 1o France. My interpretation of the limits
of Canadian fisheries policy in relation to developrment
focuses on the structural and cuitural forces in the state
that underlie policy formation.

Introduction

The central paint of this paper is that Canadian fisheries policy
hinders rather than promotes regional development of the marginal
areas that depend on fisheries, in particular rural Newfoundiand.
Although the federal government has frequently expressed concern
about the relatively impoverised condition of the countrys nral
arcas and has ailocated considerabie resources to regional programs,
Canadian fisheries policy has been implemenied with only gradging
acknowledgment of social issues and often in contradiction to
social needs. This disjunction will be documented in the paper
with reference to key events in recent fisheries management strategy.
To expiain what happened, I tumn to the stnuctural and cultural
forees that condition state action, although no existing sociological
theory of the state fits the observed experience neatly.

Following a brief consideration of existing state theory, the
paper offers an overview of the economic underdevelopment of
Newfoundland and Labrador relative to the rest of Canada and
of the place of fisheries as a source of employment. The analysis
then proceeds by setting out the general framework of fisheries
policy since the commitment to active management in {976.
Incorporated in this review of licensing and quota controls is
discussion of two recent issues, the licensing of factory freezer
trawlers and the allocation of cod to France, which serve to highlight
the basic point that fisheries policy is not directed in the first
instance to the developoent needs of Newfoundland and Labwador.
The overall picture is that of a dependent region that cannot escape
&orplmdclﬂ:velopmcntundlﬁshcriespoﬁcykﬁnk:donapdoﬁty
basis to regional issues.

State Theory: A Theoretical Foundation?

This paper anatyses how federal Canadian policies on fisheries
contradict other objectives in Newfoundland. To understand why
such a situation can occur requires a theory of the state from
which the policies emanate, Here the state refers to that set of
procedures and organizations concemned with creating, adminis-
tering and enforcing decisions that are binding on the inhabitanss
of a specified territory. Although I follow convention in referring
10 “the state™, the term should not be taken as indicating a unified
and reified structure. In practice, the parts of the state are loosely
integrated and often work at cross-purposes.

I argue that explanation of state action shoukd trear policy as
an active creation limited by the structural location and cultural
vision of actors. The focus of decision making theories on the
psychology of individual actors, the inability of incrementatist
theory to cope with rapid, large scale policy changes, the empincal
imitations of ruling elite theories, the neglect of structural bias
in state processes by pluralist theory, the structural determination
of functionalism, and the excessive emphasis on class structure
by most neo-marxist theories of the state make each of these
approaches unacceptable as general models. Instead, we should
build on recent work that permits a degree of real independence
1o state actors based on their control of power resources.

Marxist theory has dominated recent analyses of the state, which
is gemerally viewed as a structure protecting the long-term interests
of capital, even when concessions are made to the immediate
interests of other sodal groups. But the teleclogical, functional
analysis of modern marxists does not permit a satisfactory account
of why the state serves to maintain capriaiist socicty because it
simply asserts that the state must do so (Koch 1980; Crouch
1979:269; Giddens 1981:203-29). Precisely the kind of historical
investigations of the process of state formation that are needed
to establish why states act as they do are missing Structural
necessity is thought to suffice, but (1) the continuation of capitalism
i not necessary; (2) other forms of state or institutional action
might meet the ‘needs’ of capitalism; and (3) much state action
is opposed by those for whom it is thought to be essential Is
it then possible that the state can be independent of capital?

Claus Offe (1984) sees the state as an independent mediator
of class conflict. As a result of its mediating activities, however,
the state becomes the key location for system crises. Although
the state must respond to capitaiist crises, it is not simply responding
to externally defined class interests, but to state actors’ own interests
in maintaining the base of employment, taxation and legitimacy
that a successful capitalist economy provides. In a crisis situation,
the state cannot take over accumulation itself because bureaucratic
promdmcsamotaﬂowfurihcmdu‘paﬁonmdplanningthm
is required for productive investment This assertion is vital to
Offe’s theory, but it is unconvincing Ultimately, Offc does not
move far enough away from a structurabfunctional theory of the
state.

For a more radical theoretical break, we need to switch to
Theda Skocpols work. She argues that the state shoukd be
recognized as “a structure with a logic and interests of its own
not necessarily equivalent to, or fused with the interests of the
dominant class in society or the full set of member groups
the polity” (Skocpol 1979:27). Thus we are directed to the interests
of stawe actors themscives and to the policy formation process
in order to explain the policy that is actually produced. Skocpol
does acknowiedge that the state often protects dominant class
nterests - but not in all circumstances, in particular, not when
to do 50 would threaten political stability. She charges neo-marxists



wi;hfailingtoacwrdm.lﬂiciﬂumdependmwmmdpmty
andwhhanunjustiﬁodim‘stmmthmunstaxemmxworktowards
the reproduction of capitalism (Skocpol 1981).

Without accepting that politics is a free-for-all competiion
among equals, this posilion goes some way towards the pluralist
interpretation by recognizing that the capitalist class is not
consistently dominant. The state acts through the people who fill
its positions and they have particular experiences and interests
thalaﬂ'ec&howﬂrydenlwithprobl:m&lhpmomtlofmc
mmimponmmthqmnotbcu'wedaspmsive
recipients and  processors of external demands They may
themselves identify environmental probiems and they may act to
further their own interests a8 actors located in the state suchires.
To that degres, agency and cultural orentations are nEcessary
to understand state policies.

Smdu:isionmakmhawaﬁmdnmmtalinminmaintahﬁng
orduallistahlity.ie.,inmlningtlrcondiﬁomoftheirown
hg&ﬁmaﬁmmmmaﬁmommmmofauion
mmgoagaimﬂrdcmmﬂsofpaﬁmwinmgoupsm
compﬁmorsupponfromodrraﬁ'ﬂadpeopkisimponam.
State actors prefer enthusiastic support, but they know they cannot
sarvive without at least the degree of acceptance that compliance
with state policy requires, Finally, the state cannot act without
momms,prhxipallyinfomaﬁonandﬁnamc.matmprmmd
from the environment. In the absence of a willingness to undergo
th:mstsofeconomicuvuhﬁon,itisﬂtmedtomahmina
ﬁuﬂotﬁngwommy.whﬁmmadnqummﬁonbme
mdmmmmbgiﬁmacy(asnotcdbymnymarﬁm).thm
Mpammmm&ninmdpﬂmapm
In the short term, state control of law, foroe and information
albwsindependentac&onlrymmamminth:longtmn
and without a revolutionary strategy, support of capitalist
accumulation becomes necessary to protcct state MAnNagers’
interests. It is thus no surprise to find conflicting interpretations
within the state over what should be done and vacillation in policies.
Such a “loose”, state-centered theory of the state provides the
best chance of understanding Canadian state policy as it affects
Newfoundiand,

Relative Underdevelopment: Newfoundiand and Labrador

R:gionald'spm-hyhashammimpommismin&mdian
politics and social science for decades. Federal-provincial
agresoents on programs of agricultural and rurai development
(ARDA)dawfromﬂrwiyl%,and,soonaﬁuwnrds,spedal
regional development programs were established, notably for the
Gaspé region of Québec and northeastern New Brunswick. In

placed on regional problems. Furthermore, the budgets of the
pomprovincahawbemmbsjdimdbymndasﬁ'omthefedcnl
um:y,knownm;equaﬁzaﬁmpaymﬁ.wtﬁdlmhmﬂed
1o reduce the burden of poorer provinces in providing public
SeTVices.

Thus problems of marginai regions have had some spacc on
the political agenda. Yet, despite these efforts, regional disparity
comtinues to be a major unacceptable feature of Canadian society,
as will now be demonstrated with regard to Newfoundiand and

especially its fishery-dependent rural commumities, is underdeve-
loped relative to Canada as a whoke. Also, this presentation refers
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to the economy without wishing thercby to iaply that in heaith,
educational and other cultural matters the situation is one of equity.

From the late nineteenth century to the 1970s (during the years
of independence, under commission of government, and as part
of Canada), Newfoundland has experienced poiicies to build its
economy by promoting industrialization based largely on external
ownership and control. Although a few examples of success,
notably in the pulp and paper industry, can be noted, this strategy
proved largely unsucoessful (see, for example, Bursey [980;
Marthews 1983; House [980; Newfoundiand and Labrador
1986:41-51). Whereas aid was given to a wide range of enterprises,
the one resource i which Newfoundland might enjoy a
comparaﬁwadvamagc(thmis,ﬁsh)wasshunnedfortttmm
part until the 1930s, and thereafier economic deveiopment focused
upon the harvesting and processing of traditional species rather
than on the development of a diversified industry, including the
manufacturing of fisheries-relevant equipment (Sinclair 1987).

The result of decades of mismanagement is that Newfoundland
and Labrador lags behind the rest of Canada on major economic
indicators. Considering income first, it is evident that this province
is at or closs to the bottom of the Canadian rankings whether
the measure be family income, average per capita income, average
weekly eamnings or annual income. Although fulltime earmngs
in Newfoundland and Labrador are close to the Canadian mean,
stigniﬁmmcofunemploymentandpan-dmcworkismhthm
avetage carnings are only 30 per cent of the Canadian average
(Newfoundland Statistical Agency 1986:71). Per capita income in
Newfoundland and Labrador is usually about two-thirds of the
Canadian average. At 59,703 in 1984, it was 67 per cent of that
average, up slightly from 64 per cent in 1971 (ibid.:168). If transfer
payments are deducted and only earned income is considered,
the situation in Newfoundland and Labrador is much worse. Mean
earned income is only 55 per cent of the Canadian average which
shows no improvement since 1971 (ibid.:169).

For many years the unemployment rate in Newfoundland and
Labrador has been roughly double that of Canada as a whole,
while the labour force participation rate has been somewhat lower.
In 1985, the official rate of unemployment was 21.3 per cent in
comparison with 10.5 per cent for Canada (Newfoundland and
Labrador 1986:75) based on a participation rate that is 125

points lower than the total Canadian figures (ibid :60).
This difference has been almost static for the last decade.

Of particular significance to this study are the poor empioyment
prospects of people in rural compared with urban arcas. In these
areas, primarily dependent on fishing, participation in the labour
force is less than in the urban centers, while unemployment is
particularly high. Rural youths (those aged 15 to 24) have only
a 25 per cent chance of being empioyed compared with 38 per
cent in urban areas and 51 per cent in Canada as a whole
(Newfoundland Statistical Agency 1986:53). Thus any contraction
in the fishing industry in such a depressed area would be particularfy
serious.

As 2 source of employment, the fisheries are vitally important.
The number of registered fishers climbed from 15802 in 1975
toapeakof35,271inl980andr.hcnfelloffto26,615byl985,
aithough this dectine has been entirely due to a reducuon in the
number of part-timers. By 1985, the province had 13,324 full-
time fishers. Persons employed in fish plants rose from 10,283
in 1975 to 25,021 by 1984, but much of this increase is in part-
time work. In terms of full year employment the 25,021 positions
in 1984 amounted to 7,900 person years (Newfoundland and
Labrador 1986:125).



The impontance of the fisheries may also be viewed from the
perspective of their contribution to the goods-producing sector.
Fish harvesting accounted for 28.8 per cent and fish processing
far 19.5 per cent of total employment in this cose sector in 1984,
although their shares of the gross domestic product (7.7 per cent
and 11.3 per cent respectively) were much less (ibid.: 120-121). Apart
from pulp and paper, there is very lintle secondary manufacturing
in the province. Most other jobs are in construction, transportation
and services; indeed, only 4,500 are employed in non resource
manufacturing industries (ibid. 1986:15-9), With this background
we can consider fisheries policy and its relationship to regional
issues of employment and social equity.

The Fisheries Management Sirategy

It & important to remember that the federal structure of the
Canadian state influences policy. Fish harvesting and internatonal
trade (most Canadian fish are exported) are federal responsibilities,
whereas manufacturing is under control. Fish plants
must obtain provincial licenses, but supplies of fish and fish catching
licenses are federal matters. It has been particularly critical to
Newfoundland’s recent problems that many key policy decisions
have been made in Orntawa where both fisheries and regional
development are usually low on the political agenda.

Since 1976, Canadian fisheries policy has been concerned
increasingly with the management of fish resources and necessarily
with the practices of fishers and fish companies.

Until then, government invoivement in the industry was limited
to research and development of technology, providing capital
assistance 10 Various enterprises, supplementing fishers” incomes
(especiaily through unemployment insurance payments), building
infrastructure arw] encouraging the relocation of small settlements.
The shock caused by a sharp fall in fish prices in 1974 was met
by temporary aid, while an investigation of the industry in Atlantic
Canada led to a major policy initiative intended to place the fisheries
on a sounder footing. By 1976, with the publication of Policy
Jor Canada’s Commercial Fisheries (Canada 1976), the federal
state was pubilicly commitied to a comprehensive policy of msource
management. This document is one of the most important in
the history of Canadian fisheries policy. The new fisheries program
was adopted as official policy with the recognition that fundamental
change was involved:

The strategies adopted reflect a fundamental redirection in the
government’s policy for fisheries management and development. ..
Implicit in the new orientation is more dirct intervention by
government in controlling the use of fishery resources, from the
water 1o the table, and aiso more direct participation by the people
a.ffccwdmthcformulanonandlmphutmnouof policy (Canada
1976:5).

The government’s identification of the causes of distress showed
the powerful influence of cconomic theories of open access
resources. Overfishing and the cconomic problems of fishing
enterprises were identified as a consequence of the “wagedy of
the commons™ in fishing The main argument of this theory is
as follows. As a fishery becomes commercially artractive, capital
investment and labour is directed towards it in anticipation of
profit. When no controls are exercised, however, individual fishers
acting in their own interests will catch a5 much as possible rather
than leave fish for their competitors. If prices fall, they fish harder
10 increase their rehuns. A frequent result of this sparal is economic
decline as costs of production rise, and resource extinction i even
a possibility. According to the 1976 report, the open access character
of the fisheries (this was true of the deep-sea, if not of the inshore

fishing grounds) was responsible for overcapacity, Le., “too many
vessels and fishermen in relation to the available fish” (Canada
1976:40). Also related to open acoess were congestion on the fishing
grounds and the increasing conflicts between fishers who relied
on different technologies: inshore stationary gear versus mobile
craft for the most part.

Change was considercd vital because existing policies were
“smpiistic” and “relatively non-interventionust” (Canada 1976:50),
whereas a strategy that treated the fisheries as a complex ecosystem
of inter-related stocks and managed them on the basis of economic,
holognlandsoaaicmmwasprdmud However, it was
impossible to escape the tension between economic criteria, which
stressed reducing capital and labour relative to the amount
produced, and social criteria, which stressed maximization of
employment and equitable distribution of resources. Despite the
recognition of social problems and the concern to aveid “drastic
dislocation”, the report noted that “One requirement for a viable
and prosperous commercial fishery is that fewer people be empioyed
in telation 1o outpmt In primary production” (Canada 1976:58).
Similarly, extension of jurisdiction to 200 miles, reduction of effort
by foreign fleets and the rebuilding of the stocks were thought
1o provide real opportunities for future development - provided
that open acvess was curialed. Among the controls envisaged
for Canadian fishing, the most significant was the desire to “apply
systems of entry control in all commercial fisheries® (Canada
1976:64). Thus the Canadian federal government had set out on
a policy of management that involved a cominnation of quota
controls and limited entry hicensing,

Quotas

A prerequisite to any effective quota policy was the extension
of coastal jurisdicion. Thus, the announcement that Canada’s
territorial waters would be extended to 200 miles offshore from
1 January 1977 was a vital step in the new policy of resource
management. With the jurisdiction Limits established, Canada was
in a position to allocats quotas for most of the stocks affecting
the Canadian fishery, except those outside the Canadian zone
on the nose and fail of the Grand Bank and the Fiemish Cap.
This exception has always been a matter of concern in
Newfoundland.

To manage the stock the Canadian government had to
implernent a process whereby federal officials could obtain
information and consult with provincal governments and interest
groups affected by their decisions. A compkx organizational
network was established {as described in Sinclair 1987). The actual
plan that emerges is supposed to give priomnty 10 conservation
and restoration of the stocks. It should aiso take into account
relations with other fishing coumtries and market forecasts, as well
as the expressed needs of fish processing companies (with or without
trawler flects) and the fishers, who operate with a wide range
of vessel sizes anxi gear. The situarion is further complicated by
the need to comsider 40 separate stocks, some of which migrate
inshore in uncertain numbers and according to uncharted routes.
From this set of factors and thewr related political pressures a
&shmgplan:sprodlmdtomgulmnocksbyqumamdmn,
according to vessel size and type of gear. Economic efficiency
andm:kcomvmonmbpnmuyowsoua]wmdﬂamm
and general regional development issues lie outside the
consideration of the Minister's advisory committees.

In the first years, the federal government constructed a
mamﬂmfm&vm&ammwhrhszdemwlﬂs
gained access to the Guif of St Lawrence and southern Atlantic



m:us,whihﬂ:emommbﬂstemdmggusmdjmctodmm
cod in winter off the north and northeast coasts of Newfoundland.
No real limit was placed on the Newfoundland inshore flect,
although a nominal ‘allowance’ was specified on the understanding
that it might be exceeded. The foreign cod quota was gradually
reduced, stocks began to recover and, by 1979, the Newfoundiand
flcet was harvesting about 80 per cent of the total catch. For
1988, the TAC for northem cod (the fish harvested from areas
21.3Ka.nd3Lonmap1)wassctm266,0tl)lcm,a]lofitrcservod
for Canadian vesseis. From this totai 115,000 tons were allocated
to the inshore sector { Fo'c'sle 8(1), 1988).

IuCamdatoday.harws!ingmpacitycxmadsth:quotas,which
makes jt inevitabie that disputes should arise over this form of
government regulation. Conflict between inshore and offshore
interests has been paramount. Although the Newfoundland-based
trawilers had no history of fishing the northern cod stock, they
received an increased quota each year from 1977. However, federal
policywminiﬁaﬂypardalwsmaﬂboatﬁshcrsinthatthcinshore
allowance rose more in absolute terms until 1981 when the decp-
sea flet began to receive an increased proportion of the new
stock. At present (1988), the Newfoundland inshore sector
allowance is 45 per cent of the TAC, slightly less than the deep-
sea trawlers. 5.75 per cent has been reserved in a special program
loprovideﬁshinu&mcrtoplamsttmtnormallydepcndoninshore
fish available oniy in summer.

Owners of deep-sca vessels have protested that they do not
receive enough fish in the quotas to maintain the year-round
opaaﬁonﬂmismdaitokecpmeﬁshplantsopaaﬁngam
to make the trawlers viable propasitions. In contrast, the provincial
pmnmdmmﬂdml%lﬂmﬂrimhommbeawmded
SSperccmothcTACandthaltlrdeepmn-awlcrsbcgivm
only what could clearly be demonstraied as beyond the
requiremnents of the inshore fishers (St. John's Evening Telegram
30 December 1980; 14 February 1981). This policy reflects the
provincial government’s stress on the employment gencrating
aspectsofthcﬁshﬂyradm:hantttmmmiccﬂidmdmclaimed
for the decp-sea fieet.

Although the general improvement in catches after the expansion
ofﬁshui:smamguncmwaswekmmd,itisobviomthatthc
allocation of quotas to sectors of the fleet did not resolve the
probiem of competition for the fish stocks. In the early 1980s,
both the nearshore draggers on the west coast and the corporate
trawlers fishing northern cod rushed to catch as much as possible
as soon as their fisheries opened. The excessive concenitration of
catches put great pressure on plant capacity and marketing. This
led to the subdivision of quota to individual enterpriscs, first as
an experiment in the offshore sector and later as a regular part
of the management plan for this fleet and also for the neasshore
draggers on the northwest coast (Sinclair 1985).

The Canada-France Conflict

Clearly the availability of quota has become vital if the vanious
fleets and processors are to continue in business and provide
Although fisheries policy has direct impact on

thousands of people in rural Newfoundland, it is not controlled
from Newfoundiand, which makes it difficuit 1o ensure that local
interests will be prominent when fisheries policies are formed.
Within the foderal fisheries issues and the problems
of peripheral regions in general cannot be expected to enjoy prionty
over the interests of the powerful and populous center. In no
case has this been clearer than in the Canada-France fishing

negotiations of 1986-87, which pirted Tory against Tory in a vitriolic

public dispute and left feclings of bitterness in Newfoundland.

It is necessary to provide a brief backdrop to the current dispute.
Even after France lost its North American mainland colonies,
treaties of 1713 and 1763 left France in possession of the islands
of St. Pierre and Miquelon, adjacent to the southem coast of
Newfoundland. Furthermore, in recognition of carlier practices,
French fishers were allowed unhindersd access 10 the fisheries
off the northeast coast of Newfoundland and along the Gulf of
St. Lawrence. The boundaries of this *French Shore™ were altered
by the Treaty of Versailles (1783) to extend from Cape St. John
to Cape Ray. In 1904, French shore rights ceased, but France
was left in possession of St. Pierre and Miquelon. However, access
to deep-sea fishing grounds did not become a contentious issuc
until the 1960s when major overfishing problems appeared.

By 1972 the terms of France's participation in Canadian coastal
walers had besn renegotiated. It was agreed that metropolitan
French trawlers would leave the Guif of St. Lawrence by 15 May
1986, but that as many as 10 trawlers from St. Pierre could continue
there indefinitely subject to quotas set by Canada with French
concurrenws, or otherwise by arbiration. If Canada declared a
200 mile zone, Canada would be obliged to allow quotas to French
vessels within the zone for an unspecified time. When Canada
proclaimed its economic fishing zone, France did the same for
St. Pierre and Miquelon over an arca that encompasses the
abundant fisheries and potential oil resources of the St Pierre
Bank. This French claim was rejected by Canada,

For France, the exclusion of its mainjand fleet from the Gulf
meant a loss of 17,000 tons per annum. French trawiers then
mmedtoﬂrd'spmndgmundssomhofSLPicm.wthamda
had agreed to allocate 6,400 tons of cod to France, keaving 34,600
tons for Canadians. In this arca (NAFO zone 3Ps), Canada ciaims
France landed 26,000 tons in 1985, encugh to threaten the resource
base. Given the general issue of sovereignty and the pressure on
the fish stocks, Canada attempted to persuade France to restnict
fishing and adopted the following position:

1) The boundary dispute with France would have to be resolved
by an international judicial tribunal

2) The dispute concerning French allocations in Canadian waters
under the terms of the 1972 treaty, while the boundary is being
settled, would have to be resolved through negotiations if
possibie.

3} The problem of overfishing in 3Ps would have to be permanently
resolved through settlement of the boundary. Until this
settlemnent is achieved the French overfishing must be reduced
through negotiations (Canada 1987).

Representatives of provincial governments and the fishing industry

were involved in bilateral negotiations, which included an offer

oicodquotstoFmindtfarnoﬂh.oﬁ'noﬁhemLabrador.

In January, 1987, negotiations appeared to break down, but
on the 24th a surprise agreement emerged from a meeting in
Paris from which Newfoundland had been excluded. This
a@mmmqldrudCanadawaﬂow:nonhﬂncodem
in waters off southern Labrador and eastern Newfoundland (in
zones 2J, 3K and 3L) during 1988-1991 in return for which France
agreed to discuss the terms under which the boundary dispute
could be referred 10 an international tribunal — without in the
meantime reducing the catch from the St Pierre bank. For 1987,
France also received 2,000 tons of “surpius” cod off northern
Labeador. France did not actually agree to refer the dispute, only
10 discuss terms on which consensus might prove elusive. Nor
did Canada agree to a specific amount of northern cod: “No
way arc we going 10 relinquish valuable cod stocks in 2J + 3KL.



However, very limited access to that zone for 198891 is a smail
price to pay to have the boundary issue resolved™ {Evening
Telegram 29 January 1987).

Since becoming premier in 1979, Brian Peckiord had placed
great emphasis in public on the importance of northemn ¢od to
the surviva of the inshore fishing communities on the impoverished
northeast coast of the island. This stance involved stern opposition
to any attemnpt, even by a fellow Conservative government, to
allow other Canadians acoess to this fish. It is thus no surprise
that his government should express outrage at their exclusion from
the meeting in Paris and at the terms of the agreement, especially
at a time when Mr. Peckiord was in need of an issue to boost
his popularity as the provincial economy creaked along with the
prospect of oil revenues postponed well into the future. However
convenient the fisheries issue, there is no reason to doubt that
the Newfoundland government opposed the strategy of the
Canadian government because it appeared insensitive to
Newfoundland interests.

Although Prime Minister Brian Mulroney felt compelled to
apologize for excluding Newfoundland and the provinces {ederal
cabinet minister, John Crosbie, from the Paris meeting, it is
inconceivabie that this was not intentional. The prime minister’s
advisors knew no agreement would have been reached with France
had Newfoundland been represented. It was no compensation for
Newfoundland to be told after the fact that this would not happen
again. Having been offered an apology for the way the process
was handled, Premier Peckford responded in typical style:

..10 hell with the process. It dossnt make any differcnce

if we're there while they sell the shop on us or whether

we'e home. They sold the shop. So dont give me this

business of apologizing to0 me for not inviting me ( Evening

Telegram 30 January 1987).

Representatives of the fishing industry and the provincial
government believed that the federal government was so anxious
to avoid friction in relations with France, particuiarly given the
close cultural ties between Quebec and France, that it was
determined to agree, at almost any cost, before the French premier’s
visit in 1987 (Evening Telegram 29 January 1987). Such an
explanation is consistent with the actions taken. Whatever the
motives, the Canadian government has shown its willingness to
bargain with resources that are indeed vital to Newfoundland as
a region. But fish simply cannot be treated as a resource to be
given away according to a centralist conception of the national
interest, Such a policy shows the insensitivity of the center to
the needs of the periphery. The deal must look bad to
Newfoundlanders, who discover that the federal government has
commitied itself to allocate northern cod to France when Canadian
dexp-sea fleets have had their allocations reduced by 10,000 tons.

Licemsing

Quotas were introduced mainly to conserve the resource and
to protect the inshore fishers dependent on fixed gear. However,
the government has been concerned as well with the creation of
a profitable fishery that would not require state subsidies and
has turned to licensing to help achieve that objective. In the words
of a government review, “This form of effort control is directed
primarily at the economic state of specific fisheries. Resource
conservation is achieved through other direct means such as the
establishment of quotas and fishing seasons™ (Canada 1981:29).
Having acoepted the standard cconomic analysis of the fishery
as an open aocess resource, the government decided to restrict
entry and control effort by expanding its policies of licensing

entrants to specific fisheries, controlling their gear and restricting
the fishing season.

The program of limited entry licensing began in 1967 with
Maritime lobster and soon spread to other shell-fish, salmon and
herring. The groundfish fisheries remained unrestricted, but in the
summer of 1973, a temporary {reeze was piaced on subsidies for
new vessels, pending a review of the harvesting sector. Shortly
afterwards, general licensing was introduced, yet there was no
effective control of the number of vessels and fishers, except for
the dezp-sea trawier sector where a tight rein was kept, untii 1985,
on the replacement of older vessels by freszer rawlers.

Limited entry is supported by officials in the belief that it will
protect the incomes of those allowed 1o fish and reduce the fiscal
urden on the state duging recessions when the fishing industry
must be propped up. Recent developments have besn troubilesome
for this theory as both the number of fishers and thewr incomes
have declined in Newfoundiand (House forthcoming). However,
the situation might have been worse without limited entry; there
seerns little doubt that by keeping competition away, it contribured
to the prosperity that west coast otter trawiers and Avalon crab
fishers enjoyed in the early eighties. The social cost of maintaining
these pockets of prosperity has been high, however, in that people
are conscious of severe social inequalities protected by federal policy.

Bevond the question of the social costs of licensing has been
the problem of inconsistency in its application, which probably
reflects the pressures placed on various semjor officials and
politicians. On several occasions the policy has been breached
in the inshore sector. However, the most controversial and
potentially the most important change in hoited entry licensing
was the 1985 decision 10 allow National Sea Products to operate
a factory freczer trawier. This case deserves artention for the light
it throws on the policy making process and because it indicates
aweakening of Newfoundland’s influence, even with a Conservative
government in both Ottawa arxd St. John's.

Factory Freezer Trawlers

Basically, the factory freezer trawier is an integrated caiching
and processing unit capable of staying at sea for weeks at a time.
Approximately 15,000 tons may be processed in one year by a
single vessel and its crew of &) to 75 persons. It requires a large
capital investment compared with other technologies such as wet
fish trawling and appears to have few advantages for fishing
enterprises close to the banks. One vessel will probably have little
impact on employment ard fish stocks, but fears have been arcused
a5 to the damage that a fleet of such vessels might cause in the
future. That is why s0 much concern was expressed about the
reversal of a long-standing refusal 1o allow these vessels in Canada,
a policy that was written into the Canada-Newfoundland fisheries
agrecmment of 1983.

The debate over factory freezer trawkers is oot new. In 1977,
the Department of Fisheries and QOceans (DFQ) cosponsored with
National Sea an experimental charter of a West German vessel
10 fish underutilized species, but then denied the company's roquest
for such a vessel In 1979, Ocean Harvesters and Nordsee of West
quanyahofmbdwnhdrupmpasalwopamapmtwnm
based on this technology in Harbour Grace. In 1981, Nationai
Sea was not allowed to replace three wetfish trawlers with a factory
freezer trawier. In 1984, Ocean Harvesters and Nordsee again
requested 2 license, this time in connection with the federal program
to suppty plants in Atantic Canada with fish during the winter.
Again the government refused (Canada 1985:3-6).



In 1985, National Sea, now restructured with federal funds,
pressed for a factory freezer trawler license to fish the company’s
existing ailocation off Newfoundland. By the summer, serious
concern was being expressed in the province. Premier Peckford
was reported 1o have stated that the province’s inshore fishery
would die as a result, It was not the one license requested for
1985, but the vision of four operating by 1987 that troubled him
most. “Once the door is opened, the process wall simply become
a numbers game. We are the only province that stands to lose
in the process” ( Evening Telegram 27 August 1983). At the same
news conference, the Minister of Fisheries, Tom Rideout, expressed
the view that four of thess vesssls would mean the loss of 1,000
shore jobs. In Burgeo, National Sea’s plant workers feared their
jobs would disappear if the company were allowed to proceed
(Evening Telegram 5 Scptember 1985). For its part, National
Sea set about buying a used factory freezer trawler from Germany
even before a decision had been made on its application and
denied that many jobs would be lost as the vessel would take
more than half its catch from allocations previously uncaught
and thus unprocessed by shore fabour. The President of National
Sea expected a net loss of 25 jobs, none of them in Newfoundland
(Evening Telegram 29 September 1985). In contrast to the bitier
opposition in Newfoundiand, the Nova Scotian government was
strongly in favour, even to the point of asserting that failure to
grant the license could destroy the fishery in Nova Scotia (Evening
Telegram 18 October 1985).

In October, DFQ published an analysis of the factory freezer
trawler issue that recognized some potential probiems. The age
structure of the labour force would likely be younger and married
persons, especially women, would find it difficult to spend the
necessary long periods away from home. A net loss of 145 person
years of employment per vessel and the displacement of existing
shore capacity in processing were anticipated. However, the factory
freezer trawler was perceived as more profitable than a wetfish
trawler, especially if the home port is distant from the fishing
grounds. Fillets frozen at sea had become highly desired in the
US. and factory freezer trawlers could also catch redfish and
turbot for European and Japanese markets (Canada 1985). With
this support from DFO and the Conservative goverment's general
desire 10 allow companies more freedom from reguiation, it was
no surprise that the pressure from Nova Scotia proved successful
On 8 November, three licenses were approved for a period of
five years, one for National Sea, one for FPI (which it had not
in fact requested), and one for the remaining offshore comparnies
{Evening Telegram 8§ November 1985).

The case of the factory freezer trawler license points out how
Newfoundland’s government, the Fishermen Food and Allied
Workers Union under Richard Cashin, and the inshore fishery
in general have lost influence in the face of corporate demands
supported by Nova Scotian politicians. This decision, which is
a negative one from the perspective of Newfoundland fishing
industry workers, has been justified esscntially by the criterion
of economic efficency, which has become increasingly influential
as a guide to policy.

Conclusion

I have reviewed the thrust of federal fisheries policy on quota
controis and licensing, concentrating on two case studies - factory
freezer trawkers and the handling of quota allocations to France,
Had fisheries policy been bound to regional development policy,
one concerned with social equity within and between Canada’s
regions, then decisions would surely have been different. With
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priority placed on employment and on resource conservation in
the interests of Newfoundland, licences for factory freezer rawlers
would have been withheld and access for France would not have
been traded away with so litile in return. Furthermore, the licensing

exacerbates social differences in rural areas where peopie
denied the night to fish for valued stocks are condemned to an
impoverished existence or forced to migrate.

Local, fish-related industries have not been promoted and the
conservation of the resource for the needs of local people has
taken too low a prionity, Essentially, the explanation rests on the
imbalance of power between center and periphery in a comtext
where federal political leaders lack commitment to regional and
social equality. Faced with political pressure from organized interest
groups (National Sea Products, the banks with investrments in
that company, and Nova Scotian politicians), the federal
government moved against the concerns of rural Newfoundland
on the factory freezer trawler issue. Fearing opposition in Québec
to a deterioration in relations with France, Newfoundland interests
were again ignored in the dispute over control of the fish stocks.

Newfoundlands structural position as a small province in a
fragmented federal state means that it has [ittle bargaining power
to bring abowt action comsistent with Newfourkiland interests
whenever more powerful provinces oOf COrporate groups arc
opposed. The Canada-France dispute over fish became an issue
of national importance because it involved relations with France
and control of waters that may contain oil. Newfoundland’s interests
and, indeed, the those of the federal DFO were relegated to 2
secondary position.

Newfoundland's politicians, mindful of their need to promote
provincial capital accumulation and ensure their legitimacy al
the provincial level have rallied to the cause of regional
development integrated with fisheries development. This may be
a genuine culturai commitment, but it is certainly consistent with
their material interests as provincial politicians. For this reason,
the Newfoundland state, even led by a Conservative govermnent,
may act against the immediate demands of capitalist processors
anxd banks in a way that oniy makes sense f we consider the
state as a loosely integrated and relatively autonomous structure,
At the same time, the Newfoundland state lacks the resources
to act effectively when it is opposed at the federal level In contrast,
what happens in Newfoundiand or to the fisheries is rarely a
major concern to national politicians, unless they are aspiring
politicians and senior bureaucrats in charge of the departments
with responsibility for these arcas. When fisheries do become an
international issue, then federal politicians' interpretations of
national rather than provincial interesis take priority.

Fragmentation of the state is important in another sense. The
siate, a5 indicated carlier, s a disjointed institutional structure in
which departments have specific responsibilities that may overlap.
It is not unusual to find that programs espoused by one department
are incompatible with those favoured by another or that imegration
of activities is simply not attempted because officials and ministers,
suffering from a departmental tunnel vision, do not perceive the
need to do s0. This problem is evident regarding fisheries and
social development in that fisheries officials see development issues
as the responsibility of some other department - Regional Industrial
Expansion, the new Atlantic Canada Opportunitics Agency, or
perhaps Health and Welfare. Connections might occasionally be
acknowiedged, but DFO is clearly concerned with biological issues
and the profitability of fishing in the first instance. Some of the
difficuities this creates for rural Newfoundlanders have been
indicated.



Beyond the specific cases discussed, the federal state has
attempted to reduce fisheries expenditures as control of the deficit
has become a major economic and political problemn. This has
aided the case of economists within the government, inchuding
the fisheries department, and among its advisors. They have argued
that long-run developraent will be achieved if the market is allowed
to function unhindered. Hence fisheries policy should avoid
subsidies to inefficient producers, should encourage technological
innovation (which usually reduces the demand for labour), and
shouid generally support entrepencurial, profit-oriented decisions
against interventionist programs motivated by social issues. This
was evident particularly in the report of the Task Foroe on Atlantic
Fisheries (Canada 1983:186), which specified that federal fisheries
policy should be guided in the first instance by an emphasis on
economic viability with employment and equity in a clearly
secondary position. This position was aceepted by the government
of the time and has never been repudiated.

If this region is 10 escape from high unemployment, inadequate
provision of public services and low incomes, fisheties policy must
be made to serve different objectives than has been the case since
the mid-seventies. A context must be created in which local
initiatives have a chance. In line with the recent Newfoundiand
Royal Commission on Employment and Unemployment
(Newfoundland and Labrador 1986), this means an emphasis on
new ways of processing fish, the growth of aquaculture, promotion
of locaily controlled co-operatives, the reform of the licensing system
1o allow more flexibility to inshore fishers, and, most important,
the building up of manufacturing based on fisheries. With such
initiatives, Canadian fisheries policy could fit the needs of regional
development.
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FISHERMEN AND COASTAL PLANNING:
THE HUMAN ELEMENT

Roberta M, Hamnmond

Temple University
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

ABSTRACT

The surge in development in the coastal communities of
northwest Florida is stressing traditional, artisanal fisherics.
Tourism and attendant support industries play a major role
in future pians for the area. This paper discusses the
cornmercial oyster industry of Apalachicola Bay and the
part the oystermen play in economic and environmental
planning. While protection of the natural resources is said
to be important, the human resources are rarely figured
into the equation.

The following comments are based on ongoing fieldwork
observations with a focus on the oyster industry. First [ will describe
the context of this particular area Then I will discuss plans for
its development. Last I will look at some of the problems and
issues which concern oystermen in particular.

The area in which I live, work, and where | am presently engaged
in field research is a small, relatively unpopulated county on the
northwest coast of Florida (1985 Estimated Population: 3,406;
FDC, 1986:48). Located on the coast and on the countys only
major highway from west to cast, the towns arc separated in
various physicai, political and social ways.

Apalachicola, on the west end of the county, is the largest
(Estimated population 2634; Franklin County 1987 Chamber of
Commerce figures) and is also the county seat. It has a rich history
beginning with the Apalachicola Indians and continuing through
ownership by Britain and Spain. It was a prosperous port in
the cotton and lumber trade before and during the Civil War.
These industries waned as railroads were built to other parts, such
as Savannah, in the mid [800. Attention then turned to
commercia| fishing for oyster, mullet and blue crab.

Apalachicoia is separated from Eastpoint by a wide estuary,
Until the 1930%, the county’s three commumties were served by
a daily ferry which carried mail, goods, and people. Since the
1930’s a causeway, a bridge and a swing bridge both connect
and effectively separate the three communities. Eastpoint was
originally established as a communal colony of farmers in the
late I1800s. It is now a cluster of houses, mobile homes and fish
houses, next to the highway. Eastpoint is in turn separated from
Carrabelie by |8 miles and another bridge over another river.

Carrabelle is built along and near the mouth of this river. It
was once an important timber and turpentine port. It is now
a struggling community of 1300+ (Florida Department of
Commerce, 1986:48). Primary sources of income in this city include
shrimp, mullet and grouper fishing, along with services provided

to passing motorists and other jobs including construction work
and staff support at a private psychiatric facility.

Because of the psycho-geographical separation of the three
commurities from each other, there are many social, political and
economic conflicts. As mentioned before, Apalachicoia is the
county seat, but recent development and popuiation changes have
caused the area on the east side of the river to be the one with
the majority of the countys population, Carrabelle residents feel
that the county seat should be moved over to their side. Although
the county population does not justfy the existence of two high
schools, there are two, one in Apalachicola and one in Carrabelle.
There i intense rivalry between the two schools which extends
beyond the school years into aduithood. Although many oysterrnen
living in Apalachicola sell to dealers in Eastpoint and vice versa,
there is antagonism between the groups born and raised in each
cty. Fishing in Carrabelle is kss concentrated on oystering, more
on other sectors of fishing. Because. of this and other reasons
mentionsed above it has been said that it is treated like the poor
siep-child of the county, The estuary of the main river and its
tributaries is one of the last undeveloped watersheds in the country.
The Bay area includes developed and undeveloped portions of
the estuary with its salt marshes, the bay, and the barrier islands.
With a low tax base, the county is among the poorest in the
state and has a high rate of unemployment dus to low skill levels
and/ or lack of jobs.

The Bay area was legislatively designated an Area of Critical
State Concern in 1985 under the Apalachicola Bay Protection
Act (Section 380.0555 F.S5.). For reasons of politics and lack of
funds, the county has been mismanaged for years and s perceved
by state agencies as being either unwilling or unablke to cope. The
Act is an effort to faclitate the repair, upgrading, or replacement
of faulty sewage teatment systems (both central wastewater
umntplamsandmdwﬂualscpuctantsystcms),tomanagz
growth through stricter land use ordinances and enforcernent
thereof, and to retrofit old development with stormwater
management systems and require the same of new development.
All this activity is to protect the Apalachicola Bay area’s natural
resources. The question is: protect which resources and for whom?

The definition of natural resources is somewhat foggy, depending
on the context of the conversatton. It could mean the bay, the
question, protect the resource for whom, has been voiced, no
onc seems clear on the answer. Federal and state managers of
state parks, nationai reserves and wildlife preserves say they are
preserving the resource for the people or for posterity. They readily
admit, however, the need to keep people out by regulating acoess
1N various ways.

Non-fishing state and local offidals also say that they ame
preserving the resources for the people, but which people, the
non-fishing residents, the tounists or the fishermen? Several
rescarchers have mentioned that when managing fisheries, it's not
fish that are being managed, but peopie (Stephenson, 1985:16;
Lampi, 1988). Biologists, environmentalicts and land developers
dont see it this way, howewer. Fishermen are not mentioned as
a human resource or figured into the equation in any way except
as a reserve labor force or when cataloguing the fved exoesses
of their failures: overfishing, illegal fishing, low standard of living
incuding illiteracy, high level of high school dropouts, teenage
pregnancy, high infam mortality, low birth weight baines, child,
of no Septic systems at ail
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lnmyfmctionasp]mmcrfortlwstaxclandplamﬁngagmcy
I have attended public meetings and had private on and off work
conversations with local officials and residents regarding econornic
dcvelO{JmcntplaminngmisLalkofattracﬁngmwindustry
to the area baianced by talk of reinforcing old industry and
encouraging development of locally-owned businesses. This is one
of the last undeveloped watersheds in the country. The natural
resources of the area consist of sandy beaches, woodlands, wetlands,
rivers and the bay, and fish. About 86% of the county’s land
bomndbyd:mfedaalgommtorpﬁvmcloging
companics. This leaves very little for other development,
Consequently, attention has focused on the popuiated areas on
the coast
Manyidmhawbmdmulaw&rcgardingﬁgh:indmry;howwer
h:yondvagmmonsofgamrmmamﬂnuringorlight
ehroﬁcpmts,dmcﬂmhawnotbemcxplomdaxanydepth.
Ananptshawbemmadetoam-aamarim-lﬂamiindustrlma]so,
but with little success. Questions that come to mind include what
siill levels and traimng would be needed for such work and would
thcpayformhjobsbcoompcﬁﬁvewith:hcpayforshuckm
andtonging?lfmmgcrsamtobcbroughtinfromtheoutside,
are there basic amenities for thern such as adequate schools and
housing(lhcrearcnot]?()ﬂmissuﬁmalnwdtobeconsidcrcd
are the demand for such light industries relative 1o the closest
large population centers: Tallahassee (77 miles) and Panama City
(69 miles).
Mqusdomasid:,ﬂtoonmsaﬁonswithlmaloﬂiciﬁlsmd
residcnfsalwaystumtotalkofbisurcindmuis:sponﬁshing
mxitourism.TlnApa]achicolaBayamisananmlscningfor
this sort of idea; sun, sand, water and fish. While tourism seems
to many 2 logical step in economic development, there is a tendency
to ignore the problems associaied with it. Tourism is seen as
ecotromic salvation: “It will bring monecy into the local economy
andmejobs.'Thﬁnc:‘itwiﬂbﬁngmomyintoﬂ:loml
enonomy‘omilssayingthatitwi]lbringmoncyonlytoafcw

Thc]incabomgwaﬁngmwjobslmvcsomwhmldnd
of jobs for what kind of pay for which peopie.

Real estate brokers and vacation home managers with doilar
sigmiuth:ireyzsdonmwammmlkaboutthcaltmdydspum
need for low-income housing for oystermen and other fisheries
workas.Peoplcworkinginwmismamodatedsuﬂzindmﬁ
will also need housing and day-care. Tourist service industries
are, in general, low- skill, low paying jobs with very littie opportunity
foradva:mnem.Thcywoukioonsis:,forﬂtmostpmt,ofmaid,
waitress, bartender, and saks clerk jobs. The jobs would also,
in ali probability, be seasonal

Another tourisen related idea that has been floated about the
town of Apalachicola in particular is to furn it into an artsy-
craftsy waterfront fishing village with “working waterfromt” tours
picturesque crafts for crowds of onlookers The assumption is
that tourism based on the historic, working waterfront concept
will promote the fishing industry. A worse case socnario points

become very sensitive to being pushed into a corner over docking
space and permissible dockside activities (A palachicola Times, 1987
& 1988; see akso Edwards, 1987). Recreational boats will take
the place of the fishing boats and increase the potential of
contaminating the bay and wetlands with harmful polhutants. While
k)mlreddentsmirimdly,ﬂtyhawbanm:waryofouxside
invasions by the state in the form of regulation and planning,
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Further invasions by tourists who come to see the quaint people
in their cute fishing boats, presumably cleaned up for the occasion
could provoke resentment on the part of the fishermen whik
constricting their moverents and established pattems of behavior.

There seems to be an attinude that fishing for recreation is more
legitimate than the non-leisure form of fishing for a living; that
fishermen could easily find jobs on the hill. When conservationists
and biologists talk about preserving wetlands, nursenes, etc., it
becomes increasingly clear that they are emphasizing preservation
for leisure use. If one looks at meent fisheries rules, access to
fisheries for commercial finfishermen has besn drastically reduced
using the argument that they are at fault for decimating fish

pulations.

The complete change in traditicn from a self-determined work
schedule to regular days and regular shifts, that is, generations
of quasi-independent fishing families changing over to wage
dependency would also have to be addressed in the scheme of
tourism development. The non-fisherman attitude toward:
oystering and other kinds of fishing is one of both envy and
disdain: envy of the perceived independence and presumed
grandiose and undeclared amounts of income made by fishermen;
disdain of the perceived failures and lower standard of life as
mentioned before. Many oystermen live in settlements of mobsie
homes with inadeguate or malfunctioning septic tank systems.
County and city officiais have stated: “they like io live this way.”
Vacation-home managers and other real estate developers would
fike 10 see these settlements disappear. Of course, they still depend
on shuckers, oystermen and other fishermen as a reserve labor
force.

One might ask how oystermen fit into all of this. Oystermen
themselves are unconvinced that menial jobs are better than $100-
$300 per day made oystering. They don automatcally agree that
a high school diploma is necessary to oyster. A dipioma has besn
suggested by seven state biologists as 2 way to hmit entry and
to raise the oystermen's collective consciousness’s reganding the
bioecology of the Bay. The oyster industry is facing its own
particular set of problems. One concerns a dispute between four
holders of seven old leases, who happen to be scafood dealers
(leases of this type are no longer transacied). Lease-hoiders are
demanding that they be allowed 1o harvest by any means desired
according 1o the original terms of their leases. They would like
to dredge oysters. Dredging has not been allowed in this county
since the earty 1900%. Tongers and nom-lease-holding dealers are
protesting that dredging will eventually spread illegaily to public
bars and clean them off. The Department of Natural Resources
has drafted a new aguaculture rule which provides for leasing
bottor and cultivating. However, because of the law against
dredging and because the County Commission reserves the right
to deny any new leases for oysters, DNR's current policy is not
to grant any aquaculture icases for oysters in the county. There
are also rumors of imposition of certain quality coatrol procedures
on all seafood in the state which will impact the oyster industry
in terms of cost per oyster. It will take years of heanngs and
court battles, but it looks like the general transition could be in
motion from tonging to dredging and from public oyster bars
10 private leases.

While commercial fishermen do have a statewide voice,
Organized Fishermen of Florida (OFF), efforts to organize them
at a Jocal level have not been successful to date. The locally based
Seafood Worker's Association i3 a group of about 400 oystermen
and shuckers (in 1987 about 1400 oystering permits were granted).
In reaction to the leaseholders’ requests to dredge and over some
price disputes last year, the association has pulied together more



cohesively than before. Because of what I call the psycho-
geographical distribution of the county population as well as
lanship, occupational, ethnic and refigious alliancss, oystermen in
particular and fishermen in general are an acephalous group that
bands together only when reacting to state-imposed rules. They
are permeated by a kind of skeptical apathy resulting from previous
experiences in public meetings and hearings. Because of cuitural
and linguistic differences, they are viewed as uneducated, ignorant,
loud-mouthed hicks. Attempts to lobby on their behalf meet with
exasperated sighs at best or result in insuits or outright shouting
matches at worst

As a researcher, | have been cautioned to avoid the pitfalls
of romanticizing the artisanal oysterman who could benefit from
change, either by his own observation or by that of an outsider,
This change could be de-emphasis of the fishing or oyster industry
or change of the means or mode of its production. The change
could be cither a benefit or a detriment. The paradox is that
“traditional oystering is seen as quaint, as worthy of observation
by transient tourists yet at the same tirne it is not seen as a legitimate
way of making a living by many non-fishing focal residents. In
addition: to not being wage laborers, oystermen are still perceived
to be associated with illegal activities such as oystering at night,
tonging in the hole or oystering in closed waters in addition to
other smuggling activities endemic to many coastal areas. In these
times of transition, both within the oyster industry and without,
county and city officials and fishermen themselves want to retain
the autonomy that comes with the Wild West image of this frontier
county, yet, at the same time, conform to the imape they think
the tourists expect.

Local fishermen, as a group, rarely have more than high school
education and many of them don' even have that By default,
they are skilled at marine engine repair, boat building and net
repair. However, if the fishing industry is de-emphasized, there
won't be jobs in these lines of work either, at least not enough
to employ the numbers of fishermen who could be put out of
work. This points to a need for retraining, One local businessman
who installs, services, and repairs air conditioners and industrial
refrigerators and does clectnical wiring and piurnbing i interested
in on-the-job training and apprenticeship programs. Because of
the construction business and vacation home development, these
professions are in demand. In many cases, peopke must be hired
from out of town to do these jobs. While this particular businessman
has approached both the school superintendent and the director
of vocational education regarding this idea, he has encountered
a wall of indifference. It must be said that it is hard to convince
an oysierman who has the potential of making $100-$300 a day
to throw it over for minimum wage, training level jobs. Never
mind that there are down times in fishing due to storm, boat

and gear malfunctions and the catch rate is not always consistently
high Also oystermen are still allowed to oyster only four days
a week, a rule imposed by the Marine Fisheries Commission after
the series of 1985 hurricanes.

The schools, that is the superintendent, vocational education
director and school board, are not interested in increasing the
variety of vocational training which they offer. nght now there
are classes in automotive repair, marine enging repair, carpentry
and cosmetology. The reasons for this refuctance are twofold.

. Status quo dependency: the administrative power structure
of the schools likes things just the way they are, and

2 Vocational education program placcment requirements: 750
of students must be placed in their field of training or the
the school district loses the funding for that particular program,

Because of the indifference of the arca’s planners and educators,

it begins 1o appear that the oystermen and shuckers are being

kept as a reserve, unsiilled labor foree which can be mcorporated
into the tourism industry.

The pature for the continued health and suppont of the ovster
industry is rather dim. Conez, Cedar Key, Tarpon Springs, Key
West are some of the towns that have emphasized tourism aver
fishing as an industry. The depressing reality is that tourism with
all its associated labor, housing and infrastrucriure problems, has
the potential of bringing in more morney than oystering or other
types of fishing can_ By doing this, fishermen are gradually squeszed
out and the tourists end up coming to see a re-creation of what
once was, not what stil is (Landry, 1987).
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ASSESSING THE TOURISM PREPARED-
NESS OF COASTAL COMMUNITIES: THE
MISSING LEADERSHIP FACTOR

E. Jane Luzar, Steven A. Henning, and Michael Liffmann
Louisiana State University

ABSTRACT

Generally depressed economic conditions along much of
Louisiana’s coastal region have increased interest in
developrent of a local level recreation and tourism industry.
In order to assist in the evaluation of this effort, the Center
for Wetland Resources at Louisiana State University has
recentiy coordinated three tourism preparedness assessments
in coastal Lowsiana parishes. Interdisciplinary teams
composed of Sea and Land Grant researchers, other
university faculty, state government officials, and pazish level
officials have completed intensive, on-site visits 1o the areas
and have summarized some of their conclusions. The fack
of local leadership in the area of tourism development was
identified as a key Limiting factor o the development of
tourism as a part of the coastal economy. This paper reviews
the interdisciplinary approach used to conduct the
assessments and discusses the probiem of leadership
development i arcas such as the local level coastal tourism

industry,

ASSESSING THE TOURISM PREFPAREDNESS
OF COASTAL COMMUNITIES:
THE MISSING LEADERSHIP FACTOR

Louisiana's coastal region continues to suffer the economic and
social consequences of dependence on what has in recent years
been a generally declining petroleum mining and refining sector.
Coastal Louisiana’s double-digit unemployment rates (stll as high
as 17 percent in some localities) have led the nation and Eouisiana
during this “bust™ phase of the petroleum boom and bust cycle.
Economic instability in the coastal region has been further increasad
by policy, price and production ukertainty in the agricultural
sector, reduced sources of state and local tax revenues, and
instability in the remaining rural retail sales and service sectors.

Recognizing the instability inherent in this regional dependence
on a single economic sector, efforts to diversify local economies
have been proposed and pursued with varying degrees of success.
One economic diversification strategy often proposed but seldom
pursued by coastal Louisiana parishes is the development of local
recreation and tourism related activities.

This paper reviews the interdisciplinary approach developed by
Louisiana State University that was used to conduct three separate
parish level tourism preparedness assessments in coastal Loussiana,
The first section of the paper explains the evolution of the tourism
preparcdness assessment pracess. A brief synopsis of the assessment
teamn findings for the three parishes is presented in the next section,
along with a summary of recommendations. The lack of local

leadership in the area of tourism development (consistemtly
identified as a key limiting factor in the participating parishes)
is discussed in the final section in terms of the potential contribution
of Sea and Land Grant researchers.

THE LOUISIANA COASTAL RECREATION AND
TOURISM ASSESSMENT TEAM

In general, tourism works for Lowsiana, However, it works
in a very regionalized area surrounding New Orleans Travelers’
expenditures directly generated 75,700 jobs within Louisiana, while
etnpioyees in these travel related jobs carned $732,700,000 in wage
and salary income in 1986. Local tax revenues generated from
travel spending reached $68,200,000 in 1986. Travel spending
generated $186,700,000 in state tax revenue, approximately 5.
percent of all Louisiana state tax collections in 1986. Qrieans Parish,
including the city of New Oreans, received over $2 billion in
travel spending, keading all Louisiana parishes in 1986 (Louisiana
Travel Journal). The attractiveness of these figures has increased
the interest of neighboring coastal commumties in capturing or
sharing the Louisiana travel wealth,

In a related effort to increase the involvement of the Louisiana
State University (LSU)} community in coastal development and
marine matters, the LSU Sea Grant College Program coordinated
the formation in 1986 of an Ad Hoc Committee on Coastal
Recreation and Tourism. The Ad Hoc committes is currently
composed of 13 faculty, staff, and extension specialists with either
Land Grant or Sea Grant affiliations. The Ad Hoc Committee's
1. Foster economic development in the coastal region through

the conduct and provision of appropriate research and advisory

SeTVICES,

2. Increase awareness on the pant of coastal keaders and residents
as to the potental economic significance of tourism and
recreation and the role it can have in stabilizing local econornies,

3. Kentify potential tounsm and recreation respurces, determine
the extent of their use, and develop programs to capitalize
on their potential
Limited financial resources and personnel prompted the Ad

Hoc Committer to focus its efforts on the third objective stated

above. As a means of identifying potential tourism and recreation

resources at a local level, the Ad Hoc Committee developed an
approach that seeks to combine data collection and analytcal
techniques with training and technical assistance for pansh and
local leaders. The operational arm of this approach s an
interdisciplinary team, the Louwisiana Coastal Recreation and

Tourism Assessment Team (LCRATAT) whose members are

seiected from the university as well as public and private sectors.

LCRATAT members conduct a series of specialized short term,

intensive, low-cost studies designed to give local interests a road

map for the development of their local recreation and tourism
resources.

THE STUDY AREA

Initially developed in response to a single request, tourism
preparedness assessments by LCRATAT have now been conducted
in three coastal Louisiana parishes: Cameron Parish, 1987, St
Mary Parish, 1987, and St. Bernard Parish, 1988 (Figure ). These
three coastal parishes represent the full range of diversity found
along the Louisiana coast Cameron Parish is a largely rural
agricuitural parish with a rich natural resource base that includes
beaches, marshes, and wetlands. It is home to a national wildlife

[e
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for its altigator breeding program.
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line and is a blend of traditional agriculture (primarily sugarcanc)
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Figure 1. Louisiana Parishes Participating in LCRATAT
Tourism Preparedness Assessments

LCRATAT Composition

Although the team’s composition is tailored to address a specific
locality, the assessment teams have evolved to include a broader
range of expertise. For example, te first assessment conducted
in Cameron Parish included the Assistant Director of the LSU
ScaGramCochgergram.aNananmEcononﬁstm
un&pammtofawmwmmmwmmat
LSU.IthcswdiDimﬁornfthcofﬁmofTomkmhﬂr
Louisiana of Culture, Recreation and Tourism, the
PlannimCoordinawroftthfﬁmofStatcParksinmemeisiana

of Culture, Recreation and Toursm, a Recreation
Planner from the Mincrals Management Service of the US.
Department of the Interior, a Marine Economics Specalist from
isiana Cooperative Extension Service, and an instructor

from the LSU Department of Geography and Anthropology.

Subseqwuassmmhawaddndmpmcmaﬁmfmm
the Louisiana Litter Control Commission, the Office of Cultural

of the Louisiana Department of Culture, Recreation
and Tourism, a marketing specialist from the LSU School of
Business, a recreation finance specialist from the Texas A & M

Sea Grant College Program, the head of the New Orleans Hotel
and Motel Association, and a representative of the Louisiana
Tourism Promotion Association.

LCRATAT Procedures

The process followed by the assessment teams includes a pre-
assessmment wisit by a sub-commitiee and a week long on-site visit
by the full LCRATAT. Because assessments are dore by local
invitation only, the sub-committee works with the focus group
thalizﬁﬁaiedthepromtolrightcnlocalawmoftheup-
coming assessment. Local media is used as an information outlet
as well as arranged meetings with local civic groups and elected
officials. At this point the sub-committee endeavors to explain
10 local leaders the purpose as well as the process of the LCRATAT
that will visit the parish. After the initial visit by the sub-committer,
modifications in the LCRATAT make-up can be made to address
the specific character of the parish under review. The coordimator
of the assessment supplies team members with background
documentation of the parish prior to the actual assessment
Available team members then meet together at least once before
the assessment to identify individual focus areas and to coordinate
group activities.

Although the first assessment lasted only three days, subsequent
assessments have involved a week long process. During this week,
LCRATAT members use a combination of personal interviews,
observation, compilation of availabie data, and traditional and
non-traditional extension service education 1echniques to conduct
their assessments. For example, four members on the St Bernard
assessment team participated on an interactive cabie TV talk show,
greatly expanding the oumber of individuals who became familiar
with the assessmen

Coordinating meetings are held every evening to facilitate a
flow of information among members and hosts. The assessment
coordinator focuses media attention on the assessment by
participating in prearranged civic meetings as well as speaking
before local elected officials.

A final summary presentation of the team's recommendations
is made before invited local officials, participants in the assessment,
and interested residents on the final day of the wisit This
pmentaﬁonisofapmlimina:yn.ammasadocumcmed,wdrten
report is cventually prepared for the parish. Rather than run the
risk of losing enthusiasm developed during the assessment, the
team presents what has become known locally as a road map,
or a process for the development of local tourism related resources.

The road maps to date have included specific information about
parish tourism attractions, an assessment of commuaity interest,
and information of the bemefits and costs of developing a local
tourism industry. The road maps typically include six steps:

1. Assessment of local tourism potential

2. Development of a community-based planning approach for
rouns

3. Assessment of the locality’s product and marker

4. Development of a comprehensive marketing plan.

5. Development of a hospitality industry program.

6. Identification of all sources of public and private assistance.

The Leadership Factor

Armed with individualized road maps for tounsm development
mmmmcmmmgudymha\eiodmshw
one common stumbling block: a lack of trained leadership &
the community level capable of implementing or facilitating the



parishs road map. Planning for growth and development in
Louisiana’s coastal parishes has historically been in anticipation
of or in reaction to near4erm economic circumstances. This is
especially evident in the absence of a state or regional toursm
development strategy. One unfortunate legacy of the prolonged
petroieum boom years has been that the existng leadership
structure did not have to consider planning for the medium or
long term future. Planning for development and growth has been
in anticipation of near-term ecomomic conditions. Local level
leaders in coastal Louisiana frequently lack the experience in
strategic planning that will allow a broad-based community
approach to the development of project or business plans. The
state, its regions, and most of its communities confuse strategic
and project planning and have encouraged or undertaken projects
in anticipation of near-term economic circumstances rather than
trying to shape the future through careful analysis and exiensive
input.

When Sea Grant, the Ad Hoc Committee, and LCRATAT
" first began the process of identifying constraints to the development
of local level tourism resources, the developmental state of the
industry was grossly underestimated. Our ability to facilitate an
orderly development of Louisiana’s coastal tourism and recreation
resources are severely limited by the absence of basic local leadership
ard community development training programs aimed at non-
farm rural residents. In assessing the tourism preparexiness of coastal
Louisiana, LCRATAT has repeatedly concluded that eagerness
and goodwill are not substitutes for knowledge and understanding,

Concluding Comments

The information contained in this paper is more of a description
of an evolving process rather than a final research product, This
process is still evolving into what we ste as a research phase.
The lack of longterm planning and the absence of trained local
level keadership to implement this planning was highlighted earlier
in this paper. Mike Liffmann, Project Coordinator, continues to
address this dimension of the process by exploring existing
leadership development programs at [SU, in Louisiana, and
arourd the country.

The LSU program for leadership development sponsored by
the Louisiana State University Agricutural Center has been
dismissed by us as a potentially useful vehicle due to its focus
on the tradiional commercial agriculture sector of the state.
Unfortunately, the LSU leadership program appears to be typical
of many of the Land Grant sponsored leadership developroent
programs nationally that appear to be producing a more articuiate,
polished lobbying group for agriculture rather than address the
needs of the rural non-farm population.

Mike Liffmann has also continued the leadership discussion
with a number of state agencies, including the Department of
Culture, Recreation and Tourism and is exploring the appropriate
location for such a rural development effort in state government.
Linked to this effort is the on-going discussion of a need for
regional, long-term development planning in the coastal region.

Ancther research related result of this process has been that
Steve Henning and I have been better able 10 make a case for
natural resource based rural development research in the coastal
region of Louisiana Steve Henmng is beginning a program of
research in coastal communities that will, as one product, develop
a local level fiscal impact model (micro-computer based) which
could help local levei communities better evaluate the fiscal impact
of tourism and recreation activities on their communities. As
mentioned earlier, tourism and recreation are often proposed as
economic panaceas in the absence of the basic economic needed
to ascertain their relative costs and benefits to a community.

As a relatively new faculty member at LSU, this process has
allowed me an unusual opportunity to do “field work” before
developing my rescarch agenda for the next five years. Based in
part on my expericnocs with the assessment teamns, [ have developed
a rescarch program that which will focus on coastal resource issues
including resource valuation, changes in coastal property rights
structures, and analyas of the influence of alternative management
sirategies on coastal land loss.

One other research reiated product of this process has been
the formatization of a multi-disciplinary research and extension
team on a campus that, not untypical of other university settings,
tends to build walls around researchers based on disciplinary
otientation or funding sources. We are aiready seeing the benefits
of this network through development of other collaborative research
efforts.

Current interest and activity in recreation and tourism
development in coastal Louisiana communities and elsewhere can
be compared to the development of cargo cults by tribesmen in
the central New Guinea highlands. In anticipation of the arnval
of great airborne wealth Like that brought by Allied forces in
World War II, innumerable runways were construcied in the bush
and lighted by firss while the cult members umply waited for
the incvitable armval of cargo.

In order to prevent this sort of naive “waiting for wealth” behavior
in coastal Louisiana communities, assessments such as those
conducied by the LCRATAT can help identfy community
recreation and tourism assets (if any) and develop a realistic road
map that considers costs as well as benefits of this economic activity.
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CLASS DIVISION AND THE POLITICS OF
CONSERVATION IN THE FLORIDA KEYS

Sarah Keene Meltzoff
Rosenstiel School of Marine and Atmospheric Science

ABSTRACT

Alliances between groups competing for the insular Keys
real estate, in particular the developers and the resident
retirees and commercial fishermen, underscore the politics
of conservation. All three groups share a dislike for the
new Monroe County Land Use Plan, although for conflicting
reasons, and are trying to amend it. Fishermen’s and retirees’
effectiveness in representing the community’s dominant point
of view is inflected by their different forms of social
organization, and is based on differences in occupation and
class. Thus, fishermen and retirees, who would both benefit
from a long-range perspective not allowing high density
development, have been unable to coordinate political efforts
in the planning process. Rather, their different concepts of
“pollution” and “freedom” and “quality of life” have resulted
in shifting and unstable alliances.

Introduction

An ernerging area of anthropological concern is how institutions
assimilate information (Douglas 1986), especially how the
production of scientific information intersects with the character
of political institutions and the class structure of local communities.!
In this vein, McCay (978) has noted the role of larger social
and political processes in orchestrating management decisions;
Langdon (1982) has shown that a central weakmess of formalist
management models is that they cannot adequately conceptualize
the local political economy, or its tie to legal-political forces; and
Meltzoff (1988) has suggested that misrecognition of the relationship
between social class, polity and conservation is fundamental to
land use planning processes, such as that now being legisiated
in Florida. In this context, the paper seeks to make two theoretical
points through an in-depth empirically based analysis of land use
planning in the tropical, marine environment of the Florida Keys.

In the context of US fisheries, the key contribution for
anthropology, theoretically and practically, is to uncover the internal
form of the socio-political relationships—such as those between
information processing, politics, and social stratification—that
ultimately determine how communities manage the conservation
process. Recent work in the Gulf has emphasized many of the
same themes (Starr 1980; Maril 1983).

With this in mind, the present paper focuses on the politics
of conservation, examining three issues critical to land use pianning
in the tropical, marine environment of the Florida Keys. The first
issue is the relationship between the state and the county, especially
its administrative and tourist center of Key West, where an
interfocking set of conflicts and responsibilities influence the scope
of the recent Monroe County Land Use Plan (LUP). The second

issue is the confrontation between local development and
conservation interests over the types of studies and resulting
restrictions that should be carried out in order to plan. Battle
lines are drawn through the creation of information, the
interpretation of that information (particularly the way in which
a given interpretation is legitimated), and its dissemination. The
third issue is the extent to which the coordination of distinct
groups—their alliance—and thus their effectiveness in representing
the community’s dominant point of view, is inflected by their
different forms of social organization, based on differences in
occupation, ethnicity, and class (for a more detailed discussion
of Anglo and Cuban ethnicity in the Keys than the scope of
this paper can provide sce Meitzoff 1988; See also Doeringer,
Moss, and Terkla 1986). Almost all community members, from
retirees to fishermen, dislike the land use plan because they feel
that it threatens the very nature of the community, Yet, their
differences in occupation, ethnicity, and class give rise to divergent
concepts of “pollution” and “freedom™ and “quality of life” with
the result is that the two major community groups, fishermen
and retirees, form shifting and unstable alliances with development
and conservation interests during the land use planning process.

The paper analyzes the creation of a land use plan. This broaches
the problem of “density” which, itself, is a surrogate for the trajectory
of the community’s future development. It raises the question of
what the community should become and therefore what will be
the lifestyle and “quality of life” in that community. To pose the
political opposition of conservation and development in terms of
density, and thus the very fate of the community, reveals three
key fields: (1) a complex set of social retations between the various
interest groups as well as their different types of interests (e.z.
economic, social, environmental); (2) the coordination between
class interests and community interests; and (3) the relationship
between county and city, and the state with regards to planning.
Within this triple context, it appears more expedient, less costly,
to follow a short-term political solution that favors increasing
density precisely because it ignores the underlying social
characteristics of the community at large. Accordingly, the
opposition arises between developers’ short-term, self-interested
economic solution and conservationists’ long-term, community-
oriented social solution. The community-based groups of retirees
and fishermen share a common need for the long-term solution.
Yet, because they comprise groups with distinct ethnic,
occupational, and class (defined as the intersection of social,
economic, and cultural capital® backgrounds, it is difficult for
them to form an alliance and function as a coherent, integrated
community,

County and City, and State

Florida’s land planning agency, the Department of Community
Affairs (DCA), from its Key West office oversees Monroe County
and Key West as two distinct Areas of Critical State Concern
that receive extra planning attention from the state. The designation
allows the Governor and Cabinet broad authority over local land
use planning to protect areas with significant environmental or
historical resources, Monroe County (the Keys) rich in the former
and Key West in the latter, Areas of Critical State Concern (ACSC)
must plan under specific state-generated Principles Guiding
Development which therefore become bones of contention. Because
the incorporated city of Key West is a separate ACSC—and now
every incorporated municipality or county in Florida is required
to have its own guiding document for development—Key West
has an individual comprehensive plan, separate from the county.?



Ahhoughtourists,ﬂ‘aﬂic,andthemmwﬁhgmknow no city
limits and flow freely between jurisdictions, under this system the
Monroe County Land Use Plan (LUP) docs not apply to Key
West. A cardinal difference between County and City plans is
that the LUP, as well as being facilities-oriented, attempts protection
of vast areas of natural emvironment* (¢.8 uplands), while the
Key Waest plan basically deals with facilities {e.g. parking, traffic
levels, sewage), state opinion being that Key West no longer has
a significant natural environment left 10 defend.

Flected County and City Commissioners, each appointing
separaxePlanningComnﬁssionmembm,mirrorandpqpemm
the scgmentation of planning authority. The only overap in
mmnﬁmionSistthcwatewsomofth:ﬂveCoumy

or epvirommentalist (quality-of-life), ignore the county's LUP and
wﬂit'omkssmmbasomdoamumwadedmugh.‘m
imcmalpoliﬁcalintcrcstsofmenmsepaxmebmcamiespmvmt
them from cooperating, but the fight between Commissioners is
aot for political jurisdictional control Rather the nature of being
aComnﬂssiomrissecnasamnstocxpmpersonalpow,
gain, or ideology (6.2 pro-growth versus quality-of-life). With
studied disinterest, County and City Commussioners rarely consult
each other on common planning issues. Structural relations between
City and County Comamissioners disintegrated when one side
denied permits to the personal development project of a
commissioner of the other side. A few joint meetings, where one
sidemubbedthcothﬂ.ﬁmhercxmbawdthclackofcoordjmﬁon.
Tltmssionscanbcmmdtfaathax(:ountyandﬁty
have undergone similar resistance to the state
aﬁgmtofAmofCﬁdmlSmCommTtheys
were designated an ACSC in April 1975, and Key West in 1976.
Neither wanted to be espec y “protected” and both had
controllingpro-gromhmajoﬁtiﬁauhctinrwhofwedrstmim
on development. Kcmetwmdd&gﬂndmlWGWMa
Key West “conch” (native) in the State House of Representatives
held sway i Tailahassee. Freed from supervision, the city entered
a period ofunbridbddewlolnmt.wmnﬂrstateﬁmﬂyrﬁmd
KeyWesabackinandmdesignalﬁii!anACSC,msupewision

Coumyprodmzalandtxscp]anby{l)watchhlgmdadvising
ﬂmCoxmtyPhnnthﬁim;Q)mmﬂingtl:LUPpublictnaﬁng
where policy was to be debated and voted upon by the
Commissioners; and (3) retaining the right to block by appeal
wningda:isionsandhmmamxdmcms.

In response the DCAS supervision of its Area of Critical State
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&mlmmmmmpmmﬁm
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outlined in the contract and Ch 27F-8, F.A.C, New Principics
for Guiding Development for the Florida Keys ACSC, adopted
I!AugustlwbyﬁrGomorandCabina.supcmdingthc
oﬁg’mall’tincipisadomadbytltLegislanminlgTS(Noocﬁni.
1987). The ACSC New Principles call for fimiting development
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quality, set a model for managing a marine environment through
the control of density of development on land {Selz 1986).

Density and its Essence

The regulation of density (defined as the number of dwelling
units per gross acre) has become the Land Use Plan's prime
consideration, Its stated aim is to permit the maximum level of
density through development without degrading the environment,
nmmagingandcontrol]ingmeuscofiandsoﬂmm:uniqueisland
environment of Monroe County is protected (LUP VolIL27).

Given the plethora of social and economic issues raised in the
context of discussions about density, it is evident that density is
the surface form for arguments over the community’s future
economic and social organization. Density encodes three structural
features: (1) overt ecomomic and ecological concerns; (2) the
community’s fght, acting as a community, to seif-determination;
(3) the maintenance of especially class and ethnic interests.
Encompassed by the concept of density, these dimensions are
unequally transparent to the participants in the system. There is
adescending order of native awareness. ALTOSt EVETYONE FeCOgTIZEs
and argues for their economic and ecological interests. These are
the most immediate and ideologically legitimated concerns insofar
as they focus on individuai maximization. Far fewer participants
a:ecognizamthatumfmu:eofthecommumtyismmke,m
that the community as a social form can have interests that stand
above those of its individual members. And, finaily, virtually
nobody is conscious that their actions are implicitly guided by,
and serve to maintain, their clas and ethnic interests. The
coexistence of these sets of interests, which as will be seen are
often contradictory, provide one of the main dynamics dnving
the LUP political prooess.

The individuals who participate in the LUP process can be
classified into three principal categories of local actors: fishermen,
retirees, and developers, each with their attendant lawyers and
public officials. And within the three categories, there are factions
and class fractions based on internai differences such as ethnicity,
education, and immediate economic interest.

The initial category, fishermen, is occupationally grounded n
a primary industry. Key’s fishermen formed the pioneer community
that developed the crawfishing industry during the 1930s and 196k,
Fishermen arc divided among along ethnic lines, but share
economic and ecological concerns that would materially benefit
through political cooperation. In particular, they share an
occupational need for political cohesion to retain their share of
Keys real estate for backyard shorebases and fish houses. Howewver,
fishermen are divided along two tines. The most salient is their
cthnicdivisionimoAngoandCubanﬁshemrmmhdwhich
hasitsownlanguageandtradiﬁonofseparaﬁonThcAngloﬁacdon
dominates in the public political sphere due to its majorty stans
asweﬂasadvmnaﬁinEngijshlanguagcandeducaﬁmm
second division is between pioneer fishermen and newcomers. This
division is highly correlated with, and receives impetus from {1)
ethnic division, insofar as Marielitos and Miami Cubans are the
most recent entrants into the Keys fishery, and (2) the OTgaNizAton
of production. Predominately Anglos in the Lower and Middk
Kcys,johndbysouxhﬁamiCubansinﬂ: Upper Keys, depend
upon backyard shorebases. By contrast, about 77% of Cuban
fishermen (including Marielitos) in the Keys are based around
the Latin community of Kechstwhcremnalbackya.rdsar:
m“[‘hcymﬂdepcnduponﬁshhomin!(cywa‘s
commerdal fishing area of Stock [sland.



The fishing sector is estranged from the political process. In
one dimension, ethnic divisiveness makes it difficult to develop
trust, raise funds for the common cause, or mobilize the power
of numbers. In ancther dimension, fishermen, because of their
inability to speak “well” publicly or “dress for suocess™that is,
because of their class *habitus™ (Bourdieu 1984)-feel themselves
being placed at the bottom of the class hierarchy by the middie
class retirecs, politicians, developers, planners, and lawyers within
the forum of public land use hearings. The social result is that
only a handful of Anglo fishermen, representing Organized
Fishermen of Florida (fishermen’s only political arm), attend public
LUP hearings.s Almost by default, they constitute the dominant
faction, politically and economicaily.

Moreover, fishermen not only lack an effective political presence,
but have difficulty joining associations which would further their
own interests, They view conservation groups as middie class
institutions where they will be made to feel uncomfortable outside
their class ken, This corresponds with fishermen’s disposition to
avoid public politics (Le. including membership in their own
organization, OFF, which only generates 106% of potentially active
members) as a waste of time, and to distrust fishermen who become
enmeshed in leading OFF because the political process, itself, is
seen as (1) corrupting and (2) engendering dispositions different
from those of other fishermen.

The second category of agents are retirees. They are largely
Anglo urban professionals who have moved to the Keys for a
bit of palm lined paradise. A number are lawyers ang in real
estate thernselves. With their fres time, disposable income, distance
from the necessity to work, positive disposition towards political
activism, and middte class social and cultural capital, they comprise
the highly vocal, local majority invelved in the LUP process. In
contrast to fishermen, retirees have both the resources, social as
well as economic, and the cultural disposition to join conservation
groups and participate in public political action. Conservation
associations are run by and attract retirees, who make up some
63% of Keys conservatiorusts.

Developers initially dug canals in the scantly inhabited Keys
running northeast of Key West up towards Miami, as post-World
War II real estate speculation. With the advantages of ar-
conditioning and pesticides, as well as air travel and the post-
war prosperity, second-home owner/retirees began pouring into
the Keys in the 1960s. These newcomers moved in next to those
who had started settling these new neighborhoods a decade earlier
to fish for a living. Many of these fishermen were cither fishermen
from Miami or northern working class who had come te Florida
originally with the Navy or for construction jobs. That fishermen
were often the pioneer inhabitants in canal neighborhoods now
presents a moral contradiction for retirees and the avic and
conservation associations they run. Retirees’ cuitural concept of
justice leads them to agree to the fainess of grandfather zoning
clauses for backyard fishing operatons. But because American
society accepts the lenter of the law over the spirit of the law,
retirees are seeking to by-pass the 1980 grandfather clause for
backyard fishermen calied for by the LUP. Instead, they are
harkening back to an obsolete, original 1973 land use plan’s
grandfather clause because it could shminate more fishermen
without brealang faith with retirees” American legal value system,

Retirees note specific differences in social and cuitural capital
between themsehves and their fishermen neighbors, as well as sthnic
stercotypes, especiaily in those areas like the Upper Keys where
they live near Cubans. Miami Cuban extended families crowd
into small houses for the spiny lobster scason and proceed to
fish intensively, taking advantage of their cohesive family structure

for manpower. The retirees, like many Anglo fishermen, think
the Cuban fishermen are oblivious 1o, or disdainful of, conservation
and the management regulations. They akso think that the Cubans
practice amoral familialism, stealing others' traps and hiding behind
the language barrier when confronted. By the same token, many
Cuban fishermen understand conservation, not as a cntical element
in the community's future, but as a political interest of, and pan
of a political struggie with, the Anglo retirees and fishermen. To
put this differently, because the community is rent by ethnic and
class antagonisms, the community itself cannot become a cominon
interest. The prevalence of class and ethnic divisions ulumately
puts fishermen in a double bind. On one hand, if they subscribe
1o the conservation interests that the Anglo retiress are uniquely
qualified to carry forth, then they pass political control of the
community to a group whose class and cthnic interests motivate
them to eliminate fishermen. On the other hand, if fishermen ignore
conservation concerns, then they uitimately undermine the basis
of their own livelihood, Given this Hobson's choice, plus an absence
of the social capital and time needed to participate in the LUP
process, it is no wonder that Keys fishermen are apt to maintain
distance from conservation movements. The point to be underlined
is that class divisions, both at the level of embodied amtudes
and at the level of the intracommunity power struggle, make
it difficult for fishermen and retirees to join forces on the issue
of conservation.

The contradiction between the retirees’ class interests and their
conoern for the community as a totality surfaces in the way that
retirees’ leve] of awareness and scope of concern for the environment
divides them into two factions, narrow-issue and broad-issue
conservationists. The majority of retirees are narow-issue
conservationists: actively focused on their own neighborhoods,
joining local civic and conservation associations to push for issues
cffecting local property. The way OAITOW-iSSUE  CONSErvationists
conceive of, and argue for, individual overt economic and
ecological neighborhood concerns directly expresses their middle
class antitudes towards aesthetics, orderliness, safety, pollution, eic.
In the LUP process, they implicitly seek 1o maintain their class
status by assuming that they are jusafied in antempts to rezone
fishermen out of “their” neighborhood on the grounds that
fishermen are dirty, polluting, and disorderly by namue. These
retirees feel a fair haven is their prerogative as good citizens, a
reward for years of hard work, They believe their sense of
conservation is informed by their sense of neighborhood aesthetics,
and are unaware that it is part of a set of class views guiding
“what is good for the community” (e.g. that sees trap-building
and diesel work boats as “poiluting™. Ironically, narrow-issue
conservationists, because they are unconsciously guided by class
oomcpts,lcndtotakeashon—tﬂmandlmmedm:foms,makmg
it difficult for them to address the more long-ierm and sericus
environmental probicms; they do not anempt to ﬁghl the long-
term environmental dissolution caused by increasing density.
Similarly, some avid sportfishing groups-who alse tend 1o have
a core membership of retirees—form conservation assocations
whoscpnmaryagendalsmlobbyformcanonaiagaum
commercial fishing in the name of conservatgon They, too, pass
overlong-termmmtstothcmanmmmbaseemananngfmm
density and reduced water quality (¢.g agricultural and stormwater
runoffs of fertlizers, pesticides, beavy metals). Instead, they hope
to increase stocks by eliminating commercial pressure, which is
at best a short-term, dlass-motivated solution to protecting marine
TESOUTTES.



The minerity faction of retirees are broad-issue conservationists,
whoarcconcumdwiﬂnhcﬁmncofmemmmurmyanditscn-
vironment. Broad-issue conservationists—overall in the minority—
are more aware of the community as a totality, and thus able
to move beyond ciass lines onto the broader conservation issues
such as waler quality, ultimately summarized as density. They
argue for conservation beyond personal, immediate neighborhood
concerns insofar as they focus their efforts on long-term solutions
1o community-wide problems. Notable exampies are the retiree
leadership of the Florida Keys Citizens Coalition and [zaak Walton
League's Keys Chapter. Retirees within these organizations address
dmsityis.m:san:laimtocha]kngc(e.g.viathcmtc’s 120
Administrative Challenge) the LUP’s non-geophysical basis for
its zoning decisions. Predictably, the need for a parallel socio-
mmmkhvmﬁgaﬁontodeﬁmmcmmalsmnmofﬂw
community and its trajectory—inciuding ethnic interests—is less
transparent.

The final category of agents in the LUP process are real estate
developers. Included within this group are a small set of retiree
real estate investors whose main motive has become to override
the LUP" restrictions in order to develop their land profitably
(¢.g. the Tax Payers League). Developers are predominantly an
Anglo middle<iass occupational group whose impetus and interest
is profit maximization. Developers have little self-motivation to
tailor their development projects to fit the structure and needs
of community residents because this would run counter 10 N
their immediate economic interests and (2) their concept of the
individual’s rights to maximize profit regardiess of environmental
and social problems. Developers perceive the community’s interests
as hurdles to be cleared, like the hurdles of environmental
regulations and LUP restrictions. Their arguments avoid the future
of the community, focusing instead on present economic and
ecological concerns and rewards. Dewtopers adhere to the set
ofcommumtyinmdcﬁmdbypoliﬁmlﬁat:tmmof
whoever controls local government. Hence developers are ardent
supporters of pro-growth candidates, even running themselves as
well as pushing spouses into positions of political policy-making
(e.£ Planning Commission and Tourist Development Council).

Developers and retirees, aithough they do not share the same
omupaﬁonalstanm.mlargclydrawfmmdnsamwdalstock,
maintaining similar class/ethnic artitudes. Thus they stand in
contrast to fishermen in general, and particularly to Cuban
fishermen. Developers differ from fishermen principally in terms
of their class and ethnic interests, and mode of investment in
the local community. To a large extent, the legal and political
battle waged over the implementation of the LUP pits retirees
against developers, with OFF stepping in as best it can for the
fishermen, who remain bystanders. When LUP decisions go against
developers, they have the capital and financial incentive to empioy
i.n.wyustoanrndau:lappcalpermitdedsiom.Broad—issuc
conservation associations, alternatively, prepare the long, invoived
cases themsetves, drawing on their retiree members’ free time and
educational capital In this respect, retirees via their associations
stand a fighting chance in the jural-political arena against
developers. By contrast, OFF chapter members in the Keys lack
the finances for lawyers, Jet alone the professional writing and
speaking skills of developers” lawyers and the retiress, themsehves,
OFF also faces the apolitical attitudes and noncohesiveness of
fishermen, who prize individualism. A socio-political triangle has
crystallized. On one leg, fishermen and retiress share conservation
needs but have distinct occupational and class interests for utilizing
property inside the community (and ethnic concens where there
are Cuban fishermen) that have blocked political alliance. Cn the
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second leg, developers and retirees share class and ethnic attindes
including a belief in working through the political system. But
broad-issue conservatomists, in particular, have diametnically
opposed concepts of the community’s right to decide the fate of
the environment and regulate density. On the third leg, fishermen
and developers share a concept of individualism that has been
grounds for political alliance, yet their views of the right to “work
without restrictions™ arise from conflicting class and occupational
interests. Fishermen have backed developers politically to gain
avoice against the narrow-issue retirees trying to eliminate backyard
fishing Developers and fishermen agreed that regulation is
anathema to Amernican freedom. Until now, developers have been
more willing to form alliances with fishermen in that developers
are not inhibited by short-term class conflicts over land allocation
within neighborhoods or fishing rights (i.e. sport vs. commercial).
OFF has tried alliances with both sides in order to leverage their
immediate survival interests. OFF first sought an alliance with
the Florida Keys Citizens Coalition, the initial objective being to
alla the fears of retiree neighbors and gain support for the formation
of special Commercial Fishing District (CFD) “villages™ {e.g. on
No-Name Key in the Key Deer sanctuary area of Big Pine Key)
where fishermen could live as well as base their operations. OFF
had proposed the CFD villages despite awareness that it would
be difficult to obtain federal environmental permits (¢.g Fish and
Wildlife). Meeting neither meeting with open arms nor success,
OFF tumned to the Tax Payers League and pro-growth candidates
in the 1986 clection. OFFs alliance with developers heiped to
re-clect a pro-development faction called the “Concrete Coalition”
as County Commissioners. The development interests had
successfully attracted fishermen by appealing to their desires for
“freedom” from regulation, while also holding out the immediate
cconomic promise of construction jobs for sons and political
suppont for the LUP special zoning designation of Commercial
Fishing Districts, often against the will of conservationists. In this
way, developers’ political possibilities for implementing a project
that the community believes is contrary 1o its own environmental
interests hinged on the class antagonisms that divide the community.
However, OFF ‘cadership is beginning to realize that their
ional and environmental concerns diverge from developers
and match the retirees in the long run. The complexion of the
socio-political triangle will change. Broad-issue conservationisis,
who as n¢ighbors still hold their own narrow perspective on
fishermen, are starting to discuss development of CFDs and saving
their common property, the water, with OFF. Their join cfforts
to sustain appropriate dersity and water quality levels, as well
as preserve the occupation of fishing, could help fishermen and
reties by creating long-term environmental and community
stability. In theory, Commervial Fishing Districts will cnable
fishermen to secure use rights and hence survive as an cocupation
in a real estate market of escalating prices. Fishermen will require
CFDs 2s (1) fish houses convert into the three to five times more
pmﬁtablcmmﬁonalmaﬁnasand(ﬂ&wmngeneraﬁona{
fishermen can no longer buy a canal house as a shorebase, let
alone be grandfathered in. The LUP's creation of the CFDs has
not resolved fishermen’s growing shorebase problems. Low cost
housing is short supply, while only the CFD village allows onsie
living. Most CFDs are only for work. Just one or fwo of several
dozen CFD sites designated by the LUP exclusively for commercial
ﬁshinghawbccnpmchascdmﬂdmlopedmmcummdalﬁshing
bas&.OFFammﬂyfuelscommdalﬁshcrmcnmaybefomed
to turn zoning restrictions back to permit recreation fishing uses
{e.g marinas, fish restaurants) in order to entice developers 10
finance and build CFDs.



Rising land prices, triggered by resort and upper end
condominium development, are limiting meoming Miami Cuban
and other fishermen to trailers instead of canal houses, ot to illegal
rental of ground floor conversions in stilt houses. This process
also effects recrutment of fishermen’s children who depend on
the availability of low income housing, traditionally trailer homes,
to stay in the Keys and jown the fishing sector. All are being
closed out by soaring prices. The LUP has exacerbated this shift
away from low income housing by (1) encouraging developers
to maximize value on finite construction and (2} forbidding trailers
to be rebuilt after a hurricane, and prolubiting new ongs because
they cannot withstand hurricane floods and winds. Even RV parks,
for example, are blocked by Anglo residents of the Upper Keys
because they think RV parks bring in Cubans. Ethnic and class
divisiveness of the Keys renders it unlikely that developers will
receive sufficient financial incentives from the County to build
low income housing. CFD shorebases may become superfluous,
even if they are build, if fishermen cannot find an affordable place
to live.

Perceptions of Paradise

The overt short-term economic interests of developers are served
by the Keys Tounist Development Council (TDC). The TDC's
operating budget from a 3% “bed ™ tax® on tourists promotes tourism
by advertising “Paradise.” In a litany extoiling the virmes of an
unspoiled, undeveloped nature that, ironically, only results from
maintaining low density, they pay a local ad agency $200,000-
coincidentally the TDC and the agency have the same head—to
“sell” the idea of secluded beaches lapped by turquoise waters,
The use of the word “paradise™ in US real estate marketing is
in vogue precisely where remaining pockets of nature are being
built up. In line with tapping the industrialized world's desire for
the natural in an increasingly artificial (man-made) environment,
the TDC% national ad campaign angles for mass tourism to
maximize short-run tourist incomes. They advertise in Spring
Break, Modern Marurity, and Golden Age instead of
Smithsonian ot The New Yorker. In response, tourists on low
budgets packed the Keys in unprecedentsd numbers during the
987-88 season. Because crowding by a 2% increase in tourists
was accompanied by a significant 70 decline in upper-end tourist-
telated business, the Tourist Development Council is under fire,
Predictably, those who wish to sell T-shints, local cigars and
perfumes, and one-tirne tourist attractions are lined up against
owners of antique stores, and fancy clothing stores and restaurants
who seek change. So TDC is forced to consider a.hmng its
campaign (e.g. from ads in Spring Break to Key Lime pie bakes
at fowa county fairs). Fishermen and broad-issue conservationists
could join in the political push to stem mass tourism, and so
mmmz:ﬂmrownwmunnymm&n@ﬂmrm
recogrition of a common problem is slowed by covert intarests
of class and ethnicity which inform their dispositions to trust,
listen to, engage, and otherwise depend on each other.

Developers, except those who also own tourist businesses, stay
aloof from the controversy over the type of townst to attract
Their income is derived from construction, not the actual
population and use of the Keys. They contnue seeking permits
under the LUP for more “destination resorts” and condos in a
drive towards maximizing density of high-priced units to achieve
today’s economic gain. Meanwhile, developers privately describe
their own vacation spots, hide-aways far from the rapidly crowding
Keys, citing the very traits that they intend to sacrifice in the
Keys in exchange for immediate return: uncrowded tranquillity,

urtpoliuted natural beauty. In their personal fives, developers share
the values of the retiress and tourists to whom they market the
Keys “Paradise.”

Production of Information and its Political Power

The types of information produced and used in the planning
process shape public debate and alliances, and thus the politics
of conservation. To determine density for the LUP, Siemon and
Kendig carried out neither a sociological nor a geophysical study.
Rather, they utlized a folk concept of “visual perception and
community character,” drawing an analogy between the
urbanization process and “natural sucoession, where the area

i reaches the dimax state of the City” (Sieron and Kendig
1985:250). Their concept, devoid of soqal structure, focuses on
the lose of “visual dominance of the natural envircnment” as the
city state encroaches (1985:251); land use is seen as the surface
continuum from “commercial, residential” and “industrial resort”™
to “natural, residential” and “resort, fishing™ (1985:253). The pro-
development County Commissioners, who constituted a majonity
and favored the contract, apprecated that this general approach
would be least likely to hamper fumre development since it was
not rooted in scientific investigation. They understood correctly
that it would be politically simpler to amend a LUP founded
on folk concepts and fluid specifications, yet with the appearance
of being scientfic, because then they could concretize the study
based on their own economic and ideological concerns. “Visual
perception and comununity character” is indicative of the
considerable range of para-scientific concepts that have sprung
up around the public planning process. Siemon ang Kendig relied
on the invention of “magic triangkes™ which in graphic form
measured the transition from native to suburban to urban land.
The triangles aim to describe character in terms of “aesthetics,”
“congestion,” “privacy,” “landscaping,” “remaiming habitat” etc.
Such concepts, in terms of Iinguistic form and presentation (e
graphics, language, and statistics), seck to parody science in an
cffort to imbue economically interested products with ob]ecl:mty
and thus kgitimacy. Siemnon, himself, wore a cardboard “magic
triangle” headdress at Key Wests October Fantasyfest to poke
fun at the “scientific” mystery few had fathomed. In this vein,
the “rescarch™ done underiving the concept of “visual perception
and community character” was methodologically flawed because
it failed to take into account the wide range of environmental
impacts of increasing density. The triangies relied on superficial
categorics (.. “encounter ratios,” “open space”) to map the extant
structure of the community, The cultural {(e.g. on ethricity and
social economy), social institutional (e.g. on how government and
ivic OTganizations interact), and environmental (¢.£. on geophysics)
data that would lend substance to the concept are ahsent Of
course, the goal was not to produce a docurnent that passes muster
as science, but which serves its political function. In this regard,
the Siemon and Kendig approach served the interests of its creators:
it transformed a potentally imterested LUP document into a
disinterested one via the legitimation of science. The LUP ends
up asserting that other high density communities in the USA have
experienced water quality troubles, and therefore DER studies
should monitor the Keys water quality in the fumre (Voll 28
Feb 1986:92). With this, the LUP acknowledges that water guality
problems do have a high probability of surfacing. But, no specific
Myscsonl(cysgoophmcxmmddumty'sxmpactonﬂn

marine environment. Thercfore none coukl be guoted
during the LUP process to impede the nse in density. Sirmlarly,



no onc analyzed the community's concepts (e.g “quality of life,”
“pollution,” “freedom™ ot examined its social economy and goals.

The most diffuse community concept which appeared in the
planning process is “quality of life.” The folk notion, or ideology,
of “quality of life” depends on one’s class and habitus, though
it is not understood this way by participants in the system, including
Siemon and Kendig {1985:250). County and City Commissioner
elections reverberate with this slogan, countered by the “pro-
growth™ campaign. Conservationists rally behind “quality of life.”
For them, it denotes maintaining a bastion for the wildlife and
those fortunate enough 1o live in an “unpolluted™ world protected
by law and government from rampant scif-serving, destructive
forms of individualism. On the pro-growth side, individual freedom
to buikd as one chooses, just as freedom to fish where one wishes,
have been construed by developers and fishermen as upholding
a primary Anxrican value, In the Concrete Coalition's campaign,
they portrayed broad-issuc comscrvationists as provoking the
deterioration of individual rights and being anti-American for
seeking government intervention.

“Pollution”™ is another core community concept used in the
politics of conservation and land use planning. It reflects far more
than the biological and chemical condition. Depending on one's
social perspective, “pollution” shifts meaning, indeed, as Mary
Douglas noted in another context (se¢ Douglas 1986), it refers
to the disruption of the right social order as a disruption in the
rightfui design of the community, For retirees in the canal
neighborhoods common throughout the Keys, “poilution” among
other things, has come 1o signify the signs of working class fishermen
in the neighborhood: diese] engine and drill noises; stacks of traps
and the rotten smells emanating from them at season’s close; and
projection of the working class image of Waylon Jennings and
a guard dog. “Pollution” becomes the secular equivalent of a
religious concept, receiving its legitimization not from God but
from science which frequently serves as a semi-mystical and
autonomous form of authority whose wisdom must be divined
by those ancinted to do so. What is polluting and who “pollutes™
depends on one’s perspective and interests.

1n the context of competing with fishermen for allocation of
neighborhood land use, retirees blame fishermen for the “pollution™
or dernise of water quality in backyard canais. Recognizing the
power embedded in quantitative scientific research in political
debate, Keys conservation groups are applying for grants and
commissioning studies themsetves. They have been instrumental
in initiating water gquality studies basod on physial properties.
However, these studias at one level have produced surprising results
vindicating fishermen, pointing the finger at sewage leakage and
stormwater run-off (Lapointe et al. 1988), both density problems.

Public hearings for the LUP-which numbered nearly 100 up
and dowm the Keys—functioned contrary to their intent in the
planning process. Public hearings were supposed to reveal the
“community character™ and debate s fumre. The whole institution
of public zoning hearings, however, memely served to cmment
oppositions. In the act of testifying in front of friends and neighbors,
a person’s point of view solidifies. In practice, the public forum
acts in counterpoint to its American town square ideology of free
speech and fow of ideas. It fails to create a feedback situation
where people can influence each other’s opinions. Rather, it codifies
fixed stances in public reoord, hardening positions, making it more
difficult 1o reach compromise and sway thought. The public hearing
cannot be a forum in which the expression of opposing interests
yields a consensus because (1) the interests are layered, some social,
some economic, some political; (2) the legal system provides a
forum for continuing the debate almost indefinitely; and (3) the

stating of a public opinion reduces the possibility of a compromise
because those involved would lose face if they backed down.
Moreover, the symbolic power of language intimidates and
*humiliates” those without native, middle-class mastery of English
used in the hearings (e.g. through lack of formal education or
English being a second language asit is for many Cuban fishermen).
Public hearings cannot be expected to provide the LUP with an
ethnographically sound base for making decisions about the
community’s future, The structure of the hearings, itself, reflects
the dominant factions and class interests.

The absence of ethnographic and quantitative studies to provide
information for the LUP is parallled by the deanth of a density
build-out report in the LUP. This information gap, too, politically
avoids discussion of the consequences of increasing density, There
s an implicit fight between developers and conservationists as
to what type of information gets produced since documentation
on density and its impacts generally fuels the conservation cause.
A build-out report, for example, is a basic tool for determining
potential density patterns, therefors it is no accident that through
1987, none has been produced by the LUP. Buid-out reports
offer an account of how many units, and in what price range,
will be permitted by the Plans zoning regulations and includes
already existent units. The report is essential for jong-range
planning, projecting the LUP’ impact. It is needed to estimate
necessary facilities and services (e.2 schools, hospitals, librares,
roads, bridges, sewage, jails, fire fighters, trash landfills) to
accommadate the maximum build-out, and so determine costs,
The unofficiai projections of increased density range from 24,000
new units to 100,000 new units, depending on which side is speaking
and the comtext. Developers day draming in private, and
consérvationists predicting grave trouble in public, concur on the
upper spectrum. The dearth of a build-out report, itself, underscores
the political struggie between short and longderm interests. It
reflects the short4erm profit orientation of developers interested
in maximizing buikd-out today, operating at the expense of long-
term residents who will have to bear in perpetuity the cost of
facilities and services, as well as lack of affordable housing and
envircnmental degradation.

Conservationists feel their most populacdy based argument
against high density is the danger of high taxes to cover the cost
of services and facilities. They extrapolaie this type of cost
information during LUP public hearings, founding it on their own
build-out estimates. Taking the middie estimate of 37,000 new
units, multiplying by the §2,100 impact fee charged each new unit,
ostensibly to cover the cost for community facilities and services
(not charged “affordable housing” defined as 25 units; acre), the
funds raised would be almost $30 million. The Commissioners
were also promised $100 miilion by the state as recompense for
taxes lost on wetlands not to be developed. This revenue, $180
million, falls far short of projecied costs. The LUP, itself, calls
for $120 million to catch up on facilities and services prior to
creating higher density, plus $338 million to accommodate an
increase in units, totaling $458 million. The LUP estimate, dome
without the benefit of a build-out report, remarkably fails to inclode
hospitals, jails, roads and bridges, sanitary services,” etc.. Kendig
acknowledged this mistake at a LUP public hearing when it was
brought out by the [zaak Walton League president, one of the
most active broad issue conservation lkaders. The pianners
promised to recaiculate their figures, but 1.5 years after LUP was
cost for 37,000 new units lies closer 1o $1.2 billion? Allowabl
land for development under the LUP is assessed at $578 million.
Therefore, it would be socially, and in the long-run economically,



cheaper to buy it and set it aside in a program following the
philosophy of Nature Conservancy, than to develop it to maximum
allowable densities and pay at least triple the assessed land value
for facilities and services. The inevitabie demise in water quality
from individual septic tank leakage and traffic-polluted stormwater
run-off is a further long+ange consideration. Even Siemon at a
LUP public hearing agreed with conservationusts that increasing
density will turn out to be more expensive more than buying
up the land. The heart of the density debate for residents, who
take a long-run perspective unlike developers, is who will shoulder
the costs usually bomn by taxation. Taxes focus residents’ common
interest in maintaining Jow density levels, whether working class
fishermen or retirees, conservationists or not. Developers
unconvincingly argue (trying to convince volters) that increased
density gets more units on the tax rolls which lowers taxes. The
debate over cost and taxes is really a debate over the fae of
the community. Cost is manifest, material and objective, whereas
the trajectory and nature of the community i not. So cost serves
as a swrrogate for this larger set of concerns, concerns that the
individualist nature of American ideology held by fishermen,
retirees and developers alike, has trouble making room for.

The Department of Community Affairs never fully approved
the final version of LUP in September 1986, but it could not
afford the alternative: 1o write its own version. So the LUP became,
according to DCA and County officials alike, the “Vietnam of
Planning.” The DCA, representing the state, was empowered to
appeal permit decisions, thus effectively stalling a builder for
upwards years if he could withstand the stiff legal fees, otherwise
forcing development plans to be dropped. In another exampie,
the DCA in early 1988 denied 60% of the tzxt of the massive
number of first-year LUP amendments that had already been
approved by the County Planning Commission. The cumbersomse
law had only allowed DCA to say “yes™/ ™no™ instead of editing.
This forced the Planning Commission director to go through each
rejection with his DCA counterpart to see if it could be
reformulated. The stalemate is applauded by conservationists
starting to produce quantitative scientific information which they
intend 10 wield in the political arena of planning just as the
developers had manipulated the its void into the LUP, Meanwhile,
the developers continue to ask for (1) additional intensity and
(2) reversion to what they couid have done under the zoning
regulations prior to the LUP.

The Politics of Conservation

The evidence from the Keys indicates that the most impornant
factor informing allocation and management of resources is the
politics of conservation. The politics of conservation determine
management and allocation of resources, despite the ideology that
scientific, impartial knowledge prevails (e.g be it fish stock assess-
ments in the sea or pubiic hearings for ing the com-
munity or land). There are political and ideological forces at work
in allocating and “conserving™ limited island real estate through
the land use pianning process. The LUP public hearings are where
density and its economic costs are argued as asurrogate for debating
the fate of the community where the class, ethnic, and occupational
interests of developers, fishermen, and retirees are imbricated. The
social and political elemnents of a community—those of ethnicity,
occupation, and class—determine what alliances ernerge in the
proctss of determining the community’s future. The LUP
differentially effects the main interest groups, however ail unite
in their dissatisfaction with the Plan, albeit for opposing reasons.
This fact of “something for everyone to hate” is cited by Siemon

as proof of having created a balanced plan. On one hand, the
real cstate developerdourism interests, as well as real emate
investment-minded civic associations (e.g Tax Payers League),
are anti-LUP because it blocks the use of wetdands and native
areas and is generally “too restrictive.” On the other hand, the
comservation associations, particutarly the broad-issue ones, are
anti- LUP because they fear development of myriad new condos
and resorts leading to crowded roads and reefs, excess trash and
wastes. Loss of community “quality of life” is couched in economic
terms as the threat of taxes needed to cover the cost of services
and facilities passed on to the residents, especially the retiress,
who tend to be on fixed incomes.

Conservationists see the rolke of state intervention as the potential
community savior from the “Concrete Coalition™ of the County
Commissioners, developers taking the opposite view. They decty
state intervention and depend on maintaining a local progrowth
political front. Organized Fishermen of Flonda officially has
wavered between developers and conservationists, searching for
alliances with those who promised to support the fishermen’s rights
to continue fishing by maintaining shorebases. They are unaware
of their shared interest with conservationists in maintaining low
density.

Narrow, short-term allocation arguments, whether over zoning
land or managing fisheries (Le. the recreational / commercial fishing
controversies), although class-based, revolve around which group
is best for the economy, who can generate the most capital for
the economy. In this, narrow-issue conservationists ironically
remain on the shor-term time horizon that favors developers,
instead of seeking alliances with the working class fishermen or
the broad-issue conservationists.

Fishermen and retirees could unite within the opposition of
low density/ high density because both need low density to satisfy
their separate class and occupational interests. Fishermen want
to continue having land bases from which to fish and they want
their childrent to be able to afford housing to stay in the Keys,
acither of which is possible in a high density world of maximum
value real estate where fish houses are replaced by more profitabie
marinas. Retirees want low density to kesp down facilities and
service costs triggering tax increases, and prevent the decline of
water guality and the crowding of paradise. However, the alliance
between the two is compromised because each has differems
concepts structuring their vision of how the low density shouid
be allocated.

Unaware that low density is in their mutual best interest,
fishermen and Crganized Fishermen of Florida, and the civic and
conservaton-minded groups, have been unable to coordinate ther
efforts and ally, although some of their members hoki out hope.
Formidable barriers are the retiress’ class-based resistance to having
working class neighbors; and the comrmercial fishermen’s resistance
to community-wide interests that limit individual “freedom.”
Fishermen fear conservationists who, like are seen
as favoring regulation that will end commercial fishing There
is a concept of individualism among the majority of fishermen
who stay outside the whole political process, be it LUP heanngs
or OFF mectings. Many fishermen continue to work out of their
backyardsinrasidmﬁalwghborhoodsmtheprocmafregm
neighbors despite the change in law. They believe jt is their Amencan
god-given right to fish from their own property; they donY inrude
on anyone ¢lsc and nobody elsc should intrude on them. They
declare that law enforcement officers will have to come stop them
byfome;em::msayﬂleywiﬂdefcnddﬁrd@tswdﬂlsu{ﬁ-
By April 1988, the LUP regulations pertaining to commercial
&hjnghadnolbecncnfomedsodeﬁmmmaimdalmml
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of rthetoric, representing feclings of (1) helplessness as the political
system advances without their participation and (2) self-
righteousness since government seems to turm ies back on
fishermen’s ability to earn a living in the way they know and
Jove. Code enforcement, itself, is an overall LUP problem and
the panel established to write a report on it (which later was
called off as overzealous) noted that there were only [-2
investigations; day and that only 1 of 17 complaints had resulted
in real action. Developers can fight with political forces and defend
themseives with lawyers. They feel justified in caming a living
bytramfomﬁngrhc]andmpcwithinthebomdaﬂmofﬂn law
by maintaining a majority of City and County Commissioners
on their side. Retirees can also wicld political power and they
fedjmtifwdinseckingtodtfendaha:ﬂ-amd,bmrﬁfulcom
of the USA in the name of conservation. Their weapons are astute
use of state and national law, petitioning the state to intervene,
and atempting to overcome the pro-growth coalition by clecting
local quality-of-ife commissioners.

Conflict in the LUP process over whether to allow developers
to increase density, is determined on the one hand by the overt,
explicit reference 10 economic and environmental interests, at the
highest level of nafive awareness, and on the other by covert
maintenance of implicit class practices and dispositions of the three
major groups. Competing class, ethrc, and oocupational interests
of developers, and of retiree and fishermen community members,
are left below the surface by the groups themseives. The argurment
whether the community has social and political rights to self-
determination is also phrased by the participants in terms of which
degree of density is best for the countys coonomy and ecology.
Overall, the LUP process has sidestepped to what extent a
community will be allowed to determine its own fate.
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Endnotes

I. From the standpoint of theory and history, Foucault has
stressed, particulazly in his studies on madness {1973} and
medicine (1973), the extent to which the very origins of the
human (including biological) sciences were directly tied to socio-
political concermns.

2. For an extended definition of class as the intersection of cultural,
social, and economic capital, see Bourdieu (1984, 1984a).

3. Monroe County’s two other functioning, though smail
incorporated towns, Key Colony Beach and Layton, have their
own comprehensive plans.

4. Environmental protection in Key West takes the form of a
Tree ordinance and an extended fight over development of
the Salt Pond area near the airport which technically covers
one third of the island.

5. Cuban QOFF eaders, arising from the newly Latin-renovated
Key West OFF Chapter, only emerged in 1987 after formation
of the LUP. They have been mare circumspect as an ethnic
minority, backing ail sides through the Key West Latin Chamber
of Comumerce and its paper La Yoz de Cayo Hueso.

6. The iniGal move to tax restaurants as well was not approved
because it effected residents.

7. The main connecting highway, USI, and its bridges are under
the Department of Transportation and thus the county considers
them a state cost responsibility. The DOT, however, feeks it
has already given mote than its share to the county in expanding
bridges and roads. Sanitary services are also debatable. They
depend on whether or not one includes a costly central sewage
system to overcome the problem of septic tank leakage.

8. The $1.2 billion figure would be significantly higher if the central
sewer system sought by conservationists were included.
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THE POLITICAL ECOLOGY OF
ICELANDIC FISHING

Gisli Palsson
University of locland

ABSTRACT

Human ecology may be defined as the study of how humans
use nature and what they do to themsebves, nature, and
society in the process. But since humans appropriaiz nature
as social beings and in an institutional context of their own
design, human ecology is necessarily political ecology. This
article discusses the political ecology of Icelandic fishing.
1 argue that while the process of management incorporates
local demands and initiative to a very high degree important
change is not always anticipated. In the case of the new
quota system in cod fishing, a structural transformation has
taken place with grave consequences for small-scale
preduction. [ conclude that an efficient and responsible
fisheries policy must seriously consider the social context
of management and the fishing industry.

Introduction

Human ecology may be defined as the study of how humans
use nature and what they do to themselves, nature, and society
in the process (see Bennett 1976:3). Human ecology recognizes
that humans cannot escape ecological realities, but it emphasizes
that they appropriate nature as social beings in an institutional
context of their own design, and that direct biological analogies
are misicading. As Marx argued, “nature ... taken abstractly for
itself and fixed in isolation from man—is nothing for man. " Nature,
he said, is always “humanized nature™ (Marx 1961:169). In thic
perspective, human ecology 5 necessarily political ecology. This
article discusses the political ecology of Icclandic fishing. The
process of management incorporates local demarnds and initiative
to a very high degres and complex political negotiations take place
between different levels of the industry and different interest groups
before decisions are taken. But important change is not always
anticipated. In the case of the new quota system in cod fishing,
introduced in 1983, a structural transformation has taken place
with grave consequences for smail-scale production. I argue that
an efficient and responsible fisheries policy must seriously consider
the social context of management and the fishing industry.

A number of casc studics of the social aspects of fisheries
management are aiready available (see, for instance, Pollnac and
Lirtlefield 1983, Sinclair 1983, Young 1983, Lamson and Hanson
1984). Together they show that while biological and economic
aspects of fisheries management often pose major problems for
management, its social aspects are no less important. To manage
only fishing itself is to manage a fraction of the industry. Young
(1983) distinguishes between the stated objectives of management
schemes, unstated objectives, and unintended side effects. Usually
the stated objectives of management proposals are to bring the

industry under control, to promote conservation and sustained
yield, and to ensure reasonable retumns (o the average fisherman,
Ofiten there are also important unstated objectives which tend
to reflect the special interests of particular groups. Those responsible
for fisheries management are often faced with serious value
judgments concerning the “fair” distribution of resources and
income. The formation of policies therefore tends to involve
politically sensitive issues. The stated objectives of entry restrictions,
for instance, may be to make participation more lucrative for
those who get the permission to fish, while the unstated objectives
may be simply to restrict competition, to secure the position of
a class of fishermen, to maintain a particufar balance of power,
and to provide a guarantee against radical changes in the
organization of the industry. Innovation often also involves some
unintended side effects. Research into some of the effects of fimited-
entry schemes is revealing in this respect. In some cases, in Alaska
for instance, the operation of a market in fishing permits has
resulied in windfall profits associated with entry permits and
significant changes in the composition of the group of permit
holders. Increasingly, fishing has become monopolized by wetl-
organized business firms, while individuals who identfy themselves
as fishermen and regard fishing as a way of life are put aside
(Young 1983). This has of course far-reaching consequences for
the social structure of local communities.

The organizational context of fisheries rescarch and policy
making presents an important area of social science research. Some
of the barriers for the success of manapement schemes lie in the
management organizations themselves. Knowledge about the
innovating organizaton, the conmstruction of knowledge in
bureaucratic institutions, is therefore just as important as knowledge
abowt fishing stocks and the people who exploit them (Parades
1985.177).

The Icelandic Case

The national economy of lceland is heavily dependent on fishing.
This means that government policy must be responsive (0 “grass
roots politics” and the “needs™ of the fishing industry. Also, since
Iceland is a small country, with a population of 230,000 people,
the distance between management and fishing, between bureacrats
and workers, is relatively short. For these reasons, the Ieelandic
fishing industry is an interesting example (see Durrenberger and
Pélsson 1987a). The implications of management are visible at
different levels of society; the poiitical eoology of fishing 5 more
or less the same as the political economy of the economy.

The Context of Management

Cod (Gadus morhua) has always been the most important
species exploited by Icelandic fishermen. Environmentai conditions
in loelandic waters vary from one season to another and the
numbers of cod migrating from the coast of Greenland, sometimes
a significant part of the catch, arc highly variables. The size of
the stock is subject to periodic fuctuations which are largely
mdcpendcmofhuman&HumanexpLomonhasnsdthtoo
During the first decades of the twentieth century the fishing effort
multiplied as trawlers and motorboats replaced open rowing boats.
The new vesseis extended the range of exploitation of the fisheries
mmthcsmnm:adynumcmarknwonomyrephmd
the stagnant househoid economy of earlier centunes. In 1944
Iccland gained full independence from Denmark The first
independent government of Iceland was committed to a policy
of economic development and conoentrated on the fishing industry
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as a means to that end, Full-time fishing was rapidly becoming
the livelihood of Icelanders and the focus of government
development policy. _
hmmdcﬁ'onhasresm:edmpcﬁodicdecﬁnsmcatchﬁ.m
cod caich on Icelandic fishing grounds decreased from 1933 to
Word War II During the war the stock recovered, but after
lhalﬂmlc:landicﬂeetcxpandcdandforci@ﬂeemesumed fishing.
From 1955 to 1975 the fishing effort doubled, but despite this
increase in effort kelandic catches fell from 306,000 1o 266,000
tomns. This process led to a classic o ComMon-property
tragedy (see Durrenberger and Pilsson 1987a). The opportumistic
exploitation of fishing stocks by freely competing skippers who
uinﬂlogctwhalﬂryeouldfromﬂ:seawhikslmkslaswd
led to sharply diminished retumns. The “natural” limit to
overexploitation, the “maximum sustainabie yield,™ had been
excesded. ing to recognition of this tragedy and the
pressures of fishermen, the lcelandic government took the
international move of u-yingtocxpmditsjurisdictionandcxclude
foreign fishing vessels from waters around Iceiand. [t drew Great
Pritain into “cod wars” that resuited in the exclusion of British
wqawlers from Icclandic fishing grounds in December 1976. The
task of restoring depleted stocks and preventing future tragedies
remmained. It resuited in increased use of scientific models and
policies for fisherics management within Iceland s domain, leeland’s
fishermen were forced 10 accept constraints on their activiues.

Since governmental decisions influence all sectors of the fishing
hadusu-y,thoscinvolvedorganiutoaffuxgommupoucym
their favor. Some of these organizations are formal and permanent
associations, such as associations of fishermen and boat owners,
drvarimmgroupsofprou:ssom,mﬂﬂwvaﬁousdcp@rmems
of the semigovernmental Fisheries Association {Fiskifélag Islands),
which embraces many of the inferest groups invotved. Boat owners
mﬂsﬁpmsaisoorgammi:ﬁormaﬂyaswchmmlmaliﬁonsw
bbbyforpa:ﬁmﬂa:ﬁshjngg:arinparﬁmﬂararmﬂofthﬁsc
groups take part in a complicated political process, the results
of which change from one season to another.

Administrative regulations are made within the framework of
ag:zu‘albodyof]cgislaﬁonpassedbyParﬁamtinlWGto
mgulatefmhingwithinﬁtlce]andicmtotwohmidmdmiks
from the coast. These regulations are changed in response Lo the
condition of the stocks, as evaluated by the biologists of the Marine
Research Institue, and the demands of various contending groups.
Son:ofmcs:rcgma:ionsmpondonlylothedcmandsofla:al
fishermen, whereas others meet the rccommendations of the
biologists. These regulations are the results of a series of
compromises among local branches of the Fisheries Association
and coalitions of trawler and net-boat skippers.

The threat of overfishing has usually been met with measures
that do not discriminate between groups of fishermen. Thus, for
sontymtlngovemmttrbdtopmaceﬂingonthetmal
catch of cod by deciding upon the length of the winter season
and by closing particnlar popular fishing areas. Such measures
affected most fishermen in a smilar way, Indeed, there seems
to have been general agreement among fishermen that no one
should be denied access to the fish. The solutions tended to be
onsmagumanmdthmﬂ:bemﬁuandmcmsmspmad
amonga]itheﬁshnmmmmerlhanoomumedamongafcw,
even though the latter choice might be simpler to design, administer,
and enforce and might ensure a more coherent managemert policy.
Generally, fishermen saw the policy of licensing as a threat that
would undermine the previously held assumptions about equal
access. With the introduction of the quota system in cod fishing,
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this context has been radically changed. As a result, a new
differentiation is taking place.

In Iceland there is a fundamental difference between independent
skipper-owners and capitalistic firms (Durrenberger and Péalsson
1985). Independent boat owners typically own the smaller vessets.
They tend to have permanent crews {rom one season 10 another.
Their production is usually an integral part of therr domestic
economy, the household, and they make no clear distinction
between work and leisure, Fishing is a way of life and not simply
a source of income. [n pooling available resources the skipper-
owner safeguards himself against the vulnerability of the business.
The capitalistic vertically integrated firms, on the other hand,
combine trawling on larger vesseis and the freezing of the catch.
On these vessels there is a high turnover of crew men from one
time to another. The business has to conform the strict laws of
the market for capital and labour. When fishing becomes
unproductive, the owners have two choices: to transfer their capital
to a more profitable endeavors, or to iobby for protection from
the state (for ancther context see, for instance, Barrett 1984, and
Davis 1904).

Even though government policy in Iceland is generally responsive
to local demands, it is not necessanly equally responsive to the
demands of differsnt kinds of production units. In the case of
the cod fishery, an apparently neutral and technical solution to
the problem of management, the quota syster, has resulted in
a massive transfer of power and capital

The Quota System in the Cod Fishery

While capitalist production has been subject to an intricate
institutionalized machinery since the last “Cod War,” the present
system of mangement was introduced late in 1983 and it became
clear that the prevailing fishing policy needed 1o be changed. By
then the total annual cod hatch was even less than the amount
rcommended by fisheries biologists, and the forecast for 1984
was bleak. The government decided to reduce the cod quota for
1984 to 220 thousand tons, from an estumated catch of around
290 thousand tons, At the annual conference of the Fisheries
Association, most interest groups were rather unexpectedly in favor
of a boat-quota system that would divide this reduced catch within
the industry itself. The precise allocation of quotas was debated,
but each boat was 1o be allocated an annual quota on the basis
of its average catch over the past three years, This meant that
some ships would get higher quotas than the rest of the flest,
a fundamental departure from traditional policy. The individual
guota system was recommended by the fishing industry and

ini by the Ministry of Fisheries, The maximum catch
of each boat is decided upon in advance, largely on the basis
of its catch in the past.
remains more or kess the same. By now, there is emerging a rather
clear picture of the long-erm effects of the quota system on the
structure of the industry. The political debate is not so much
concerned with the technical details of quota allocation, but rather
with the large-scale social and political consequences of the sysem.
The most serious criticism of the present system is that it transfers
immense resources into the hands of a relasively small group of
people, the boat owners (Helgason 1987).

Dmingtbccodwarslccla:ﬁclaimednationalomhipof
the fishing stocks in coastal waters, a highly valuable resource.
mquousyswmdividmmmthismommamongthose
wbohappuwdtobcboaiowncrswhenthcs)mmwasimmdmd.
andmispﬂvikgudmisfmeofchargc‘lncmwy.mk‘giﬁ'



from the state is being transferred into capital. On the one hand,
boat owners may sell their boats and thereby their share of the
catch. On the other hand, they may sell their quota for any one
year, or part of it, that is rent out the catch they are entitled
ton

In both cases an independent market has developed whereby
boat owners are able to turn their free licenses into profits in
accordance with the laws of supply and demand. There are reports
of vessels being sold at a price which is two or even three times
that of their “real” value. Permanent access to the resource,
therefore, is no less valuable in monetary terms than the vessel
itseif, The temporary transfer of quotas, that is between vesseis,
is subject to some restrictions and it is difficult to estimate the
amount of capital mvolved in such transactions, but a sizable
part of the annual quota, possibly one quarnter, is already changing
hands. In 1984 11.6% of the total vessei quota changed hands,
and 13.5% in 1985 (see Amason 1986). Given the price of a
permanent license, embodied in the excessive value of fishing vessels
on the free market, one can assume that =mporary tenure is
generally being sold at very high prices. The estimated total value
of outstanding quotas in [984 was 24 million U.5.3 and 35 million
in 1985 (Amason 1986), These figures indicate, Arnason argues,
the economic rents produced by the quota system.

These transactions are likely to have profound implications for
the distnbution of power and income, and indeed the whole
structure of Icelandic society. Not only has a permanent right
to fish been given to an exclusive group, but this right is increasingly
being tumned into marketable commodity. As access has to be
bought and prices of boats and quotas are subject to the mechanism
of the market, it becomes increasingly difficuit for newcomers
to enter the industry. In the past, successful skippers were often
able 10 become boat owners and a relatively large pmporuon
of the fleet is still the property of share-holding companies of
crew men and their families. In a few years it will be extremely
difficult for skippers to state their own busingss, since the present
system is bound to favor the wealthy speculators. The independent
skipper-owner is likely t0 become obsolete.

Alternative management schemes are now being discussed. There
are demands for a return to the system prior to the introduction
of quotas, but this is unlikely, given the inadequacies, in economic
and ccological terms, of the previous system. Also, there are
demands for communal quotas where local authorities would be
given a certain amount of autonomy as regards the allocation
of quotas, a limited revival of the grass roots politics of earlier
decades. Furthermore, some cntics of the present system favor
public auctions of quotas, whereby the state would receive incomes
in return for the seiling of the right to fish

The demands for alternative policies are partly a response to
recent developments in marketing and processing. Over the last
years boat owners have sold part of their cod catch directly to
foreign markets, approximately 8% in 1985 and 129 in 1986.
As the marketing and processing of a significant part of the catch
takes place abroad, employment is being reduced domestically.
Some people have therefore questioned the privileged acoess of
the “lords of the sea™ to the most valuable national resource, arguing
that fishing could become like third world mining where raw
materials are exported with little returns to the domestic economy.
While this is unlikely, the sheer posability of such a development
has called for a redefinition of the notion of “interest group.”
No longer is it seen to be restricted to boat owners and fishermen,
Already workers in fish processing plants are demanding their
share of the caice,

The main stated objective of the quota system was to control
the total annual catch and to make fishing more economical. The
cost side of the economic equation has been significantly reduced
{see Helgason and Olafsson 1987). However, there has been less
success as regards the ecoiogical objective. Generally, the total
annual cawch of cod is higher than that recommended by the
marine biologists and the propertion of immature cod in the catch
has been increasing. It is rather surprising, then, that politicians
have been willing 1o institutionalize a system so costly in social
terms, given its failure to secure the reproductive potentiai of the
stock. As we have seen, the quota system has favored some groups
of producers over others. Apparently neutral management decisions
have had important effects on the balance of power and the
structure of the fishing industry by changing the possibilities and
alternatives with respect to access to fish. This transformnation was,
perhaps, unforcseen. However, a policy of fisheries research and
management which ignores the social context of the industry is
bound to generate much unforeseen change. A narrowly technical
approach 10 the problems of management always invites the kind
of morality epitomized in the words the songwriter Tom Lehrer
credits 10 the nuclear technicians: “Once the rockets are up, who
cares where they come down?

Rationalities of Fishing

In [celang, the understanding of fish and fishing activities has
undergone a series of transformations with the development of
economic and social relations. During the period of houschold
production, until eariy this century, foik theeries of fishing reflected
the social and technical constraints of fishing There was a ceiling
on production. Humans were seen to be manipulated by nature
and supernatural beings, they were passive recipients of what was
allotted to them, the “gifts of God.” As domestic economy gave
way to capitalist production and the ceiling on production was
lifted, the rationaiity of fishing changed. Humans became active,
their labor was said to create vaiue, and the resources were redefined
as mfinite and there for the taking {see Palsson and Durrenberger
1983, Palsson [988).

Recently, with the threat of over-exploitation of fishing stocks
and the development of marine biology, the resources have been
redefined once again. Humans are seen to be coilectivety responsible
for the maintenance of fish. Catches and quotas are allotted to
individual producers, there is a new criling on production. The
institutionalization of fisheries fosters the notion of homeostatic
fisheries and a “harvesting” orientation, a Tscientific” rationality.
This, of course, is not peculiar to Iceiand.

A fishing skippers prestige is still determined by “his™ catch
relative to that of others during a fishing season, but with the
quota system the size of the catch—the main criterion for success
in the folk model of the previous decades—has larpely been removed
from the skipper’s sphere of influence. One may, therefore, predict
a decline in the emphags on human agency. Already one hears
the argument that it is the boat and its technology which catches
fish and not the skipper or the crew.

Some marine biological research occurred in Iceland already
at the beginning of the twentieth century, but full-time research
started later, in the 19405, The present Marine Research Institute
was established in 1965. Fishermen and the general public regarded
the first marine biologists as strange and eccentric men who
operated on fish and “spent hours fiddling with all kinds of
disgusting little things™ (Hagalin [964:321). The disrespect secms
to have been mutual. One of the pioneers in marine biology was
said 1o “have quickly realized that varieus kinds of superstitious
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beliefs prevented the natural developeaent of this important
industry” (Bergsson 194(:240). As the state became increasingly
involwdindxmakingofmei:ﬂmtry,dmbajamofpower
shifted in favor of the biologists.

Since the introduction of the quota system peliticians and
biologists have cooperatsd closely. The politicians need the scientific
arguments and therefors encourage research. However, they have
ofien regarded the biologists’ measurements and analyses with
suspicion. Former Ministers of Fisheries have argued that if the
sdentistshadbemrightmtbcirmijandpmdictjons.tlm
fisheries would have collapsed. Contrary to the “Black Report"
predictions of 1975, a report of the Marine Research Institute
thatwsinﬂmntialinﬂtoodwars,thcoodstockmnaimdfmﬂy
stable until a sharp decline in catches in 1982. Ome former Minister
has referred o the “religion of the biologists.” Another former
Minister of Fisherics points out that “in the biologists’ own
cakrulations, the size of the 1976 year class of cod keeps increasing™
(see Sjavarfréttir 1980:17).

Fishermen frequently complan that “nowadays everything is
being banned.™ The biologists are usually the target of fishermen's
aiﬁdsmsimallmajordedsionsarcbascdondwirmodelsand
forecasts. Some have complained that all initiative is being taken
from fishermen. Others question the basic assumptions of biologists
and managers. One skipper has argued, for instance, that
“knowledge of fish migrations and the size of different stocks is
still infinitaly small” and that “those who have come t© know
theﬁshinggmundsarmmdlc:hnd.duringa]ifdongcareerm
fishing, must become mute when the wise man {spekingar}
annmmﬂ:irpmds:nmmmsofﬂxswcks.to&:ton”
(Hermannsson 1984). It is understandable that siippers, awarc
of the discrepancy between reality and the “pessimistic” forecasts
ufﬂrpast,{aﬂwbeimpmedudmmcdmoﬁ:ofﬂnsdcnﬁsts.
As one skipper commented, “They always knew about ail this
ﬁsh.Thcyorﬂytmuimc‘Blacchpon‘mmderiﬁshaway.'

The proposals put forward by the marine biologists have been
met with distrust and emotional reaction among fishermen. During
ﬂnlastcodwa:s,thcﬁshmnmtmdodtorcgmﬂimemal]imitaﬁons
10 access with some scepticism, arguing that if they didnY caich
the fish, the British and Germans would anyway, Once the common
eoemy disappeared, conflict between fishermen and biologists
increased. Each has acosed the other of following an “irrational”
policy. Fishermen have become increasingly dominated by
technoscientific knowledge and the agencies of the state. Confronted
with the detaik of scientific research, fishermen hawe become
powerless, in their words “mute.” Management becomes
increasingly the business of wise men who speak a strange language,
Whike their wisdom is based on precise measurements and logical
mathematical models, it 5 not unaffected by the social context
in which it is produced and used. Knowledge, it may be argued,
the knowledge of scientists no less than that of fishermen  is socially
constructed.

The professionalism of marine biology in lceland is the resuit
of rapidly increased involvement of state and government in the
management of the fishing industry in recent years. One observer
notes that political decision-makers have built “effective constraints
in the actuaj operatior: design of the research institute, which allows
it to be easily influenced by political (and social) considerations™
(Hoonaard n.d.:258). Research 35 sulyject 10 munense political
prESSUTeS.

Conclusions

The thesis which suggests that access to the ocean is open for
everyone in most fishing societies, and that this is the root of
all cn_wonmental problems, is contrary 1o facts. Studies have shown
that in many fishing societies people have developed indigenous
means of regulating access to fishing grounds—sometimes for the
purpose of preventing overexploitation (see, for imstance,
Durrenberger and Pélsson 1987, McCay and Acheson 1987,
Ruddle and Akimichi 1984). In industrial society, indigenous
management metheds are often combined with or replaced by
public policies—regional, national or even international ones, Peopie
opt for public solutions because of the complexity of industrial
fishing systems and the need for striking a balance between different
political factions and interest groups.

Some of the major problems of fisheries policy concern the
relationship between the locai evel and the national level-between
the grass roots and the state. Public policies, by definition, remove
decision making from the local community, but to be effectively
comstructed and impiemented policy must somehow ensure
feedback between the two levels of government. Even though major
decisions are taken by regional or national agencies, it is possible
to incorporate informal, indigenous management techniques in
the planning process. The history of Icelandic fishing provides
several exampies of democTatic solutions to management problemns.

Even though the extraction of food from the sea seems to
present somewhat similar probiems in most societies and peopk
seem to deal with them in similar ways ( Acheson 1981), one should
not overemphasize the common characteristics of fishing societies.
After all there are substantial differences between fisheries, even
within the same society. The process of extraction may be the
same, but social relations are often very different since people
organize their production in varous ways. Indeed, one of the
sgnificant differences in fishing systems concerns the nature of
production units. While in industrial societies production is usually
geared for the market, the units of production may differ widely
in terms of organization, ideologies and motive. It is important,
not the least for practical purposes, to pay attention to such
differences. Organizations have systemic properties, any
management scheme is consequently likely to have repercussions
beyond the narrow context of implementation. Also, the perception
of environmental probiems is likely to vary from one type of
organization to another. One type of organization may encourage
fishermen to define environmental conditions as problematic and
to take direct action to redress the balance. Another type of
organization may do just the opposite.

In the modemn world, reality is increasingly defined by fuil
time scientfic experts, who monopolize “Universe-maintenance,”
to borrow the jargon of Berger and Luckman {(1966). Their
knowledge is often conceived as an “objective” representation of
the physical world. Such a view of the scientific enterprise neads
1o be reevaluated. It is important to recognize that ecological facts
do not speak for themselves and that ecological realitics are
inevitably socially constructed. Worster has shown, for instance,
Mmlmummrmmmmmmmmm
cannot isolate their perception of nature from the rest of their
mental life. “The history of ecology, ™ he says, “shows how impossible
ilhasbeen,mwhenmcnhavemostdsimdit,tomom
.. biases. Any attempt to so divorce nature from the rest of the
human condition leads 1o a doctrine of alienation, where the scence
mmtoccupyommlmandthescx:ialandhistorimloomdmm
another” (Worster 1977:345).



The history of the quota system in the Icelandic cod fishery
shows the limits and potential political implications of a narrowly
technical or *scientific” approach to the problem of management,
even in a relatively democratic system. In the absence of a holistie,
contextual analysis of the fishing industry, a discriminatory but
seemingly fair and neutral policy was adopted. The fear of
environmental disaster has not so much resuited in successful
attempts to redress the ecological balance; rather it has insttuted
a policy which radically alters the balanice between social groups.
This example shows that it is necessary to incorporate sociological
analysis into fisheries research and decision making in onder to
ensure a sound and responsible fisheries policy. Management must
seck an understanding of the organization of fishing systems and
how the parts relate to once another. To translaie this in practical
terms, onc may ask for example: To what extent should
management address individual operators and to what extent the
holistic nature of fleets, fisheries and fishing communities? To
properly assess such considerations, we nced comparative
knowledge of the systemuc properties of fisheries activities and
their place in fishing communities.
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ABSTRACT

A conceptual framework is presented for understanding the
social issues involved in Third World fisheries management
and development. In the context of resource scarcity,
emphasis is given to the need for balance berween fishenies
development programs and resource managernent policies,
especially those which consider the allocative and distributive
consequences of induced change. The narrow set of variables
traditionally used by biologists and economnists, who have
dominated fisheries policy, is expanded through introduction
of the concept “optimum yiekd” (OY). OY incorporates
biclogical and economic concerns with a broader set of social
goals {s.g., employment, income distribution, and numition).
The concepts of common property and traditional resource
use rights are introduced as tools for designing socially sound
fisheries policies. A fishenes research agenda for social
scientists is presented which links substantive and theoretical
interests shared by sociologists, anthropologists, political
scientists and resource econormists,

Introduction

The basic argument made in this paper is that a balance needs
to be struck between marine fisheries development and resource
management and that this balance would be best achieved by
involving social scigntists in the policy process. This is true because
what is being developed and managed are not fish bt rather
peopk, and specifically the capacity of people to exploit a
biologically renewable resource that is by definition vuinerable
to overexploitation and depletion. For present purposes, this point
will be made primarily with reference 10 the Third Word, though
it is no less applicable to fisheries of the United States or other
economically developed nations.

Rapid adoption of new production technologies in a context
of resource scarcity describes the common setting for this discussion.
A strong element of competition between fishers is introduced
by the virtual absence of property rights, a condition which
characterizes most capture fisheries. The capital-intensive nature
of most new technologies has led to increasing concentration of
production capacity in the hands of relatively few individuals. The
et result has been (1} a de facto reallocation of resources favoring
those who control the most powerful technologies, (2) increased
economic inequalities within and between fishing communitics,
and (3} a substantia) aiteration in the social relations of production
within the fisheries sector of many developing nations.

Fisheries development efforts make little sense uniess they are
designed 1o be sustainable over time and are socially beneficial.
Resource scarcity amd the social disruption cawsed by rapid

technological innovation in the fisheries sector of many Third World
countrics make it necessary to integrate and balance fisheries
development programs with management policies that address
fundamental issues of resource sustainability and allocation between
COTNPELNg USETS.

Technologicai Innovation and Resource Scarcity

Most imporiant fisheries within the Third Warld are being
exploited at or near the level where resource depietion is a real
threat {Robinson 1982), Despite mounting evidence of resource
scarcity, national policymakers and intemational development
agencics continue 10 promote programs based on capital-intensive
fishing technologies. Frequently these programs are tied to
development of export-oriented fisheries (c.g., trawling for shrimp)
and are pursued without adequate appreciation of the impact of
this form of developrent ¢ither on the resource or on established
fishing communities {Bailey, Cycon and Momis 1986}.

All oo frequently, fisherics development programs have a direct
detrimental effect on small-scale fishing communities. Competition
between fishers for a finite resource may be likened to a zero-
sum game, where technological advantages emjoved by a few
translate into declining shares of the total harvest by all others.
As small-scale producers with lirnited capital resources, the majonty
of Third World fishers lack the means to remain competitive with
those who adopt more powerful production technoioges.

Competition between small- and large-scale fishers is both direct
and indirect. Direct competition occurs when both types of fishers
exploit the same fishing grounds and/or the same species of fish.
This commonly is the case when large-scale trawiers operate in
shallow coastal waters. Most smallscale fishers are restricted to
these fishing grounds by the size of their boats; moreover, most
small-scale fishing gear are designed for operation in relatively
shallow waters. Although communities of smail-scale fishers
generally do not “own” coastal fishing grounds (in the sense of
having government sanctioned property nghts), until recently they
have enjoyed exclusive use of this resource.

The widespread adoption of trawlers during the 1960s and 1970s
changed all of that. Trawlers are attracted into coastal waters
by the relative abundance of high-valued shrimp (Pauly 1982a).
In the process of trawling for shrimp, large quantities of other
organisms also are captured, including a high propaortion of sexuatly
immature individuals of commercially valuable fish and shrimp
(Azhar 1980). These cither are cast overboard or are processed
into fish meai. The effect on the biological resource is to reduce
its capicity for renewal. Driven by strong intemnational demand
{primarily from Japan and the United States), high prices offered
for shrimp have encouraged heavy exploitation of coastal resources
by trawlers. This, in turn, has jed to serious declines in catches
and incomes among larpe numbers of smail-scale fishers (Bailey
1982, 1985, 1986).

Competition also takes place indirectly through government
support, inchuding subsidies, of large-scale fisheries. The growth
of large-scale fisheries has led to a major shift in the center of
fishing activities from small coastal commumitics to urban fishing
ports equipped to handle larger boats. Government funds for
fisheries development have tended to be diverted away from the
small- scale subsector and into infrastructural development
associated with these urban ports (c.g., dredging, docks, ice plants,
coldstores, eic.). Moreover, the increasing importance of large-
scale fisheries has attracted the attention of many of the most
abie civil servants. The prestige of working on large-scale fisheries
development as a growth industry is buttressed by the actve
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participation of international donor agencies, which have focused
moaofmcircﬁononthissub—mor(Baiky,CymnmdMords
1986; Bailcy [98). Thesc international agencics frequently pay
honoraria to supplement the often meager salaries earmed by

t officials in many Third World nations. Finally, many
government officiais find it more pleasant to work in an urban
setting, maybe in an air<onditioned office, rather than become
involved with the physically more strenuous work entailed in visiting
pumerous small and isolated coastal communities.

Smalkscale fishers may not appreciate the importance of
enmpﬁiﬁonforthcaﬂcnﬁonofuaﬁonalmdinwmationalam
bmxh:yamawareofcompcdﬁonindrmarketplampum-scim
and other capitakintensive fishing units are capable of landing
larg:qmnﬁﬁcsoffshatomﬁm.Thewchniwlcﬂccﬁm
ofh:pmkfhhingmﬁtsoftcnmmmatpermﬁtpmdwdon
oostsamlowthanthoscofmll—scalcfulrrs..&samﬂt,m
son:p]ancslarge—s:abopcratotshawbemablctodisplaccsmaﬂ-
mlcﬁshersassuppiimofﬁshwccmindomdcmarkm.Urban
consumers, in particular, have benefited from this development.
Rural consumers, however, have been adversely affected wherever
anin:masingproponionofthcmchis]amiedaiurbanpons,
because from there distribution patterns tend towards other urban
markets rather than to rural area.

The apparent economic ¢fficiency of large-scale fishing units,
uhichlimaxﬂrlmnofmcirabﬂitywcompcteind:markﬁ,
&eqmnﬂyisinnmedbydimctortﬁddmmbsidicsto]a:ga—scak
fishers (¢.g., access o credit, infrastructure, government sponsonsd
mearchandmuia]s,wbddimdﬁxlmctc.).lndw
Hﬂﬁppinus,hwas&mthstdiﬁm:ﬁalmmmondisd(used
bytrawim)andgmolim(usedbysmaﬂ-sakﬁsmmmuw
sokbasisford:pmﬁtabiliryofu'awlcrs(Smithandl\ﬁml%Z).
This indirect subsidy for trawler operators made possible the
inamedﬁshingeﬂ'onbyuawieﬁandhadadim:(mgativeimpact
onthcwcluandinoomofsmaﬂ-smleﬁshminthatm
Inmispamﬂarmc,tk%trawlmopcraﬁnginSanMjgml
Baymownedbyonlyﬁomofthclmfmﬁlimdimﬂy
invohudhaﬂ:fislrry(ﬂaikylﬁ}.mﬂrwchmmiy
equallydividcdbetwcenu-awlersandmaﬂ-saleﬁsh:rsmauly
1982b).

Policy Concepts

The field of fisheries policy traditionally has been dominated
bybiologistsandcconomists.TRymnﬁnglybawshapedpolicy
inﬂxhnagcofﬂwirdﬁdp]incs‘keyvariabﬁ.hmof
dnirwmismptmedbydwcono:ptsof“maximummmainablc
yield® (MSY) and “maximum economic yield” (MEY). (See
Emmerson [1980] for a more complete review of the theoretical
mxierpixmin@andm:mpdﬂnsofMSYandMEYthanis
presented bere.)

Maximum Sustainable Yield

Simply stated, MSY is that leve! of fishing effort which produces
the highest catch levels which can be sustained over time.
Exploitation beyond MSmedstomdumr.hctotalcalchand

lempttsmtsasﬁnphmodﬁﬂlusmdngthispoim.w
MSY has been reached (point C on Figure 1), additional fishing
eﬁon(i.e.,mombomandmls,ormomcﬁidmﬁshingmﬁts,
or more time spent fishing, or some combination of these factors)
may result in decreased total harvests along the curve C —~ D
— F. The central concern behind the concept of MSY is to protect

3R

fish stocks from overexploitation, certainly a valid policy concern.
But the science of stock assessment is inexact. This certainly is
the case in most Third World fisheries, where necessary data on
fish populations often are lacking, Under these conditions, estimates
of MSY often are based on extrapolations and educated guesswork.

Maximum Economic Yield

The concept of MEY refers to that levei of fishing effort which
provides maximum profit to the fishing industry. Because the slope
of the curve flattens as fishing effort approaches MSY,

Figure 1. Simple Static Model of an Open Access Fishery

Yieid or Bevshus

maximum profits to the industry are eamed before MSY is reached
(point B on Figure 1). Thus, policies based on the principle of
MEY would tend to limit fishing effort below MSY as a means
of maximizing profit. The MEY concept has nothing to say about
who should obtain this profit, though there appears to be an
inherent bias towards large-scale types of fishing units, which
generaily are regarded (though this is not always true) as being
economically more efficient. As with estimates of MSY , estabiishing
the point at which MEY occurs is a slippery business where
adequate data on costs-and-returns and catch-per-unit-effort are
unavailable, as is the case in virtually all developing nations.

How, then, should Third World policymakers proceed i
biologists and economists are able to provide at best rough
approximations of developrent potentials or management neexds”
Certainly the sustainability of harvests must be assured, and no
nation can afford to completely ignore economic efficiency. But
Urqumdonis,arcmmumonlytwovaﬁablaofmmm
poﬁcymakm?ﬂwanswcbadyis“no'.Marcpeopk
employed in the fishery and consumers who depend on ther
products for a significant portion of their dictary protein. Neither
MSY nor MEY adequately address their needs.

Optimal Yield

An altenative is provided by the idea of “optimal yieid” {OY),
aconccptualtooluseﬁuinda:ifyingdmoﬂenconﬂictinggoah
of fisheries development and resource management. The OY
mmrptmmbincssocialmﬂculﬂnalva:iabl&siuaddiﬁontotk
biological and economic variables which traditionally have
dominated most fisheries policies. The intended effect s 10
cnmmgcpolicymakmtommbhlcandbajame,mlocaﬂy
appropﬁmmfmmoummmhﬂhyandemm
efficieacy with concerns for employment generation and income



distribution. Implicit in this model is the understanding that there
may be trade-offs as policymakers attempt to maximize for multiple
variabies (Figure 2).

Whatever their limitations, estimates of MSY have to be given
serious consideration by palicymakers concerned with the biological
sustainability of marine fisheries resources. The result of overfishing
may be a catastrophic collapse. as in the case of the Peruvian
anchoveta However, most tropical fish populations are multi-
species stocks, When a tropical multi-species fishery expeniences
levels of fishing effort beyond MSY, the likely result is reduced
prevalence of certain species (e.g., those at the top of the food
chain) but not others. The effect will be a shift in population
composition rather than an absolute decling in the biomass, with
total harvests

Figure 2. Optimsal Yield: Social, Economic and Biological
Variables

Indlcotes the point of manimam sustaincbie
yiald Of Davcaft! Iy This iceol situchion

@ Indicctes the orea of cptimal yield or benaft

Sowce. Fricks (1985)

following the curve C — E rather than C — DD — F (Figure
[}. Thus, it may be possible to allow fishing effort to expand
beyond the limits of MSY, depending on the particular mix of
policy goals being pursued. For example, if the pnmary goal is
to increase employment opportunities, fabor-intensive small- scale
fisheries may be encouraged even where resources are fully
exploited. Such a decision should only be made with clear
realization that increasing fishing effort is virtuaily synonymous
with increasing costs of production {A — D ~ E). As lewels of
fishing effort increase along the curve A — E’, resource rents
avaiiabie to society as a whole are diminished.

Fisheries policy must be consistent with resource sustainability,
but the fundamental question raised by the OY concept is not
level of fishing effort but rather resource allocation and
distributional equity. While the phrase “optimal yield™ helps us
conceptualize the complex and potentially conflicrual nature of
fisheries policy, the concept itself provides little operational guidance
regarding the fundamental issue of resource allocation To meet
this need, it is necessary to address the issue of property rights,

a topic of growing interest 10 social scientists interested in fisheries
and other natural resource systems.

Common Property Resources

To this point, it has been assumed that fisheries policies. including
those pertaining to resource allocation, were made at the national
level It is umportant to recognize that the involvement of national
governments in such local affairs is a comparatively recent
development in most Third World nations. In many cases, the
effective capacity of government agencics to regulate what goes
on in widely scattered fishing grounds is almost non-existent. Under
these conditions, devolution of major resource managerment and
allocation decisions to the local level may be more effective than
central government efforts. To accomplish this shift in
responsibility, it would be necessary to vest local communities
with property rights that provide the authority to exclude outsiders
and allocate resource access to individual members of the
community. This is the essence of a “common property” resorce
system, wherein all members of a community own and are involved
in dectsions that affect altocation of access to the resource.

The existence or absence of property rights over the resource
itself is a matter of fundamental importance in conceptualizing
issues of fisheries policy. Problems of over-exploitanion generally
are attributed to the lack of clear property rights and the consequent
efforts of individual fishers to maximize benefits even at the expense
of resource sustainability and iong-term societal good (Gordon
1954). Hardin's (1968) statement of this problem as “The Tragedy
of the Commons™ served to focus attention on the unique
management needs of renewable natural resource systems. However
important and oft-cited is this articie by Hardin, it has clouded
discussion by confusing the concept of common property with
that of open access. More recent studies follow Ciriay-Wantrup
and Bishop (1975) in distinguishing between “common property”
and “open access™ rESOUrCes.

An open access system is one where no boundaries exist around
the resource, no limits are placed to the entry of individuals who
wish to share in exploitation of the resource, and ne mstrictions
are placed on how the resource is to be expioited. In short, there
are no property rights over the resources in question. In common
property resource systems, boundaries and limis to entry do exist
and are imposed by the community which controls or “owns™
the resource in question. Property rights are held in common
by members of some community. The resource in question may
be exploited equally by all, used to support a religious or educational
institution, or allocated to certain individuals based om nesd,
privilege, or huck of the draw.

There is a rapidly growing literanure describing the workings
of common property institutions in a vanety of marine settings
around the world (McCay and Acheson 1987). This said, it is
obvious that common property systems are the exception rather
than the rule in fisheries management. Whether common property
TESOUTCE SYsterns al One Lime Wefe MorT prevalent remains an
open question. One can hypothesize that such systems once were
more common and identify several factors which may have tended
to undermine such systems had they existed. Consolidation of

power by colonial regimes during the first part of the twentieth
ccntmy and the expanded presence in rural areas of independent
sates since the middle of this contury may have undermined the
am.hority of local institutions responsible for common property
resource management. Growing populations certainly generated
increased demand for fish This, combined with establishment of
a cash economy created new opportunities to sell surplus catches.
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New fishing technologies were introduced to gencrate these
surphuses. More recently, fisheries products have become important
export commodities. This process of commedification
fundamentally aitered the value attached 1o fish, altered the basic
mode of fishenies production, and encoursaged increasingly intensive
exploitation of fisheries resourcss. Temptations for personal profit
entailed 1n the historical process described above would have placed
tremendous internal pressure on COMMOM Property fesource

systems.

In the absence of common property systems, the principle of
opcnhascomctodomim:cﬁshc:ﬁ management policies
throughout the Third World. These policies tend to favor
andgroupsuseﬁmncialandinstinnionaladvamaﬁlosuppon
adoption of new technologies. As fisheries resources become fully
exploited, technological advantages enjoyed by certain fishers have
adiruxncgaﬁwimpaaonodm&Undermndiﬁomofrapid
md:mlogialchang:,small-smkﬁstmwndtobmomemarginal
producers who have litte hope of finding alternative ermployment
(Bailcy 1982).

In the foreseeabie future it is unlikely that the common property
model will achieve widespread acceptance for management of
fisheries resources in most parts of the Third World (Polunin
{984). The open access model, however, has proven both
biologically and socially unworkable due to increased pressure
on the resource cased by population growth, technological
mnovation, and new marketing opportunities. Increasingly it has
becnmpwdmmmmformafmk:ﬁononmmdsm
be imposed. Such restrictions entail allocational decisions which
are inherently political. Powerful economic interests often are able
to influence political processes to their advantage. The concept
of traditional resource use rights introduces a coumervailing
pc:spec:iveonmsourueaﬂocationbasedonhistoﬁcusagcand
focuses our aftention on empioyment gencration and income
distribution as important consijerations in fisheries policy.

Traditional Resource Use Rights

As used here, traditional resource use rights differ from the
mnmptofﬂuﬂoﬁalttsomuseﬂghts”advmwudby(hﬁsty
(1982). Christy's formulation emphasizes the ability to identify and
establish a boundary around partcular resources and is more
applicabie to shellfish and enclosed fishing grounds than to fisheries
conducted along open coastlines. As such, Christy’s focus is on
the practical mechanics of resource management rather than on
allocational issuss. The concept of traditional use rights explicitly
addresses issues of resource allocation, drawing attention to these
rights as important determinants of policy.

Conceptually, these rights occupy an imtermediate position
between open access and common property models of resource
managenmeradiﬁonalresowmmerigmsmodifydrpmxﬁpb
of open access by giving precedence 10 those who have historical
claims based on past usage. Generally in the Third World, these
fights pertain to smallscak fishers as a class rather than to
commmunities of fishers; in the latter case, a common property
systemn would exist. The utility of traditional resource use rights
asaconcept is that it can be applied to a wide range of crcumstances
and provides an ethical bass for restricting access to fisheries
TESOLITES.

Allocation of access to fisheries resources based on traditional
use Tights may be supportive of broad social goals concerning
employment and income distribution, as is ustrated by the case
of Indonesia’s trawler ban (Bailey 1984, 1986; Bailey, Dwiponggo

and Marahudin 1987). In that country, rapid expansion of trawler
fleets greatly ireased pressure on marine resources and resulted
in declining catches and incomes among large numbers of small-
scale fishers. The encroachment of trawlers into shallow coastal
waters also led to damage and destruction of small-scale fishing
gear and the death of an unknown number of small-scale fishers,
whose boats were ramimed by the larger trawlers. Small-scale fishers
responded with violence, After a long series of unsuccessful efforts
to restrict trawlers from the traditional inshore fishing grounds
of smailscale fishers, the Indonesian government imposed a
virtually compiete ban on all trawling. In tenms of employment,
income distribution, and the supply of fish to domestic consumers,
the trawler ban had a positive impact on Ixlonesia's fisheries
sector and marked an important turning point in that country’s
fisheries development strategy. Traditional resource use nghts of
small-scale fishers have been confirmed in a manner consistert
both with sound biological management and with important social
goals of improving incomes and empioyment opportunities for
the mayority of those employed in the fisheries sector.

Qutline of a Social Science Research Agenda

Many Third World nations have initiated systernatic efforts to
promote changes (e.g., credit programs, technological inpovation,
new marketing arrangements) which are bound to have a profound
impact on smallscale fishing communities. Yet relatively little is
xnown about these communities, limiting our ability to predict
the consequences of induced change or measure the distributional
consequences of development efforts. In this section, attention is
drawn to three broad research issues that are both policy-relevant
and of theoretical interest to social scientists,

Social Relations of Production

Over the past two decades, the rapid pace of technological change
in Third World fisheries has profoundly altered social relations
of production. An example will illustrate this general trend.
Raymond Firth, a British economic anthropologist, studied a
Mialay fishing community named Perupuk during the late 1930s
and conducted a restudy in 1963. His classic Melay Fisherman
(Firth 1966} 15 a seminal work both in ¢conomic anthropology
and in the study of fishing communities. During the time between
the two studies motors and nylon netting had been introduced
to Perupuk, greatly increasing available fishing power but also
increasing investment costs. The result was a concentration in the
ownership of productive assets, though boats and nets stil were
owned by local residents subject to informal social sanctions.

In 1976, 1 began to conduct dissertation research in Malaysia
and briefly considered updating Firth's studies. What I found when
I reached Perupuk was a vastly changed situation. Most fishers
from that community no longer owned their own boats and nets
but rather worked as crewmen on relatively large purse-sciners
based at a port about 20 miles away. (Primarily for this reason,
I decided to study a fishing community about 40 miles south
of Perupuk; see Bailey 1983.) The fishers from Perupuk had shifted
from the status of owner-operators (and crewmen working for
owners who lived in the local community and who often were
k:insm)toworkcrsopu'aﬁngonasharebasi&ﬂlcowmh
this case were cthnic Chines entreprencurs who consciously
scparateddwmehﬁfromth:irm,deaﬁngwidlthdrm
through the captain.



In short, what we have in the casc of the fishers of Perupuk
is a shift from a peasant mode of production in the 1930s to
domestic commeodity production in the 1960s to an advanced form
of free-market capitalisin during the 1970s, During this process
the fishers of Perupuk experienced a shift in class status from
owner-operator (or at east a crewman who could reasonably expect
t0 become an owner) to that of worker whase sole productive
asset was physical labor. In the Philippines during 1980-8i, I
observed a similar process occur (Villafuerte and Bailey [982).
[n this case, we were able to document the gradual shift in sharing
systems that occurred during the [970s which resulted in
progressively larger shares being paid to the owners.

The concentration of fishing power in the hands of relatively
few individuals not only affects the prospects of smail-scale fishers
but also the women of coastal fishing communities, who are
primarily responsibie for processing and marketing the local catch.
Women displaced from the local marketplace may find
employment in a large-scale fish processing facility, but this will
be as a worker rather than as an independent entrepreneunr. Here
again we find a fundamental shift taking place in the basic mode
of production within the fisheries sector of many deveioping nations.

Such proletarianization is widespread, though by no means have
all Third World fishers experienced this process. The formation
of new class relationships is a matter of inherent interest to social
scientists, Despite major differences in social and economic
organization, a similar prooess appears to be occurring in North
America, where domestic commodity producers are attempting
to hold out against benter financed capitalist fishers (Sinclair 1985),

Community Organization

There is 2 need to increase our knowledge of community
organizanon among fishers to increase our understanding of the
social relations of both production and marketing, and 1o better
appreciate the potential roke of local communities in resource
management.

Within coastal fishing communities, informal social sanctions
often serve to regulate relationships between capital and labor.
Sharing systems which divide procesds from sale of the caich
are an explicit manifestation of the relative values placed on these
two factors of production. These may or may not reflect objective
market vahues. Ofien there is great diversity of sharing systems
for the same typcofﬁstung unit in the same community, suggesting
that non-economic values are important modifiers of economic
relationships (Balley, Dwiponggo and Marahudin 1987; Collier
et al. 1979; Villafuerte and Bailey 1982). These values can only
be understood within a community context. Longtudinal
examinations of sharing systems provide good measures of how
benefits of development are being distribute.

Similarly, the nature of the relationship between fishers and
fish buyers needs to be understood from the community perspective.
Frequently, outsiders (Le., government personne} and foreign donor
agencies) perceive these buyers, wha often provide production and
consumption credit to locai fishers, as exploitative. This perception
is so pervasive that one Indonesian grammar school text
characterizes fish buyers as lintah darar, literally “land leeches™
(Halian et al. 1962). There is growing appreciation of the roie
which local buyers play in providing credit and thereby fostering
technological innovation. Nonetheless, there is a pressing need for
research which focuses atiention on the roke of the middieman/
financier. We know relatively little about their relationships with
fishers; we know even less about their ties to fish wholesalers
and the larger marketing system. Personal experience suggests that,

if exploitative relationships exist in fish marketing, they are to
be found at the level of the wholesaler, who often is the source
of production and consumption credit given to fishers by local
buyers { Bailey, Dwiponggo and Marahuddin 1987). The continued
prevalence of development efforts to crcumvent local buyers (e.z.,
through formation of government-run cooperatives) suggests the
need for further examinanion of these relationships.

An understanding of community dynamics also is of
fundamental imponance to determining the potental role of local
communitics in resource management. The existence or absence
of property rights over fisheries resources i1s a matter of fundamental
importance in conceptualizing issues of resource allocation. Social
scientists are just beginning o explore the range of possible social
constructs which would allow for effective localievel resource
management. We know relatively little about how community-
based common property sysiems operate, but we do know that
in certain conditions they represent Jow-cost and socially sound
aliernatives to the state.

Fisheries management policies generally call for regulation of
fishing effort, often by specifying larger mesh sizes on nets or
by restricting certain types of fishing units from operating in certain
fishing grounds or dunng certain seasons or times of day. Consider
the difficulty of enforcing these regulations in hundreds of
communities along thousands of kilometers of coastline. The costs
of enforcement (boats, airplanes, personnel, etc.) are prohibitive
and as a result there is no effective regulation of fishing effort
in most Third World nations.

Neither is this situation likely to change so long as government
agencies retain exclusive authority to regulate fishing operations.
Mohilizing fishermen to manage focal resources is not the only
solution to problems of resource management, b it is difficuit
to visualize achieving this goal without the active involvemnent
of those who will be most affected. Fishermen generally have
a clear conception of respurce scarcity and understand intuitively
the basic principles of fisheries management. The problem is to
obtain their acoeptance, which ofien means achicving agreement
among all members of the commuaity on the goals of resource
management and a willingness among all individuals involved to
restrain themsetves rather than to maximize personal gan at the
expense of the collective good (the essence of the “Tragedy of
the Commons”).

A case study from a reef fishery in the Philippines illustrates
both opportunities and problems involved in establishing a
community-based management system. Researchers at a local
university worked with local fishers from Sumilon Island over
a three year period, convincing the fishers that by setting aside
a portion of the reef 10 serve as an undisturbed breeding and
nursery ground, they would experience an increase in sustainabie
harvests (White 1984). After much debate the experiment began
and quickly proved successful Indeed, the experiment was so
stocessful that the reef attracted the attenition of powerful outsiders,
who threatened the life of the watchman assigned by the local
community to monitor fishing activities in the sanctuary (Macican
1986). Quly a call from the university to pational authorities in
Manila brought this outgde encroachment to a halt. National
amhoriﬁsmmovodtoaﬁinpanbmwc&nSmnﬂonIsiam
experiment was supporied by the United Nations Environmental
Programandhadanrmdmmrmonalmnon However, after

operations. A year fater, an underwater survey identified evidence
of damage 1o the coral by explosives and murc-ami fishers, and
a dramatic decrease in the populaton of groupers and other
important specics. However, the usefulness of sanctuanes did not
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go unnoticed in three neighboring municipalities, which
subsequently established similar reserves actively controlied by local
residents {Maclean 1986; Flores and Silvestre 1987).

There are two morals to this tale. The first is that it may take
considerable time to convince and organize local fishing
communities (o play a significant role in resource managemen.
Baoth the community and the outside agency must work together
closelyandcnuwbasisofmtandmutualmpea.qrnicsm
the audience are directed to examine successfui instances where
a “fearning process™ approach 1o agency| community interactions
have been applied (Bagadion and Korten 1946; Koren 1980).

The sccond theme that bears attention is the issue of property

i andthcahiﬁtyofﬂwlomlcommunitywaxdudeomsidm
from encroaching on their fishing grounds. These rights must be
enforceabie and supported by national authorities. One must keep
in mind that resource allocation is an inherently political act. In
manym,“dthoulomﬁdesupportﬁ'omau:ﬁvcrsity or other
non-governmental organization, local communities lack the ability
to defend their interests against powerful outsiders.

Roles of the State and International Development Agencies

Eisewhere | have argued that international development agencies
have contributed sigrificantly to the promotion of capitai-intensive
fisheries development programs in many Third World nations
(Bailey, Cycon and Morris 1986; Bailey 1988). National
poﬁcymakﬂihavebeenwiﬂingparﬁcipamsmthjsdmiopmtt
process, favoring large- rather than small-scale development,
particularly when linked to export-oriented fisheries.

There remains considerable research to be done on the role
of the state and the influence of international agencies in shaping
the direction of fisheries development. Detailed case study materials
auwodu]lylackjng.Nosmdiﬁofﬂrlargatbﬂmeraldonor
(Japan) 10 my knowledge have been published, nor has the role
of the Asian Development Bank (the largest multiiateral donor)
been examined. Finally, | would note that no detailed study has
beer made of the actual finkages between national and international
agerm:whmepﬁodticsdctcmﬁmthcdi:mﬁonofﬁmding?

Summary and Conclusions

Mostimpomntﬁslﬂiswiﬂﬁnthc'lhird\vorkimbehm
cxpluitcdmornea:unkcv\:lwhutthcrccxistsadmrth:m
of resource depletion. Despite mounting evidence of resource
scarcity, national policymakers and international development
agencies continue to promote programs based on capital-intensive
fishing technologies. These programs increase pressure on the
resource and have a negative impact on smalkscale fishers, who
lxkthemmwadoptﬂmcmwmhnologiﬁandsomnain

Third World fisheries development efforts need to be balanced
with resource management programs which address a cleady
dcﬁmdsctofpo]jcygoais.hismmywmogtﬂzetha,in
the context of scarcity, management all but incvitably mvolves
a]locaﬁngthermomamongcompﬁingumlntlﬁpoliﬁml
arena, smallscale fishers often are at a serious disadvantage
compared with their welfinanced competitors.

This paper offers a concepual framework for understanding
the social issues involved in management and developrent of Third
Worldﬁshaics.Forami:tyofmsons,Thi:ﬂWoﬂdﬁshﬂis

" have accorded primary importanoe to biokogical and
economic factors and paid relatively little anention to those aspects
of fisheries which sodiologists tend to find most intercsting
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(community organization, industry structure, resource allocation,
distributional equity in devclopment, etc.). The concept “optimal
yield” (OY) draws attention to the need to balance biological,
economic, and social needs (e.g., employment, utition, income
distribution).

Two additional concepts are discussed which serve to focus
attention on the social aspects of fisheries management and
development. Community-based management mechanisms are
explored within the framework of “common property” resources.

Commeon property systems in the Third World have broken
down under the combined pressures of population increase,
technological innovation, the general commodification of fisheris
produats,andthcmoachmeutofthcsta&einmlomlmm
Where comununity-based systems are not an option, management
decisions need to be made by government agencics. Here the bias
towards “modern” capitakintensive technologies has produced a
de facto reallocation of the resource to a distinet class of
entrepreneurs at the expense of smallscale producers. The concept
of “traditional resource use rights™ addresses this ssue of resource
allocation between classes of fishers and provides an ethical basis
for policy decisions based on patterns of historic usage.

Despite the inherent interest of fisheries to social scienusts, our
disciplines have been slow to recognize opportunities in this field.
I offer, as a broad-stroke outline, an agenda for research which
focuses atiention on matters that are of substantive and theoretical
importance, hoping that this distinction gives no cause for offense.
In brief, these matters of interest and concem involve the
examination of the social relations of production, community
organization, and the role of the staie and international agencics
in promoting Third World fisheries deveiopment.
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ABSTRACT

In the 1970s cooperatives were established by the
Panamanian government as part of a development project
designed to assist small-scale fishermen and their commun-
ities. The governmentally sponsored cooperatives failed and
a locally organized cooperative emerged among some of
the same men who had participated in one of the government
sponsored cooperatives. This examines the causes of the
failure of the government sponsored coopcranws and the
reasons why the locally organized cooperative is succeeding.
The analysis suggests that both the organizational
frameworks and technologies introduced in the governmen-
tally sponsored cooperatives were inappropriate to the needs
and interests of the communities involved. The members
of the locally organized cooperative have sclected
technologies and organizational frameworks consistent with
their resource base and previous patterns of association.

Introduction

In response the the question: “What scale of technology is
appropriate” E. F. Schumacher {1973) focused attention on an
issue that continues to bedevil promoters of economic development.
His advocacy of intermediate (alternative} technology in liew of
more modem (conventional) high technology aiternatives still
makes sense, especially in third-world context, where resources
are limited and high unemployment is the rule. The record of
development projects over the subsequent decade and a half tends
to confirm the wisdom of his posttion.

The technologies, organizational systems and related infrastruc-
tural changes promuigated by development planners frequently
do not achieve the desired results and development projects often
fail. When projects are deemed “successful” the populations who
are supposed to benefit do not. All too ofien impacts of the projects
prove detrimental 10 those who are ostensibly to be benefited.
Because of the generally lackiuster and frequently disastrous results
of conventional development approaches, increasingly attenton
has twrned toward alternative strategies.

Efforts to develop Panama’s small-scale fisheries illustrate many
of the difficultics inherem in conventional externally planned and
initiated development projects. The national government spensored
efforts to institute smali-scaie {ishermen’s cooperatives in the 1970s.

The governmentally promoted cooperatives failed. In the shadow
of one of the failed cooperatives a locally organized aquacultural

cooperative emerged.

Both organizational efforts occurred in the same social and
cultural setting and faced the same or very similar constraints.
Many of the same individuals were participants in both
cooperatives. Therefore, the factors contributing to suceess or fatlure
can be unambiguously related the the design and implementation
of the cooperatives. This permits an evaiuation of the
appropriateness of the technological and organizational features
of the respective development efforts.

Following a bnief discussion of appropriate and inappropriate
technological and organizational systemns, this paper presents a
comparative examination of development efforts in the area of
Panama's Aruero Peninsula. Case study analyses of both externaily
promoted arxd internally penerated cooperative efforts among small-
scale fishermen are presented. The analysis delineates the factors
which contributed to the failure of conventional extemally
promoted mopcrmcs and the elements which have been crucial

to a promising locally generated organization.

Appropriate Technology

Two broad views of appropnate technology can be extracted
from the literature despite the lack of consensus on a definition
(Divan and Livingston 1977). One perspective reflects the tradition
of western economis that tends to narrow the view of technology
to a technique of production. This focus is often limited to modern,
highiy capitaiized, large-scaie industrial economies that are judged
on the efficency of the production process (c.g finandally
remunerative} (Stewart 1977). From this perspective the most
medern (high technoiogy), least labor intensive, highly productive
technology is usually deemed appropriate.

An alternate conceptual framework which is more relevant to
a third world, or developing nation dominates much of the recent
literature. (Schwartz 1981, Streeten 1981, Stewart 1977, Moore
1979). In this view the appropriateness of technology is judged
within a wider context of natural environmental, socioeconomic,
and cultural vanables. The appropriateness of technoiogy is
measured in terms of its suitability for a specific human population
instead of a more limited abstract assessment of the efficency
of hardware and techniques of production. Technology deemed
appropriate from this perspective may be less modern, more labor
intensive and even less productive than more advanced wchnologms
Yet, it be more suitable for a population. The same criteria apply
to organizational frameworks. The most streamlined and efficient
organizational patterns may not be those most compatible with
the needs and intzrests of a specific group.

To judge the appropriateness of technology in this sense requires
some explanation of the underlying presuppositions and
paspeehvcsmhamtmﬂnconceptﬁnmbcﬂbemmpl'mmd
by contrasting conventional development strategics (CDS) with
alternative development stratzgies (ADS) (Schwariz 1981, Diwan
and Livingston 1977). The former characterizes the classic approach
0fWestcmmdusmalsoucmwhu'cgmwthofgossnanonal
product (GNP) is frequently employed as a measure of
deveiopment. The ADS perspective eschews abstract quantitative
measures in favor of qualitative, humnanistic evaluative criteria

Two fundamental assumptions underly the ADS approach.
memdcmnplowd.ilhxemeandpoorpeoplcmmt:mgcm
and able to define their own needs. Also, they are capable, if
gwcnthcoppomnmy of soiving their own probiems. Second,
the notion of development embraces human beings and their
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attempts to satisfy basic material and non-material needs (Diwan
and Livingston 1977).

Since developing countries often have large numbers of unskilled
people, high unemployment, scarce capital, plentiful labor, and
a shortage of training/ educational facilities, the technology selected
should be suited to local conditions.

Following Diwan and Livingston, appropriate technology from
the ADS perspective can be recognized by various charactenistics.
From a maternial standpoint the use of renewable energy resources
and durable materials are emphasized, destructive environmental
impacts are minirnized, and self-reliance and the maximum use
of [ocal human resources, especially labor and ingenuity are stressed.
In sum appropriate technology is less costly, less sophisticated
and more compatible with local cultural conditions,

The ADS criteria will be applied to the evaluation of
development efforts among Panama’ small-scale fisheries on
pragmatic rather than ideological grounds. The preferability of
either CDS or ADS perspectives is a mute point if the development
efforts fail.

The Changing Fisheries of the Azuero Peninsula

The Azuero, jutting south into the Pacific Ocean, is Panama’s
largest peninsula. Its topography ranges from low flat coastal areas
dominated by mangroves and tidal salt flats, to rolling hills, to
mountains transecting the peninsula from northwest to southeast.
Its east coast is the driest region in Panama with rainfall increasing
to the south and the west. The entire peninsula experiences a
pronounced four to five month dry season which is characteristic
of the Pacific side of the isthmus (West and Augelli 1976).

The waters around the peninsula support a diverse and abundant
array of marine resources. The combination of a strong tidal flow,
wide tidal flats, and extensive fringing mangrove estuaries create
conditions stimulating high biological productivity and provide
natural breeding and nursery areas for many species. The shallow
nearshore waters aiso provide excellent fishing conditions for
fishermen using small watercraft and simple fishing gear. Coastal
residents from the Precolumbian era to the present have exploited
the marine resources of the area with simple hook and line, net,
and weir technologies.

Until the late 1950s the fisheries of the mg10n remained locally-
oriented. Fish have been harvest for sale since the colonial era
but predominant market was in the area of the Azuero Peninsula.
Salted and sun-dried preserved fish was also marketed into interior
mountain areas. This was done on a modest scale by small-scale
peddlers who obtained fish directly from fishermen and resold
it in intenor areas.

In the 1960s the regional orientation of the fisheries began to
change. The development of strong international markets for
shrimp, coupled with an improving road system and the
introduction of refrigeration and ice-making equipment, promoted
a shift to shrimp ﬁshmg. Before international marketing began
shrimp were of very minor importance in the local fisheries. Both
capture and marketing efforts focused on fin fish. Today shrimp
ﬁshmg dominates the fisheries of the Azuero and the fisheries
in areas throughout the country where shrimp are found in
commercial quantitim

These changes in species emphasis and marketing orientation
have had a significant impact on traditional small-scale fisheries.
In the past fishermen employed generalized ﬁshmg and eclectic
overall economic strategies. Fishing was done using hook and
line, beach seine, and weir techniques which had been in use in
the area since the colonial era. A wide spectrum of species where
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sought and catches sold to a large number of small-scale buyers
serving local and regional markets. Overall economic strategies
were similarly generalized. Fishing activities were combined with
agriculture and cattle raising or wage labor, The resulting pattern
of mixed activities provided a relatively diverse economic base
for the households of fishermen. No single activity was depended
upon exclusively and variability in the productivity of fishing was
offset by other remunerative pursuits.

As the importance of shrimp fishing increased, fishing strategies
began to shift. Greater efforts were devoted to the capture of
shrimp and the pursuit of other species declined. At the same
time marketing patterns underwent a major reorientation and
restructuring. In contrast to the decentralized regionally-oriented
fin fish marketing patterns involving a large number of small-
scale buyers, shrimp moved through a centralized hierarchical
arranged market structure. Local buyers who purchased shrimp
from fishermen resold them to a handful of large firms involved
in the processing and freezing of shrimp for export. Because of
the capital requirements and equipment needed, there are typically
only one or two shrimp buyers in any local area. Since the local
market for shrimp is extremely limited, fishermen have no
alternative to selling their catches to middlemen. Middlemen in
turn have no option except sale to processors.

The emergence of internationally-oriented shrimp marketing has
also strongly affected pre-existing marketing patterns. Shrimp
buyers also purchase fish and have taken over a large portion
of fish marketing. Fish, however, are of lesser importance to shrimp
buyers. Fish can be profitably and conveniently handled with the
same equipmment and facilities used to handle shrimp. Some fish
is marketed locally and larger specimens of preferred species are
shipped to Panama City to more lucrative outlets such as
restaurants.

Externally Promated Cooperatives

The increasing importance of international markets to Panama’s
seafood industry through the 1960s and early 1970s was clear
to Panama’s government. In 1974 the government with FAO-
BID (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations
and the Inter-American Development Bank) technical and financial
assistance undertook a program of fisheries development (Dept.
of Commerce 1982:11). Part of the development program involved
the establishment of small-scale fishermen’s cooperatives.
Cooperatives were viewed as a vehicle for assisting small-scale
fishermen, promoting the overall development of rural Panama,
and benefiting the national economy. Nine cooperatives were
established and financial, technical, and administrative assistance
was provided to them. The goals of the attempt to establish
cooperatives were to develop frameworks within which fishermen
could organize to help themselves to manage the marketing of
their products, secure services, modernize fishing methods, and
deal with financial needs.

These efforts have not gone weil This is strongly evidenced
by the fact that the Inter-American Development Bank revoked
the remaining $1.2 million of a $3.5 million loan to Panama for
fisheries development (Dept. of Commerce 1982:11). Some new
fishing gear, such as monofilament gillnets for taking shrimp and
other species, have been introduced but efforts to establish
fishermen’s cooperatives have not succeeded. Official sources
indicate that three of the nine cooperatives established had totally
collapsed by 1982 while the others were estimated to be operating
at 25% of potential capacity (Dept. of Commerce 1982:11). Even
these figures are misieading.



Visits to seven of the cooperative locations in 1983 and 1984
revealed that six had been totally out of operation since before
1980. The one that might be considered to stll be functioning
was not the same organization which was originally estabiished.
The ongral organization had collapsed. The physical facilities
it had used were now occupied by a small group of fishermen
forming a loosely organized, essentially private, marketing
organization. Visits were not made to the other two cooperative
locations but fishermen familiar with these areas indicated that
none of the cooperatives were still in business and that all had
ceased to exst before 1980,

Detailed questioning of fishermen who had been members of
the cooperatives revealed that the cooperatives had begun to
deteriorate shortly afier they were introduced. Within two to three
years all were in serious troubie or had already failed. By the
fourth year the cooperatives that were still considered to be
operating were functioning in name only. They had been
abandoned by the fishermen even if they had not been officially
declared defunct.

If failure had been restricted to one or two of the cooperatives,
it might be possible to attribute the failures to local difficulties
or organizational problems umique to the specific cooperatives
involved. The rapid failure of all of the cooperatives strongly
suggests that the same or very simitar underlying or latent problems
may have been present

Causes of Cooperative Failure

To develop a better understanding of the failures interviews
were conducted in 1983 and [984 with fishermen who had been
members of four of the cooperatives. Qver thirty fishermen were
questioned about their experiences in detailed in-depth interviews
during multiple interviewing sessions. Thirty more fishermen were
also surveyed in briefer single session interviews. In addition six
govemnment officials who had experienoe with the cooperative
development effort were contacted and asked to provide
information about their experiences.

When discussing the problems of the cooperatives, fishermen
presented their own highly detailed accounts of their involvernent,
expressed what they disliked and liked about it, and offered their
views on why it had not worked. Understandably, they did not
present an analytical overview of the strengths and weaknesses
of the cooperative organization. Government officlals provided
exactly the same type of accounts even though their presentations
were superficially more objective and analytical. Their discussions
revolved around highly specific details and their own impressions.

Both fishermen and government officals tended to portray
themselves favorably. The implicit and often explicit view of both
fishermen and government officials was that since the cooperatives
failed someone was to blame. No onc attnbuted the blame to
themselves but everyone was quickly willing to assign it to others.
Unwillingness to accept the blame for failure is understandable
but the ways in which fauit was assigned to others proved
enlightening.

The information gathered does not indicate any single or small
number of problems occurred in all of the cooperatives. To the
contrary, the specific problems and difficulties discussed by
fishermen are highly diverse ranging from accusations of
embezzlement, to equipment ill-suited to local conditions, to poot
management. In each of the cooperatives a variety of serious
problems definitely occurred but the cooperatives shared no clear-
cut set of common specific problemns.

A consistent pattern did emerge as individuals presented their
views on why the cooperatives falled and who was to biame for
the failures, Explanations clustered around two major issues. Either
som: aspect of the organization or administration of the cooperative
did not work. Equally revealing was assignment of blame for
failures. Staternents including phrases such as, “We did not know
..y “They did not understand ...™, “He would not listen ...™, “They
would not cooperate ...", and “He would not explan ...", abound
in all presentations. A very clear picture emerged indicating that
a great deal of misunderstanding and miscomununication occurred
between government officials and members of cooperatives. Lack
of clear communications among members of the cooperatives was
an equally serious problem.

Fishermen presented repeated detailed accounts of situations
in which they were told they had misunderstood something by
officials and administrators. After repeated incidents they assumed
they were being being lied 10 or deliberately misinformed. This
was exacerbated by the tendency of governmem officials to make
only sporadic and brief wvisits to the cooperatives. Fishermen
interpeeted this to mean that officials did not care and spent all
of their time in air-conditioned offices or riding around in their
cars. The actions of local fishermen who were placed in
administrative roles in the cooperatives were another consistent
area of difficulty, Repeated mistakes, particularly in areas such
as accounting were soon skeptically viewed as pioys for self
enrichment at the expense of other members. These individuals
were not prepared to act as administrators in complex muitipurpose
cooperative organizations. They simply did not have the needed
skills.

In retrospect, it appears that the factors which finally caused
disintegration of the cooperatives were not the wide range of specific
obstacles encountered by any of the cooperatives. The cooperatives
failed because of underlying organizational difficulties which made
addressing specific problems difficult f not impossibk. The
cooperatives were administratively very weak Problems such as
confused accounting, frequently equiproent breakdown, and erratic
scheduling procedures which should have been sclubie were not
dealt with effectively.! Instead, they grew to chronic propertions
and fostered even raore problems. [n sum, the coopetatives lackad
the capacity to resoive small problems which inevitably anse in
any organization. Finally the weight of accumulating problemns
undermined the fishermen’s confidence and willingness 1o

participate.
Small-Scale Aquaculture

A locally originated cooperative at Boca de Parita contrasts
sharply with the government sponsored ventures. In 1981 several
members of the community of Boca de Parita becarne interested
in shrimp aquaculture, The idea was stimulated by the example
of Ralston-Purina’s efforts to cultivate shrimp in the company’s
Agromarina facility near Aguadulce. (The shrimp are raised in
an elaborate artificial impoundment} The exampie provided by
Agromarina was viewed as a potential alternative or at least
supplement to fishing and other economic activities.

The men at Boca de Panita realized they couid not afford to
build an elaborare water pumping and muitiple tank sysiem such
as that used at Agromarina But, because of their observation
of natural shrimp nursery areas, they thought that raising shrimp
using less complex methods might be possibie. Shrimp trapped
in the evaporation impourkiments {salinas) used in the dry season
for salt production are routinely captured wath cast nets during
the rainy season. The impoundments are constructed 11 nartural
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salt flats {albinas) and are naturally flooded several times per
month when tides are high enough to inundate them. The flooding
seawater carries larval and juvenile shrimp into the impoundment
which are left behind when the water recedes. The trapped shrimp
grow rapidly feeding on algae growing in the brackish sea and
rainwater [ix trapped in the impoundments during the wet season.

The shrimp ponds envisioned in Boca de Parita were based
on the model of shrimp growth in the salt evaporation ponds.
There are unused sait flats in the area which are frequently flooded
by seawater. The clegantly simple idea for shrimp raising was
1o use a low walled tank penctrated by simple sluice gates. On
flood tides the gates would be opened to admit water and then
closed 1o retain it as the tide receded. The walls of the tank could
be constructed of earth and the water control gates built with
a simple arrangement of removable wooden planks set in a concrete
framework. [n short, the basic design is technologically simple,
relatively inexpensive to construct, and employs natural tidal flow
for water circulation rather than costly diesel pumps.

Indigenous Cooperative Formation

Translation of the idea of raising shrimp into actuality illustrates
the development of a locally generated cooperative organization.
It also contrasts sharply with the failed externally promoted
fishermen's cooperative which was organized in the arca. The
deveiopment of both organizations occurred within the same social
and cultural setting with many of the same individuals involved
in both organizations. This provides a good basis for the
comparison of organizational patterns and evaluaton of the
strengths and weaknesses of both efforts.

The first stage of going from the idea of raising shrimp to
its implementation invoived a long process of discussion,
consultation and information gathering. To outside appearances
nothing was occurring, yet this was probably one of the most
crucial components in the development of the aguacultural
cooperative. The idea of raising shrimp was initially discussed
among small groups of fishermen and other community members
when they congregated around a small store or the house of the
local outboard motor mechanic. Both are focal points of social
interaction in the community where men frequently congregate
1o relax and talk. During these interactions bits and picces of
information about Agromarina were contributed by men with
knowiedge of the operation. The pessibility of using local salt
flats for shrimp tanks was discussed and a wide range of details
considered. Before any concrete actions were taken, a vanety of
ideas about how to raise shrimp were considered, reconsidered
and reconsidered again. Superficially, the conversations could be
dismissed as idle chatting to pass time. In fact, they served to
both provide information and coalesce interest in raising shrimp.

The information about shrimp raising onginally possessed by
members of the community was very imited. While conversations
were taking place about the possibility of risimg shrimp, men
began secking additional information. At first acquaintances in
the Aguadulce area with some familiarity with the Agromarina
operation were queried. These investigations provided information
on shrimp cultivation and also led to additional sources of
information. Eventuaily through a chain of comacts personnet
of the Ministeric de Desarrollo Agropecuario (MIDA) where
contacted. MIDA is conducting ongoing rescarch on shrimp
cultivation and was able to provide added information on relatively
sintple impoundment and water management designs.?

While the technical aspects of shrimp cultivation were being
investigated, legal and financial questions were also being examined.
Again, a long consultation process was involved as individuais
sought out detailed information, With advice and help from a
trusted local businessman and a lawyer arrangements were made
to form a legally recognized cooperative, secure the use of a nearby
salt flat {afbing), obtain a bank loan, and have a shnmp tank
dredged? After two years of discussion, investigation, planning,
and preparation a tank was dredged in 198). A second tank was
completed in 1984.

The development and operation of the cooperative was by no
means been smooth or trouble free. Disagreement arose at virtuaily
every stage of its development. Similarly, there were percnnial
tensions over the relative contributions of the 31 members of the
cooperative, Some members frequently failed to do a fair share
of the work required to maintain and operate the shrimp tanks,

By 1986 the cooperative’s membership had declined to 26. The
individuals leaving were the least involved throughout the
cooperative’s history. However, the progress of the cooperative’s
shrimp farming efforts continued steadily forward and to all
appearances a stable long-term enterprise had been established.
In 1987 things took a surprising and unexpected turn. The shrimp
tanks were sold to a Panamanian/Japanese firm and the
cooperative disbanded. The sale resulted in a retemn of
approximately $1000 per member on an original investment of
$150.

The sequence of events leading 1o the sale was particularly
interesting because the cooperative had been approached previously
by Panamanian businessmen wishing to buy a part interest in
the operation or purchase it outright. Altheugh the offers were
discussed, the cooperative’s members, with a couple of exceptions,
were not interested. The consensus was that, although seiling 2
part interest would provide needed capital, the intrusion of outside
interests was not desirable. The members were dubious of their
ability to mantain control or even ownership im such an
arrangement, They feared that the prospective partners would
attemnpt to usurp the entire operation with some sort of sophistcated
legal maneuver. The offer of outright purchase was never senously
considered because the price offered would have yielded a very
small profit, if any, after the cooperative’s debts had besn liquidated,
When the Panamanian/Japanese concern expressed an interest
in the shrimp tanks the cooperative was not secking a buyer but
the offer was viewed as an opportunity too favorable to refuse,

Before the sale opportunity arose the feasibility of establishing
more shimp tanks in adjacent albinas had been investigated and
the rights to use the albinas secured. This was done with an
eye to expansion in the indeterminate future if the initial aguaculture
effort proved to be viable. With the sale of the existing shrimp
tanks advantage was quickly taken of the situation. A new sixteen-
member cooperative was formed. With three exceptions, all had
besn members of the disbanded cooperative. Once the cooperative
was formed new shrimp tanks were begun immediately and were
well underway before the final closing of the deal with the
Panamanian/ Japanese firm,

The transition from the old 10 the new cooperative revealed
several interesting patterns not detected before the dissolution of
the old organization. The individuals joining the new cooperative
were all relatively active members of the disbanded organization.
Few of the marginally active members reenlisted. This 5 not
surprising. Some self-sclection was taking place as well as some
peer group pressure discouraging marginal members.



The most enlightening feature of the transitions was the
conspicuous absence of some active members of the previous
cooperative, They did not join the new cooperative. The most
notabie case, which llustrates the general pattern, is that of a
very influential individual in the community who played a major
role in shaping the opinions of other members and the directions
of the cooperatives's activities. His reasons for not joining were
quite simple. He has a full-time night watchman’s job, does the
repair work on most of the outboard motors in the area, grows
corn and beans, and raises pigs. Contributing work to the
cooperative is more than he can handle.

This does not indicate a loss of interest in the cooperative and
shrimp aguaculture. He is still very interested and continues to
play an active role in informal discussions of the cooperative’s
activities. He also retains a direct involvement because close family
members are in the cooperative. His retired father, son-indaw and
brother-inlaw are all members. The brother-inaw and son-in-
law were not a member of the old cooperative. The brother-in-
law joined the cooperative because his circurmnstances changed.
He secured a job as a part-time truck driver and now fishes part-
time. In the past he was a full-time fisherman and was frequently
away from home on fishing trips lasting three to five days. Now
he only makes day-trips so participation is much easier. The son-
in-law works fulltime at an ice plant and engages in some
agricultural activities. His younger brother works at the same plant.
His participation is possible because his brother is willing to
substitite for him at work when matters relating to the cooperative
come up. When the old cooperative was formed his brother was
00 young to get a job and lived in another province. The brother
now lives next door. The third new member has experienced a
similar shift in his economic pursuits which makes his participation
possible. He also obtained a part-time job and went from full
time fishing to pan—timc day ﬁshjng.

In sum, joining or not joining the new cooperative was often
amancrofcoordmanng its demands with other remunerative
activities, The experience with the first cooperative allowed many
to make their decisions with a clearer appreciation of the time
commitments involved as well as the expectations of other
members. Members of the present cooperative indicate that things
are working more smoothly than in the old cooperative.
Disagreements are less frequent, members tend 1o make more
equal labor contributions, and there is a greater sense of
cohesiveness in the group. We antribute this to the experience
gained from the original cooperative.

QOrganizational and Structural Patterns

The prevailing organizational patterns and economic structure
of the local community have a great impact on the willingness
of individuals to engage in new enterprises. It is especdially important
to recognize that the extended family, to varying degrees, is socially
and economically the dominant entity. Individuals rarely make
economic decisions without extensive informal consultation with
many other kinsmen.

It is clear that theoretical characierizations of this local economy
as composed of dichotomous subsistence and wage labor clements
or as a system of scheduling in response to annual agricultural
rhythros and fishing rounds distort its true complexity and obscure
the dynamics of decision making. While it is partially true that
the general outline of the local economy can be delineated in
such terms, the actual dynamics of the systern are much more
problematic. A hallmark of the local economy is short-term
unpredictability in vartually all economic arenas. The community

has to contend with the vicissitudes of nature in an environment
alternatively plagued by drought or flood. It also participates
marpinally in regional and national econormies which are well
beyond local control However, the economic decisions of the
local populace do make sense when evaluated in this context of
volatility and unpredictability.

The decision-making processes and the panerns of individual
economic strategics that we have observed in action leads us to
conclude that flexibility, especially short-term flexibility, is a critical
indispensable feature of the systern No one knows which way
the wind will blow or how hard, but like a green reed the local
econommy bends with the prevailing breeze. This is easily illostrated
by examples from past fishing efforts, commercial activites, and
responses to natural cycks.

Flexibility is very evident in the development of local shrimp
tanks and the recent decision te sell them. These folks are clearty
sharp eyed capitalists. They saw a rare opportunity to realize a
capital gain—an immediate rather large return on their inital
investment. However, in the preceding months they had strongly
resisted overtures from outsiders 1o buy them out or buy into
the operations. Why the dramatic change of attitude? In colloquial
terms, they saw an opportunity the have their cake and eat it
100. The Japanese are highly regarded for their technological
ingenuity and ability to mum a profit. By selling the members
ofﬂroooperativepcrccivodaoonc:mc opportunity 10 increase
their economic options without jeopardizing their ability to engage
in shrimp aquaculture. By selling they realized an immediate
economic return; the prospect of new wage labor opportunities
working for the incoming firm; the opportunity to keam new and
more efficient ways of growing shrimp by observing the new firm’s
techniques and experimentation; and finally they did not have
to give up shrimp farming because they could develop new tanks
nearby. The sale of the existing shrimp tanks and the formation
of a new cooperative meshes perfectly in context of the pre-existing
economic patterns. Advantage was taken of an obvious opportunity
and shon-term economic options were extended in a manner which
bmits potential sk

Contrasts Between Locally and Externally Organized
Coopetatives

If compared in terms of the advantages enjoyed and the
handicaps faced, the government sponsored cooperatives were
initiated under far more auspicious circumstances than the original
locally organized cooperative discussed above. They had financial
support, technical assistance and administrative gdance. The
iocally organized cooperative had none of these supports. The
men involved lacked virtually all of the things which are
conventionally assumed to be irnportant to successful development
efforte. They had no technical expertise, no administrative or
managerial experience and they lacked financial resources, By these
criteria the government sponsored cooperatives should have beent
far movre likely to sucoeed.,

Even the scope of the government sponsored cooperatives was
more in line with pre-existing phenomena They were onienied
toward enhancing already established fisheries. They were supposed
to baild on something which already existed, The local organization
undertook an aquaculture project which had no established anaiog,
None of the individuals involved in the cooperative had had any

with aquaculture in the past.

When other less conventional considerations are taken into
account the advantages are reversed. The government sponsored
cooperatives were planned and initiated by external agent with
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minimal inputs from local populations. They also involved rapidly
introduced and complex alien organizational patterns which were
untried in the local settings into which they were introduced. In
contrast, the locally organized cooperative developed gradually,
Its slow development in a local setting helped insure that it evolved
in a manner suited to local conditions. Both organizational and
technical details could be formulated and modified to suit focal
needs and the advantages and disadvantages of different courses
of action couid be considered before commitments were made.

A final critical consideration is the way in which members of
the cooperative participated in its development. Unlike the
government sponsored cooperatives, members of the local group
were intimately involved in all aspects of its development and
continued to be aware of its activities. Regardless of what was
done, everyone had a part in it and was well aware of the factors
influencing a particular course of action. Because of this, problems
within the cooperative were dramatically reduced when things did
not go as planned. Members may have been unhappy with the
outcome of some action but they were well aware of of what
happened and why. This reduced the potential for mistrust and
suspicion that someone mishandled some aspect of the cooperative’s
activities. It also removed the potential for extremely disruptive
acTimomnious attempts to assign blame to someone when problems
did occur. Everyone had a part in making decisions; so the reaction
to an unforeseen difficulty was that no one individual was culpable.
It is simply the way it turned out.

From an analytical perspective the success of the local
cooperative can be attributed to the inherent flexibility of the
organization in dealing with problems as they arose. In addition,
the local cooperative was able to accommodate less active members
because capital was a minuscule factor and equal for all Labor
however was a major production factor and the membership agreed
that those who worked more should receive a proportionately
greater share of the profit. In an environment where the labor
requirements of other economic pursuits are highly variable and
unpredictable this accommodation was very important. It insures
a sense of equitability while allowing individual members to attend
to the demands of their other activities.

Flexibility is also demonstrated by the surprising (to us)
agreement to sell out. Farlier we would have predicted that the
cooperative’s members were in for the long haul because they
seemed to be content with the steady but not spectacular rewards
from harvests and had assiduously resisted pressures to seil. In
retrospect we should have been more alert to such an event given
our familiarity with the local system. Taking an immediate and
significant return on capital proved acceptable because members
could actually increase their future economic options by selling
out. This clearly illustrates the capacity to responded quickly to
unexpected opportunity and simultaneously minimize short term
risk while preserving long term options.

The high degree of participation by the members of the locaily
organized cooperative goes beyond reducing potential conflict
between members. It also influences the way new technologies
are evaluated and adopted. Before any action is taken it is discussed
in detail and potential benefits and disadvantages are very carefully
weighed. This process of group deliberation tends to prevent hasty
decisions. It also tends to promote technologically simple means
over more complex and inevitably more expensive methods of
accomplishing desired ends.
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The Appropriateness of Technology

The approach of this local cooperative contrasts sharply with
the approach employed in the governmentally sponsored
cooperatives. In the governmentally sponsored cooperatives
expensive new technologies were introduced rapidly. Large
buildings, expensive refrigeration equipment, elaborate docks, new
types of boats, and new capture technologies were all put into
place simultanecusly. The buildings constructed were far more
elaborate than necessary and often poorly located, the refrigeration
equipment was very expensive to operate, and the elaborate docks
were poorly suited for the boats used locally. Even the new boats
were problematical They were equipped with motors unsuitable
for marine use and they were poorly designed for handling nets.
Very little was introduced which was suited to local circumstances
nor was anything adequately evaluated in advance. In short, strong
preferences for technological simplicity, within the financial and
experiential capacity of local communities, and organizational
patterns compatibie with the local economy were not considered.

For Panama’s small-scale fisheries there can be no serious debate
over the merits of conventional and alternative development
strategies. Conventional development strategies have failed badly.
Technological and organizational approaches advocated within the
perspective of an appropriate technology strategy are succeeding.
This doe not mean that such an approach is a panacea nor does
it guarantee success. However, development efforts which take
into consideration appropriate technology criteria are more likely
to succeed than efforts formulated in conventional terms.

The way the locally organized cooperatives operate and the
successes they have achieved illustrate the pragmatic considerations
which would be vital to the success of future externally sponsored
efforts. The cooperative were organized from the “bottom up”
without external intervention or assistance. Therefore, the options
selected should reflect the preference of those involved.
Organizationally, participation in all aspects of the cooperative’s
activities is stressed. The members wish to be informed of all
aspects of the cooperative’s activities and want to participate in
decisions. The technological choices also indicate that the members
of the cooperative tend to be cautious of rapid change especially
when risks are poorly understood, excessive, or untempered by
mitigating factors. As we have seen, when economic advantage
presents itself in a context that fits the local situation the community
is quick to take advantage of the situation. The pattern followed
is to affect one small modification at a time. As one elermnent
proves itself another will be tried. This deliberate approach allows
time for the new feature to be integrated into the existing system
and time for modification, if necessary, before dealing with the
impact another new element.

The cautious or tentative approach of the local population bnngs
into focus major flaws in the the governmental initiative to organize
cooperatives. Governmentally organized cooperatives represented
high risks in terms of economic investment and demanded
organizational alterations which would impact a whole range of
existing local economic strategies. Accepting government plans
would have meant modifying patterns that are known to provide
effective responses to varability for an alien system totally
controlied by outsiders.

Conclusion

The socioeconomic system we have detailed cannot be
adequately analyzed within the framework of current models of
economic development which attemnpt to describe systems in terms




of regular patterns of seasonal variability or scheduling of activities
in response to other predictable phenomena. Models contrasting
subsistence and wage labor and treating these artificial constructs
as dichotomous and competing sphere of activity are equally
inappropriate. It is patently not true that the fishermen are incapable
of responding rationally to a clear<ut economic apportunity or
that the traditional local economy and ignorance are impeding
their development. To the contrary, as we have seen, these fishermen
are exceedingly adept at seeking advantage when opportunity
knocks. However, the perception of opportunity, or conversely
risk, is conditioned by one’s assets, liabilities, experiences and “rules
of the game.” Inappropriate technology presents unacoeptabie risks.
Appropriate technology encourages risk because local participants
can really understand costs and benefits in terms of their previous
experiences and limitations in their resource base.

This case would seem to require a more responsive development
model that is capable of dealing with a much more dynamic and
complex set of interactive and unpredictable variables which operate
in the relatively short term. The actual economic and social system
currently copes well with precisely such conditions. The recent
experience with a new economic opportunity which fits within
the context of the local economic system reinforees this conclusion.

It is not surprising that the government efforts failed. Perhaps
even more important the failure is not simply attributable to the
application of inappropriate technology. The fundamental reasons
for the failure should be looked for in terms of the absolute
incompatibility of the proposed systex (which presents exceedingly
high risk) with the relatively successful adaptations that presently
prevail in the local community.

It is tempting to blame the failures on idiosyncratic and primarily
technological mistakes. If the only difficulties involved were
technological remedies for at least some of the nine failed
cooperatives in Panama should have been feasible. Clearly this
in not the case. The problem is of a far more fundamentai nature.
The organizational model of cooperatives employed by outside
planners was fatally flawed from the outset.
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America as well as other parts of the world (Borda 1971,
Cochrane 1979, Long 1977, McGoodwin 1982, Pollnac 1988).
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MIDA has recently (1984) published a pamphlet on shrimp
aquaculture designed to provide information for small-scale
aquaculture efforts,

The aibinas around Boca de Parita are public property
controlled by the national government. However, exclusive right
to the use of an area for productive purposes can be obtained

by petition,
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FISHERIES CO-MANAGEMENT:
DELEGATING GOVERNMENT
RESPONSIBILITY TO FISHERMEN’S
ORGANIZATIONS

Svein Jentoft!
University of Tromso

ABSTRACT

This paper addresses the role of co-operative organizations
in fisheries management and the extent to which fishermen’s
organizations are capable of handling regulatory functions,
What are the problems inherent in the co-operative
management approach, and what may be the benefits
compared to other regulatory systems? Which circumstances
may be beneficial for the success of co-management? The
paper draws on comparative international experiences to
form conclusions regarding the efficacy of a co-operative
management regime.

“The only kind of coercion I recommend is mutual

coercion, mutually agreed upon by the majority of

the people affected.”

{Garret Hardin: The Tragedy of the Commons,

Science, 1968, Vol 162: 1243-1248).

1. Introduction

In order to ensure sustainable harvests of fisheries resources
and avoid what is generally known as the “Tragedy of the
Commons”, strict management practices are needed. Generally,
it is assumed that fisheries management is a government
responsibility, Various management mechanisms have been used,
including Lcensing systems, catch quotas and other control
measures. However, the experience from most countries shows
that very often these management systems have met mixed success
(cf. Davis & Thiessen, 1988; Copes, 1986; Hannesson, 1985;
Mikalsen, 1985; Chatterton & Chatterton, 1981). This has raised
questions concerning the role of the government in fisheries

L.

One focus for this debate has been what kind of regulatory
means should the government use. For instance, should input
regulations (licenses) be replaced by output regulations (fish-
quotas)? A more recent issue for debate, which will be the focus
in this paper, has been the division of responsibility between the
government and the fishing industry. Should the government take
full responsibility for all management functions, including the
establishment of quotas, deciding which fishermen should be
allowed access into the fishery, promuigating detailed rules for
the conduct of the fishery, and monitoring the fishery to see that
all the rules are being obeyed? Or could some, perhaps all, of
these functions be more efficiently carried out by fishermen’s co~
operative organizations? If the answer to the second question is
affirmative, why is this so?

These are questions which will be addressed in this paper. More
specifically we will discuss: What explains the failure of government
regulations in the fisheries? What exactly makes fishermen’s
organizations suitable instruments for fisheries management? What
are the organizational implications of delegating responsibility?
‘What are the possible negative effects of delegating management
tasks to fishermen’s orgamizations? What circumstances may be
beneficial for a successful resuit?

Experiences with fisheries co-management in different countries
will be used as a basis from which to address these questions
and draw conclusions regarding the efficacy of co-operative regimes
as a management tool. Fishermen's organizations take an active
part in designing, implementing and enforcing fisheries regulations
have by various authors been termed “co-management” (cf. for
instance McCay & Acheson, 1987; Pinkerton, 1987; Kearney, 1985).
This concept will aiso be used here.

2. Expediency and Legitimacy in Fisheries Management

The rationale for government action in fisheries management
is at least threefold. First, it is argued that the government should
get involved for efficiency reasons. Fish as a common pool
resource introduces externalities which, with open access, frequently
leads to depletion of the resource base and dissipation of the
potential resource rent (Gordon, 1954; Munro, 1982). To prevent
this from happening, the state is called upon to exercise strict
control over harvesting capacity and the total volume of catches.
Second, it is argued, the state must be involved for equity reasons.
it has a role in securing a fair distribution of fishing opportunities
and incomes among participant groups. In many countries
development policy is closely connected to management schemes.
Thus, one motivation for government control is to allow marginal
regwns and small scale fisheries a chance to survive. Third, it
is argued that the state must be involved for administrative
reasons. Only the state is seen to have authority and resources
sufficient to implement management schemes. And only the state
has at its disposal the means of force to ensure that the rules
are followed.

These arguments have motivated extensive government
involvernent in fisheries management in most industnalized
countries. However, in performing the management role, the
governments have faced “tragic choices™ (Calabresi & Bobbit, 1978).
Keeping the industry viable and profitable while at the same time
securing equitable income distribution may be mutually exclusive
goals. Somehow these goals must be balanced. Also, for a given
quota, the fishermen’s race for fish 5 a zerosum game. The
government can influence the outcome of this game, but there
will still be losers as well as winners. It is a general experience,
not only in the fishing industry, that solving such conflicts is a
political process, requiring hard decisions (Thurow, 1980; Jentoft,
1983).

In fisheries management governments usually choose between
two general options: indirect regulation and direct regulation.
Indirect regulations try to control the total harvesting effort by
reguiating the number of participant fishermen, the size of their
boats, and/ or the number and type of gear. Termitorial and season
regulations, which restrict fishermen's access to certain fishing
grounds at certain periods of time also belong to this category.
While indirect regulations try to control the inputs of manpower
and/or capital, direct regulations seek to limit output. Fixing
a level for a total allowable catch (TAC) is one way. Dividing
the TAC into individual quotas (per man or per boat} is another.
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Experiences with indirect regulations are primacily negative: they
have scarcely obtained the intended results and often produced
unintended consequences. For instance, such regulations fal to
cope with overcapitalization and resource depletion because they
stimulate the adoption of more efficient technology. They close
the door to new entrants, and, as a consequence, they establish
privileges which make the fishery a “rich man’ club” [ndirect
regulations aiso are difficult to administer and enforce. They also
creats a very inflexible reguiatory system: once adopted they are
hard to change (Mikalsen, {985).

Today most fisheries sconomists contend that indirect reguiations
should be replaced by direct regulations (cf. for instance Christy,
1973, Hannesson, 1985; Flaten, 1983; Scott and Neber, 1981).
Theyaxgucthatthcmtmducﬂonofmdmdualqmm]lnmphfy
the regulatory systern dramatically. Fishermen should receive
quotas, free or for some prios, and they should be allowed to
trade their quotas. Transferability, it is argued, will help to increase

There are some promising reports on successful management
systems based on output control, from countries such as New
Zealand, Canada and Iceland (cf. Hannesson, 1987). However,
as has been the lesson from many years of input reguiations,
there have been unintended effects. As Copes (1986) has
demnonstrated, individuzal quota management aiso has its pitfalls.
For instance, it has proved difficult 1o ensure that fishermen do
not excead their quotas. Fishermen will often misreport their catches
{cf. also Amason, 1986; Gultand, 1983; Stokes, 1979). Thus, Copes
finds reasons to conclude that fisheries are exceptionally vuinerable
to Murphys Law: “If anything can go wrong with a new fisheries
management scheme ... it will”™ (Copes, 1986:281). Regulations,
both indirect and direct, mean by definition that the government
imposes restrictions on fishermen. Fishermen almost always have
an immediate economic interest in finding ways to bypass them
“There is no reason to assume that fishermen, when confronted
with the rules of individual quota management, will lose either
their ingenuity at circumvention or their incentve to promote
individual nterests at the expense of collective interest™ (Copes,
1986:281).

The cnucial question for the success of any management scheme
is what measures are needed to get fishermen voluntarily to advance
their collective interests at the expense of their private ones. In
other words, what could motivate fishermen to adhere loyally
10 the regulations? A keyword here is “legitimacy™ ; ie. to what
extent fishermen willingly accept the regulations as approprate
and consistent with their persisting values.? If fishermen find the
reguiatory scheme legitimate, there is more reason to believe that
they will foilow the rules. Then, how could legitimacy be improved?

We suggest that the legitimacy of a regulatory scheme is related
10 at Jeast four general hypotheses: 1) Content of the reguiations:
The more thar regulations coincide with the way fishertnen

themseltves define their problems, the greater will be their legitimacy.
2) Distriburional effects. The more cquitably are restrictions
imposed, the more legitimate will the regulstions be regarded.
3) Making of the reguiations: The more fishermen are involved
in the dertsion making process, the more legiimane the regulatory
process will be pexceved. 4) Implemention of the regulations.
The more directly involved are fishermen in installing and enforcing
the reguiations, the more the regulations will be accepted as
kegitimate.

Thus, there may be at least four ways t0 improve the legitimacy
of fisheries regulations and to increase their prospects of success;
each requires taking the fishermens point of view into closer
consideration. In the first two hypotheses, the content and guality
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of the regulations per s are the focal points, The last two hypotheses
concern the organization of the decision-making process,

Inﬂmpapcrwcarepamculaﬂyunmwdmhypmlms3md
4 above. How can the legitimacy, and hence the expediency, of
fisheries regulations be improved by involving fishermen's
organizations directly in the regulatory making process? At best,
one shouid expect both a direct and an indirect effect. Participation
would in itself tend to advance legitimacy, but in addition
participation should also improve the quality of the regulations
as such. [n otber words, by rcorganizing the regulatory process
(hypothesis 3 and 4), the content as well as the dismibutional
effects of the regulations (hypothesis 1 and 2) should be improved.
This argument will be outlined in the following sections. We start,
however, by describing some international experiences with fishenes
co-management.

3. International Experiences

The existence of locally organized informal fisherics management
systems have been well docurnented by social anthropologists with
interest in fisheries and rmaritime communities (cf. Acheson, 1975;
Berkes, 1983, Davis, [985; Dahi, 1988; Durrenberger & Palsson,
1987, McCay & Acheson, 1987, McGoodwin, 1983) These
regulations usualiy take the form of territorial use rights. Here,
fishermen from a certain community share tacit agreements on
the conduct of the fishery within waters which they consider as
“theirs”, and which they actively protect from “intruders™
Sometimes these regulations are established for reasons of resource
protection. Very often their main rationale is to crease ornder and
avoid gear conflicts or to ensure fair distibution of access
opportunites to the fishing grounds.

Compared to the many studies of informal regulations by
fishermen, there are few reports on regulations by formal
fishermen'’s co-operative organizations. But those which are
available give a clear picture of a fisheries management system
which can not be discarded as utopian or ircievant, not évenm
in industrialized fisheries. These reports demonstrate that fishermen,
if properly organized, can handle management functions, and that
they are abike to solve their conflicts of interest even if hey take
the form of zero-sum games.

In some cascs, management by co-operatives has developed
spontaneously and exists in addition to central governmemt
regulations. McCay’s study (1980) of a fishermen’s co-cp in the
New York Bight Region of the Mid-Adtlantic coast, can be classified
here, The co-op perfonms management tasks, based on exchsive
control of dock facilities, restrictton of access of newcomers as
members, and the imposition of catch quotas among its members.
This is done primarily for the purposc of controlling the price
on the products the co-op is selling. Nevertheless, the co-op's success
in reguiating the fishery leads McCay to draw the conclusion that
this is a way of fisheries management with a much wider potential

fisheries. In a Turkish case study he describes several sxampies
of co-operatives actively taking part in management functions.
Berkes argues that effective local-level management is impossble
“without the existence of institutions and mechanisms suitabie for
achieving consensus among fishermen participating in the fishery™
(. 226)

This conclusion is also supported by a Norwegian case-study
of the Lofoten Fishery (Jentoft and Kristoffersen, 1987). They
describe an example of fishermen'’s co-operative management which
has been in existence, codified by law, for more than ninety years.



Fishing takes place from January to April off the Lofoten Islands
in north Norway where the arctic cod has its spawning grounds,
For hundreds of vears the Lofoten fishery has artracted fishermen
from north to south in the country. The high number of participant
fishermen caused enormous crowding problems on the fishing
grounds which led to frequent conflicts, particulary between
fishermen using different kinds of gear. During the nineteenth
century, various kinds of regulatory systems were tried, but none
of them seemed to be able to solve the regulatory problems; not
until co-management principles were introduced in the late 1390s.
The Norwegian govemnment enacted special legislation for the
Lofoten Fishery which actually delegated responsibility for the
regulation of the fishery to the fisherrnen themselves. Special district
committees of fishermen representing different gear groups were
set up to make the rules for the fishery, such as: allowable fishing
times; which gear is allowed on which fishing grounds; and, how
much space should be reserved for certain gears such as handlines,
gillnets, longlines, seines. In addition to elected fishermen inspectors,
a public enforcement agency was established to assure that the
rules initiated by the fishermen committees were being obeyed.
This system still prevails today. Some minor changes have been
initiated, but the co~management principles are intact,

An exampie of fisheries co-management that failed is reported
by Kearney (1984) in the Bay of Fundy herring fishery on the
cast coast of Canada. The co-op was established in the mid-1970s.
In addition to fisheries reguiations, the co-operative also had a
marketing function. Thus, it was able 10 strengthen the bargaining
position of the fishermen vis-a-vis the fish processors. The control
over the harvesting operations given by allocating quotas among
the member fishermen from a total flect quota reserved for the
co-op by the government, contributed to this strong bargaining
position. A further contributing factor was that the co-op was
authorized to organize “over-the-side™ sakes to foreign vessels, This
gave the fishermen an alternative sales outlet to the private local
fish processors. The co-op was also responsible for policing the
vessel quotas, allocating nightly markets, distributing surplus quotas
among the fleet, and collecting statistical information for the
government, Thus, according to Kearney, the co-operative
“assumed many administrative functions normally performed by
the government, and in its day-to-day control of harvesting effort
in relation to market availability, the AHFMC had taken on a
decision-making function usually associated with government
reguiation of a common property resource” (Keamey, 1984:194),

However, the co-op failed after a few years. A general decline
in the fishery made it diffionit 1o enforce its regulatory scheme.
Gear conflicts and tensions over the distribution of resource benefits
among traditional small scale fishermen and fishermen using
modern capital intensive fishing technology had a sumilar impact.
As a consequence, some fishermen left the co-op and established
individual marketing arrangements. After a couple of years, and
as a result of intense lobbying by the processors who also grew
dissatisfied with the co-operative, the government withdrew the
co-cp's authority to negotiate contracts for over-the-side sakes. This
was the straw that broke the camels back.

The most successful example of fishermen's co-operatives playing
a prominent role in fisheries regulations occurs in Japan. While
the cases of fisheres co-management referred to above are
exceptions in the regulatory system of those countries, this is not
the case in Japan where co-management is the main principle
in coastal waters)

The management functon of the co-operatives has roots in
feudal times, and was, until the turn of this century, largely
administered by village guilds. In 1901 a new fisheries law was

promuigated. Inspired by the famous Rochdale Pioneers’ Society
in England in 1844, in which the original co-operative principles
were formulated, these guikls were redesigned as fisheries co-
operatives and granted their legal status. They started as
organizations to administer fisheries regulations, but gradually
expanded into other areas, such as marketing, processing, leasing
out fishing equipment, purchasing supplies, education and the like.
Today, there are close to 5000 fisheries co-operatives scattered
all around the coast (Zengyoren, 1984). On the regional and national
leve] these co-ops form federations and an umbrella organization,
In addition there are supportive co-operative institutions for finance,
insuranoe and the like.

The Japanese fisheries management system is based on two
pillars: fishery rights and fishing licenses. Fisheries rights concern
fixed gears and fish or marine plants which are relatively stable,
Thus, fisheries rights are mainly confined to the inshore waters.
Fishing licenses concern offshore fisheries and fishermen that
operate throughout a wider area with non-stationary fishing gear
like the trawl and purse seine. Fishery rights are defined by territory.
Each co-op has exclusive ownership to the area outside their port,
extending as far as 10 km out to sca Depending on the tvpe
of fishery or aquaculture, the co-ops have ether 2 monopoly or
priority over private mndividuals or companes. Fishing licenses
are seldom held by co-ops in the offshore or distant water fishery,
even though they are eligible to do so. In the inshore fishery,
however, the co-ops apply to the government for licenses which
they distribute among their members.

The high percentage of organizanonal coverage of fishenes co-
ops in Japan is because they have been authorized 1o regulate
fishing rights, and fisherroen have to be members of 2 coop in
order to engage in fishing (Zengoryen, 1984). Member fishermen
which do not abide by the rules established by the co-op risk
being expelled from the co-operative by the general membership.

While the principie of co-management in Japan is primarily
restricted to the inshore fisheries, this is not the case in the British
fisheries. Here, co-management also is introduced in the offshore
fisheries. Another difference is worth noticing. In Japan, inshore
regulations have a territorial basis: by reserving a limuted area
at sea for members of a certain co-operative, fishenmen cannot
expand into another co-op's territory. In Britain, on the other
hand, regulations are enforced through quota allocations.

In the carly 1970s, when Britain joined the EEC, producers’
organizations were set up all around the country. Ther function
was to organize raw fish saies and to administer the EEC price
support scheme. (In 1986 there were fourieen such organizations.)
Fishenies regulations were a government responsibility, and quota
allocations were a marter between the government and individual
fishermen. However, in 1984 the government decided to decentralize
the management function by transferring the regulatory
responsibility to the producers’ organizations. Instead of dividing
the TAC among individual fishermen, the governmemt now
allocated sectonial quotas to the producers’ organizations, Thus,
these organizations became responsible for the distribution of
quotas among their members. Rules for fishing operations and
enforcement of the quotas also hecame a task for the organizations.

How this system works has not yet been closely studied, but
apparently it works well* There has been little opposition among
the fishermen to the arrangement. John Goodlad, Chief executive
of the Shetland Fish Producers’ Organization Limited, concludes
that it has been “a successful experiment in the devoluton of
fisheries management responsibility from National Government
to the fisherrnen™ (Goodlad, 1986). Other chief executives in the
Scottish fish producers’ organizations voiced similar opinions when
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interviewed by this author. A problem stressed by all, however,
was that these organizations do not have any monopoly power.
Membership is voluntary and fishermen outside the organizations
can get individual quotas directly from the Governrnent. Acconding
1o the same chief executives, this tends 10 undermine the system.
(In 1984, 65 percent of the British quota was administered by
the producers’ organizations.} Another problem 1s that different
producers’ organizations, even when located in the same port,
may have different regulations. This create teasions between
ﬁshcnmn belonging to different organizations, A posm\'c factor

responsibie for fish-marketing. The market situation could be taken
imto account when regulatory decisions were made, thereby ensuring
a stable fish price. Also the other co-ops described above, with
the exception of the Norwegian case, are multi-purpose
organizations in this respect, and similar effects are obtained
The general rules applying to all producers’ organizations in
Scottand and the Islands (Shetland, Orkneys, Hebrides) are outlined
in a consultation paper from Department of Agriculture and
Fisheries of Scotland (December 1986). For instance, the calculation
of sectorial quotas is based on the track record of particular vesseis.
The track record calculation is applied to the vessels currently
holding membership of a producers’ organization. If, during the
course of the year, it becomes clear that a producer organization
will not catch its quota allocation, reailocation to other
organizations is made, Account i then taken of the “need” of
the different groups for additional quotas. When a producers’
organization overfishes its quota, 2 ton for ton reduction is made
from the group's corresponding quota in the following year.
Summing up, these examples show that delegating responsibility
for fisheries regulations to fishermen has been carried out in various
countries, but with mixed results. Co-management systemns have
been introduced in both inshore and offshore fisheries, for
stationary as well as highly mobile fleets. In some cases co-
management takes the form of territorial regulations, in other
cases quota-allocation is the tool We will return to these exampies
of fisheries co-management later for a closer analysis of what
may explain the variable success. In the next section, however,
we will discuss the co-management concept What does co-
management really mean? What are the implications of delegating
responsibility to fishermen's co-operative organizations?

4. Delegating Responsibility

By definition, fisheries co-management means that government
agencies and fishermen, through their co-operative erganizations,
are sharing responsibility for management functions (Bailey, 1984;
Keamey, 1985; Pinkerton, 1985). The point of departure for
initiating co-management agreements as pagt of a political process
can vary from country to country. In onc casc it can mean that
the government formally recognizes regulations which are already
being enforced in an informal manner by the fishermen thertiselves.
In another, the actual regulatory power is transferred from the
povernment to fishermen’s organizations. This would normally
I the situation in fishenes where the state already plays a prominent
management role.

Organizational conditions affecting the decentmalization of
regulatory responsibility differ from country to coumtry. In the
British system organizations suitable for fisheries management were
already in place when the government decided to mtroduce sectorial
quota allocations. If such organizations had been absent prior
to the decision to introduce co-managernent, they would have
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bhad to be formed as pant of the process of introducing co-

t This, for instance, happened in the Lofoten Fishery

of Norway, described by Jentoft and Kristoffersen (1987}, When

organizational formation becomes a component of the new

regulatory strategy, co-managemnent becomes a more ambitious,

and certainly a more complicated, process. The prospects of success

of co-management will largely depend on whether or not such

izatiohs can function as viable institutions. That was indeed

one of the problems which caused the faiture of the Canadian
experience (Kearney, 1984).

Co-management also means that fishermen’s organizations are
granted authority by law to enforce regulations on member
fishermen. In some cases, as in the Japanese, this authority &
based on legisiated omrsbxpnghtstoﬁshmgtemtmml.ofotm
regulations foliow a somewhat similar principle in that different
gear types are allocated different territories. In other cases, as n
the British one, each fishermen’s organization gets quotas for its
own discretional disposal In all three cases, the organizations have
the right to exciude non-members from sharing the temitory or
the quota and to sanction members who violate the rules.

Co-management is to be distnguished from “consultative™
arrangements which, for instance, have been in existence for several
years in Norway as well as in many other countnies like Canada
(Keamney, [984) and USA (Fricke, 1985). Such arrangements
usually involve an advisory board, in which representatives of
thcﬁshmgmdustrymmnsuhedbythegommmbdm
regulations are introduced. [n contrast, co-management means that
fishermen’s organizations not only have a say in the decision malking
process, but also have the authority o make and implement
regulatory decisions on their own. Thus, in Norway, the mgulation
of the Lofoten Fishery is an exception from the general rule.
The law which delegates regulatory responsibility to the fishermen’s
committess has nothing to say on the content of the decisions
per se, only on how the decision making process is 1o be organized.

How, then, is co-management to be distinguished from other
common property Mmanagement systems, such as government
regulations or community initiated reguiations? Co-management
takes a middle course. It is a meecting point berwesn overall
government concerns for efficient resource utilization and
protection, and local concerns for equal opportunities, seif-
determination and self-control. The responsibility for initiating
regulations is shared. The government’s responsitility may be to
provide the general framework for operation of the co-operatives
such as: the general legislation to install co-management principles;
fixing total allowable catch; allocation of quotas between different
fishermen's organizations; and, perhaps, aiso deciding the general
framework for the organization of the regulatory process as in
the Lofoten case. The government could also retain control over
the total cawching capacity through a licensing system. This i,
for instance the situation in the U.X. However, the practical use
of the license is very much influenced by the fishermen’s
organizations. The producers’ organization controls who is to
become a member and thereby obtaining a share of its quota
In Japan, when a licensing system is installed for a fishery, the
m—opmymanumbuofhmmkawngumﬂ:mp
to distribute them among its members at its own discretion
{Hirazawa, 1980).

Suchomﬂmlmcouldalsobcworkndoutinco—opemﬁon
betwesn government agencies and fishermen’s organizations, a5
suggmtedbyChancrtonandChmmnon{l%IlM)mﬂtm
of Australia:



“Negotiations could take place between fishermen in a
particular fishery and government for a contract that would
lay down important principles of ownership, participation
and conservation. Once the contract had been negotiated
the government could hand the day-to-day management of
the fishery over to a cooperative board of fishermen elected
from among the fishermen themselves.”
Co-management is formal in the sense that regulations are made
explict and public and that the decision making process itself
has o follow certain procedures which ensure active participation
from the affected interests. Importantly, fishermen are not
necessarily the only affected group. Co-management allows the
ruies to be less detailed and comprehensive, and decisions can
be made in a more ad hoc fashion. In comparison, local community
reguiations often result from a process of mutual adjustment, taking
the form of unwritten norms and carried out through informal
sanctions {cf. for example Acheson, 1975). Co-management
requires formal leadership and an executive staff. Leaders are
elected from among the membership, and an executive staff has
administrative responsibility for ensuring thar regulatory decisions
are implemented.
The essential characteristics of co-management as distinguished
from government management systems and informal community
based management systems are summarized in Table 1.

Tabie 1. Main characteristics of fisheries management

systems
Fisheni¢s management systems:

Characteristic  Government Co-operative  Community
* Initiative Central (De-eentral.  Local
* Organization Formal Formal Informal
* Leadership  Hierarchy Patricipat. Mutual adj.
* Control Central. {De-)eentral. ~ Decentral
* Autonomy  No Some Yes
* Participation No Yes Yes

Having discussed the concept of co-management, the questions
1o be addressed in the sections that follow are: Section 5: What
may be the benefits of delegating functional responsibility for
fisheries regulations to fishermen's organizations? Section 6: What
are the possible problems and negative effects of such an endeavor?
Section 7: Which circumstances may be beneficial or threatening
to a successful result? We will discuss the lessons which can be
drawn from the imernational experiences presented in this paper
as well as literature on fisheries co-management and general
organizauon theory.

5. Why Co-Management

The fishing industry is extremely complex, charactenized by a
wide range of social conditions and technological processes.
Furthermore, fishing operatons may vary over the years, seasons
and piaces. There is no simple management sokrion appropriate
for integrating all the different needs, demands, and interests within
the sector. Thus, co-management agreements will hardly be a
panacea for solving all the problems of fisheries management

However, when benefits and costs are taken into account, co-
management must be considered a viable option in comparison
to other management aiternatives.

A central argument in this paper is that the expediency of fisheries
regulations hinges upon their legiimacy. From intemnational
experience onc may conclude that there s little chance fisheries
regulations can sucoeed unless they have the active support of
affected interests, particularly the fishermen. Without the active
suppoert of fishermen they will find ways to bypass the regulatory
measures. The legitimacy of fisheries regulations is largely
contingent upon the decision making process itself. The distributive
effacts on incomes of fisheries regulations are important, but so
also is the distribution of influence in the decision making process.

The distribution of inflaence is an organizational matter, and
that is hasically what co-managerment is alt about. Co-managemnent
entails “mutual coercion, mutually agreed upon by the majonty
of the people affected™ (Hardin, 1968). In contrast, government
management is management from the top down If the decision
making process is fair and just, which is co-management at its
best, the majonity rule is more likely to be followed by all. Jentoft
and Knstoffersen (1987) contend that this has been the effect of
the co-management system in the Lofoten Fishery, where violations
of the regulations are few. In the British case, Goodlad (1986)
argues that regulations by fishermen'’s organizations “are generally
more ‘respected’ than regulations by Government™.

Another key point in this paper is that content of the decisions
and organizational form are closely refated: what comes out of
the decision making process is heavily dependent on how the
decision-making process is organized. In other words, as
hypothesized in section 2, when co-management is introduced the
quality of the regulations will improved, and this will also increase
legitimacy. The purpose of this section is to discuss why fisherroen’s
organizations can be expected to make better regulations than
governments.

First, and perhaps the most common argument, is thar
fishermen’s organizations are in a position to make more squitabie
regulations than are governments (of. Hannesson, 1987, Pinkerton,
1987; Zengyoren, 1984). 5 Not only are fishermen’s organizations
better able to determine what the relevant equity considerations
are, they are also more capable of responding adequately to the
special needs, demands and interests of individual fishermen or
fishermen groups. Governments tend to follow principles of
“universalism® when dealing with client fishermen This may
guarantee neutral, but not necessarily fair, treatment ¢ Fishermen's
organizations, on the other hand, can be more “particularisic”,
which is sometimes needed to ensure faimess and equal
opportunities. For instance, an accident may hinder 2 fisherman
from catching his quota. It would therefore be fair if his quota
was increased next year to compensate for bis loss. Representatives
of the British producers’ organizations, when interviewed by this
author, pinpoinied this as one of the important improvements
of co-management. In Japan lottery systems combined with a
rotation principle are used to ensure equal opportunines. When
fishermen obtain through a loftery certain use rights, they may
be exciuded from participating in lotteries for other fisheries rights.
Needs of individual fishermen are also taken into consideration.
For instance, the number of nets a fisherman operaies can be
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determined by the size and age bracket of his family (cf. Hirazawa,
1980).

Second, following Pinkerton (1987), information about the
tesource base shoukl be improved as a consequence of direct
fishermen involverment in fisheries management. Fishermen have
more detailed information based on their practical experience than
do governments. Henws, more fine-grained decisions can be made.
Also co-management, according to Pinkerton, has the potential
to “increase the responsible sharing of information .. with
consequent reduction in conflicts between state and fishermen”.
The willingress to share local caich information is a function of
being trusted as responsibie participants in management schemes
- and not adversaries who have 10 be controlled by government
Fishermen’s behaviour and artitudes alter as a result of the changes
in their role which the introduction of co-management principles

Third, government bureaucracies have a limited capacity to
gverses the many local and seasonal variations within different
regions and sectors of the fishery. For regulations to be efficiently
carried out they must be fair, and to be fair this diversity must
be taken into account. This however, requires a large amount
of detailed knowledge of local ciscumstances in the fishing industry
and the ecological conditions which exist in various fisheries.
Government agencies usually do not have this stock of knowledge,
and if they try to get it, the costs are prohibitive. This was an
important reason why the British government, after several years
of centralized fisheries management, decided to delegate
responsibility for fisheries regulations to the producers’
organizations. The increased management effost which was necded
cawsed an “overload™ on government agencies which was eased
by transferving regulatory functions to the producers’ organizations.
In Lofoten, the importance of local knowledge of the conduct
of the fishery and the natural conditions on cach fishing ground,
was the main reason for introducing co-managernent in the 1890s.

Fourth, variations entailed in the naiure of the fisheries require
flexible management systems. A central argument for inroducing
co-mansgerent is that government burcaucracies are Jess fiexible
than fishermens's organizations in enforcing managernent schemes.
Goodlad for instance, argues that the British producers’
organizations “are generally more abk to react to a situation more
quickly than National Governments™ {Goodlad, 1986). This was
also an important factor in the Lofoten fishery leading to the
institutionalization of co-managetent. Decisions to change the
rules of fishery could be reached much more quickly by the
fishermen’s comymittees than by the government.

Fifth, delegating responsibility to fishermen’s co-operatives
means that fishermen become active and responsibie individuals
in the decision making process. By definition, co-operatives rely
on membership participation, which is reflected in the internal
structure of the organization. Member fishermen form the general
assembly and the board of directors which make the strategic
decisions. Transferring responsibility for management functions
should therefore indicaie that more democracy is introduced in
the regulatory process. This should not only result in better
management solutions, as suggested above, but it would also be
a valuabie societal benefit in its own fght.

After having discussed the positive aspects of fisheries co-
management, we NOW tum to a crtique of this management
solution.

6. What Are The Problems of Co-Management?

The responsibility for fisheries regulations can become a heavy
burden for government agencies, as seen, for exampie, in the British
case. The same is true for fishermen’s organizations. It requires
sophisticated administrative resources and skills to handie fisheries
regulations. This can be an obstacle for some organizations. On
the other hand, some organizations have adopied the resources
required. By the means of a computer used for keeping control
of how much each member is fishing, the British producers’
organizations have managed well and with minimal administrative
COStS.

A more serious problem for co-operative organizations are
internal conflicts and disputes which may arise among members
or groups. Delegating management responsibility does not alter
the conilict narure of fisheries regulations. Co-management simply
represents another way of handling such conflicts. Fishermmen’s
co-operative organizations are usually established to provide
various benefits to their members (cf. Jentoft, 1986). Assuming
additional responsibility for fisherics regulations means that
restrictions on members behaviour have to be enforced. While
the benefits obtained by the co-operative members are experienced
as good, the same is not necessarily the case with fishenes
regulations. Importantly, a classic co-operative principle is that
co-ops are fundamentally voluntary organizations. However, co-
management involves the non-voluntary imposition of restrictions
on the membership. By enforcing strict regulations, the members
get casily frustraied, and as a consequence, the co-op nisks that
members kave. Thus, the political costs of regulating fishing
behaviour can be high

The legitimacy of regulations enforced by the co-op can be
challenged by member fishermen for other reasons. There may
be conflicting views among members concerming the rules for the
fishery. This is especially true when the membership is
hctcrog:rmtxs,forimtame,accordingmbomsizc,g:artypes,
capital costs, and ownership. Even if the membership is
homogenous, there may sill be variations in skills, and,
consequently, catch results. How, then, should skiils be accounted
for when regulations are defined? Should variations in skills be
reflected in the distribution of quotas? In fact, the explanation
of variations in catches, and the effects of the skill-factor, is among
the most controversial issues among fishermen (cf. Palsson, 1983).

A common co-operative prnciple, usually stated in the charter
of the organization, is open membership and a low entrance fee.
In order to keep the total fishing effort under control fisheries
management requires limited entry, which means that this principle
is abandoned, as illustrated in the U.S. case reported by McCay
(1980). Therefore, it should not come as a surprise if fishermen’
organizations are skeptical of carrying out the responsibality for
management functions. They may prefer 1o act as a pressure group
vis-a-vis government authorities. [nevitably, somcone will be
blamed when fisherics regulations are implemented and enforeed.
To have the state targeted for the blame lkessens the local impact
on co-operative decision makers.



The Japanesc case may provide a solution to this problem.
Certain exclusive rights accompany the delegation of responsibility
for fisheries cegulations, The co-ops have ownership rights to fishing
ternitories and a fisherman must be a member of a co-op to be
granted access. Ownership rights are a main reason for the success
of Japanese fisheries co-operatives. The Bntish producers’
organizations do not have similar monopoly rights. A fisherman
can obtain an individual quota directly from the government if
he feels uncomfortable with the regulations of the producers’
organizations, This seriously weakens the organizations® ability to
enforoe restrictions.

If co-management is going to have any real effects, the fishermen's
organizations must have a certain amount of autonomy. This
concerns the relation between the co-op and its environment. As
to fisheries management, the environment tends 10 be rather
turbulent. As Foreman (1984} points out, fisheries are particularly
difficult to manage because accurate data on the state of the fish-
stocks ts hard to provide. However, when it is provided it is often,
and unexpectedly, portraying the fish stocks on the brink of
depletion. This calls for immediate protective action. In the New
England case which he studied, the Regional Management Council
(mote below) had to make frequent changes in its managernent
mponss,whichputmetheCounci}undcrmwmAﬁer
having put much effort in working out a compromise soiution,
the decision making process would have to start all over again.
There were other implications as well. Regulatory decisions were
often made under great uncertainty. Also, the Council became
very dependent upon external expertise and information provided
by resource biologists.

The autonomy of fishermen's organizations in fishenes
management is also determined by the division of responsibility;
Le. how many regulatory functions which are actually delegated
from the government o the fishermen’s organization. The greater
the number of functions delegated, the greater the autonomy. In
the Japanese and British cases presented above, the government
has retained the responsibility for fixing the size of the TAC.
In the Norwegian case, the government in the carly 1900s. withdrew
the fishermen committees’ authority to decide what kind fishing
gear is to be allowed on the Lofoten grounds. The government
claimed that the fishermen were too conservative in letting new
and more efficient gear get in.

Thus, there may be reasons to exclude some functions from
being delegated. There are limitations on what functions can or
should be transferred to fishermen's organizations, In general, these
limitations are influenced by the number of organizations involved.
The higher the number of organizations involved, the fewer the
functions which can be delegated. Competition among organi-
zations of fishermen can be quite as devastating for the resource
base a5 competiion among individual fishermen. On the other
hand, if there was only one organization, all the regulatory
functions, including the decision of deciding the TAC, could, in
theory, be delegated. Competition would be replaced by internal
command within the organization. In the fisheries management
literature, this is defined as the “soie ownership option” (cf. Keen,
1983),

Whether co-managemnent will in all cases promote a more
democratic process with proper consideration of equity and fairness
is an open question. A crucial variable pertains to the social

dynamics of the participatory process. Even though co-operative
organizations entail participatory decision making, in practice this
could be more format than real Parucipation of members in a
real sense could be limited to just casting votes. Democratic
organizations are often victims of oligarchic tendencics, group
nivalry, conspiracy, and elite expropriation. Consequently, instead
of advancing participant democracy, delegating responsibility can
be a contribution to the consolidation of rigid, inequitable power
structures (cf. Bailey, forthcoming). If this is the case, 2 government
agency may be preferred as a mediator in conflicts and may be
a more democratic institution than a co-operative organization.

Fishermen are not the only group with an interest in how the
fishery is regutated. Other groups within the fishing industry, such
as processors and fish plant workers, are aiso affected by the
regulations. Groups external to the fishing industry may have an
interest as well, Internationaily, environmental groups have become
increasingly concerned with fisheries management practices. In
many countries, recreational fishermen struggie for more influence
on management decisions which they claim exclusively benefit
commercial fishermen. In Norway, for instance, the effects of
fisheries regulations on the settlement Structure is a major concern
among the public at large. Consequently, while delegation of
responsibility for fisheries regulations to fishermen’s organizations
may improve legitimacy among fishermen, the opposite may be
the result among the other groups. Fishermen’s organirations are
ofien powerful relative to such other groups (cf. JentoRt and
Mikalsen, 1987), and delegating responsibility for fishenies
regulations would strengthen their power base even further. Thus,
one may expect external opposition to the co-management concept.

A solution may be to create organizations with a broader
mpresentation allowing all affected interests to take part in the
decision making process, The regional fisheres management
councils in the U.S.A_, established under the Magnuson Act of
1976, have such a broad representation. They include, in addition
10 fishermen representatives, public officials, processors, consumers,
recreational interests and environmentalists. The counals also
arrange public beanings in various communiucs o £nsure
participation from the public at large. The counils, however, have
their responsibility restricted to making recommendations 0 the
government concerning fisheries managernent.

However, allowing additional affected interests a say in the
decision making process may lead to other problems. The
organizations become more complex and internal conflicts are
morelikclytoarise.AsForcman(lgsd:Zl)argmintheNcw
England case:

‘Inimponﬂntrcspcdsthewmﬁlhasprowdtobcless

an “organization” (with the sense of coberence and mission

that term impties) than an “arena” where diverse fishing
constituencies contest with one another.”

AsDahl(lm]hﬁpoim:dom,omcnmhatshou]dbe
the exira costs of decision making that the broader representation
will kead to. Another is the fact that groups are affected
disproportionally by fisheries rguiations. They may have more
of less economic risk at stake. How then should this be reflected
in the decision making process and the voung?

A third problem is the question of competence. Fisheries
manag:mmtmqaﬁresspadalknowbd.geofﬁxﬁsimy;bm,such
competence may be unevenly distributed among the participant
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decision makers. One of the alleged advantages of aliowing affected
interest into the decision making process is the special competence
which they will bring with them; and consequently, this will result
in more quaiified decisions. But, when there are conflicts of interest,
special competence may be an obstacle rather than a help in the
decision making process. As contended by Foreman (1984:14):
“Indeed, one is often left with the sense that greater knowledge
of management technique on the part of “generalist™ council
representatives couid prove a double-edged sword in the
search for consensus; such sophistication could result in
nothingmomthanmmcckgam(bmundimmislwd)wnﬂkﬁ.'
Our final concern with the co-management solution is hypothesis
4 outlined in section 2, which argues that legitimacy will be improved
if fishermen are involved in implementation and enforcement. Peer
FTOUp pressure to adhere to the rules can obviously be very effective,
but also quite as mtimidating and repressive as government control.
Nothing is worse than losing face among colleagues. Fishermen
would also have to be each others’ policemen, and reporting may
be another way to lose face. In the Lofoten case, in addition
to serving as ombudsmen for fellow fishermen, the elected fishermen
inspectors are supposed to report on other fishermen if they discover
that regulations are broken. The fact that the fishermen know
that inspectors are fishing next to them, and may follow their
actions, restrains them from nule-busting. However, the fishermen
inspectors usually find it difficult to carry out the role as “informers”
and will rarely report on other fishermen. Therefore, the public
enforcement agency, which has inspection vessels on the fishing
grounds, s, in practice, soicly carrying out this function. If there
is a general lesson to be Jeamned from this it is that enforcernent
is one of the regulatory functions which scems better handled
by government than by a fishermen’s organization.

7. CONCLUSION

This paper has addressed the division of responsibility between
the state and the fishing industry in fisheries management Some
of the achieverments and problems of assigning more responsibility
10 fishermen's co-operative organizations have been discussed.
When strengths and weaknesses are considered, what conclusions
can be drawn for the potential success of introducing co-
management arrangements? Is co-management to be recom-
mended? The answer is conditional. Experience show that while
some co-management systems have persisted, others have failed.
From the case studies presented, some generalizations regarding
critical variables can be identified.

1. The importance of legislation which gives fishermen’
organizations not only the responsibility but akso the authority
to implement and enforce restrictions on fishermen’s behaviour,
should not be underestimated The Canadian experience failed
because of reluctant support from the government. The British
co-management system is vulnerable because fishermen can
escape the ooilective regulations by obtaining quotas directly
from the government.” The two most long-lasting and successful
examples of fisharies co-managrment are the Norwegian and
Japanese casss. In both countrics, fishermen’ organizations
are, by law, given exclusive rights which rule out an exit-option.
If fishermen are dissatisfied with the regulatons, they have
10 use their voice and vote. It is noteworthy to point out that
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this does not necessarily entail a less democratic process than
the exit option {¢f. Hirschmann, 1970},

. Suocesses which have been noted in this paper to a large degree

reflect the scale of the organizations. A common leatuse of
all co-management systems described in this paper is the limited
scale of the co-operatives, both in terms of membership and
regional jurisdiction. In general, participant democracy seems
to flourish in smaller rather than in larger organizations. Small
organizations allow direct, personal participation. Large
organizations must rely on indirect, intermediary representation
in the decision making processes. The problem of free niders
is found to occur more often in large organizations. In small
organizations, free riders breaking the rules are easier to identify
and control by informal sanctions. This problem is also a
question of fishermen’s sense of belonging to an organization.
Members tend to feel a stronger identification with a small
organization rather than a large organization. After evaluating
international experiences with fisheries co-ops in developing
countries, Pollnac (1988:34) argues: “There are cases where
fishermen’s organizations {ailed because they were made so large
that members no longer felt that the group was their own.”
Another consequence of organizational scale 5 that, when
organizations grow in membership, regulations wili affect 2
larger number of individuals. Hence, it is more likely that some
individuals will find that the regulations are contrary to their
interests. As pointed out by Young (1982:759):

“Assuming that actor preferences are distributed normaily,

increase (n the size of a regime will lower the

probability that programs chosen will conform precisely

o the preferences of any individual member of the

beneficiary group.”
Consequently, when organizations grow in scale, dissatisfaction,
frustration and internal conflicts within the membership are
more likely to arise.

. Organizations with a relatively homogeneous socio-economic

membership will have less internal condlicts of interest and this
will make decision making easier. In the Canadian case, conflicts
arose between small scale and large scale fishermen, and this
was a contributing factor to the fallure of the co-operative.
The success of co-management is contingent upon fair and
equal distribution of resource benefits. When the membership
is homogeneous, equal distribution will also be fair distribution.
On the other hand, when the membership is heterogeneous
as in the Canadian case, fair distribution is not necessarly
the same as equal distribution. For instance, quota aliocations
may have to be made relative to capital invested in boats and
gear. What is fair would then have to be negotiated among
the member groups. If this is the case, conflicts are likely to
arise which may threaten the organization

. The answer to the problem of heterogencity, as well as the

problem of participation in large organizations, may be as

suggested by Robert A. Dahl (1970:57):
“In an association where members are competent but
greatly in conflict, it may make sense to dissoive the
association into more harmonious groups that will be
able to honor political equality and majority rule. But
this solution rarely is compietely attainable. For a broader
association (which may be that peculiarly important



association known as the state) may be necessary to

regulate conflict among the smaller, more homogeneous

associations.”
At first glance, Dahl’s solution scems to indicate a dilemma.
More participant democracy, enhanced by dissolving fishermen
inte smaller organizations, necessitates state intervention which
leads to less sel-management. However, a state agency is not
the only possible external mediator. A co-operative umbrella
organization may serve a similar role. [n Poland, for instance,
the national quota is divided by the government between the
state corporate sector, the co-operative sector, and the privale
sector. Thereafter, The National Union of Fishery Co-operatives
allocates the co-operative quota among its member co-ops.
(Anon, 1987).8
. As Berkes argues in the Turkish case, the traditions of co-
operalion among fishermen may be important. The Japanese
are well known for their strong commitment to collective values
and participatory decision making in business management (cf.
Quchi, 1981; Pegels, 1984). Undoubtedly, this is a main factor
in explaining their success of fisheries co-management. Co-
operation is in itself a learning process, and collective values
are reinforced through such a process. If fishermen lack a positive
experience of co-operation and collective action, imroducing
co-management have less chances of becoming successful.
. The fact that the British government could delegate management
functions to already existing co-operative orgarnizations, eased
the transition period required for assuming fuil management
responsibility, If such organizations do not exist, they will have
to be established before delegation of responsibility for
management functions can take place. However, delegating
responsibility to existing organizations may be regarded
negatively by fishermen. Fishermen do not always trust co-
operatives more than government. In fact, intemationally,
skepticism among fishermen of co-operative models is
widespread (Jentoft, 1986; Pollpac, 1988). Important for a
successful result, therefore, are the factors which produce trust
in organizations and whether or not these factors are prevalent
in the exisung organizations (cf. Granovetter, 1985; Zucker,
[988).
. In part, trust is dependent upon fishermen's previous relations
with these organizations, Trust develops over time and through
experience. For instance, the regulatory system in the Lofoten
fishery of Norway has worked well for so long that fishermen
take it for granted. The concrete regulations are often questioned
among fishermen, but not the co-management principle itself,
Trust is also hased upon the quality of the socal relations
fishermen have to each other. Some of the main findings of
organizational research are the existence of informal
organization within formal organizational structures, and
informal rales and relationships among members which have
crucial impacts on organizational behavior. Some of these
relationships are developed within the organization; others stem
from outside interaction (cf. Perrow, 1986). The argument here
would be that trust is crucial for the workability of fisherics
co-managernent. However, trust is not onty a product of formal
organization, but also of informal organization. Informal
organization develops through leng term interaction among
members inside and;or outside the organization. This leads

1o the proposition that the more long-lasting and muitifaceted
relations among fishermen, the more likely is the success of
co-management. This is also why community seif-management
often works well in small scale, inshore fisheres, in contrast
to large scale, offshore fisheries where the mobility of the flest
is much higher. Consequently, relationships of trust have less
chances of being developed in offshore fisheries. The British
case, however, suggests that mobility is not an insurmountable
obstacle,

8. The British producers’ organizations, as well as the Japanese,

the Canadian and the U.S. co-ops described above, are multi-
purpose organizations. They combine fisherics management
with fish marketing, as well as other important functions (e.g.
credit, supplies, gas etc). These are tasks which should be
coordinated for the attainment of economic and social objectives
{of. MacSween, 1983; Jentoft, 1985), and transaction costs can
be saved if such coordination takes place within the same
arganization rather than among several independent organi-
zations {cf. Williamson, 1975). The fact that these co-ops have
other functions reinforces the management funcuon. The costs
and burdens fishermen experience because of the regulations
installed by the co-operative can be compensated for by the
various benefits of belonging to the same organization.

. The long term effect of introducing co-managernent agreements

is hard to predict, as it is with most major institutional reforms
{cf. Elster, 1984). In particular this is pertinent in the special
case of the fishing industry. The short term effects may be
quite different from the long term effects. There may be
transitional problems. The history of fisheries management
schemes tells us that unexpected effects will occur. Moreover,
the prospects of success will be contingent upon the way co-
management is introduced, for instance, depending on whether
it is introduced “incrementally™ or as a “grand scheme™ Co-
management in small enclaves, as n the Canadian case, may
have different possibilities of success than if co-management
was made the system for the whole sector, as in Japan, When
co-management is implemented incrementally it must operaw
within an environment which may be dysfunctional or even
hostile to the experiment. When co-management is introduced
as a macro reform such environmental factors will be minimized.
Importantly, however, one cannot uncritically draw conclusions
from how co-management works in 2 small enclave to how
it will work as a global soluton (Elster, 1984). The most
important contribution one can realistically hope for is that
co-management will imbue the regulatory process with
kgitimacy. This will tend to make managemen: both more
effective and less costly compared with government control.
Legitimacy, we have argued, will be improved for both
procedural and substantive reasons; procedurally because co-
management introduces participatory decision making, and
substantivéigbecanse fishermens organizations will be more
inclined to base their regulatory decisions on considerations
of fairness and equity. In view of the devastating effects the
absence of legitimacy has had on management schermes in the
past, this would be no small achievemnent.
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NOTES

1. This is a slightly revised version of a paper presented 1o a
symposium on “Gulf Coast Maritime Utilization™, Mobile,
Alabama, May 4-6. 1983, organized by The University of South
Alabama
Preparation of this paper was supported by the Norwegian
Fisheries Research Council and written while in residence at
Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology
at Auburn University, Alabama The paper has benefited from
constructive critiques made by Conner Bailey, Soren
Christensen, Petier Holm, Helge O, Larsen, Leigh Mazany,
Mike Skladany and Jim Stallings. Responsibility for accuracy
of fact, interpretation and analysis is mine.

2 “Legitimacy refers to the degree of acceptance which the political
regime enjoys among the community”™ (Ponton & Gill, 1982:97).
Plano & Riggs (1973:45) provide a more elaborate definition,
They see legitimacy as the quality *of being justified or willingly
accepted by subordinates that converts the exercise of political
power imto “rightful authority.” The classical treatise of the
foundations of legitimacy can be found in Weber (19%64).

3. The Japancse management system is well documented in the
academic literature, see Comitini (1967), Hirasawa (1980),
Asada, Hirasawa & Nagasaki (1983), Shima (1983). This author
visited fisheries co-ops in Japan in June 1987.

4. This author imerviewed representatives of several producers'
organizations in Scotland and Shetland in April 1987,

5. Hannesson (1987) sees equity improvernent as the main
contribution of fisheries co-management:

“The arguments for collective solutions of the commeon
property problem are arguments of equity and social
justice rather than cfficiency, while pseudo-market
solutions based on transferable catch quotas or fishing
licenses held by individuals or firms seem more Likely
to promote efficency.” (p. 39).
The same equity effects could also, he argwes, be obtained
through leasing or taxing licenses or quotas, and by making
transferability subject to certain conditions. He this concludes
that “In theory the case for this type of solution (ie. co-
management) is not entirely convineing™ (p. 3%). As pointed
out in this paper, co-management has in several cases proved
viable in practice. The empirical evidence for the efficiency and
workability of market solutions in fisheries management is still
Very scarce.

6. The neutrality of governument may be questionable. Government
agencies are often exposed to lobbying and political pressure
from powerful sconomic interests within the fishing industry.
This may, for instance, result in favoritism of large scale
operators at the expenst of small-scale operators when
regulations are implemented. Cf. Barret and Davis (1984) for
a discussion of the Canadian case, and Bailey (1988) for the
case of many Third World countries. Also the rationality of
government agencics may be questioned, In the case of Norway
Orebech (1982) finds that fisheties authorities are sloppy in
following their own ruies for the distmibution of licenses.

7. The producers’ organizations have made complaims to the
government and asked for revision However, by April 1987,
N0 corrective action had been taken.

162

8. This author visited Polish fisheries co-operatives and had
interviews with the Chief Executive of the National Union of
Fishery Co-operatives in October 1987.
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SELF-REGULATION AMONG FISHERMEN
OF THE GULF OF MEXICO?

M. Margaret Overbey
University of Flonda

ABSTRACT

One of the contributions of social science to fisheries
management has been the finding that some fishermen
regulate their fishing behavior through a variety of
mechanisms, such as territoriality, secrecy and spacing
conventions. This finding tends to support the idea that
fishermen do not always overcxploit their resources to the
detriment of their livelihood - a situation commonly referred
10 as the tragedy of the commons. Research among stone
crabbers and shrimpers on Florida's Gulf Coast indicates
that these fishermmen attempt to regulate their fishing
behavior through a community-level resource management
system. The research findings suggest further rescarch
opportunities for social scientists in these and other fisheries
of the Gulf of Mexico.

An area of current interest to maritime social scientists is that
of *seif-regulation” among fishermen. Self-regulation refers to the
formal or informal means thai fishermen practice to contro} their
fishing behavior. The concept of sclf-regulation has particular
application to fisheries management for two reasons. First, it
challenges the notion that the oceans and their resources arc
common property open to exploitation by any and all fishermen.
Secondly, it provides data on local fishing behavior that may
be incorporated into the fishery management process.

Maritime social scientists have demonstrated that fishermen
reguiate their fishing behavior and manage their resources through
a variety of mechanisms, such as territoriality, secrecy, and spacing
conventons { Acheson 1975; Andersen 1976; Berkes 1977; Forman
1967, McCay 1978, 1980; McGuire 1983; Stiles 1976). Through
controlling their fishing behavior, fisherrnen may be conserving
the very resources they exploit. Further, particular seif-regulating
mechanisms appear to be related to certain fishery technologies.
Lobster fishermen in Maine (Acheson 1975) and cod fishermen
in Newfoundland (Stiles 1976), both of whom utilize stationary
trap gear, have established property rights in nearby waters. Cod
fishermen in Newfoundiand utilizing mobile trawl gear observe
informal spacing conventions.

This paper analyzes the concept of self-regulation through a
model of fishing behavior developed from research among stone
crabbers and shrimpers of the west coast of Florida. Specifically,
the paper presents the commeon fishing practices, or norms,
observed by stone crabbers and shrimpers as a system: a
community-level resource management system. Within the system
are two componcnts: a territorially-based, stone crabbing
component and an opernaccess, shrimping component. Both
components include the common elements of the system, but
the expression of these elements vanies in each fishery. Despite

inherent differences, however, the stone crabbing and shrimping
companents operate together within the comext of the community-
level resource management SysteIm.

The community-evel resource management systemn represents
a process that can change in response to internal and external
pressures. A model of this transformation process is presented
for a territorially-based community-level resource management

system.

Methods

This model of a community-level resource management system
is developed from research conducted between 1984 and (986
on the stone crab and shrimp fisheries conflict in the state and
federal waters off Pasco-Hernando-Citrus Counties. Supplemental
research was undertaken in the counties directly north and south
of the conflict area and included Pinellas, Levy, Dixie and Taylor
Counties. The resecarch was funded by National Science
Foundation (#BNS-3418926) and Sea Grant (#R; LR-E-10-PD).

Field research methods entaled interviews with fishery
managers and enforoement personnel: interviews with a sample
of 55 fishermen; interviews with managers and owners at 24
fishhousas.; in-depth interviews with selected fishermen; mapping
of areas fished by selectad stone crabbers and shrimpers; and
participant observation. Documentary data gathered from the
National Marine Fisheries Service, the Gulf of Mexico Fishery
Management Council, and the Flonda Departrnent of Nawral
Resources were analyzed. The documemtary data included tape
recordings of public bearings and advisory panel mectings, state
and federal landings and enforcement data, as well as agency
fik materials.

Findings
Social Factors Contributing To The Conflict

The conflict between stone crabbers and shrimpers of Pasco-
Hemando-Citrus Counties is classified by fishery managers as
a “gear” conflict due to the generally recognized inability of the
two fisheries 1o fish the same waters at the same time. Stone
crabbers catch commercial stone crab (Menippe mercenaria)
by deploying stationary bottom traps equipped with cabie and
float to mark their location. Stone crabbing is a day fishery with
traps being left overnight for three to ten days.

Shrimpers trawl for the noctumal Pengeus sp. at night.
Traditionally, shrimpers use “door nets™ or otter trawls that drag
the sandy bottoms for shrimp. The Pasco-Hernando-Citrus
Countics arca, however, is characterized by a grassy battom with
low relief rubble and open sandy areas. Since otter trawls cannot
operate well in the grassy beds, shrimpers in the area have adopted
a specialized rigid frame roller trawl that rides over the bottom.
Shrimpers in the Pasco-Hernando-Citrus Counties area,
parﬁcuhﬂybaitshﬁmpers,ﬁshonadaﬂybasﬁs,whjkﬂ:majomy
of commercial shrimpers’ fishing trips last from three to five days.

Conflict between stone crabbers and shrimpers occurs when
shrimp trawls encounter crab traps and trap buoy lines. The
enmnglcmcmoruawhandu-apsmuhsingmdamagcand
lost fishing time, generally with stone crabbers losing crab traps
and shrimpers losing trawling time and potential product as they
untangle or fepair their trawl nets.

While fishery managers perceive the conflict as one between
stone crabbers and shrimpers, the research reveals that area stone
crabbersandshximpaswemablctoworkthcsamebonomin
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th:pmdcspmtbem:npanbnhty of gear. Further, fishermen
mmmmuﬁmmmmw,mm
shrimpcts.mfermdwasthc“bigboms”,astltmajorcauscof
the conflict
Newcomers are blamed because “they didnY know how or
where to fish”. The big boats are blamed for overfishing and
*not respecting” the local ways of fishing. The rescarch concludes
that the conflict is more aptly represented as one between old-
timer stone crabbers and shrimpers, or insiders, and outsiders
oompziwdofmwoonrrstomcrabbersandsh:impmandthe
mmb:gboashrmpeﬁFunherlhcmrchrevcalsthm
it is the Fishing behavior of these outsiders, not merely their
, that s at issuc. Local norms previcusly observed are
bdngviolatedbythmautsidcm,andthcu-adidonalmnsof
controlling fishermen's behavior are ineffective on outsiders.

Community- Level Resource Management Systems

Aoommnsﬁty-levdmommag:mmtsymmisdcfumdas
the way in which a community of fishermmen regulate themselves
in a specified arca. The system 15 referred 1o as “comrmunity-
level” because common fishing practices, or norms, tend to be
found among groups of fishermen who reside in the same area
and know each other. Community residence serves as a cohesive
force for fishermen. A community is a place where cooperation
mongﬁsl'lermtakcsmaw;it'sahoaplacewhereunmptahlc
fishing behavior may be socially controlied by informal means.

The rescarch reveals that stone crabbers and shrimpers use
informal means to control fishing behavior. These include peer

behaviors such as criticism and rumors, and - when
these measures fail - direct intervention such as gear sabotage.
Usinginformalmnsofsodalconu'olsuch as criticism, slander
and condemnation is found in communities of classic peasant
socketies, Foster (1965: 83) defines them as “pegative sanctions”
used *..in the hope that [they] will discourage what is seen as
antisocial behavior™.

The research suggests that the county is an appropriate unit
for defining the community within the study area. Arensberg
and Kimball (1972 109) define the form of community in the
American South as the county, and interviews with fishermen
tend to bear this out in the research area. Stone crabbers and
shrimpers in the Pasco-Hermando-Citrus Countics area
acknowledge insider-outsider distinctions among each other based
an their residence as well as their fishing behavior. For instance,
shrimpers in Pasco County state that Citrus County fishermen
regard them as “foreigners”. Similarly, stone crabbers from Pasco
County complain that Citrus County fishermen cut their trap
lines when they attempt to fish Citrus County waters,

There is evidence that the county defines the community in
other coastal areas of the South. Paredes, Sabella and Hepburn
(1977: 191-192) state that biue crabbers in *Medicine Springs”,
a pecudonym for a northwest Florida Gulf Coast fishing
community, respect county lnes “.. as boundanes between
themseives and crabbers of adjoining countics.” Further, shrimpers
frosn the nearby county also recogrize, but may not always respect,
the county boundaries of Medicine Springs crabbers.

The nature of commumity-level resource management Systems,
or the patiern of fishing behavior expressed by the system, appears
0 be related to the types of fisheries that characterize the
community, the mobility or lack thereof of the resource, the gear
types associated with the respective fisheries, and the relative
dominance of the respective fisheries within the community. There
are two components of the community-kevel resource management
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systems in the Pasco-Hermando-Citrus Counties area: a
territorially-based, stone crabbing component and an open-access,
shrimping ¢omponent.

The stone crabbing component differs from that for shrimping
because the trap technology of stone crabbing requires different
fishing behavior than the traw! technology of shrimping. While
the gear associated with the stone crabbing and shrimping
components are distinct and incompatible, the {isheries may co-
exist in a community-level resource management system. The
dominance of cither fishery, however, will determine the overail
character of the system.

In fact, stone crabbing and shrimping corponents co- exist
in each of the three communities of the study area. In Citrus
County, the stone crabbing component is dominant and thus
influences the overall nature of the community-level resource
management system. In contrast, the shrimping component
dominates in Pasco County, and thus characterizes the
community-level resource management system of that county.
Hemmando County serves as a buffer area where the systems
overlap and the dominance of the two components are negotiated.

The stone crabbing component

Territoriality is perhaps the distinguishing feafure of the sione
crabbing component. This is due to the fact that stone crabbing
is a trap technalogy and crab traps are a fixed gear. Acheson
(1975) decuments territonality among Maine lobstermen, who
also utilize a trap technology and fixed gear.

Stone crabbers put out lines of traps marked at each end with
color-coded buoys that match the color code on the stone crabber's
boat. Stone crabbers leave their traps 10 soak from three 10 ten
days. In the Pasco-Hemando-Citrus Counties area, stone crabbers
wraditionally fish all of their traps. Local stone crabbers thus know
where each other fishes or is fishing. Placing traps on the bettom
is, in a sense, an expression of termtoniality. The act of covering
the bottom with crab traps is interpreted by shrimpers as a
statemnent of termitoriality or ownership. As one shrimper stated:
«_..they cover up the bortom and say ‘That’s mine™ (Gulf of Mexico
Fishery Management Council public hearing 3,/29/83).

Historically, stone crabbers had their own areas to fish. One
stone crabber stated: “Eighteen years ago, you had your own
patch and no one bothered it But that changed pretty quickly.”
The change noted by this stone crabber refers more to the phrase
“no one bothered it” than “you had your own paich”, because
when asked to map the areas they fished before the state and
federal zoning configuration was formalized in 1985, stone
crabbers mapped discrete areas with very little overlap.

The present system for stone crabbers is territorial, with an
emphasisoudaimiugbonomthroughthcexpandedpiammx
oftraps.(h)cstonccrabbcrsmedttmmomcmbhusmsﬁ]l
territorial and described his fishing behavior to illustrate & He
starts out the season in the same area each year, but every year
he moves his traps out a little farther to expand his territory.
This stone crabber explained the reason for this annual expansion:
“You have 1o, because you lose your area if you don: The
stone crabber next to you will move his traps over into your
area "

Stone crabbing is dominated by big crabbers who bave larger
boats and a large number of traps. As the fishery developed
and the value of stone crab increased, the distinction berween
cTabbers became more marked as big crabbers invested in larger
boalsandmomtraps.lnsominswm,bigmbbmwho



overcapitalized suffered economically when the stone crabbing
seasons were poor in 1984-1985 and 1985-1986.

The tendency for stone crabbers to increase the number of
their traps as the number of fishermen in the fishery increased
can be secen as a manifestaticn of the old-timer stone crabbers’
attempt to maintain their territorial boundaries. Since the historical
system of having your own patch or territory among old-timer
stone crabbers was not recognized by the newcomers, the old-
timers claimed termitonies by covering the bottom with their traps.
The newcomers’ behavior followed suit.

The defense of stone crabbers’ tertitories through the cutting
of others' traps is another manifestation of territoriality. That
the big crabbers of Citrus County were able to chase the small
crabbers to Hernando County waters by simply cutting their traps
whenever they placed them in Citrus County waters indicates
their dominance of the area and their ability to maintain their
termtories.

A shrimper described the territeriality among stone crabbers
in Citrus County as “the good-old boy deal. This is mine and
you stay out. Fish like I do, or else.” This termitonal system among
the big crabbers of Citrus County appears to fit Acheson’s
definition of “perimeter<defended termitories™. In perimeter-
defended territories, boundaries are sharply defined and strictly
defended. Entry into fishing the area is also limited (Acheson
1975: 189-191).

Acheson differentiates nucleated and perimeter-defended
territories found among lobstermen in Maine according to land
ownership and the strictness of entry into the fishery. While both
nucleated and perimeter-defended territories are related to formal
ownership of land, this is particularly the case in penmeter-
defended areas (Acheson 1975 190).

The “critical difference” between the two forms of termitoriality,
however, “...is the extent to which entry is more severely limited
and controlled” in perimeter-defended areas (Acheson 1975: 191).
Entry into nucleated territories, while by no means open, tends
to be based on a *..critical single factor..a man’s willingness
to abide by the local norms of the industry”™ (Acheson 1975:
191, n.7).

Further, nucleated territories tend to be associated with “harbor
gangs™ In contrast, perimeter-defended territories tend to be
associated with individual fishermen, who have established “little
fiefs”, or harbor gangs composed of fishermen, who have formed
“highly effective political groupings” {Acheson 1975: [95).

Finally, fishermen in perimeter-defended territories tend to be
more violent in defending their territories (Acheson 1975: 192-
193 n8). They are also more likely to invade another’s territory
than fishermen in nucleated territories (Acheson 1975: 193-194).

There are indications that the perimeter-defended territonal
character of stone crabbing in Cirus County i changing
NMustrating a change in the historical claims to territories and
ownership is the story of a stone crabber, regarded locally as
a big crabber, who had suffered major trap losses in his territory.
During the research, stone crabbers and stone crabber-shrimpers
expressed dissatisfaction with the big crabber’s alleged behavior
of cutting off other crabbers’ traps in his area. One stone crabber
explained the big crabber’s trap losses as resulting from retaliation:
“He made too many encmies”. Acheson {1975: 189) cites retaliation
for trap cutting in the form of destruction of traps among
lobstermen in Maine. The fear of retaliation usuaily serves to
keep trap cutting at a minimum among lobstermen.

Other norms of fishing associated with the stone crabbing
component include secrecy, the use of deceptive behavior, and
the practice of conservation measures. The clement of secrecy

and the use of deceptive behavior appears to be a recent fishing
norm that old-timer stone crabbers now utilize to discourage
and deceive newcomer stone crabbers.

in the past, when stone crabbers had their own patch to fish
which no one disturbed, there was no need for secrecy. The increase
in the number of newcomers and, particularly, the advent of
Loran-C that, according 10 old-timer shrimpers and stone crabbers
“allows any fool to fish™, have encouraged secrecy and deceptive
behavior among stone crabbers. One stone crabber described his
use of deceptive behavior: “If there’s another stone crabber out
there, I wont go to my hot spot, I1l go to an unproductive
area nearby and fish that day. And sure enough, the next day
his traps will be there.” Another stone crabber described his use
of secrecy, and the practice of sharing secrets with friends: “Last
year, [ found a good area offshore. [ told a friend about it and
we caught a lot of stone crabs. Then people started waltching
me and went there, too, Crabbers will sull tell their friends where
the good areas are.”

Stone crabbers also practics consarvation methods to protect
the stone crab stock. Of the stone crabbers interviewed, 82 percent
reported practicing some conservation measures. These measures
inclade: no “boxing™ or “bulking” of crabs; careful measuring
and breaking of crab claws; and no taking of egg-bearing female
crab claws. This latter practice was observed even before it was
codified by statute.

Boxing or bulking crabs refers to the holding of whole stone
crabs on board the boat until the crabbing is complete or there
is a break in the pulling of trap lines. Crab claws are then broken
off and the crab is returned to the water. Many stone crabbers
in the Pasco-Hemando-Citrus Countics area and those stone
crabbers interviewed in Steinhatchee and Cedar Key believe that
boxing or bulking of crabs increases their morality rate and
will eventually adversely affect the stone crab stock. These stone
crabbers break off the stone crabs’ claws as the crabs are removed
from the traps when the traps are pulled on board. The stone
crabs are returned directly to the water afier the claws are removed.
Stone crabs are thus retumed to the waters from which they
are caught

There is an art to breaking off stone crab claws. If a clean
break of the claw at the joint is not made, the stone crab may
not survive. Further, the stone crab cannot regenerate the
improperly broken claw.

State and federal law presently prohibit the taking of claws
from egg-bearing female stone crabs, but claws wers allowed
to be taken prior to regulation. These stone crabbers recognized
that the removal of claws from egg-bearing females mught adversely
affect the stone crab stock, and made a practice of returning
the egg-bearing female crabs caught in traps immediately to the
water,

The temitorially-based, stone crabbing component herein
described is exemplified by Citrus County. The majority of oid-
timer stone crabbers and big crabbers reside in Citrus County,
and stonc crabbing appears 1o he the dominant and most valued
fishery. Blue crabbing, which also uses a trap technology, is also
an important, although less valued, fishery in Citrus County.

Historically, stone crabbers from Citrus County had no conflict
wnhlomlslnmpers.md)clomlshnmpingwasoonfmndto
bait shrimping. Bait shrimping was practiced in inshore, staie
waters. The commendial shrimpers located in Citrus County tend
10 be shallow-draft shrimpers who also confine their shrimping
to inshore waters.
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Shrimpers and stone crabbers who reside in Citrus County
generally get along with cach other. As one commercial shrimper
in Citrus County stated: “There’s no conflict between the shrimper
and the crabber. It's between shrimpers. The big boats are the
problem™. This shrimper further illustrated the compatibility
between Citrus County stone crabbers and shrimpers by
recounting an incident where a television station came to cover
the conflict.

Channet 8 came here from Tampa and asked us about
the conflict. We said there was no problem with the stone
crabbers. They went (o the stone crabbers in Homosassa
and they said the same thing...there was no problem with
the shrimpers. Then they went to Yankeetown shnmpers
who said there was a problemn. Well they took out the
part where they talked to us and only showed the Homosassa
crabbers and the Yankeetown shrimpers,

Fishermen from outside of Citrus County characterize Citrus
County fishermen as “possessive of their local waters™. One stone
crabber-shrimper remarked: “They won let you in there to crab
if you're not from there™. A group of Pasco County shrimpers
noted that the fishermen from Citrus County did not want to
let them shrimp off Citrus County, despite the fact that they
resided nearby. When asked if the reason might be that they
did not reside in the county, they responded “Exactly!™

The shrimping component

The shrimping component is somewhat territorial, but not in
the same sense as the stone crabbing component. Shrimping entails
a trawl technology and mobile gear. Shrimpers recognize certain
areas as shrimping grounds, but individual shimpers do not claim
individual termitories. Shrimpers, however, tend to shrimp the
same general areas and concentrate on particularly productive
areas. The shrimping component is more aptly described as open
agoess on an individual basis, but temitorial in relation to shrimping
grounds on a group basis,

Shrimpers in the Pasco-Hernando-Citrus Counties area
reoogmize certain arcas as shrimping temritory, The Big Bank,
for cxampie, is readily identified as ope such area. The territorial
nature of shrimping is ilustrated by the fact that whenever stone
crabbers place traps in the Big Bank area they are immediately
cut off by shrimpers,

Stiles (1976: 247) notes that cod fishermen in Newfoundland
utitizing mobile trawl gear observe informal spacing conventions.
Cod trawlers keep a respectful distance from each other, Shrimpers
in the Pasco-Hernando-Citrus Counties area, however, do not
appear to observe spacing conventions. On the contrary, their
trawling activities are best described as a free-for-all One shrimper
described the local trawling: “If there’s a bunch of shrimp
concentrated in one area, that area may be from this kitchen
to that next house [approximately 30 feet] And youTl have all
these boats in there fishing that same area, right on top of cach
other. And they're cursing... You hear it all over the radios, people
cursing at each other when they¥e trying to work an area™,

Of the shrimpers who mapped their fishing areas for the author,
only onc outlined a discrete amea. Shrimpers were more vague
than crabbers about their fishing arcas, preferring to map the
general range of their fishing north to south and east to west
The shrimpers’ inability to map the areas fished relates to the
most important characteristic of their fishery: secrecy.

Just as terntoriality is the most expressive formn of the stone
crahbing component, secrecy appears to be the most expressive
form of the shrimping component. Shrimpers jeaiously guard
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the locations of particularly productive areas or hot spots. One
shrimper explained that, while stone crabbers can cut others’ traps
to keep them out of their temitory, shrimpers can not do anything
comparable to other shrimpers 10 keep them out of their arsas.
A shrimper desctibed his deceptive behavior as follows: he is
careful about where he fishes when other boats are around; if
there are other boats owt in s area, he will not go to his hot
spots; he will go to a less productive area and act as if he is
catching shrimp.

The shrimpers’ need for secrecy adversely affected their ability
to participate in the actions of the State’s Shrimping and Crabbing
Advisory Committee and the Gulf of Mexico Fishery
Management Council's Ad Hoc Shrimp/Stone Crab Advisory
Pancl in designing the zones. Designing the zones required stone
crabbers and shrimpers to map the areas that they fished.
Requiring shrimpers to map the areas they fished was peroeived
by shrimpers in general as well as those shrimpers on the
Committee and Panel as a “no-win situation™ A shrimper
described the problem: “Everyone was afraid to map the areas
they fished, because they would be tipping off other shnmpers
as to the mest productive areas™. Shrimpers felt that if they mapped
their areas, they might lose those areas to the stone crabbers;
and, if they did not lose them to the stone crabbers, they woukd
lose them to other shrimpers.

A stone crabber acknowledged the difficulty shrimpers have
in mapping the arcas they fish He said that some shrimpers
approached him about designing zones for Pasco County, but
when he asked them to map the areas, they refused. His
expianation was that secrecy among shrimpers prohibited them
from mapping the areas they fished: *You know how shrimpers
hide™.

Shrimpers, like stone crabbers, observe conservation practices,
Of the shrimpers interviewed, 69 percent reported that they practice
conservation measures. These measures include: using a larger
mesh net size; throwing undersized shrimp overboard; observing
a moratorium on shrimping for two or more months of the
year; making short tows for bait shrimp; and not shnmping in
the inshore areas which serve as a nursery for shrimp.

Most commercial shrimpers consider undersized shrimp to be
40 to 50 count or smaller, Even bait shrimpers, for whom there
is no size imit, will throw undersized shrimp overbeard. Shrimpers
criticize other shrimpers who utilize smaller mesh sizes that caich
undersized commercial shrimp, such as 80 count shrimp. Berkes
(1977) notes the effectiveness of controlling the catch by size and
species by way of the mesh size of gill nets among native Canadians.

A two month moratorium on shrimping is observed durning
the summer months when shrimping is poor. Commercial
shrimping generally stops, but bait shrimping continues. A bait
shrimper stated that he does not shrimp in July and he would
prefer not to shrimp in August cither, but be is forced to do
s0 in order 1o keep his contract with the bait house, This shrimper
and many commercial shrimpers stated that they would like to
see 2 moratorium on ali shomping in the area from July through
August.

Other shrimpers make short tows for bait shrimp in order
10 keep them alive, and refrain from shrimping in areas recognized
as productive shrimp nursery grounds. One commercial shrimper
stated that he does not shnmp inside the 20 line because “it
is strictly an estuary™. Other shrimpers mentioned that they would
like to see nursery areas established where shrimping would be
restricted or prohibited.



Some shrirnpers believe that their roller trawls are a conservation
measure in themselves because they “mow™ the bottom grasses
and keep the bottom clean. These shrimpers contrasted the use
of the roller trawls with the use of the 70-pound stone crab traps,
weighted with concrete. These shrimpers felt that the stone crab
traps destroyed the bottorn grasses by crushing them and
prohibiting the growth of grasses for sea life.

The open-access, shrimping component herein described is
exemplified by Pasco County. The majority of old-timer shnmpers
reside in Pasco County and shrimping appears to be the dominant
fishery. Whike stone crabbing is also found in Pasco County,
there arc fewer stone crabbers and stone crabbing is conducted
on a smaller scale, with one or two ¢xceptions, than i Citrus
County.

Indicative of the fact that shrimping dominates Pasco County
fishing is that shrimpers enforce their territoriality of shrimping
grounds by cutting stone crabbers’ traps that are placed there.
The Big Bank, as indicaied earlier, is regularly protected by
shrimpers. A Pasco County netter related that local shrimpers
control the activities of stone crabbers in the county who are
newcomers to the fishery. “Shrimpers talk on their radios 2 lot.
They notice newcomers’, stone crabbers’, traps and notify other
shrimpers who say ‘Just cut the buoys’, and they do”, he stated.

The stone crabbers who successfully fish the Pasco County
waters fish the peripheral areas and deeper waters, One stone
crabber noted the increase in his trap losses when he moved
his traps into state waters one season: “They were trampled by
shrimpers”. This stone crabber has since moved to decper waters
and thus avoided such problems with shrimpers or other stone
crabbers.

The Community-Level Resource Management System
In Action

As we have seen, the stone crabbing and shrimping components
of the Pasco-Hemando-Citrus Counties area share common
themes of territoriality, secrecy and comservation measurcs.
However, the way in which these themes are carried out appears
to vary from fishery to fishery.

These common themes also characterize the community-level
resource management sysiem. The dominance of a particular
fishing behavior within the community of ﬁshexmen, such as the
territoriality associated with stone crabbing in Citrus County,
and the secrecy associated with shrimping in Pasco County,
determine the overall character of the community-level resource
management systems in those countes. This is illustrated by the
fact that shrimpers in Citrus County confine their shrimping to
inshore, state waters and stone crabbers in Pasco County confine
their crabbing to the peripheral areas offshore. Shrimpers in Citrus
CountyandstonccrabbcrsmPascoCountyglwawﬁzbcrth
to their respective comununities’ dominant fisheries.

An additional characteristic of the community-level resource
management system is the practice of conservation measures
among both stone crabbers and shrimpers in Pasco, Hernando
and Citrus Counties. Acheson (1975 195-199) notes that
lohstermen practice conservation efforts in the perimeter-defended
termitories. These lobstermen curtail their fishing effort by limiting
the number of traps they fish. Acheson (1975: 195-204) concludes
that the reduction in fishing effort provides biciogical benefits
to the lobsters in the perimeter-defended territories (ie. more
lobsters reach maturity) and economic benefits 1o the lobstermen
in the perimeter-defended territories (ie. the lobsiermen catch

bigger lobsters and receive more money per pound for the lobsters
they catch).

Community-level resource management systems vary from
community to community. The differences between Citrus County
and Pasco County provide an example. Citrus County is
dominated by a territoriaily-based community-level resource
management system, that is exemplified by the sione crabbing
component. Pasco County is dominated by an open-access
community-level resource management sysiem, that is exemplified
by the shrimping component.

While the differences between the stone crabbing component
and the shrimping component can contribute to the conflict
between the two fisheries, research indicates that the components
are compatible within the context of a community-level resource
management system. Stone crabbers and shrimpers who operate
within the same community-level resource management system
cooperate with each other through a variety of ways.

Generally, stone crabbers and shrimpers who operate within
a community-kevel resource management system know where the
fishermen in the respective fisheries fish and avoid disturbing
each other. Cther means of cooperation are evident as well.
Fishermen may have an arrangement in which they schedule
fishing in the same area to avoid conflict. They may avoid fishing
artas recognized as a particular fisherman's grounds. Stone
crabbers rnay place their traps far enough apart so that trawlers
may fish between traps. Shrimpers may dodge stone crab traps;
carefully untangie the traps they encounter; and notify the crabber
of the traps’ new location. These means of cooperation are cited
by stone crabbers and shrimpers as the historical situation, when
fishermen in the Pasco-Hernando-Citrus Counties ara “knew
each other™.

The disruption of the community-level resource management
system by outsiders who do not observe the norms of fishing
inherent in the system appears to be the cause of the conflict
between stone crabbers and shnmpers of the Pasco-Hernando-
Citrus Counties area. Certainly, it expiains old-timer stone
crabbers’ and shrimpers’ complaints about “unéducated”
newcomers and the transient, larger-scale shrimp boats.

The Community-Level Resource Management System as
Process

That the Pasco-Hemando-Citrus Counties stone crabbing and
shrimping conflict resuited from the disruption of the communiry-
level resource management systern suggests the death of the system.
This is not the case, however. The communitv-level resource
management SysieIm represents a process that responds to external
and internal perturbations.

Over time the system may transform as the community of
fishermen changes and the norms of fishing change. The
tmnsformation procsss is not evolutionary, but represents a
spectrum of potential responses of fishermen’s behavior to changes
in the nature of the system. The homeostatic modet best represents
the process of system transformation McCay (1978: 399-400)
sugpests the use of homeostatic models rather than equilibrium
models 1o represent systems of fishing behavior.

The community-level resource management system of Pasco-
Hernando-Citrus Countics area from the beginning of the conflict
in 1980 and throughout the ressarch period can be characterized
a3 a system undergoing or transformation. The very
occurrence of the conflict, the mability of local fishermen to resotve
the conflict themselves through the gentiemen's agreernent that
they attempted in 1980, and the request by local fishermen for



fishery management’s intervention suggest as much. The
traditional means of controlling non-system behavior were
incfloctive against outsiders. In fact, many old-timer fishermen
stated during the rescarch that they now only cooperated with
friends, and acted very differently toward newcomer fishermen.

Eurther evidence of the systern’s transformation has been the
adoption of a new form of behavior among stone crabbers in
Citrus County: secrecy. Historically, when each fisherman had
his own patch to fish, there was po need for secrecy. Rather,
old-timer stone crabbers would cooperale with each other and
share hot spots with frends. During the research, howe\fer, old-
timsmn:mhbus:rponuithmunypmkrd secrecy in order
to conceal their hot spots from newcomer stone crabbers. The
hiaoriccﬁmawof‘mmualaid’wnsnowmplmedbyan
atmosphere described as “cut-throat™

Rescarch indicates that the perimeter-defended  termitories
associated with the old-timer stone crabbers of Citrus County
are breaking down. The necessity of these crabbers to cut through
trap lines in order to reach their territories of to maintain their
territories suggests the breakdown of boundarics. Even more
illustrative of a breakdown of perimeter-defended territories is
the retatiatory behavior invoked 1o force 2 big stone crabber
out of business. This successful challenge to the original hierarchy
of crabbers reflects a change in the territoriai format of Citrus
County stone crabbing.

According to Acheson (1975 193), boundary breakdown or
wmmdnmmmwsmmmnﬂiuorpoﬁﬁml pressure,
Perimeter-defended territories dominated the lobstering areas of
Maine prior to 1920, but since then the majority of perimeter-
defended temmitories have changed to nucieated termitories (Acheson
1975: 192). This change in territorial format indicates a system’s
transformation from an historic state, characterized by a permeter-
defended temmitory to a new state, a nucleated terTitory.

Levine (1984) prescnts variations in fishing patterns associated
wiihuayﬁshinginthreeNchmiandviﬂagcsinanancmpt
to explain their causality. Motunau Beach fishermen have
perimeter-boundary territories. Ngawhi fishermen have nucleated
temitories. Stewart Island fishermen, however, are associated with
gwmmonpmpcﬂydayﬁshcryanda‘socialboundary'systcm

Viewing the fishing patterns associated with these thres villages
sapmmhuthanatypoiogypmvidesanalmnaﬁve
interpretation of Levine’s data. The different patterns of crayfishing
canbemasmprescnﬁngthcsiag&ofuansformaﬁonina
territorially-based community-level resource management SYSIEm.

Temitonally-based, community-leve) resource management
sysierns are initiafly manifest in a pattern of indlividual patches
or territories fished by resident fishermen. Internal and external
chang;sinthcﬁsberymdamongﬂnfmhcrmhom,may
necessitate the boundary defense of these individual patches.
Perimeter-defended termitonies result from the defense of these
dividual

In Ctrus County, for exampile, the nitial patern of stone
crabbing was one of individual patches fished by resident
fishermen. This historic situation changed as the fishery developed
and the vaiue of stone crab increased. The distinction betwern
M_tmamemonmarkedasﬂrmoresxmmsﬁﬂcmbm
invested in larger boats and more traps. According to local
fishermen, the big crabbers expanded their territories by invading
thgmﬂmbhms’mﬁorﬁhbigmmbhcrsmwﬂﬂy
‘kxi_:uimn"_ﬁnsmallsmmmbbmfmmeCoumywaxers
by “just cutting their traps whenever they put them in that area™

8.

Acheson (1975) cites perimeter-defended territories as the
historic situation in the lobstering areas of Maine. Perimeter-
defended territories will be maintained in the communities where
the original resident fishermen, or old-timers, and their associated
community-level resource management system control the fishery.
Newcomers rarely attempt to enter the fishery and transient
trespassers are infrequent and easily deterred. In Motunau Beach,
where perimeter-defended territories are the norm, all fishermen
are resident fishermen and territorial boundaries are casily
maintained. One can assume that, due to the success of
enforcement, the rate of trespassing is low. The perimeter-defense
territories associated with stone crabbing in Citrus County abso
exemplify this pattern.

With the introduction of newcomers and more transient
trespassers to the community and fishing areas, the boundanes
of perimeter-defended temitories are difficult to enforce by
individual fishermen. In response to more frequent trespassing,
individual fishermen band together to defend the boundaries of
their joint, and now perhaps adjoining, individual territories.
Distinctions appear between insiders, the okd-timer fishermen , and
outsiders, newcomers and transient trespassers. Facing a potential
threat to their control of the good fishing areas, old-timer fishermen
adopt more easily defended, nucleated temtories. In a nucleated
terTitorial situation, newcomers can be more readily controlld
and “educated” and, perhaps, eventually incorporated into te
operating system. Transient trespassers, although mare frequent,
are now dealt with more effectively by a band of nucleated
fishermen.

This pattern of change, from perimeter-defended territories 10
nucleated territories, is noted in the lobstering areas of Maine
by Acheson {1975: 192-195). The crayfishermen of Ngawhi have
nucleated territories. Although all Ngawhi fishermen are village
residents, the fact that they attempt to keep “new” fishermen
from moving into the community and using the beach (Levine
1984 92) suggests that newcomers to the fishery are perceived
as a potential problem by local fishermen. The territorial pattern
of stone crabbing in the Pasco-Hernando-Citrus Countics area
during the conilict and resolution process can be characterized
as nucleated.

The boundaries of nucleated territories can break down when
the influx of outsiders overwhelms the enforcement capabilities
of the old-timers. Indications of an imminent breakdown of the
nucleated temitories are the occurrence of fishery conflicts or
disputes among fishermen, the inability of area fishermen to resohe
the conflicts by themselves, and government intervntion in
resolving the conflicts or regulating the fishenies.

The breakdown of mucleated territorics is exemplified by
Stewart Island, where a “surge of entry beginning the mid 1960s™
resulted in increased *..competition, social stratification, and
fishing disputes and...government controls” (Levine 1984: 91). Old-
timcrﬁshcrm:nblamedmecntnrofmwcomerﬁshumfur
the brw.kdouminthcirprevioussyst:mof“pamhcs”ortcrriwrics
{Levine 1984:91).

Nugcleated territories break down to form an open aooess o
common property situation in the originai fishing waters. This
is, in part, duc to the government’s intervention, usually through
t'lshcrymanagcmcm,toresolwtheconﬂimsasswmd' with the
breakdown of the termitones.

In cases where the resulting fishery management stralegy
delineates zones for specific fishing activites, as in gear condlicts,
the zones become the common property of the respective
fishermen. For cxampie, the fishery management strategy for
resolving the Pasco-Hemando-Citrus Counties stone crab and



shrimp fisheries conilict was to designate exclusive fishing zones
for crabbing and shrimping. Technically, stone crabbers and
shrimpers have open access to fishing in their respective zones.
An open access Of COMIMON property situation is also represented
by the Stewart Island day fishery (Levine 1984).

A potential response of old-timer fishermen to the breakdown
of nucleated termitories, however, wili be to re-establish their
tetritorial system in other areas. Levine notes this behavior among
Stewart Island crayfishermen. These fishermen fish the outer arcas
in socially-bounded clusters. The clusters are composed of old-
timer, related fishermen and a few favored newcomers. Due to
the perveived lack of individual patches and boundary defense,
Levine refers to the clustering phenomenon as social boundary
{Levine 1984: 9192), Actually, this may represent a newly
established nucleated territory where boundary defense is
UNNCCESSAry.

While recognizing the integration of ecological and social factors
in explaining the pattern of fishing, Levine concludes that land-
based, social relations, i.e. “community cooperation and
connectedness” determine the pattern of territoriality,. Where
cooperation and connectedness are high, a nucleated territory
will be found. Where cooperation and connectedness are low,
either a common property situation or perimeter-defended
territory will be found (Levine 1984: 96-97). Thus Ngawhi, marked
by nucleated temitories, represents a community with high
connectedness; Motunau Beach, marked by perimeter-defense
ternitories, and Stewart Island, marked by common property,
represent cormmunities with low connectedness.

Using a community connectedness or social cohesion approach
10 predict the type of fishing pattern is misleading. If community
cooperation or connectedness are low in Stewart Island, how
does this explain the social boundary or nucleated termitories
established by Island fishermen in the outer areas? Further,
community connectedness may not be so much low in Motunau
Beach and Stewart Island as it is high in Ngawhi I believe that
cooperation is particularly prevalent among fishermen in nucicated
terntories. The nature of nucleated rerritorial fishing demands
a high degree of cooperation among fishermen in order to maintain
commoniy-defined boundaries of their fishing area. This is perhaps
why the term “harbor gangs™ that Acheson uses in describing
nucleated lobstermen in Maine seems so appropriate.

A better approach to determining the fishing pattern operating
among fishermen entails an understanding of the related
comrmunity-level resource management systems. In determining
the overall partern of fishing that dominates in an area - ¢.g.
an open-access system associated with a mobile gear, or a territorial
system associated with a fixed gear or resource - one may be
able to predict change in the system. Internal and external factors
that impinge on the original community-level resource
management systern will affect the course of change.

Intznal and extemai factors that affect the community and
the community of fishermen are identified in the transformation
process of a territerially-based, crabbing system. Internal factors
include the size and cohesiveness of the original community of
fishermen, the rate of growth in the community and the fisheries,
the number of newcomers to the fishenes, and the compatibility
or incompatibility of newcomers’ fishing behavior with that of
the community of fishermen. External factors include the number
of transient fishermen using the fishing waters, the compatibility
or uwom_patibi]ity of transients’ fishing behavior with that of the
community of fishermen, and the influence of the government
measures in regulating or managing the associated fishenes.

Given the above, a prediction can be offered as to the course
of change of the territorially-based community-level resource
management system associated with Citrus County. As we have
seen, the stone crabbing component of Citrus County has changed
from perimeter-defense territories to nucleated territories. The
disruption of the community-level resource management sysiem
by outsiders can be characterized as a breakdown of the nucleated
territories attempted by area fishermen. The presence and intensity
of the conilict among fishermen and the eventual role of state
and federal fishery managers in resolving the conflict through
the designation of exciusive fishing zones are further evidence
that the community-evel resource management system has
changed from perimeter-defense to nucleated territories,

Fellowing the transformation process model, an open access
of cOmmOT property situation is predicted to develop in the conflict
area waters thal are now zoned for crabbing and shrimping.
Old-timer fishermen, allied with a few newcomers, however, will
probably establish new territories in outlying areas.

Conclusions

This paper has presented various self-regulating mechanisms
found among fishermen as elements of a commuty- level resource
management system. The community-level resource management
system is, as the name implies, community-based, rather than
associated with a particular fishery. The overall pattern of fishing
behavior expressed by the community-level resource management
systemn will be determined by the types of fisheries that characterize
the commounity, the mobility of the resource, the gear types
associated with the respective fisheries, and the relative dominance
of the fisheries within the community. Two systems of fishing
behavior are presented: a territorial system exemplified by the
stone crabbing component of Citrus County, and an open access
systemn exemplified by the shrimping component of Pasco County.

The community-level resource management system is
characterized by the commeon themes of temitoriality, secrecy and
conservation measures. These themes are found among stone
crabbers and shrimpers of the Pasco-Hernando- Citrus Counties
area. The manner in which these themes ate expressed, however,
vary from fishery to fishery. Territoniality is the dominant therme
of the stone crabbing component, and secrecy is the dominant
theme of the shrimping component

Finally, community-level resource management systems are
processes. Accordingly, they may change or transform due to
the effects of internat or external factors that include population
growth in the community as well as the fishenies. the presence
of outside fishermen in the fishing waters, and the influence of
government regulation on the fisheries.

A model of a transformation process associated with a termitorial
system is proposed. Territorial systems will appear, imtially, as
individual patches or termitories. The boundary defense of these
individual patches is expressed initiaily as perimeterdefended
temritories. Perimeter-defended territories break down, in the face
of overwhelming pressure by outsiders, to form nuclkeated
territories. When mcieated temitories break down, two responses
are likely to occur, The original territories become open access,
and old-timers may establish new territorics in outlying areas.

Further research on community-level resource management
systerns will wed land-based, community studies with sea-based,
fisheries research. Land-based rescarch in maritime social science
rescarch is suggested by Durrenberger and Palsson (1987) and
Levine (1984). This research, 100, substantiates the need for an
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integrated land- and sea-based focus for maritime social science
research in the area of self-regulation among fishermen.

Through determining the various expressions of community-
level resource managemment systems and the way in which these
systems change in response to internal and external factors, we
should be able to identfy systems of fishing behavior from
community to community and region to region. Ultimately, we
can use our understanding of these systems to predict changes
in response to internal or exiernal pressures.
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“Eat Mo’ Fish:” Using Anthropology to Increase
and Diversify U.S. Seafood!

David C. Griffith and Jeffrey C. Johnson
East Carolina University

ABSTRACT

This paper demonstrates the need for developing middle-
range theory that is capable of brokering the insights of
grand theoretical schemes and of organizing and interpreting
the cften mundane and trivial ations of dauy life. The paper
explores the application of such grand anthropological
theory to problems posed by trends in U.S. seafood
consumnption based on a discussion of three important
aspects of food: food as an energy source, food as a
commodity, and food as a symboi.

Introduction

Food has been present at many of anthropology’s theoretically
memorable occasions. From structuralist searches for hidden
meanings among the appetizers (o cultural ecological cost-benefit
comparisons between cattle, pigs, horses, and dogs, the things
and ways people ecat have drawn anthropologists from
backgrounds more various than dishes at a United Nation potiuck.
And why not? As Kandel, Pelto, and Jerome once said: “Food,
by virtus of its pivotal place in human experience, is, at once,
a bundle of snergy and nutrients within the bwlogical sphere,
a commodity within the economic sphere, and a symbol within
the social and religious spheres™ (1980:1). This passage points
10 the three key ways that anthropologists have dealt with food:
1} as symbeols, signaling or reinforcing group or ethnic identity
(usually the domain of symbolic anthropology—.g Douglas et
al_ 1984; Sahlins 1976); 2) as biological necessities Or eNCTEY sources
(usually the domain of cultural ecology or cultural materialism-
<.g Ross 1980); and 3) as commeodities or consumer goods
(usually the domain of political economy or economic
anthropology—¢.g. Mintz 1986).

In the U.S., fish and seafood consumption derives sustenance
from common mythical and symbolic references, such as oyster
aphrodisiacs or Christs feeding of the five thousand, from
common biclogical/ nutritional issues, such as the recent type over
ornega-) fatty acids and heart disease, and from common political
economic phenomena, such as the prestige value of lobster or
differential rates of consumption based on seafood prices and
supplies. A study attempting to determine how American
consumers learn about seafoods and incorporate mew seafoods
mnto their diets thus encounters cuitural noise from all sides. Why
has per capita fish consumption jumped from around 12 to
between 15 and 17 pounds in the past ten years? Why have
different ethnic groups, regions, and rural and urban areas
incorporated fish into their diets at variable rates? Is fish emerging
as a symbol of a healthy diet? Have increased fish imports and
more efficient distribution networks led to price reductions? Are
pecple eating more fish as a high quality, low-fat protein,
consciously and unconsciously responding to the stresses of post-
industrial kife? Or have the Japanese been flooding the market

with advertising and new products in a cakulated attempt to
stimulate domestic research and investment that they will
eventually steal, use to kill the competition, buy up their capital,
and monepolize the market? As the perspectives underlying these
questions suggest, an understanding of U.S. secafood and fish
consumption requires recognizing that symbotic, ecological, and
pelitical economic phenomena influence how much. how often,
and in what social contexts we consume vanous species of fish.

Addressing Problems Posed by Trends in U.5. Seafood
Consumption

While the past ten years have witnessed record increases in
per capita consumption of fish and seafood, this consumption
has been anything but uniform. Uncvenly distributed over regions,
ethnic groups, rural and urban areas, and species of fish and
shellfish, its varied character has caused problems for U.S. seafood
industry personnel from the harvesting and processing sectors
to the wholesale and retail outlets, as well as for end consurners
of seafood products and recreational fishermen. First,
consumption is so concentrated that ten species of fish and sheilfish
account for over 706 of all consumption. Two years ago 606
of all fish and seafood consumed in the U.S. was imported: today
65% 1s imported and observers predict that in another two or
three years 70% of all seafood will be imported. Such conceniraed
consumption of imported fish and seafood undertlics seafood trade
deficits, threatens fish stocks, generates conflict between
recreational and commercial fishermen, and stimulates national
and international political response such as the Magnusen At
of 1976, Fishery Management Plans that allocate stocks, season
and bed closures, and limited entry programs.

Responding to regional discrepancies in seafood consumption,
to seafood trade deficits, 10 the unequal distribution of pressure
on marine resources, and to the gaps in research just described,
we developed a series of research projects to undersiand the
scafood consumption process. One research agenda was aimed
at the recreational fishing community and a second tarpets
intermediate and end consumers in an atternpt to determune the
optimal ways of introducing new scafood products, particularly
those that use latent or underutilized marine resources. The essence
of these stdies has been to understand the social formation of
the market for fish, seafood, and seafood products, particuarly
from the perspective of consumer demand. Thus we are interested
in how people learn about new seafoods, and how the various
leamning processes influence consumers’ perceptions toward
seafood products and actual use.

The complex, vague, and nebulous nature of learning forces
us to draw on many sources and kinds of data to piece together
something we call “the learning process.” Among the sources
we utilized were ethnographic studies or regional foodways in
the U.S. and a senes of informal, open-ended interviews with
what Mary Douglas (1984) cails “key kitchen persons,” restaurant
and supermarket chain executives, and recreational fishermen.
From these interviews we designed three questionnaires, one
administered to 350 key kitchen persons randomly selected
throughout the southeast, a second administered to 1K) randomly
selected restaurant, supermarket, and seafood market managers,
and a third consisting of fil-in-the-blank questions (belief frames)
that asked recreational fishermen to complete semtences with
appropriate species of fish (e.g “You can cook any
pumber of ways”). We also administered “pilesort tasks” to
recreational fishermen and key kitchen persons, having the
recreational fishermen sont pictures of fish into piles based on
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how they perceived them to be similar and having the key kitchen
petsons sort photographs of meats and fish. While a complete
discussion of the findings is forthcoming, here were present a
summary of our analysis, to show how we are piecing together
the learning process. The complexity of the problem presents
us with a unique opportunity to combine comparative,
ethnoscientific, and cultural or symbolic analyses.

Aspects of the Learning Process: Comparing Seafood
Consumers by Residence

From national statistical sources we know that people living
inland consume less seafood than people living near the coast,
and that rural dwellers consume less seafood than urban dwellers.
Nevertheless, anthropology sensitizes us to the fact that mere
distance from a food’s point of production cannot, by itself, explain
frequency of consumption, nor can population density or social
complexity. Other features of social and cuitural landscapes
commonly intervene in regional foodways, changing, revising, or
claborating consumption patterns that are related to a foods
visibility or availability. Comparing consumers by residence
confirms this: a rank ordering reveals that seafood consumption
is higher in coastal rural areas (67.1 days,year), second highest
in inland urban areas (62.9), third highest in coastal urban areas
(60.8), and lowest in inland rural arcas (43.5) (ANOVA f-
ratio=3.057; p=.028). While rural dwellers scems most influenced
by proximity 1o sources of seafood, urban dwellers consume
seafood with more or less the same frequency, regardless of how
near or fary away they live from the coast. Certainly this reflects
the extent to which urban dwellers, as compared to rural dwellers,
are dependent on outside markets for their food; rural dwellers,
on the other hand, are often directly tied to local food production
(e.g. Whitehead 1984). Thus we would expect coastal rural dwellers
to have ready access, through direct or indirect ties with fishermen,
to seafood, while in inland rural areas thess same sorts of ties
would be with beef, pork, and poultry producers.

While these comparisons imply that distance from the coast
and social complexity combine to influence seafoed consumption,
they tell us nothing about changes in consumption, or the reasons
for changing consumer behaviors, and thus offer little information
about the process of learning and nutritional change. To investigate
changes in consumption, we asked respondents to describe
differences in meat and fish consumption between childhood and
today.

Comparisons between regions again testified 10 the fact that
proximity to the supply of commodities affects their consumption
in rural areas; we documented, for exampie, an increase in beef
consumption in inland rural arcas compared to the highest increase
in fresh fish consumption in coastal rural areas. At the same
time, beef consumption in all other areas decreased, sugpesting
that urban dwellers and rural coastal dwellers, with access to
fresh fish, substituted fresh fish for beef and pork, even though
rural coastal dwellers may live in beef and pork producing areas.
Rural inland dwellers, on the other hand, actually increased their
beef consumption betwesn now and chidhood, reported no
change in fresh fish consumption, and increased their consumption
of canned fish Interestingly, too, both rual coastal and rural
inland dwellers showed the largest increases in chicken
consumption and the largest decreases in pork consumption,
suggesting that they have besn substituting chicken for pork in
their diets. As mundane as these findings may seem, they carry
profound implications regarding different nutritional opportunitics
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and decisions and suggest that fundamental differences may exist
among coastal, inland, rural, and urban areas in terms of factors
accounting for changes in eating habits,

Particularly interesting in this regard are the responses
concerning the reasons for changes in eating behaviors. Most
evident here is the influence of “family;household™ reason {e.g.,
marriage) in the coumryside as opposed to the city, where
“individual” (e.g. more money) and “cultural” (e.g, {riends, region)
reasons seem (o prevail. Most urban dwellers gave health and
nutrition (here classed as an “individual™ reason) as the primary
reason for switching to leaner meats and seafoods, while a greater
proportion of rural dwellers seemed somewhat more infloenced-
-in their own minds—by marriage or some other change in their
living arrangement. Interpreting these responses, we must keep
in mind the emic nature of these data: they reflect respondents’
belicfs about their eating behaviors and not necessarily actual
behaviors. Thus, although urban dwellers may be as influenced
by family or household situations as by health and nutrition,
they perceive the latter to be a heavier influence on their lves.
Their relatively low estimation of family and household influences
roay suggest that menu negotiations within the urban househoid
may be a subtler process than within the rural household, where
marriage, the birth of children. and other changes in living
arrangements are perceived to more heavily influence the
complexion of the household’s fare. Further, urban respondents”
emphasis on extrafamilial influences such as a friend’s eating habits
or a more from one region of the country to ancther reflects
the primacy of jobs and other social activities outside the home,
along with the high value placed on perceived individual freedom,
in the culture of late capitalism. Thus urban individuals are not
willing to admit the influence of family over reasons which, to
them, are heir own choosing or, phrased negatively, their own
fault. This merely reifnroces the idea that family life is more
important, on a day to day basis, in the country than in the
city, where integration into wider social networks may he perceived
to be a greater influence on all behaviors.

These observations receive both remforcement and revision
from a second group of questions concerning perceived reasons
for changes in eating behaviors. After asking respondents which
seafood products they consumed more, less, or the same between
now and five years ago, we asked them what accounted for the
change. These responses revealed uniformity among all consumers,
regardless of reason, in the primary reasons for adopting or
rejecting seafood, but regional differences emerged in the
secondary reasons and in the contrasts between reasons for
rejection and reasons for adoption. Respondents in all regions
gave “health and nutrition” as the main reason for eating morc
of a specific seafood, and all gave personal reasons (“bad taste,™
“difficult to prepare,” “just didnt like it,” etc.) for rjecting a
specific seafood.

Other reasons cited for eating more seafood included ease
of prepration, having more money, and developing a taste for
seafood; other reasons cited for eating less seafood included cost,
a bad experience with the taste of a seafood, and personal choice,

Finaily, comparing the four groups by all the reasons for
changing food consumption habits further testifies 1o the
uniqueness of inland rural consumers. Compared io the other
three groups, inland rural consumers are more likely to Gie case
of preparation as a reason for cating more seafood and more
likely to cite difficuity of preparation as a reason for cating less
seafood. Further testimony to their unique position relative to
the other three groups comes from the time of like they learned
to cook. In general, rural dwellers learne to cook slightly earfier



than urban dwellers, but inland rural leamed at the youngest
age of all four groups. Around ninety percent of the entire total
sample learned to cook between the ages of 9 and 22.

No differences between regions were uncoversd conc:mmg
the major social influences on their leaming, however: in all four
regions the three major circurnstances of their leaming to cook
were 1) learning from mother; 2) experimenting; and 3} having
10 learn upon marriage.

The above discussicn gives an indication of how we are piecing
together that nebulous process we call “learning.” Although
preliminary, these findings point to phases in the learning process
and variable influences upon that process during cach phase.
First, regardless of region, most respondents developed their initial
experiences with food while learning to cook, berween the ages
of 9 and 22, under the tutelage of their mothers. Yet the cating
habits they developed and refined during this period underwent
a change upon leaving the natal home, suggesting that the
transition from household of orientation to houschold of
procreation ushers in a new period of consumption and
experimentation with food. There is some indication, hoever, that
over time these eating habits and ideas become less likely to
change: comparing househoids in terms of consumption of shrimp
between now and five years ago, we found that these who reported
that their consumption was the same were significantly older than
those who reponed eating more or less shnmp. It thus seems
likely that it is during the transiticnal period from one's natal
to one’s own household, during most individuals’ twenties, that
the learning process comes under regional, national, social
network, and cultural influences, altering cooking styles, menu
formats, and specific food items. While in each region these
influences are somwhat different, suggesting different strategies
for introducing new seafood products to consumers, other features
of seafood consumption remain uniform across regions. Seafood’s
image as a healthy and nutntious food, obviously, underlies its
adoption in a majority of context, yet our data suggest that the
specific ways to educate consumers about sefood as @ health
Sfood would benefit by a knowledge of differences between coastal
rural, inland urban, coastal urban, and inland rural populations.
Such educational efforts would be enhanced, as well, by a
knowledge of consumer perceptions of fish and seafood set within
a larger body of anthropological knowledge about food.

Perceptions of Seafood:
Symbolic and Ethnoscientific Analyses

Every time we eat fish we mun the risk of conjuring up the
sacred and the sexual, the pure and impure, where Jesus competes
with Disney’s Daryl Hannah for a share of our cultural attention,
The sexual connotations derive from myths such as the power
of oysters to promote virlity, the long association in American
literature between water and sexuality, the phallic characteristics
of fish, and the exotic diets of tropical island paradises from
the Bahamas to Tahit.

The sacred quality of fish is even more entrenched in Western
culture than its sexual connotations. In a recent study of Italian
Americans, for example, Goode et al. found that a meal inchuding
fish is associated with symbolic fasting once mandated by the
Catholic church:

“The week's end is marked by a ‘fasting’ or ‘fish’ meal...a
Friday night meaj which symbolically reitereates the church’s
former ban on meat. It is a ‘fasting’ night. In many cases,
this avoidance pantern is only partially adhered to. In sorme

cases, meat s served but fish is also present.... During lent
more rigid restrictions are enforced concerning ‘fast’ days”
(Good ct al. 1984:75-6).

The Chnistian distinction between meat and fish enhances a third,
important symbolic quality we associate with fish, one which
our analysis above has shown to be crucial to seafood adoption:
fish as a comerstone of a healthy (“meatless™ diet.

This heaithy and sacred quality influences our expectations
about how a fish ought to taste; similar to many heaith foods,
particularly those low in sodium, fish is perceived to be “good”
if it is bland or tasteless. Fish that tastes “strong,” in a negative
sense connoting “rotten,” is similar to fish that tastes “fishy.” In
short, most people dont want fish to taste like fish.

In support of thise we tum to our research on recreational
fshermen, whom we consider, in the present context, experts
on seafood from their experience as hunters, handlers, and
consumers of products from the sea. Based on the similarity data
we elicited from themn, they seem to group “good fish™ (trout,
flounder, grouper, snapper, etc.) with characteristics that connote
blandness and tastelessness, such as “white, flaky meat,” “mild
taste,” and “tender.” More interestingly, however, is the finding
that bland tasting fish also connote other things about a fish
that are “good.” Foremost among these is the ease with which
one can deal with these bland species. That is, other attibutes
associated with mild tasting meat include “ease of preparation”
and “can cook any way you like.” These fish thus cornotwe
simplicity, which is itself a common theme in today’s promotions
of supposedly healthy foods. These observations are important
mpomnngtoastrongconnection_ 0 fishermen’s minds, between
ease of preparation, versatility, simplicity, and the bland. white,
mild-tasting fish currently so highly demanded by recreational
fishermen and end consumers alike.

How do these observations correspond to similar observations
among end consumers? From pile-sort tasks administered to a
small sample of “key kitchen persons™ we examined how these
individuals perceived fish in relation to other meat products.
Respondents differentiated seafood from other meats is a
combination of packaging and something we might call
“nonseafood.” Interestingly, seafood products are perceived 1o
be more similar to onc another than beef products are similar
to other beef products, than pork products are similr to other
pork products, or than chicken products are similar to other
chiken products. It is likely that this reflects consumer knowledge
about the various sausages and prepared versions of chicken,
pork, and beef, as opposed to a lack of finer knewledge about
various forms of seafood. Although consuers did differentiate
between canned seafoods and other seafood products, we found
that their perceptions of meats and fish were split roughly in
half between seafoods and nonseafoods. Nevertheless, two seafood
prepared entrees in the stimuli were perceived to be more similar
to other, nonseafood prepared entrees than were other seafoods.

Examining seafoods only in relation to one another again
testified to the importance of packaging. The positions of these
products testify to the influsnce of packaging over the ways people
classify meats and seafoods they find in the store, reflecting the
twin American concerns with the degree to which a food is
processed (usually scen as a negative quality) and the degree to
which a food is easy or ready to prepare (usuaily seen as a positive
quality). These two attributes, in some contexts, contradict on
another: on the one hand, while most of our respondents expressed
positive reactions toward prepared, single-meai entrees, they
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viewed highly processed foods (including fish) in a more negative
light Yet food processing itself is largely geared toward making
food easier to prepare.

How to manage this contradiction, to work with it in an
educational program, is suggested by the relationship between
two imitation crab products among the stimuli. One, a boxed
product, was seen to be more similar to fish products perceived
to be highly processed: fish sticks, fried flounder fillets, etc. The
imitation crab product in the store package, on the other hand,
was viewed somewhat more positively, falling nearer to the highly
desired seafood products, such as the store packaged flounder
and shrimp. Imitation crab packaged in this way seems to combine
attributes pleasing to American consurners, falling between the
“patural, ™ unprocessed seafood products and the casy, ready-to-
heat and eat entrees.

Conclusion

This snuly, as with many applied anthropological studies,
shows the particular need for developing middle range theory
that is capable of brokering the insights of grand theoretical
schemes and of organizing and interpreung the often mundane
and trivial actions and ideas of daily life. For example, support
Ross (1980) and other cultural materialists are correct to argue
that our foodways arc responses to changes in technology and
infrastructural developments or the working out of ecologically
and economically sound processes, what room do such
observations leave for developing sducational programs to get
end consumers to eat species that are not overfished and threatened
with extinction? Or, if Sahlins (1976) is correct in saying that
our “food system...composes a sustained metaphor on
cannjbalism,” that “Edibility is inversely related to humanity,”
and that “It is this symbolic logic that organizes demand,” would
he have educators and Marine Advisory persennel giving lectures
on how fish are not like people? Whike grand theoretical discussions
may be stimulating and intriguing as intellectual exercises, in
applying anthropology to contemporary problems polemics tend
to follow the route of ideas Elizabeth Bishop {1986) once so
eloquently observed at the confluence of the Tapaj'os and Amazon
Rivers:

“I like the place; I like the idea of the place. Two rivers.
Hadn's two rivers sprung from the Garden of Eden? No,
that was four and they'd diverged. Here only two and coming
together. Even if one were tempted to literary interpretanons
such as: life; death, right; wrong, male/ female—such notions
would have resolved, disselved, straight off in that watery,
dazzling dialectic.”
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Instead of extreme stances, the theories we develop to address
questions of culture and nutrition, of regicnal foodways, or, more
specifically, of seafood consumption, must mediate among the
three aspects of food that introduced this paper: food as an energy
source, food as a commodity, and food as a symbol We have
attempted, in this study, to initiate this task.
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