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INTRODUCTION

The conservation community has increasingly embraced privatization as a
means fo promote environmental goals. This so-called neoliberal conservation
situates property rights and free market exchange at the heart of environmental
governance (Igoe and Brockington, 2007). In the case of fisheries, individual
transferable quotas (FT'Qs) are imagined to be secure property rights that con-
fer economic incentives for owners of fishery access rights (quota holders) to
fish sustainably. Many international conservation organizations, such as the
Environmental Defense Fund, are vocal proponents of ITQs, or catch shares,
for conservation based on this logic:

Catch shares “right the ship.” With a secure shure of the catch, there is no
pressure or need to race for fish. And with a clear stake in the overall health
and sustainability of the fishery, fishermen’s incentives change from muximizing
volume to maximizing value. Fishermen no longer become fierce competitors but
are now inspired to collaborate as environmental stewards of the resource their
livelthood depends on. This type of cooperation is almost unheard of in non-catch
share fisheries where compeltition—not cormmmication—is the rule... Evidence
shows thar catch shares overcome the “tragedy of the commons” by providing a
clear economic rationale for conserving resources.

EDF (2016)

The logic underpinning such a theoretical link—that secure private property
rights make owners care better for the resource for the long term—is faulty
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for several reasons (Bromley, 2015; Macinko and Bromley, 2004, 2002). First,
although ITQs often function like private property rights, they are rarely legally
defined as such, but usually as revocable access privileges (Shotton, 2001;
Hannesson, 2006; Abbott et al., 2010). Second, even if ITQs are fully privatized
and monetized, market incentives and economic pressures may make degradation
of a fishery financially rational (Sumaila, 2010), as Acheson (2006) describes
for privately owned forests in Maine. Third, as we discuss in the following, leas-
ing of access rights means that in many fisheries, the “owners” of access rights
are not active fishermen directly engaged in harvesting the resource.

Nevertheless carch shares for conservation has become a potent narrative per-
petuated in academia (e.g., Costello et al., 2016, 2008) and popular media (e.g.,
Rowley, 2016; NPR, 2015; Economist, 2008). A series of researchers have chal-
lenged the methodelogy and conclusions drawn by a well-cited paper that links
catch shares with the prevention of fisheries “collapse” (Costello et al., 2008).
These studies note that biological tools such as setting an appropriate total allow-
able catch for fisheries limits overharvesting better than the implementation of
catch shares, a primarily allocative tool designed to promote economic efficien-
cies (e.g., Acheson et al., 2015; Melnychuk et al., 2012; Essington et al., 2012;
Essington, 2010; Branch, 2009; Chu, 2009; Ban et al., 2008). In this chapter, we
challenge the claim that the privatization of a public resource leads to an enhanced
conservation ethic and suggest a need for more holistic approaches to managing
fisheries as complex socio-ecological systems. We highlight potential commu-
nity-oriented alternatives as fishery conservation solutions that do not come at the
expense of fishing communities, rural livelihoods, and future generations.

The story about catch shares “righting” the tragedy of the commons
obscures not only the historical and contemporary successes in managing com-
mon pool resources (Ostrom, 1990), but also the ways in which catch shares
as quasi-private property rights are creating the “tragic commons” (Chambers
and Carothers, 2017) or the “tragedy of the commodity” (e.g., Longo et al.,
2015; Carothers, 2010; McCay, 2004). Tt is clear that the commodification
of fishery access rights is remaking fishery systems with largely negative
impacts to small-scale fishermen, non-owners, young and new fishery entrants,
and rural and indigenous communities (e.g., Carothers and Chambers, 2012;
Olson, 2011; Knapp and Lowe, 2007; McCay, 2004). ITQ programs create a
host of equity issues and contribute to the alienation of fishing rights from long-
standing fishing communities and cuitures (e.g., Donkersloot and Carothers,
2016; Carothers, 2015, 2010; Pinkerton and Davis, 2015; McCormack, 2012;
Pinkerton and Edwards, 2009). As well, the positioning of catch shares as the
prevailing answer to fishery conservation problems tends to overshadow the
point that catch shares are primarily a tool to promote economic efficiencies and
maximize aggregate fleet-wide profits, typically with littie concern for distribu-
tion of that wealth. Sumaila (2010, p. 1) calls attention to this point noting that
“if economic efficiency were the only concern of fisheries management, then
ITQs would be a great tool for achieving management objectives..., but fisheries
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management is not about economic efficiency alone. It is about conserving the
resources, preserving the ecosystems that support the resources through time,
and ensuring equity and social justice in the use of these resources.”

The purpose of this chapter is twofold. For one, we challenge the underlying
assumptions driving fishery privatization processes, paying particular attention
to the validity of the ownership-promotes-stewardship thesis. As part of this
effort, we draw attention to the mixed conservation outcomes of catch share
programs and consider whether the benefits associated with slowing down the
“race for fish”—often attributed to the creation of alienable property rights—
might be achieved in ways that do not require allocating access rights in perpe-
tuity to the current generation of harvesters. Second, we argue that conservation
solutions that create social inequities and alienate local resource users from the
resource base are unsustainable and run counter to fisheries management goals
of social and economic sustainability. We draw on contemporary case studies
from the North Pacific to highlight complex environmental and equity concerns
in fisheries managed under various forms of catch shares. We argue that the out-
flow of fishing rights from fishery-dependent communities, now a predictable
outcome of ITQ management, is antithetical to the goals of resource governance
and fishery conservation today, including fishing community stability and the
sustained participation of fishing communities. We suggest that rather than fully
alienable private property rights that serve to sever relationships between peo-
ple, places, and resources, we must consider place-based fishing livelihoods and
human-environment connections as fundamental to the sustainability of healthy
social-ecological systems. Central here is the need for alternative constructions
of stewardship to better inform fisheries management.

DEBUNKING THE INDIVIDUAL OWNERSHIP-PROMOTES-
STEWARDSHIP THESIS

The ownership-promotes-stewardship thesis conjures up powerful imagery of a
derelict commons driven to collapse by the inability of competitive, self-interested
actors to limit use of a common resource. From these assumptions, the creation
of property rights signals a promising shift in behavior. Empowered with newly
acquired assets, resource users are incentivized as owners to act as better stewards
of the resource for their long-term interest and economic gain (Arnason, 2012;
Gratfton et al., 2006). Environmental Defense Fund’s Catch Share Design Manual
unpacks these underlying assumptions more completely noting that “by allocating
participants a secure [share] of the catch, catch share programs give participants
a long-term stake in the fishery and tie their current behavior to future outcomes.
This security provides a stewardship incentive for fishermen that was previously
missing or too uncertain to influence their behavior toward long-term conser-
vation” (Bonzon et al., 2013, p. 2).

Catch share programs come in a diversity of forms and have been
designed to address a number of management objectives including
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increasing economic efficiencies, reducing overcapitalization, reducing
bycatch, extending fishing seasons, reducing market gluts, and improving
at-sea safety. Nevertheless, it is their potential to solve conservation prob-
lems that is frequently singled out. Catch shares are increasingly heralded as
a necessary incentive needed to improve resource conservation. As de facto
property rights assumed to inspire environmental stewardship, catch shares
have been embraced by fishing nations around the world. There are an esti-
mated 250 fisheries globally managed under some form of an ITQ system
today (Chu, 2009). In the United States, the rise of the “privatize or per-
ish” message peaked in 2009 when the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) explicitly promoted catch shares as a desired man-
agement tool and encouraged “the voluntary use of well-designed catch
share programs in appropriate fisheries to help rebuild and sustain fisher-
ies and support fishermen, communities and vibrant working waterfronts”
(NOAA Fisheries Service, 2010, p. 1). Endorsement of catch shares as a
cure-all contrasts sharply with a growing body of literature documenting
the undesirable social costs of catch share programs and importantly, a lack
of empirical evidence in support of ITQs as contributing to enhanced stew-
ardship ethics (e.g., Pinkerton and Davis, 2015; Van Putten et al., 2014;
Reedy and Maschner, 2014; Carothers and Chambers, 2012; Pinkerton and
Edwards, 2009; Lowe and Carothers, 2008; Gilmour et al., 2012),

ITQs, Conservation, and Stewardship

Despite the fact that catch shares are primarily a tool to promote economic efficien-
cies (Pinkerton, 2013; Sumaila, 2010; McCay, 2004), proponents of privatizing
fisheries access frequently assert that catch shares are linked to increased resource
conservation and stewardship outcomes. The linkage between ITQs and resource
conservation is not as straightforward as proponents contend. Acheson et al. (2015,
p. 7) offer a succinct review of literature examining the effects of ITQs on fish
stocks and conclude “the best evidence strongly suggests the effects are mixed.”

Chu (2009) points out that in a study of 20 stocks where biomass changes
were analyzed, there was an improvement in 12 stocks after the advenr of an
ITQ program. The other eight (40%) continued to decline... [The] same lack
of consistent results was reported by Branch (2009), who analyzed the effect of
ITQs as reported in 227 peer reviewed pupers... Thirty-five papers or 15% of
the total reported on the biological effects of ITQs. The results were mixed, with
60% of these reporting a positive effect, while 23% reported a negative effect,
and another 149 reported a mixed effect... Essington (2010) assessed the effect
of implementing catch shares on certain indicators of conservation, including
biomass, fishing effort, and discards. With the exception of a decline in discard
rate, he is unable to see any significant change in these indicators following
implementation of ITQs.
Acheson et al. (2015, p.7)
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Other researchers demonstrate the mixed success of ITQ management
regimes to provide consistent conservation outcomes (e.g., Melnychuk et al.,
2012; Thébaud et al., 2012; Sumaila, 2010; Gibbs, 2009). In a comprehensive
analysis of how catch shares affect fished populations in 84 catch share and
140 reference fisheries, Essington et al. (2012, p. 8) found that “many of the
elements of the fishing systems—including the economic and social systems—
that promoted overexploitation prior to catch shares largely persisted after catch
shares were implemented.”

The link between privatized access and stewardship ethics and behaviors
is also not straightforward. Some studies have documented how the incentives
embedded in ITQs have actually led to unsustainable fishing practices (e.g.,
Chambers and Carothers, 2017; McCay, 2004; Copes and Pdlsson, 2000}, includ-
ing higher discard rates. Rieser et al. (2013) examined how ownership incentives
contribute to enhanced stewardship in catch share programs in place in Alaska
and New Zealand trawl fisheries where quota holders worked with fishery
managers to create bottom traw! closures. In the Alaska example, the outcome
resulted in a closure of nearly 1 million km? of seafloor, effectively freezing the
trawl footprint. However, as the authors note, only 10% of the closed area was
considered fishable due to ocean depths (greater than 1000m) and other fac-
tors, and some of the most important coral and sponge habitat areas identified
remained unprotected in areas which remained open to trawling (Rieser et al.,
2013, p. 77). In this way, the authors differentiate between the “creation of a per-
ception of habitat stewardship” in these fisheries and the adoption of industry-
supported measures for “protection of seafloor habitat that can be characterized
as responsible stewardship” (Rieser et al., 2013, p. 82). Elsewhere, examining
the theoretical relationship between the implementation of ITQs and changes in
environmental stewardship of fishers, Van Putten et al. (2014, p. 5) note, “there
is no evidence available to indicate that this environmental stewardship has
changed as a consequence of fisheries management changes.”

Prevalent shifts in patterns of quota ownership and the leasing of access
rights raise further questions about the conservation logic driving the shift
toward fisheries privatization. Of the many undesirable social consequences of
catch share programs documented around the world, quota leasing practices,
marked by high lease fees and absentee ownership, are among the most discon-
certing (NPFMC, 2015, p. 50; Pinkerton and Edwards, 2009). Consolidation
of fishing vessels and concentration of quota ownership and wealth are well
documented and often intended outcomes of catch share programs designed to
reduce overcapitalization (Knapp and Lowe, 2007; Knapp, 2006). Such shifts
in (absentee and in some cases corporate) ownership complicate the supposed
connection between ownership rights and stewardship due to the leasing of
access rights, which means that in many fisheries “owners” are not the same
individuals harvesting the fish. ITQ systems are creating a new class of fisher-
men, likened to “sharecroppers” in feudal systems (see van der Woo, 2013),
who must now rent the right to fish from quota holders who stay ashore and
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collect fishery earnings as absentee owners (Van Putten et al, (2014,; Pinkerton
and Edwards, 2009; Helgason and Palsson, 1997; Eythérsson, 1996). These
. types of arrangements are at odds with the underlying arguments driving the
ownership-promotes-stewardship thesis. Given the complex relationships in
fishery systems and the trends noted earlier, we resist the oversimplification that
the privatization of a public resource uniformly leads to enhanced conservation;
rather we point to the importance of understanding how other fishery manage-
ment design features, such as setting appropriate total catch limits, monitoring,
enforcement, improved communication, and others related to slowing down the
race for fish, contribute to ensuring sustainable fishing practices. This will be
discussed further in the following.

COMMUNITIES, CONSERVATION, AND CATCH SHARES:
EXAMPLES FROM THE NORTH PACIFIC

The North Pacific is a region recognized as a global leader in managing
sustainable fisheries and developing innovative and community-oriented
management models. It is also a site of powerful examples of how catch
shares are remaking fishery systems, and how they can—sometimes pre-
dictably, sometimes unexpectedly—create inequities and impact the
sustainability of socio-ecological systems by turning the right to fish into a
tradable commodity.

There are currently five catch share programs in place in the North
Pacific, with another potential program under development. Only one
of these programs was developed to specifically address conservation
concerns. The Bering Sea non-pollock groundfish trawl fishery (often
referred to as the “Amendment 80" fleet) was rationalized in 2008 to improve
bycatch reduction and accountability among the fleet targeting Atka mack-
erel, Pacific ocean perch, and three flatfish species. Other programs includ-
ing the Gulf of Alaska Rockfish Program (2010), Bering Sea Aleutian
Island (BSAI) crab rationalization program (2005), American Fisheries Act
pollock cooperatives program (1999), and halibut and sablefish IFQ pro-
gram (1995) were created to address management concerns of overcapitaliza-
tion, allocation disputes, US ownership requirements, safety and derby style
fishing marked by short seasons, loss of product/quality and the “race for fish”
(Fina, 2011, p. 165).

The Halibut IFQ Fishery

The halibut IFQ fishery is an insightful starting point to consider the complex
and shifting dynamic between catch shares, conservation, and communities in
the North Pacific.

The US North Pacific halibut fishery shifted to ITQ management along
with the sablefish fishery in 1995. This fishery has long been used as an
example of the economic efficiencies and improvements in safety that can
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accompany ITQ management (e.g., Matulich and Clark, 2003; Hartley and
Fina, 2001). Short and chaotic fishing openings that produced a glut of
product on the market transitioned into a 9-month fishing season following
ITQ implementation, with increases in halibut value for a harvesting fleet
that consolidated by over 50% (NOAA Fisheries Service, 2016; Herrmann
and Criddle, 2006). However, despite design parameters that attempted to
maintain diversity in the fleet, such as owner-on-board provisions for the
next generation of quota holders and restrictions on quota transfers between
vessel class sizes, disproportionate social impacts were felt by crew mem-
bers, skippers, small-scale fishermen, and rural, primarily indigenous com-
munities post-ITQ implementation (Carothers, 2013; NPFMC, 2016). For
example, since the program was implemented there has been a 57% decrease
in the number of residents in small, mostly indigenous Gulf of Alaska com-
munities who hold halibut quota (NOAA Fisheries Service, 2014). Equity
concerns were raised and the North Pacific Fishery Management Council
responded by implementing a community purchase program in 2004 that
enables small communities to collectively purchase halibut and sablefish
quota. This program has yet to lead to any significant reallocation of halibut
quota to affected communities (Carothers, 2011; NPFMC, 2016; NPFMC,
2010b; Langdon, 2008). This is due in part to the very high cost of pur-
chasing halibut fishing rights and lack of available quota shares for sale
(Carothers, 2011).

In recent years, the halibut fishery has struggiled with uncertainty over
the health of the resource. Under ITQ management, the total allowable
catch (TAC) over the past decade has decreased substantially due to declin-
ing stock abundance of harvestable halibut (i.e., exploitable biomass). This
decline is linked to significant reductions in female spawning biomass and
decreasing size at age (Stewart et al., 2014). The International Pacific Halibut
Commission (IPHC), which manages Pacific halibut stocks in waters off
Alaska, British Columbia, and the west coast of the United States, estimates a
66% decline in catch rates in the directed halibut fishery in Alaska from 2000
to 2013 (Stewart et al., 2014), In 2015, conservation concerns over the halibut
resource culminated into crisis when the IPHC recommended another 60%
reduction from 2014 harvest levels. As catch limits plummeted due to declin-
ing stock abundance of harvestable halibut, equity concerns emerged over
what amounted to a dramatic reallocation of the halibut resource in the North
Pacific as bycatch for Bering Sea groundfish fisheries.

Halibut Bycatch in the Bering Sea Groundfish Fisheries

Bering Sea groundfish fisheries, and their associated halibut bycatch, are man-
aged by the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC). Prior to 2015,
on average, Bering Sea groundfish fisheries took around 5million pounds of
halibut a year as bycatch. Because the NPEMC manages halibut bycatch with a
fixed hard cap that is not indexed to abundance levels, the IPHC must deduct the
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previous year’s halibut bycatch before setting annual catch limits in the directed
halibut fishery throughout Alaska. Because bycatch limits do not shift with
abundance levels, in recent years, as the halibut stock has declined, bycatch has
become the primary source of halibut mortality in the Bering Sea. The impacts
of halibut bycatch mortality are felt well beyond the Bering Sea, which serves as
nursery grounds for stocks which embark on lifelong migrations as far south as
Oregon, but the situation is particularly problematic for small Bering Sea com-
munities dependent on halibut harvested around the Pribilof Islands and along
the mainland coast of western Alaska in management Area 4CDE (see Fig. 12.1).

In 2015, the IPHC recommended a harvest limit of 370,000 pounds for Area
4CDE, amounting to a 71% cut from the 2014 limit of 1.29million pounds
(see Fig. 12.2). IPHC esiimates showed that at the 2015 projected harvest ievel,
bycatch would account for 93% of all halibut removals in the Bering Sea. Such
a stark disparity in allocation of the resource would effectively eliminate the
directed halibut fishery in this area. This, paired with the failure of the NPFMC
to take action to reduce halibut bycatch at a December 2014 meeting, prompted
all six of the Alaska members of the 11 (voting) member NPFMC to request the
National Marine Fisheries Service Assistant Administrator for an emergency
33% reduction in Bering Sea halibut bycatch in 2015. The response to the emer-
gency regulation request recommended the IPHC “provide adequate harvest
opportunities” for Area 4CDE halibut fishermen in 2015 without a reduction in
bycatch levels in groundfish fisheries. The recommendation was based on the
“potentially serious socio-economic impacts of a low catch limit” for the remote
fishery-dependent communities in the region while recognizing the “extensive
new efforts being taken by the [groundfish] fleet to further minimize bycatch”
in 2015.fn11! The Amendment 80 fleet in particular has made a concerted effort
to address bycatch problems through innovative measures and experimentation,
such as deck sorting initiatives and handling practices, technological advances,
use of excluder devices, and improved communication among vessels, tools that
are made more successful in the cooperative management system. In the end,
the IPHC exceeded their own recommended catch rate for 2015 and maintained
the 2014 harvest level of 1.29million pounds for Area 4CDE. At the June 2015
meeting, the NPFMC recommended new halibut bycatch limits in the Bering
Sea which would ultimately reduce bycatch in the Amendment 80 fleet by 17%
relative to 2014 levels. Though important, this action falls short of the reduction
needed to support the directed catch limit of 1.29 million pounds that the IPHC
estimates to be equivalent to a reduction in the halibut bycatch limit of approxi-
mately 41% (IPHC, 2015). The North Pacific Fishery Management Council is
currently working toward developing additional conservation tools in Bering
Sea groundfish fisheries, including abundance-based halibut bycatch caps.

1. Letter from Eileen Sobeck, NMFS Assistant Administrator for Fisheries, to Bruce Leaman, IPHC
Executive Director, dated January 20, 2015.
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Halibut IPHC Areas

FIGURE 12.1 International Pacific Halibut Commission halibut management areas. Reproduced

Sfrom NOAA, 2015, Transfer Report, Changes Under Alaska’s Halibut IFQ Program, 1995 Through
2014. p. 3. Available at: hitps://alaskafisheries.noaa. gov/sites/default/ffiles/reports/halibut-transyer-
Jrpt2015.pdffipage=17 &zoom=auto,-73,620.
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FIGURE 12.2 Trends in halibut exploitable biomass, bycatch mortality, and directed halibut fish-
ery catch limits in IPHC regulatory area 4CDE, 2000-15. Reproduced from IPHC, 2015. IPHC
letter to NPFMC of May 26, 2015. June 2015 meeting, Agenda Item C2 BSAI PSC Limits. Available
at: http:/fwww.iphc.int/documents/bycatch/IPHC2ZNPFMC_PSClimitJune2015b.pdy,

This reallocation of the halibut resource is a complex example occurring
across two management bodies (IPHC and NPFMC) governing small-scale
and industrial fisheries with varying degrees of political power, and managed
under two different catch share programs. We draw on it here to illustrate the
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siloed and cascading effects of catch shares as a management tool within and
across these fisheries, including their limitations in responding to environmental
change and related community sustainability concerns. In the Gulf of Alaska,
the privatization of access to the halibut fishery has redistributed access rights
and severely limited local access for rural and indigenous communities and
new entrants (Donkersloot and Carothers, 2016; Carothers, 2011, 2013). In the
Bering Sea, the shrinking halibut resource has been disproportionately allo-
cated to larger and industrial fisheries operating offshore contributing to great
instability, hardship, and social and economic inequities in the halibut fisheries
(commercial and subsistence) and fishing communities. In this way, although
an ITQ system in the halibut fishery has served to extend the fishing season and
improve product quality, it has not been able to create the economic stability
or ensure the overall health of the directed halibut fishery because it is nested
within larger political and power structures which prioritize the needs of com-
peting fishery systems. Even more concerning is the fact that, although the fleet
has not been reaching historic bycatch levels and has been operating below the
bycatch cap for some years, halibut bycatch in the Bering Sea groundfish fisher-
ies rose steadily between 2011 and 2014 despite the presence of a form of catch
shares as a management tool (IPHC, 2015). This increase occurred while the
directed halibut fishery experienced rapid declines in catch limits. This example
demonstrates how fishery management tools are embedded in complex political
processes with complex political outcomes (Donkersloot, 2016). It also draws
attention to the need for additional and alternative management tools in both
reducing bycatch and ensuring fishing community participation and stability
and suggests that quasi-private property rights alone are inadequate in achiev-
ing conservation goals and solving the complex problems facing fisheries and
fishing communities today (Dietz et al., 2003).

MOVING PAST COMMODITIZED FISHING RIGHTS TOWARD
OTHER DESIGN PRINCIPLES

In the North Pacific, various forms of catch share programs have been imple-
mented as a solution to a range of economic and environmental concerns (Fina,
2011). These programs have achieved some management objectives includ-
ing improving economic efficiencies, product quality and safety, but they have
also resulted in a number of undesirable social consequences and inequities
evidenced in place-based fishing communities and dynamics within and across
North Pacific fisheries. In the context of fishery conservation, privatization
has not consistently produced the desired conservation outcomes. Instead, the
earlier examples point to the importance of specific provisions for achieving
conservation gains including but not limited to, catch limits, abundance-based
bycatch caps, monitoring and enforcement, information sharing, and improved
fleet coordination. Some of these features, especially information sharing and
cooperation among vessels, have been identified as benefits of catch share
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programs because catch shares end the race for fish. Is it possible to reimagine
fisheries management regimes in ways that draw upon these conservation tools
without commodifying and privatizing the right to access fishery resources?
Again, the North Pacific offers a compelling example.

A new management structure is currently under development for the Guif
of Alaska groundfish trawl fishery. The new program is driven by the need to
provide the trawl fleet with the tools to better address mounting bycatch con-
cerns. Catch shares have been identified as a preferred tool for bycatch man-
agement in the discussion to date but the Council process has been wrought
with conflict and disagreement over whether catch shares are the right way
forward for all stakeholders including vessel owners, crew, processors, and
communities (Donkersloot, 2016). In October 2015, the Commissioner of the
Alaska Department of Fish and Game, who represents the State of Alaska on the
NPFMC, introduced an alternative program structure with the aim of enabling
bycatch reductions while avoiding the creation of new economic assets that
result from privatized and transferrable quota. The Council is also considering
a novel allocation of quota to a community entity as a means to mitigate some
of the potential impacts of the program on Guif of Alaska fishing communities
(Donkersloot, 2016). It is too early to tell which direction the Council will take
in designing a new management structure. In the meantime, the Gulf of Alaska
trawl fleet is operating under a voluntary cooperative structure to better com-
municate information and adapt to the recent implementation of bycatch caps,
including first-ever caps on Chinook salmon bycatch and a 15% reduction in the
halibut bycatch limit in Gulf of Alaska trawl fisheries.

Taken in sum, the successes and challenges in the North Pacific compel us
to ask whether the allocation of quasi-private property rights is the best mecha-
nism to manage our fisheries. What is happening in the Gulf of Alaska suggests
that there are potential alternatives to addressing conservation concerns that
allow for a more equitable allocation of fishery resources without transforming
the right to fish into a tradable commodity with windfall gains to initial recipi-
ents (see also Eythérsson, 2016; Foley et al., 2013, 2015). Considering equity in
fisheries, management becomes more imperative in light of the rise in corporate
and processor-owned quota share that has been described as a new tragedy in
fisheries created under rights-based management regimes (Donkersloot, 2016;
Olson, 2011; Pauly, 2008; Dewees, 1989).

RETHINKING STEWARDSHIP—FROM COMMODITY TC
COMMUNITY

Fishery managers in the North Pacific have become increasingly aware of the
ways in which catch share programs negatively impact communities, crew,
and new entrants (Carothers, 2011; Reedy and Maschner, 2014; Knapp, 2006;
Knapp and Lowe, 2007; Lowe and Carothers, 2008), as well as the widespread
difficulty of reversing the inequitable outcomes of ITQ regimes (Chambers and
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Carothers, 2017; Copes and Palsson, 2000). For example, the high cost of quota
coupled with high leasing fees and absentee ownership in Bering Sea crab and
North Pacific halibut and sablefish fisheries continues to impede upward mobil-
ity of crew members in these fisheries (Szymkowiak and Himes-Cornell, 2015;
NPFMC, 2010a). North Pacific fishery managers have implemented a number
of community-oriented provisions to mitigate these types of impacts including
crew shares, community quotas, and consolidation caps, among others. These
provisions aim to ensure that fishery conservation solutions do not come at the
expense of fishing communities, rural livelihoods, and future generations. Some
of these provisions have been more successful than others. For example, the
Western Alaska Community Development Quota (CDQ) program, first imple-
mented in 1992, is often considered the “crown jewel” in fisheries management
models while the potential for the Community Quota Entity program in place
in the Gulf of Alaska remains largely unrealized (Carothers, 2011). The CDQ
program was created in 1992 as part of the rationalization of Bering Sea pol-
lock fishery. At the time, the program allocated 7.5% of the pollock resource to
Western Alaska communities, many of which are economically disadvantaged,
geographically isolated, and largely Alaska Native. Today the CDQ program
has grown to include a 10% allocation of all BSAI quotas for groundfish, hali-
but, and crab. The program embeds resource wealth from Bering Sea offshore
fisheries in Western Alaska communities (see also Foley et al., 2013, 2015).
CDQ entities use royalties from these fisheries to advance regional economic
development through investments in local industry, part ownership of the off-
shore vessels, infrastructure, and education. In the context of halibut, the CDQ
program also provides real fishing opportunity for CDQ residents who actively
fish the CDQ allocation. In contrast, the Community Quota Entity (CQE) pro-
gram did not allocate quota to communities, but allows eligible communities
to purchase quota to lease to resident fishermen. The high cost of halibut quota
coupled with sharp declines in the TAC means that many CQE communities
cannot afford to take advantage of the program. For example, the price of hali-
but quota has increased from around $10.00 per pound in 1995 to more than
$50.00 per pound in 2016.2

On a broader scale, the marginalization of place and community-based
livelihoods in fisheries privatization processes has resuited in a more explicit
articulation of social goals in US fisheries policy. National Standard 8 of the
Magnuson-Stevens Fisheries Conservation and Management Act (MSA)
pushes fisheries management policy beyond the narrow scope of environmen-
tal sustainability to recognize community sustainability as central to fisheries
management. Specifically, it instructs policy makers to “take into account the
importance of fishery resources to fishing communities in order to (A) pro-
vide for sustained participation of such communities, and (B) to the extent
practicable, minimize adverse impacts on such communities.” The 2006 MSA

2.See NPFMC (2016, p. 100) and htip://www.alaskabroker.com/listings/halquota.html#quota_threea,
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reauthorization reaffirms the importance of place in fisheries management with
the inclusion of language authorizing mechanisms to distribute fishing privi-
leges to communities [see Sections 303A(c)(3)]. Community held fishing rights
have been described as the “next step in the evolution of catch shares” (see
Donkersloot, 2016) and “appear to have been driven by Congress’ interest in
supporting small-scale and community-based operations™ given the tendency
for these to be disproportionately negatively impacted by limited access privi-
lege programs (Stoll and Holliday, 2014, p. 2). The opening up of the narrow
corridors of catch share programs to include recognition of the importance of
sustaining communities and community-based livelihcods in fisheries alloca-
tion regimes is a meaningful contribution to public policy. The authorization
of allocations to community entities in particular is an implicit challenge to the
argument that private property rights are the solution to fishery conservation
problems. The move toward community held fishing rights helps to highlight
the difference between the actual tool of assigning a portion of the total catch
and the ideology of “privatize or perish” that insists on giving away fisheries
resource wealth to the current generation of harvesters. Community allocations
suggest that responsible stewardship is possible without quasi-private property
rights.

CONCLUDING THOUGHTS

If we view marine conservation as stewarding sustainable human-marine con-
nections, ITQs become antithetical to conservation because they function as a
mechanism for the alienation of local fishing rights embedded in place. The
widespread privatization of access rights to fish is creating a crisis of social
and cultural sustainability in our world’s fisheries systems. This crisis is largely
obscured by the hopeful rhetoric that continues to tout catch shares as the rem-
edy for the problems facing our fisheries today.

Rather than a theoretical link between private property rights and steward-
ship, we emphasize the need to widen the conceptual framing of stewardship to
recognize (1) the social dimensions of fishery systems and (2) the role of com-
munities, values, and institutions (in promoting responsible fishing behavior)
beyond the narrow confines of private property rights. Environmental steward-
ship can be defined as a set of values that individuals, communities, and cultures
draw upon to form their relationships and interactions with the environment and
its resources (Van Putten et al., 2014, p. 3). The ownership-promotes-stewardship
thesis tends to simplify these complex values and institutions, replacing this
diversity with universalist assumptions that all fishermen act selfishly in their
own self-interest and the private property rights are the means necessary to
incentivize long-term self-interest. The work of Mansfield (2011) and other
political ecologists helps to reframe fishery conservation problems—not as
an outcome of lack of property rights—but rather as a product of a global
political economy that has fostered the industrialization of fishing fleets, large
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subsidization of fisheries development, and highly unequal systems of fisheries
extraction from the global South for consumption in the global North. These
industrializing processes are central to our crisis of ecological sustainability of
fishery stocks (Donkersloot and Menzies, 2015; Carothers and Chambers, 2012;
Mansfield, 2011). As we have seen here, a central dimension of these processes
is the uneven power relations at play in fisheries development (Donkersloot,
2016; Donkersloot and Menzies, 2015; Jentoft, 2007). We cannot ignore the
role of power in shaping fishery systems in the North Pacific, or the role that
catch shares play in the consolidation of power.

As researchers, policy makers, and communities we must look beyond priva-
tization to articulate alternative constructions of stewardship as place-based,
multi-generational, and inclusive of attachments to place, among other things.
Creating space to allow for alternative constructions of stewardship, which
acknowledge people—place-resource connections, to meaningfully inform
fisheries management decisions is a step toward empowering communities,
independent fishing operations, and small-scale fishing operations to address
fishery conservation problems in ways that do not threaten their sustainability.
“Righting” the tragedy of fisheries today means approaching fisheries as inte-
grated social-ecological systems, ensuring equity in the distribution of fishery
access and benefits, and resituating communities and people—place—resource
connections at the center of conservation solutions.
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