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Abstract  The paper argues that three competing paradigms or approaches to fisheries management exist:
(2) the traditional centralized bureaucratic model favoring government regulation; (2) a market-based
model favoring individual transferable quotas (ITQs); and, (3) acommunity-based model advocating the
self-regulation of fish stocks. Examining each ingtitutional arrangement reveals the normative biases and
preferences that |ead to different policy objectives. It also demonstrates that the policy analysts subscribing
to each approach tend to rely on a different set of policy instruments and institutional arrangements. After
examining each paradigmatic approach to fisheries management, the paper then critiques the institutional
analysis performed by policy analystsin the fisheries literature. The major critiques are that the literature
often ignores the full range of transaction costs associated with developing and implementing fisheries
policies. The paper then compares each approach in greater detail by examining the transaction costs
associated with each ingtitutional arrangement. The paper concludes with an examination of how each
institutional arrangement satisfies some general criteriafor assessing ingtitutional performance. The central
argument is that fisheries analysts need an improved understanding of the strengths and limitations of the
three prevailing approaches to fisheries management. Moreover, agreater cross-fertilization of ideas and
approaches is needed to bridge the gap between the three disjointed areas the fisheries literature.

Key Words Community-based management, environmental policy, fisheries management, fisheries
regulation, implementation, individual transferable quotas, institutional analysis, market-based regulation,
natural resources management, policy analysis

I ntroduction

The world' sfisheries arein poor shape. For example, “of the world’'s 15 mgor marine

fishing regions, the catch in all but two has fallen; in four the catch has shrunk by more than 30%
(Weber 19944, 293).” Similarly, “eighteen fisheries have seen their productivity fall by more
than 100,000 tons each. Together, these drops represent afall of nearly 30 million tons or more
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than one-third of the 1992 catch (Weber 1994b, 13).” Indeed, there are countless examples of
startling declines in many of the world’s mgjor fisheries, particularly the highly valued fisheries
for migratory species (e.g., tuna, swordfish, salmon, etc.) and groundfish (e.g., cod, haddock,
pollock, flounder, sole, halibut, etc.).

So who isto blame for the condition of the world’ s fisheries? One could argue that no
oneisto blame. We are ssimply witnessing the final stages of the “tragedy of the commons’ that
Hardin (1968) warned about 30 years ago. The fishing industry islocked in an incentive
structure that compels them to extract fish in an unsustainable manner. Eventually thisleadsto
declining harvests and possibly the eventual collapse of afishery. AsHardin (1968, 1,244)
eloquently observed “ruin is the destination towards which all men rush, each pursuing his own
interest in a society that believesin the freedom of the commons.” Others may choose to blame
the fishers or the industry for putting their own self-interests above society’ s and failing to take
steps to prevent the decline in the worlds fisheries. At aminimum, it isfair to say that the
prevailing incentive structures create a difficult collective action problem (Olson 1965).

Others might chose to blame the very ‘Leviathan’ created to prevent Hardin’s (1968)
tragedy of the commons. The presumption that an external Leviathan is necessary to prevent the
tragedy of the commons has been around for at least 25 years and it has led to countless
recommendations for strong centralized government control and management of natural
resources (Ophuls 1973). Accordingly, in order to save the fish, governments enact rules and
regulations to manage and control the actions of fishers (Charles 1992). The declining catches
and precarious state of many of the worlds fisheries suggests that government could aso be
criticized for failing to have the political will or the capability of taking the necessary stepsto
protect and manage the world’ s fisheries.

One could also chose to blame the policies adopted by governments whether they be
regulations or individual transferable quota (ITQ) systems restricting the harvesting of fisheries
resources. After all, many of these policies arguably have been ineffective as evidenced by he
declinesin the world’ s fisheries. Some attribute these policy problems to bad science or the
failure to take into account the interactions between fish stocks in large marine ecosystems (e.g.,
Alexander 1993; and, Sherman 1991). Others charge that the policiesfail because they do not
adequately change prevailing incentive structures (e.g., Clark, et a. 1988), they often promote
inefficient fishing practices (Wilen 1995;and, Clark 1993), or they are inconsistent with
prevailing community or societal values (McCay 1998; Hall-Arber and Finlayson 1997; and,
Durrenberger, E. Paul. 1996). Clearly, thereis plenty of blame to go around.

In this paper, we argue that the policy analysts involved in devel oping and implementing
fisheries policy deserve at |least a share of the blame. Our criticism is not with the bio-economic
model that is often used to select the “best” policy. That model has received ample criticism
elsewhere (e.g., Schlager 1990). Rather, our criticism lies with many policy anaysts' failure to
adequately examine the strengths and weaknesses of the ingtitutional arrangements used to
implement policies. A great deal of the fisheriesliterature treats institutional arrangementsin
overly smplified terms. Asaresult, their intitutional analysisis often truncated and ignores the
full range of costs and benefits associated with an institutional arrangement. The fisheries
literature contains few examples of comparative institutional analyses (e.g., Symes and Crean
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1995; Yves 1991; Ostrom 1990; and, Jentoft 1986). Moreover, most of the work only examines
one type of ingtitutional arrangement even though different arrangements can be used to achieve
the same policy objectives depending on the policy setting.

Compounding this problem is the fact that fisheries management is dominated by three
general paradigms or approaches:. (1) the traditional centralized bureaucratic model favors
government regulation of gear, fishing time, locations, and catch; (2) the market-based model
favors the use of individual transferable quotas (ITQs); and, (3) the community-based models
advocates self-regulation or co-management of fish stocks (Charles 1992). All three models
have their supporters and critics. Unfortunately, many policy analysts are advocates of one
approach while acritic of the others. Asaresult, the analysisis often injected with clear
normative biases and preferences which leads to different policy objectives. Each approach also
tendsto rely on adifferent set of policy instruments and institutional arrangements to implement
their policy proposals. Asaresult, policy analysts subscribing to each approach are often overly
critical of the positive aspects of the other approaches while at the same time often neglect to
fully consider the limitations inherent in their own approach.

The objective of this paper isto compare and contrast these three paradigmatic
approaches to fisheries management. The paper begins by examining each approach and the
general arguments advanced by analysts subscribing to each model. Thisanalysisreveals some
of the normative biases and preferences of policy analystsin each area. It also helpsto identify
some of the interesting contradictions that can be found in the fisheries management literature.
The paper then examines some of the problems with the institutional analysis done by fisheries
analysts. Some of the mgjor critiques are that the literature often ignores the full range of
transaction costs associated with developing and implementing fisheries policies and that many
analysts are guilty of faulty lesson drawing (Rose 1993). The paper then turnsto the analysis of
the relative merits of the institutional arrangements advocated by each approach. Specifically,
the analysis compares each institutional arrangement in terms of the full range of transaction
costs associated with devel oping and implementing the policies advocated by each approach.
The ingtitutional arrangements advocated by the three approaches are then compared using
general criteriafor assessing institutional performance. The paper concludes by arguing that
fisheries policy analysts need to gain an improved understanding of the strengths and limitations
of the three prevailing approaches to fisheries management. If thisisto occur greater attention
should be given to conducting comparative analysis of different institutional arrangements.
Moreover, the paper argues that a greater cross-fertilization of ideas and approaches is necessary.
Finally, the analysis argues that the lack of attention given to institutional analysis has | eft
important research questions unexplored. The areas for future research suggested by this
research are noted in the concluding section of the paper.

Fisheries M anagement Paradigms

There are some that argue that the field of natural_resource management is currently in
the midst of a paradigm shift (Cortner and Moote 1994).~ We choose to follow Charles (1992)
and argue that the field of fisheries management is dominated by three competing paradigms or
approaches to natural resource management: (1) the traditional centralized bureaucratic&odel;
(2) the market-based model (e.g., ITQs); and, (3) acommunity-based model [Figure 1].= In this
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Figure 1: Approachesto Fisheries Management

Bureaucratic Model

Market-Based M odel Community-Based Model

Source: Modified from Charles, Anthony T.. 1992. “Fisheries Conflicts: A Unified Framework.” Marine
Policy (September): 370 - 393.

paper, we start by exploring each paradigmatic approach. For the purposes of the discussion,
each model is viewed as occupying one corner of the ‘paradigmatic triangle’ displayed in Figure
1. Charles (1992, 384) argues that many fishery conflicts reflect tensions between the three
corners of thistriangle. Extreme policy proposals and die-hard supporters would be seen as
occupying one of the cornersin thetriangle. For the purposes of this paper, we will discuss the
three competing approaches in terms of the corners of the triangle to better illustrate the typical
arguments and policies advanced by their supporters. However, no implication should be made
that all fisheries policy analysts can be neatly slotted into one of the three ‘camps’. In fact, most
analysts would likely place themselves somewhere in the middle (Charles 1992, 384). Instead,
we argue that while most analysts may put themselves close to the middle, the policies they
recommend often find themselves closer to one of the three corners.

Our discussion explores each approach by examining the general characteristics of each
approach [Table 1] and their potential advantages and disadvantages [Table 2]. In the course of
this exploration, it becomes clear that each approach has a unique set of normative biases and
preferences that lead to different policy objectives. Asaresult, each approach tendsto offer a
different set of potential positive and negative outcomes. Thisleadsto adigointed literature in
which each approach thrives within its own community of adherents, but is often criticized or
ignored in others. The digointed nature of the literature is further compounded by the lack of
good comparative ingtitutional analysis that examines the ingtitutional arrangements advocated
by each approach using a common set of evaluative criteria.
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Table1: Characteristicsof Each Paradigmatic Approach to Fisheries Management

Bureaucratic M odel

M arket-Based M odel

Community-Based M odel

Primary
Emphasis

Competing
Objectives

Owner ship
of the Resource

FishersAre
Viewed As

Characteristics
of the Fleet

Policy
Tools
Advocated

Types of
Cheating
Behavior

Focus of
Enforcement

Stock protection and
maintaining fisheries at
sustainable levels

- Conservation

- Resource maintenance

- Administrative efficiency
- Accountability

Government: Property rights
held by the state

Components of afleet

- Overcapitalized seiners and
trollers

- Individual boat ownership

- Labor intensive boats

- Inshore and offshore

Focusison regulating inputs:
- Licenses

- Gear restrictions

- Seasond restrictions
- Closures

Other potential forms of
government intervention
- Boat buy backs

- Technical assistance
- Research grants

- Loan Guarantees

- Illegal gear

- Fishing during closuresor in
closed areas

- Violating catch limitations

- Reporting false catch
information

Fines or license revocation for
violating rules for gear, closures,
etc.

Weadlth generation for the
fishing industry

- Market efficiency

- Productivity

- Resource maintenance
- Accountability

Fishers: Property rights
allocated to the boat
ownerg/fishers

Individual fishing firms

- Modernized seiners and
trollers

- Corporate boat ownership

- Capital intensive boats

- Inshore and offshore

Focusison regulating the
outputs using primarily I TQs
- %of TAC

- Tonnage

- Quotabusting

Discarding and high grading
- Off loading

L eakage from monitoring
system (e.g., reporting false
catch information)

Fines or reduction/revocation of
license for quotaviolations

Community control over the
fishery

- Fisher control

- Community welfare

- Distributional equity

- Other socio-cultura benefits

Community: Property rights
held by the community or a
group of individuals within the
community

Members of a coastal
community

- Small boats

- Individual, clan, tribal, or
communal ownership of boats

- Labor intensive boats

- Predominantly inshore

- Native/small scale fisheries

Mixture of inputs and outputs
determined by self-regulation or
co-management.

- Gear limits

- Seasond restrictions

- Location restrictions

- Rotating pressure

- Ownership of fishing grounds
Social norms and consensus-
building are important

- Violating communal rules
(e.g., gear limits, etc.)

- Outsidersviolating the fishing
rules

Social sanctions for violations of
communal behavioral norms
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Table 2. Perceived Outcomes of Each Paradigmatic Approach to Fisheries Management

Bureaucratic M odel

M arket-Based M odel

Community-Based M odel

Prerequisites
for Success

Potential
Positive
Outcomes

Potential
Negative
Outcomes

Supporters

Critics

Rules must limit total catch so
that the MSY is not exceeded

- Centralized government
control over resource
alocation

- Resource protection

- Stahility of therules
governing the fishery

- Low administrative costs to
manage the fishery

- Public accountability with
respect to therules

- Equitable

- Preserve small fishers

- Inefficient production

- Capital stuffing and derbies

- Overcapitalization

- By-catch can be wasted

- Incentivesto cheat

- Lack of adaptability

- Agency capture by fishers,
industry, or conservation
groups

- Scientific uncertainty with
respect to whether the

regulations will prevent over-

harvesting
- Administrative costs of
monitoring and enforcement

- Public administration

- Fisheries managers

- Many fisheries biologists

- Traditional natural resource
management

- Individual fishermen, boat
owners, small producers and
distributors

- Conservation groups

Nearly everybody including its
supporters

Quota must be set accurately so

that the MSY is not exceeded

and the market must be allowed

to operate

- Economic efficiency and
higher incomes for fishermen

- Eliminates capita stuffing
and derbies

- Stock conservation by
allocating quotas

- Accountability with respect
to the quota

- Fleet/industry modernization

- Stahility for fishermen and
producers

- Develops corporativist
culture

- Can create anew type of
community based on market

- Equity problems

- Greater potential for
environmental impacts

- Industry consolidation

- Incentivesto cheat

- Rent-seeking behavior with
respect to negotiating quotas
is viewed in negative terms

- Lossof small
fishers/producers

- Administrative costs of
tracking quota allocations
and setting new quotas

- Loss of community

- Agency capture by fishing
industry

- Scientific uncertainty with
respect to whether the quota
has been set correctly

- Resource economists

- Gaining favor with some
fisheries managers and
biologists

- Someingtitutionalists

- Corporate boat owners, large
producers and distributors

Mainly advocates of the
community-based model

Must have a community with
shared rules that maintain the
fishery at viable levels

- Locally managed

- Preserves community culture
and values

- Preserves small-scale
fishers/producers

- Rent-seeking behavior with
respect to negotiating fishing
rightsisviewed in positive
terms

- Often minimal environmental
impacts

- No externa accountability

- Economically inefficient

- Unsafe fishing practices

- Does not cope well with
dramatic changesin
technology, practices, stock,
or culture

- Subject to capture by
community leaders

- Anthropologists and
sociologists

- Some advocates of adaptive
management and ecosystem
management

- Other ingtitutionalists

- Fishersunionsand
cooperatives

- Thoseliving in and involved
with fishing communities

- Few fisheries managers

Few readl critics
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Marching Towards L eviathan

The assumption that an external Leviathan is necessary to prevent the tragedy of the
commons has led to centralized government control and management of natural resource systems
(Ostrom 1990, 9). Such isthe case in the area of fisheries management where the bureaucratic
model is historically the dominant approach to fisheries management, particularly in developed
countries (Larkin 1977). The approach is “based on the premise that the primary duty of fishery
management is to take care of the fish. Fishers are viewed, by and large, as components of a
predatory fleet . .. To save the fish stock, fisheries management must directly control ‘the fleet,’
restricting fishing time, fishing location, total effort, and or harvest (Charles 1992, 384).”

What differentiates this approach [Tables 1 and 2] isthat it typically represents the
default position. For example, policy analysts do not write about the need for centralized state
control over fisheriesin the United States; a well-devel oped system of fisheries regulations
currently exists (Wise 1991). Rather, analysts tend to examine the development and
implementation of various fisheries management plans and regulations (e.g., Branson 1987; Cox
1988; Fullerton 1987; Miller 1987; and, Tucker, et al. 1997). Thus, the literature has an
‘implementation’ or ‘policy studies flavor to it.* Within the academic community, the
bureaucratic approach finds support in the fields of public administration, planning, and
traditional natural resource management. Many fisheries biologists are aso supportive, as are
many fisheries managers (e.g., Mace 1993). Many conservation groups also find themselves
supporting the bureaucratic approach because they often have greater political influence over
policy development and implementation. However, since it occupies the defﬁult position, the
bureaucratic model is criticized by nearly everyone, including its supporters.

Two representative examples of the bureaucratic approach are the Northwest Atlantic
(the New England and Canadian) groundfish fishery. Thisregion had a successful fishing
industry for 300 to 400 years, until the introduction of more intensive harvesting techniques
(such astrawlers) in the 1930s (Murawski et a. 1997). Since the earliest state intervention by
the International Commission of the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries (ICNAF) which lasted from
1950-1977, the bureaucratic model has been the dominant approach to fisheries management
(Halliday and Pinhorn 1997). After the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act
was adopted by the U.S. in 1976 and the ICNF was disbanded, the two countries developed
somewhat different approaches to fisheries management. The United States adopted a series of
regional fisheries management councils that are charged with devel oping fisheries managemen
plans and regulations that are designed to meet the federal goals of achieving “optimum yield”.
By 1990, there were 32 active fishery rEF\nagement plans with over 150 amendments covering
nearly 350 species of fish (Wise 1991).

The Canadian system also followed a centralized bureaucratic model with theinitial goal
of “best use” and low exploitation (Doeringer and Terkla 1995). Later, the goals were changed
to low exploitation and high employment. To reach these goals the Canadian government relies
on direct management techniques such as limited entry, annual fishing plans, seasonal limits, and
gear limits such as minimum net size. These programs can have high enforcement costs, which
include shore-based, at-sea, and airborne surveillance. Sometimes the military is aso used for
enforcement against foreign vessels, and on-board observer coverage of foreign fishing is
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basically 100% while it varies for domestic vessels from 100% in afew high-profile fisheriesto
almost nothing for small coastal vessels (Halliday and Pinhorn 1997, 100).”

In spite of these differences, all three systems (i.e., ICNAF, U.S. and Canada) share
distinct similarities. All focus on conserving and maintaining fisheries resources at sustainable
levels. The government holds the property rights to the fish. The government maintains strong
centralized control over how the resource is alocated and helps to maintain public accountability
with respect to resource allocation decisions. The regulatory systems are designed to be
administratively efficient with similar rules and regulations governing a number of different
species.” These rules often apply to all fishersin asimilar fashion and tend to rely on asimilar
set of policy tools that govern the input (i.e., harvesting) component of the production equation.
Thetypical policy instruments utilized in each system include: licenses; gear restrictions or
prohibitions (e.g., trawls, mesh size, etc.); area closures; season closures; total allowable catches
(Tacos); and, size limits. Therules are designed to be stable which hel ps improve accountability
and lowers administrative costs. It aso increases the equity in the system since similar rules
apply to all fishers. Moreover, the stability of the rules can help to lower industry costs because
it often has the effect of freezing or owing industry change. This can help to preserve arole for
small fishers and further enhances equity within the fishing industry. Finally, the open-access
nature of the approach also helps preserve opportunities for small fishers and is consistent with
the view of fishing as an individualistic enterprise.

However, one of the great strengths of the bureaucratic model, the uniform set of rules
governing harvesting techniques, is also one of its great liabilities. Because the rules are
designed to increase the level of effort required to harvest the resource, it decreases the
production efficiency of the fishing industry. This can lead to overcapitalization of vessels,
wasted effort, and creates derbies.”™ It also creates incentives to cheat by using illegal gear,
violating size limits, fishing in closed areas, fishing during closed seasons violating catch
limitations, misreporting catch information, and under-reporting catch (Halliday and Pinhorn
1997; and, Clark, et a. 1988). Thisincreases the costs associated with enforcing these
government regulations.

The stability of the rule system is also the source of potential problems. Because
changing fisheries rules and devel oping new management plans can be a costly, time-consuming
endeavor, the system’ s ability to adapt to changes in the fishery due to stock fluctuations,
technol ogic changes, and changing social or economic conditions may be reduced. Moreover,
Holling (1995, 1978) has also noted that rigid, centralized attempts to manage ecosystems often
lead to their collapse in the long run.

Finally, it isimportant to note that bureaucracies suffer from a number of well-known
problems. Bureaucracies and centralized decision-making arrangements can increase transaction
costs because they often have trouble collecting and synthesizing information effectively. They
can also suffer from information distortions. Developing the management plans and new
regulationsis apolitical process. This makes these agencies subject to capture by fishers, the
fishing industry, or conservation groups and other forms of rent-seeking behavior (McManus
1994; and, Wilen 1995). Finally, bureaucracies and other centralized governance arrangements
have been criticized because they have the tendency to: 1) become increasingly indiscriminate in
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its response to diverse demands; 2) impose increasingly high costs on presumed beneficiaries; 3)
fail to properly match supply with demand; 4) allow public goods to erode by failing to prevent
one use from impacting others; 5) become increasingly error-prone and uncontrollable to the
point where actions deviate from public purposes and objectives; and, 6) these problems can be
compounded to the point that remedial actions actually exacerbate rather than ameliorate
problems (V. Ostrom 1989, 56).

Embracing the Market

A couple of factors rﬁay have contributed to the emergence of the market-based model
during the 1980s and 1990s.® Economic principles and concepts began to spread to avariety of
academic disciplines, including natural resource management. Thistrend combined with the
criticisms of the bureaucratic approach may have created an environment in which-market-based
approaches to fisheries management began to be viewed in more favorable terms.™— Asaresult, a
growing number of policy analysts began to advocate using a market-based approach to fisheries
management instead of the bureaucratic approach.

Within the fisheries literature, two countries that have extensive experience with the
market-based approach to fisheries management are New Zealand and Iceland. New Zealand
adopted the approach in 1986 as away to regulate and develop their newly declared 200-mile
economic exclusion zone (EEZ). It was also viewed as an effective way to address the ongoing
collapse of afew in-shorefisheries. Iceland’ s market-based system started in 1991 as a means of
regulating and preventing over-fishing in an industry that was well-established with historic
fishing communities. Of the two, New Zealand is usually presented as the “ success story”, while
Iceland is usually the focus for negative evaluations. Other countries are also experimenting
with ITQ systemsincluding the United States (e.g., Buck 1995), Canada (e.g., Grafton 1997;
and, Ostrom 1990), United Kingdom (e.g., Hatcher 1997), and Australia (e.g., Sanders and
Beinssen 1997).

Based on the experience in these countries, it is possible to make some generalizations
about the market-based approach. The primary emphasis of the approach is on improving the
economic efficiency and productivity of the fishing industry (i.e., wealth generation) while at the
same time protecting stocks at sustainable levels. The primary policy instrument is atradable
permit that is often referred to asindividual tradable/transferable quota (ITQ). The I TQs are the
result of a processin which regulatory authorities determine the total allowable catch (TAC)
which isusually set at maximum sustained yield (MSY) for the fishery. The TAC isthen
allocated, usually in the form of tonnage or percentage of the TAC. Thus, the property rightsto
the fish are in effect transferred from government to the fishermen. Individuals and groups are
then free to trade the permits among themselves in (theoretically) the most efficient manner
(Kneese and Schultze 1975). Basically, the market-based approach views fishers as individual
fishing firms that wish to maximize their returns on their investments (Charles 1992).
Accordingly, while the bureaucratic approach focuses on the input side of the production
process, the market-based approach tends to focus on outputs. Not surprisingly, the approach
has been embraced within the resource economics community. The approach is also gaining
some favor with fisheries biologists and managers. The approach also tends to find support in
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the corporate fishing industry and many of the larger processors. Its biggest critics tend to be
supporters of the community-based model (Charles 1992).

Fisheries analysts have advanced a number of argumentsin support of the market-based
approach. A number of positive outcomes have also been noted. Foremost are the emphasis on
economic efficiency and the higher incomes for fishers and the industry as awhole (e.g., Scott
1955; Kneese and Schultze 1975; Clark, et al. 1988; Clark 1993, 1994; and, Grafton 1996). This
can help to modernize the industry (e.g., Clark, et al. 1988; and, Grafton 1996) and lead to the
development of a corporativist culture within the fishing industry. It c also help prevent the
overcapitalization of the vessels (e.g., Buck 1995; and, Grafton 1996).= The ITQs can also help
to eliminate derbies and their costly consequences and inefficiencies (e.g., Buck 1995).

Setting the TAC and alocating the ITQs has other advantages aswell. It is perceived as
an effective means for stock conservation since it setsalimit on the total harvest (e.g., Dewees
1989; and, Clark 1994). The system is also very adaptable from the standpoint that the TAC is
often set on ayearly or seasonal basis. Accordingly, adjustments can be made to account for
dramatic changes in the stock or other unforeseen circumstances (e.g., Squires, et a.1995). It
also provides the industry with a sense of stability in that setting the TAC allows both fishers and
processors to make better operational decisions and investments (e.g., Clark 1994). To the extent
that the process of setting the TAC and the alocation of the ITQs is transparent, this approach
can also enjoy a high degree of public accountability.

However, these positive outcomes are accompanied by rather alengthy list of potential
negative outcomes. It isalso interesting to note that many of these problems are social issues
ignored in the economics literature used to support the market-based approach. Others are
simply the ‘flip side’ of the positive outcome and are described in negative terms by the
supporters of the community-based model. Industry consolidation and the loss of small fishers
are often viewed as a negative result of the market-based approach (e.g., Barber 1989; Y oung
and McCay 1995; and, Palsson and Helgason 1996). Others point to social problems.
Unemployment is often a negative by-product of an ITQ system (e.g., Squires, et a. 1995; and,
Palsson and Helgason 1996). The move to corporate ownership can cause the wealth to be
moved out of the local community (Palsson and Helgason 1996). The introduction of a market-
based approach could lead to the loss of a sense of community and could damage existing local
ingtitutions (Ostrom 1990; Schlager 1990; and, Palsson and Helgason 1996). Some fishers may
also get larger shares of the TAC and new entries (fishers) to the system are restricted (Palsson
and Helgason 1996). Thus, ITQ systems can create important equity problems.

The strength of the market-based approach, setting and allocating the TAC, is the source
of other problems. It doesn’t reduce the incentivesto cheat. Instead, it creates different forms of
cheating behavior than are observed under the bureaucratic model. For example, fishers have
incentives to cheat by high-grading their catch and other forms of quota busting (e.g,, Schlager
1990; Palsson and Helgason 1996; Halliday and Pinhorn 1997; and, Turner 1997).* The model
also relies heavily on having a sound understanding of the fishery’s population dynamics. If the
TAC isset incorrectly for several consecutive seasons, the fishery can be decimated in short
order, perhaps before scientists have a chance to discover and correct the error. A good example
of thiswas when the TAC for the Orange Roughy in New Zealand was set incorrectly because
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scientists did not understand its life cycle. Inthis case, the MSY and corresponding quotas had
to be scaled down by afactor of five to correct the problem (Mace 1993). Accordingly,
scientific uncertainty can be an important problem confronting the implementation of a market-
based management program (Mace 1993; and, Loayza 1994). Finally, setting and allocating the
TAC can become a political process and this can be problematic when decisionmakers are
confronted with scientific uncertainty. Accordingly, fisheries managers are subject to agency
capture and other forms of rent-seeking behavior.

Romancing the Commons

The community-based approach also grew, to alarge extent, during the last few decades
out of frustration over the bureaucratic moﬁl and its market-based counterpart. The approach is
more eclectic than its countﬁarts aswell.™* Its base of support is primarily in the fields of
anthropology and sociology.™— It aso tends to get support from fishers unions and cooperatives.
Those living in or involved with fishing communities also tend to be supportive. Itisaso
important to note that there is often an advocacy element to this approach (Charles 1992). There
is the tendency to ‘romance the commons and other communal values and to advocate
protecting small fishers and traditional approaches to managing afishery. Unlike the other
approaches, however, there are few real critics of this approach. Possibly thisis dueto the fact
that many of the “success stories” identified by supporters of the community-based approach
take place in small fishing communities, often located in devel oping countries (e.g., Mantjoro
1996; and, Veitayaki 1998). Thus, it is possible that the fisheries analysts affiliated with the
other approaches may not view this as a viable model for their circumstances.

The primary emphasis of this approach is on encouraging fishing communities to regul ate
themselves or to maintain current systems of self-regulation. Self-regulation refers to the social
norms, rules, and sanctions for noncompliance that develop over time to ensure the continued
sustainability of the resource (Ostrom 1990). The approach embraces the principle of subsidiary
and argues that decisions affecting peoples’ lives should be made at the lowest possible level
(McCay and Jentoft 1996). The approach also focuses on maintaining “community welfare,
distributional equity, and other social and cultural fishery benefits. An emphasisis placed on
fishers as members of coastal communities rather than as components of afleet ... or as
individualistic fishing firms (Charles 1992, 385).” In this model, the community (or a group of
individual s within the community) holds de facto property rights to the fish. Over time the
community works to develop a system of norms and social rules that allocate these fishing rights.
Prevailing norms and cultural values often have a strong influence of the system of rules that
develop. Therules can also take avariety of forms regulating either inputs or outputs. Common
rulesinclude gear limits, restrictions on effort, seasonal restrictions, and rotating positions on
fishing grounds. Social sanctions are the primary enforcement tool.

Like the other two approaches, there are severa potential positive outcomes associ ated
with this approach. But these outcomes reveal adifferent set of goals: local control rather than
centralized government control (Ostrom 1990; Hall-Arber and Finlayson 1997); the preservation
of community culture and values (McCay 1998); internal accountability and reduced incentives
to cheat (Ostrom 1990; Ostrom, et al. 1994); preservation of the small fishers by maintaining
gear and effort restrictions; and, environmental preservation (McCay and Jentoft 1996). Given
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the lack of critical attention that the community-based model has received, it is more difficult to
identify potential negative outcomes. Perhaps the most well documented problem with this
approach isthat it is subject to capture by local leaders and this can lead to socia inequalities
(Davisand Bailey 1996). A closely related concern isthat the absence of any central state
control could create an absence of public accountability (even if it does have higher levels of
internal accountability). Many of these systems are also economically inefficient and rely on
primitive, labor intensive practices that can lead to unsafe working conditions and potentially
dangerous fishing practices. Thereisalso historic evidence such as the Northwest Atlantic
groundfish collapse that this approach has difficulty adapting to dramatic changes in the fishery
(such astechnology, practices, or stock change) (Murawski, et al. 1997).

Examining I nstitutional Arrangementsfor Fisheries Management

Based on the preceding discussion, it is clear that each paradigmatic approach has
particular strengths and weaknesses. Analystsin each area also have clear normative biases and
preferences that influence their analysis. Unfortunately, little comparative research has been
done that examines the relative merits of the institutional arrangements advocated by policy
analysts subscribing to each model. Complicating mattersis the fact that a great deal of the
ingtitutional analysis done by fisheries policy analystsis truncated and fails to consider the full
range of costs and benefits resulting from the implementation of these management programs. In
this section, we explore some of the general problems with the institutional analysis that has been
donein the fisheriesliterature.

General Problems With Institutional Analysisin the FisheriesLiterature

Institutional analysisin the fisheries literature suffers from two deficiencies. Thefirstis
justifying an institutional choice by dismissing other possible choices “ after reciting along
parade of horribles (Komesar 1994, 6).” Essentially, the fisheries analyst lists the negative
aspects of the competing institutional choices and uses them to bolster the case for their preferred
institutional arrangement. The problem isthat “[i]n aworld of institutional alternativesthat are
both complex and imperfect, institutional choice by implication, smpleintuition, or even long
lists of imperfectionsis deeply inadequate (Komesar 1994, 6).” The less serious problem is what
Komesar (1994, 6) calls the tendency towards “ single institutionalism”. The fisheries analyst
focuses on examining the variation in performance of only asingle type institutional
arrangement. The problem with this approach isthat it ignores the possibility that another
institutional arrangement might be better at achieving the same policy objective. Thus, anaysts
who conduct a limited institutional analysis or treat it as an afterthought can draw inappropriate
conclusions and provide bad advice to decisionmakers.

Much of theinstitutional analysisin the fisheries literature also suffers from what Rose
(1993) would call faulty lesson drawing.~ In other words, blindly assuming that a program that
is effective in one fishery will work in other settings. Often afisheries analyst will conduct a
study of a particular set of regulations, an ITQ system, or acommunity-based management
system and then argue that it should be adapted for use in other settings. The problem occurs
when the analyst gives inadequate attention to the questions surrounding the program’s
fungibility. It also occurs when an analyst failsto give careful consideration to questions of
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institutional design. Moreover, analysts must carefully examine the factors that could enhance or
impede its use of the program in other settings if they are to provide sound advice to
decisionmakers (Rose 1993).

Asaresult of these problems, many fisheries analysts examine the wrong question. They
spend their time trying to determine which institutional arrangement is more effectivein the
abstract. In doing so, they are fundamentally asking the wrong question. Whether a particular
ingtitutional arrangement is good or bad in the abstract isirrelevant. Evenif it isgood, an
aternative institutional arrangement may be even better. The correct question for the fisheries
analysts to answer is which institutional arrangement will work best in a particular setting to
achieve a specific set of policy objectives (Komesar 1994, 6). In other words, the analysts
should be conducting a comparative institutional analysis.

When conducting a comparative institutional analysis, the analysts should consider a
variety of factors. Thefirst set of factorsisthe individuals or organizations that comprise what
Ostrom (1990) callsthe action arena. In this case, the action arena would be the fishery and the
community affected by the rules created to govern the fishery. Thefull set of participantsis
likely to include the fishers, captains, and vessel owners, buyers, processors, distributors,
regulators, and the community that these individuals live in, including those individuals and
organizations that provide services to these actors. All of these parties can be affected by
changesin the rules governing afishery. Unfortunately, many analysts only focus on the
relationship between the fisher and the regulator while neglecting other important actors. This
can cause the analyst to ignore important policy impacts. As many community-based analysts
point out, policy changes can have important affects on community welfare and be the source of
conflicts surrounding fisheries proposals (Charles 1992).

The second set of factors address the physical setting and the nature of the resource
management problem. To be effective, the rules governing a resource must be compatible with
the underlying physical setting and the nature of the resource being managed (Ostrom, et al.
1994, 44). Since thereisoften considerable variation in terms of physical settings, the resource
(i.e., species of fish), and the resource management problem, a search for one best rule for all
situationsis likely to be doomed to failure (Ostrom, et al. 1994, 237). For example, an
institutional arrangement that is effective for managing groundfish might be less effective for
managing migratory stocks. A community-based approach that is effective at managing
nearshore fisheries may be less effective in monitoring offshore fisheries. Accordingly, when
drawing lessonsit isimportant for afisheries analyst to consider how the physical setting, the
resource, and the resource management problem can influence institutional performance.

A third set of factorsis the attributes of the community where the fishery islocated. The
community-based approach is particularly concerned with this set of variables which include
such things as generally accepted norms of behavior; level of common understanding about
action arenas; homogeneity of individual preferences; and, the distribution of resources among
the members of an action arena. Theterm “culture” is often applied to this bundle of variables
(Ostrom, et al. 1994, 45). While the community-based approach is heavily focused on this set of
factors, although often to the exclusion of the others, the other two approaches would be well
served to address this set of factorsin their analysis. For example, an ITQ system might work
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well in afishery that is heavily influenced by corporate ownership asis the case in the Pacific
Northwest. However, in the North Atlantic there is adifferent culture within the fishing industry
with considerable individual vessel ownership. Itisless clear that a market-based approach
based on limited entry would be effective or well received. Accordingly, cultura factors can
play arolein fisheries conflicts (Charles 1992). Aspects of the local culture can also influence
the development and implementation of rules governing afishery (Ostrom 1990).

The final set of factorsisthe set of rules used to order relationships between individuals
or organizations (Ostrom, et al. 1994, 37). There are severa reasons why fisheries analysts
should consider the existing ingtitutional infrastructure before making new policy proposals.
First, the government may lack the institutional capacity to implement the proposal. For
example, many developing countries might have trouble implementing the U.S. system of
fisheries regulations because they might lack the institutional or administrative capacity to
monitor and enforce the regulations.

Second, the existing institutional arrangement can constrain your ability to address some
problems. Thelonger arule system stays in place and the more sophisticated and complex the
rule becomes, the more likely it is that decisionmakers will encounter problems trying to make
major changes to the rule system. For example, this might explain why ITQs were embraced in
New Zealand and bitterly opposed in Iceland. The ITQ system in Iceland displaced preexisting
institutional arrangements that had their supporters while in New Zealand there was no
comparable set of institutional arrangementsin place. Thus, the development of rules systems
often has a path-dependent quality that can limit a decisionmakers ability to solve problemsin
the desired fashion. Asaresult, decisionmakers can only make minor “incremental” changesto
the rule system because large-scale policy changes will encounter political opposition and dissent
(Imperial 1999; Blomquist 1992; and, Ostrom 1990). It isimportant for fisheries analyststo
understand that choices about policies and the institutional arrangements used to implement them
can reduce the possibility of achieving an optimal solution if the solution exists in the space cut
off early in the process of developing rules (Ostrom, et al. 1994, 325). Therefore, analysts
should give careful consideration to how a proposed policy change might constrain future policy
choices. Moreover, an interesting, but relatively unexplored, question is how this process of
ingtitutional development occurs. A greater understanding of this process is important because it
would help fisheries analysts to develop more effective policy proposals that facilitate making
the transitions from one system of regulation to another.

Finally, it isimportant for analysts to recognize that rules can enhance what one can doin
the future. For example, once a system of fisheries regulations is established, one can build on
this rule system to develop increasingly sophisticated regul ations that address new resource
management problems. Likewise, once an ITQ system becomes established, it can be expanded
to other fisheries. Asrule systems develop, they can also be used to address other social
problems. For example, the ITQ system in New Zealand has been used to redress social impacts
on the Maori and to protect their native rights to the fishery by allocating them a share of the
TAC. Moreover, the longer aregulatory-based or ITQ-based system staysin place, the more
likely that it will become part of the culture or create a new type of community that allows new
opportunities for self-regulation to develop (Scott 1993).
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Examining I nstitutional Performance

Fisheries analysts must also take awider view of how they measure institutional
performance. It should be clear from the comparison of the three paradigmatic approaches that
different policy objective and normative preferences are embedded in each perspective. This
leadsto very different ideas of what constitutes “success’. Moreover, thisis not a problem that
is confined to the fisheries literature. In general, the implementation literature lacks any
common criteriafor success. For example, criteria commonly cited in the implementation
literature include compliance (e.g., Mazmanian and Sabatier 1983), feasibility (e.g., Linder and
Peters 1987), effectiveness (e.g., Lippincott and Stoker 1992), level of effort (e.g., Thompson
and Scicchitano 1985), policy outputs (e.g., Ringquist 1993a), or policy outcomes (e.g., Rinquist
1993b).

Our view isthat good institutional analysis examines performance from avariety of
different perspectives. It isimportant for policy analyststo consider the full range of transaction
costs and how they can influence institutional performance. Moreover, because of the multiple,
and sometimes conflicting, policy objectives underlying a fisheries management program it is
important to use avariety of criteriato evaluate the overall performance of the institutional
arrangement. Thistype of analysis can help one better understand the relative merits of the
different institutional arrangements used to implement fisheries policy. One approach to
evaluating institutional performance that meets these requirementsis the Institutional Analysis
and Development (IAD) framework developed by Elinor Ostrom (1990, 1986) and her
colleagues (e.g., Ostrom, h%t]al. 1994; Ostrom, et al. 1993; Blomquist 1992; and, Kiser and
Ostrom 1982) [Figure 2]. The IAD framework has been used to guide the analysis of
individual and organizational relationships in avariety of settings and has proved to be useful in
helping to analyze the institutional arrangements governing awide range of common pool
resources (CPRs) (e.g., groundwater, irrigation systems, forests, fisheries, etc.) in both devel oped
and developing countries.

However, before using these criteriato make some additional comparisons between the
three paradigmatic approaches to fisheries management, it is useful to briefly describe the IAD
framework since the term “institutions’ has taken on a variety of meaningsin the public policy
and organizational theory literature.

I nstitutional Analysis and the | AD Framework

The IAD framework defines institutions as “enduring regularities of human action in
situations structured by rules, norms, and shared strategies, as well as by the physical world. The
rules, norms, and shared strategies are constituted and reconstituted by human interaction in
frequently occurring or repetitive situations (Crawford and Ostrom 1995, 582).” Ingtitutions
include families, churches, local governments, government agencies, and most organizations
since they are defined by rules, norms, and shared strategies (Ostrom, et al. 1993, 6). Institutions
promote socialy beneficial outcomes by helping actors resolve “social dilemmas’ resulting
when individually rational actions aggregate to produce socialy irrational outcomes. Therefore,
institutional arrangements provide the means to resolve collective action problems (Firmin-
Sellers 1995, 203).
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What differentiates institutional analysis from most forms of organizational analysisis
the focus on rules. Rulesare an implicit or explicit attempt to achieve order and predictability
among humans (Ostrom 1986). Rules are prescriptions that forbid, permit, or require some
action or outcome and the sanctions authorized if the rules are not alowed (Crawford and
Ostrom 1995). Rules can be formal (e.g., laws, palicies, regulations, etc.) or informal (e.g.,
socia norms). Since “rules are not self -formulating, self-determining, or self-enforcing” (V.
Ostrom 1980, 312), they are formulated in human language and subject to problems of lack of
clarity, misunderstanding, and varied interpretations. The stability of rule-ordered interactions
therefore depends upon the development of shared understanding of rules (Ostrom, et al. 1994,
40). Thisoften requires building trust by monitoring and enforcing rules. Enforcement can take
the form of formal (e.g., cease and desist order, civil penalties, criminal penalties, etc.) or
informal (e.g., averbal comments or facia expressions demonstrating displeasure) sanctions.

Institutional analysisis therefore an attempt to examine a problem that a group of
individuals (or organizations) face and how the rules they adopt address a problem. The IAD
framework does not advocate a particular type of institutional arrangement, nor doesit rely on a
single measure of institutional effectiveness. Rather, the IAD framework argues that three sets
of factorsinfluence the interactions between individuals (or organizations) influence the
development and implementation of institutional arrangements: the physical characteristics of the
system and the nature of the resource management problem; the culture of the individuals
(organizations) trying to solve problems; and, the institutional setting that the individuals
(organizations) are embedded within (Ostrom 1990, 55). It also arguesthat a variety of criteria
should be used to examine different aspects of institutional performance [Figure 2].

Accordingly, there are three advantages of using the IAD framework to examine the
institutional arrangements governing fisheries resources. First, the IAD framework recognizes
the full range of transaction costs associated with devel oping and implementing policies.
Second, it contains no normative bias with respect to how policies should be implemented. In
other words, it does not assume a priori that one type of institutional arrangement is preferred to
another. Finally, it relies on avariety of evaluative criteriato identify the strengths and
weaknesses of different institutional arrangements that can be used to implement policies.
Accordingly, it recognizes that awide range of policy objectives may underlie any public policy
and that success may vary across these different objectives.

Transaction Costs Associated with Developing and I mplementing Fisheries Policies

The IAD framework draws attention to three interrel ated transaction costs associated with
interorganizational policy implementation: (1) coordination costs; (2) information costs; and, (3)
strategic costs (Ostrom, et a. 1993) [Figure 2]. Transaction costs are likely to increase as the
number of bargaining partners and routine interactions increase (Levi 1990, 403). They can also
increase when asymmetries of information and power exist. Thus, asjurisdictional complexity
increases and the actors' interests become increasingly heterogeneous, transaction costs are
likely toincrease. The following sections briefly discuss each set of costs and some of the
genera observations about the importance of these costs in the bureaucratic, market-based, and
community-based model.
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Figure2: Thelnstitutional Analysisand Development (IAD) Framewor k

*Physical System/Problems Action Arena
*Ruled/Institutions *Actors Patterns of Interaction
*Community Attributes/Culture —>> *Decision Situations —>

\ *Ingtitutional Performance

Policy Outcomes

Evaluation Criteria

Transaction Costs
sInformation Costs
*Coordination Costs
Strategic Costs

Overadl Ingtitutional Performance
*Efficiency

*Equity

*Accountability

*Adaptability

Impacts
*Policy Outcomes

Source: Modified from Ostrom, Elinor, Roy Gardner, and James Walker. 1994. Rules, Games, &
Common-Pool Resources. Ann Arbor, MI: The University of Michigan Press.

I nformation Costs

Information costs are those associated with searching for and organizing information and
the errors resulting from an ineffective blend of scientific and time and place information (Hayek
1945). Scientific information is“acquired by individuals through education and/or experience
about the regularities of relationships among key variables rather than the particular state of
those variables in a specific context (Ostrom, et al. 1993, 50).” Time and place information
refers to the knowledge “acquired by individuals who know the nature of a particular physical
and social setting (Ostrom, et al. 1993, 50).” It isimportant to recognize that an effective
fisheries management program will require both scientific and time and place information.
Fisheries managers need to understand the species and its population dynamics. Fisheries
managers also need accurate information about different breeding population and changing local
conditions in order to make more accurate population projections. Significant transaction costs
can beincurred if the information is combined incorrectly.
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Each approach to fisheries management has a different set of information costs and the
potential for information asymmetries and distortions. The bureaucratic and market-based
approaches both have clear requirements for scientific information. Some knowledge of stock
dynamics and the relationship between gear (troll type, mesh size, etc.) and catch is needed to
ensure that the regulations developed under the bureaucratic model do not allow catch to exceed
adesirable threshold (i.e., optimal yield). Collecting time and place information can be more
problematic in the bureaucratic model. Large centralized bureaucratic systems often have
difficulty collecting, acting upon, and communicating information. They are also vulnerable to
information distortions (V Ostrom 1989). Moreover, since an individual fisher’s successin the
bureaucratic model is dependent on their knowledge of time and place information such as the
location (i.e., feeding grounds) and behavior of stocks (i.e., migratory patterns), there are
incentives to withhold or distort this information to maintain their competitive advantage. Asa
result, fisheries managers often have incomplete or inaccurate time and place information upon
which to base management decisions.

Whileit isimportant to have accurate scientific information in the bureaucratic mode, it
isacritica component of the market-based model. In order to make accurate population
projections, fisheries managers need to understand the population dynamics of the species and
have some understanding of how local conditions influence the reproductive cycle. Because
fishers are guaranteed a percentage of the TAC, there are fewer incentives to guard or report
false time and place information. However, the market-based approach is much more reliant on
an accurate synthesis of scientific and time and place information to set the TAC. Moreover, the
costs of inaccurate information are greater. For example, the scientists' lack of understanding
the Orange Roughy's life cyclein actually created overfishing in New Zealand because the TAC
was set too high based on inaccurate scientific information. Thus, the market-based approach’s
heavy reliance on accurate information leaves it less room for error than the bureaucratic which
might be more capable of absorbing this type of scientific error (Mace 1993).

The heavy reliance on accurate information also presents numerous opportunities for
participants to engage in strategic behavior when there is scientific uncertainty that can increase
transaction costs. For example, under conditions of uncertainty, scientists are often unsure
whether to provide their “best guess’ or to take a more pessimistic view of the population levels
to counteract anticipated political pressures (Buhl-Mortensen and Torensen 1997). Uncertainty
can also move setting the TAC out of the purely scientific realm and subject the process to more
political pressure. For example, it creates opportunities for industry scientists to challenge
government scientists with respect to setting the TAC. This can make setting the TAC a political
rather than a scientific decision. This creates opportunities for some to engage in rent seeking
behavior while others (e.g., small fishers) are unable to lobby or rent seek as effectively.

On the surface, the community-based approach would appear to have the lowest
information costs. Little emphasisis placed on scientific information. Instead, the systems tend
to be built around intensive time and place information gathered as fishers go about their daily
work of harvesting the resource and monitoring (i.e., enforcing) each other’s behavior. Itisalso
important to point out that long enduring rule systems are often the product of along trial and
error process of trying to get the rules right (Ostrom 1990). In this respect, they have devel oped
an adaptive management system similar to that being advanced in the resource management
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literature (Gunderson, et al. 1995; Lee 1995, 1993; Lee and Lawrence 1986; Walters 1986; and,
Holling 1995, 1978). It isalso important to understand that many of the community-based
arrangements that have been studied represent those that survived the trial and error process.
Others were less successful and witnessed the costs associated with making resource
managementlbc_ilecisions based on the ineffective blend of scientific and time and place
information.™ The lack of scientific information can also create the potential for incurring
information costs when the community is faced with rapid change (social, technologic,
economic, etc.). Costs can also be incurred when communities must decisions with respect to
granting “outsiders’ access to harvest a portion of the community resource since they may have
inaccurate scientific information (e.g., incorrect estimates of stock size).

Coordination Costs

Each approach also incurs adifferent set of coordination costs. Coordination costs
include those invested in negotiating, monitoring, and enforcing agreements, which in this case
would be the rules governing the fisheries resource (Ostrom, et al. 1993, 120). Both the
bureaucratic model and the market-based model will require a significant investment in time and
staff resources to develop the policy proposals and to then undergo the negotiation, bargaining,
and public comment necessary to obtain the requisite approvals by decisionmakers. In addition,
the market-b approach has the added coordination cost of setting and allocating the TAC on
ayearly basis™ Thisleaves the system in a constant state of flux that greatly increases the costs
of negotiating and maintaining the ITQ system. There are also awhole host of additional
negotiation costs associated with the system of trading the ITQs among fishers.

The bureaucratic and market-based approaches also face a different set of monitoring and
enforcement costs. One of the main criticisms of the bureaucratic model isthat it creates well
known incentives to “cheat” and break the rules established by the central government. For
example, “one study showed that in the Georges Bank fishery, regulations were frequently
violated by a quarter to a half of all fishers. These violators used illegal mesh on ailmost all trips
and fished in closed areas on about athird of their trips (Halliday and Pinhorn 1997, 103).”

There is more disagreement concerning the costs associated with monitoring and
enforcement in an ITQ system. One could argue that enforcement costs are lower than the
bureaucratic model because managers no longer need to conduct detailed monitoring of gear and
other regulatory requirements. For example, in the surf clam and ocean quahog fisheries, British
Columbia halibut fishery, and US Atlantic wreckfish fishery, enforcement costs have been lower
because the they have achieved cooperation with fishers, and reduced on-boat monitoring (Buck
1995). One could also argue that tracking fish might be less labor intensive than tracking fishing
practices (e.g., Clark 1994). The alternative argument is that it merely creates incentives to
engage in different forms of cheating behavior (e.g., high-grading, discarding, etc.) (e.g., Palsson
and Helgason 1996). For example, the enforcement costs in the Netherlands were such that they
decided to return to a bureaucratic model based on input controls (Squires, et al. 1995). Tracking
the fish and administering a quota system can aso be costly. Accordingly, the costs for
monitoring and enforcement in this approach appear to be mixed (Squires, et a. 1995).

-19-



I nstitutional Analysis and Fisheries Management

The negotiation costs under the community-based approach are someone different.
Rather than being the product of a political process, they are the result of a socia process of
developing shared norms of behavior and acceptable rules of behavior. This process can take a
long time and it can require considerable work on the part of the community (Ostrom 1990, 90).
However, once the system iswell developed the costs of negotiating agreements is greatly
reduced. Moreover, the system of self-regulation arguably has lower enforcement costs than the
other two approaches.

Strategic Costs

The strategic costs associated with each approach also vary. Strategic costs result from
asymmetries in information, power, or other resources such that some obtain benefits at the
expense of others. Common strategic costs include free riding, rent seeking, shirking, and
corruption (Ostrom, et al. 1993). Severa examples of rent seeking behavior have aready been
discussed. Because theinitial distribution of property rights (e.g., ITQs) is subject to rent
seeking prior to and during the initial distribution, it isinappropriate to assume that the
distribution will be economically efficient for those receiving the rights (Jung, et al. 1996). For
example, fishers and industry often seek to modify the rules or TAC so they can extract more
rent from the resource. While this can result in short-term financial gains for the fishing
industry, the health of the stock and society as a whole suffers as stocks decline over the long-
term. Given the political component of the two approaches, it is also possible that the
administrative agencies will be subject to capture by these groups. For example, some argue that
fisher and industry capture of the regional fishery management councilsin the United Statesis
nearly complete and has resulted in both an inefficient industry and policies that hastened the
collapse of some species (McManus 1994; and, Wilen 1995). Another important, but little
examined, strategic cost that could emerge out of an ITQ system would be the opportunities for
corruption and collusion that might result from industry consolidation. Whileit is unclear how
pervasive thistype of behavior is, it could create important inefficiencies in the market and lead
to avariety of equity problems.

It isinteresting to note that while rent seeking behavior is viewed in negative terms by the
bureaucratic and market-based models, the same activity in the community-based approach is
often viewed in positive terms as consensus building or community leadership. However,
communities are not necessarily bastions of equality and community elites can often engage in
their own form of rent-seeking behavior that may be costly to the community or the larger
society inwhich it islocated. Elites can also capture the system by controlling who has access to
the decision-making process (Davis and Bailey 1996).

Overall Institutional Performance

Given these transaction costs and the different outcomes resulting from the
implementation of these three different approaches to fisheries management, what can be said
about the overall performance of these institutional arrangements? Four interrelated criteria will
be used here to compare and contrast the three paradigmatic approaches to fisheries
management: efficiency; equity (including both fiscal equivalence and redistributional equity);
accountability; and, adaptability (Ostrom, et al. 1993; and, Blomquist 1992).
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Efficiency

Efficiency isviewed herein two different ways. One way isto view efficiency in terms
of the market. In other words, what affect does thisinstitutional arrangement have on the market
with respect to wealth generation or productivity. The second way isin terms of administrative
efficiency and the costs of administering the regulatory program. There are important
differences between the three approaches in terms of these two measures of efficiency.

In terms of market efficiency, that is clearly the strength of the market-based approach
compared to the other two models. The bureaucratic model in large part is designed to make it
more inefficient (increase effort) to harvest the resource. The community-based model, while
not intended to be inefficient, often utilizes inefficient fishing practices and relies on easily
monitored practices that often are inefficient (Ostrom 1990). Although, many of the concerns
regarding market efficiency may be mitigated by the fact that market efficiency may not be the
driving concern in many of these communities. Often the community-based approach is
employed in social systems where the fishing enterprise is not conducted with the primary
objective of wealth generation. Rather, it is part of a subsistence economy.

The evidence suggests that the market-based approach harnesses the very market forces
the bureaucratic model interferes with (Gordon 1954). For example, Scott (1955, 117) argued
long ago that “long run considerations of efficiency suggest that sole ownership [essentially
ITQs] isamuch superior regime to competition but that in the short run the ordinary case thereis
little difference between the efficiency of common and of private property.” Others (e.g., Wilen
1995, 42) point out that “[a] critical element missing from US fishery policy implementation isa
serious commitment to the objective of economic efficiency.” Moreover, Buck (1995, 6)
observes that “[t]he international record so far indicates that ITQs can be very effectivein
reducing or eliminating overcapitalization and the race for fish; also profits and overall economic
efficiency can increase, sometimes dramatically.” For example, in Iceland, the value of reduced
fishing efforts and improved quality was estimated at $15 million in the first year the ITQs
(Arnason 1986). Whilein New Zealand, an early survey of quota holders and Ministry of
Fisheries employees indicated that they believed I TQs reduced competition, improved the ability
to plan business, and made earnings more predictable (Dewees 1989).

In terms of administrative efficiency, the community-based approach, with its reliance on
self-regulation and social sanctions, islikely to incur the lowest administrative costs. The
bureaucratic and market-based models will incur substantially greater costs. Given the variations
in the design of regulatory programs and ITQ systems, it is hard to make generalizations about
which set of administrative costsis likely to be higher. Both arelikely to require relatively high
monitoring and enforcement costs. However, administering an ITQ system does impose
additional administrative costs that a regulatory-based approach often lacks. The ITQ systems
must track and manage data from each quota holder and these costs can be significant. For
example, implementing the ITQ system in New Zealand increased staff costs by about 10%
which went to accountants to follow the paper trail and new computerization requirements
(Squires, et a. 1995). The administrative agency will also incur the extra expense of setting and
allocating the TAC on ayearly basis while the regulations adopted under the bureaucratic model
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will not require the same level of yearly adjustments. Accordingly, it isimportant that these
administrative costs are not neglected from the analysis of institutional arrangements.

Equity

Institutional performance can also be judged in terms of equity. Two important aspects
of the “equity” concept are examined here. The principle of fiscal equivalence holds that those
who benefit from a service should bear the burden of financing it. Thus, those who derive
greater benefits are expected to pay more. Redistributional equity is concerned with structuring
program activities around differential abilitiesto pay. Important considerations here are the
equality of the process aswell asthe results. It isimportant to remember that an efficient
program is not necessarily afair program. While efficiency would dictate that resources be
utilized where they produce the greatest benefit, equity concerns can lead to different resource
allocations. Moreover, in many cases there are important tradeoffs between efficiency and
equity that the fisheries analyst should consider.

Each approach raises a different set of questions related to equity. Under the bureaucratic
model, society asawhole (i.e., the tax payers) pays the mgjority of the costs associated with
managing the resource while the fishers receive the maority of the economic benefits. However,
license fees and taxes on the profits generated by the fishing industry can help offset some of
these societal costs. Under the market-based model, there is some variation in terms of who pays
the costs. In some systems, society as a whole pays the majority of the costs with
reimbursements from license fees and tax revenues. In other ITQ systems, New Zedandisa
good example, fees and levies are used to recover nearly al of the costs of managing these
systems (Clement & Associates 1997). Finally, one of the advantages of the community-based
approach is that the users of the resource bear the costs of developing and enforcing the rules.
Accordingly, it raises few concerns with respect to fiscal equivalence.

Each approach also raises different concerns with respect to distributional equity. To the
extent that the bureaucratic model relies on a standard set of rules that apply generally to all
fishers, everyoneistreated equally. Thus, the rule system does not create inherent advantages
for some fishers at the expense of the others. This can help preserve a place for small fishers and
help maintain equity within the industry. However, there is always the possibility that rules
could be treated that create inequities aswell. For example, requiring a new gear type could
have a disproportional impact on small fishers as compared to larger corporate boat owners.

One of the main critiques of the market-based model is that steps taken to increase
market efficiency often create important problems with respect to distributional equity (e.g.,
Barber 1989; Buck 1995; and, Y oung and McCay 1995). A number of important distributional
guestions are raised by the implementation of an ITQ system. The system used to allocate the
TAC to different boat owners can create awhole host of distributional concerns. It can also
create distributional impacts in the community. For example, Buck (1995) notes that the
industry consolidation that is necessary to increase efficiency can result in job loss and other
community impacts. Some of the impacts Buck (1995, 13) observed were “jobs shifted from
infrequent trips at sea or rotation among severa different vessels to fewer jobs requiring more
labor time at sea and on shore with longer periods o the same vessel. Less crew employed for a

-22 -



I nstitutional Analysis and Fisheries Management

longer period of time may result in the same over-al level of employment.” Perhaps the most
thoroughly documented example of thisisthe Icelandic fishery. Palsson and Helgasson (1996)
studied changes in the composition of the fishing industry and the wage structure. They found
that the total number of quota holders dropped 27% between 1984 and 1994, and that the largest
guota holders “have amost doubled their shares of the overall ITQs, while the other groups seem
to belosing ITQs (Palsson and Helgason 1996, 125).” Accordingly, the ITQ model creates a
variety of potential distributional equity problems that should be of concern to fisheries analysts
since they are often the source of fisheries conflicts.

At first glance, the community-based approach might appear to raise few concerns with
respect to distributional equity. After al, the approach is grounded in “community welfare,
distributional equity, and other social and cultural benefits (Charles 1992, 385).” However, as
Davis and Bailey (1996) point out, communities themselves contain socia inequities. They also
correctly observe that “it is clear that local elites are quite capable of capturing the process and
benefits of whatever technology or policy changes that come along (Davis and Bailey 1996,
262).” Moreover, aside from the influence wielded by local elites, ethnic and gender differences
and differential relationships between a captain and the crew can lead to a wide range of
distributional problems (Davis and Bailey 1996).

Accountability

Institutional performance can also be evaluated in terms of accountability. Animportant
principle in ademocratic society is that government officials be held accountable for their
actions. In many developed countries, particularly those with strong democratic institutions,
both the bureaucratic and market-based arrangements typically enjoy a high degree of
accountability to the public in terms of the processes used to develop and implement rules. For
example, in the United States there are opportunities for public comment, open meetings laws,
freedom of information requirements, and various oversight mechanisms (e.g., congressional
oversight). Moreover, litigation can often be used to ensure that the regulators are held
accountable for their decisions. For example, in the United States, the Conservation Law
Foundation and the M assachusetts Audubon Society sued the National Marine Fisheries Service
and the Secretary of Commerce in 1991 “for failing to prevent overfishing of Atlantic cod,
haddock, and yellowtail flounder. A court settlement required the Council to amend the plan in
such away asto eliminate the overfished condition. Thisrequired aradical changein
management strategy (Halliday and Pinhorn 1997, 102).” Where public accountability becomes
a problem is when the decision-making processes are not open to the public.

Assessing public accountability in community-based systems can be more problematic
and it will depend on the process used to devel op the social regulations. The question of
accountability can also be viewed from different perspectives. In one sense, one might conclude
that there is a high degree of accountability because of the close relationship between the
community and the rules used to govern the fishery. In another sense, you could conclude that
accountability is lacking because it may be unclear who makes decisions or setsrules. Inthis
case, if something goeswrong it is unclear who should be held accountable. Perhaps the biggest
guestion is whether there is a mechanism for holding the community accountable to the larger
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society of whichitisapart. If thereisno mechanism, the communities needs will likely end up
outweighing the interests of the society in which it islocated.

Adaptability

The final criterion is whether the institutional arrangement proves to be adaptable over
time. Some argue that unless institutional arrangements have the capacity to respond to their
ever-changing environments, institutional performanceis likely to suffer (Ostrom, et al. 1993,
112 - 116). Moreover, anumber of researchers have argued for adaptive management of natural
resource systems which encourage learning and institutional innovations (e.g., Smith, et al. 1998;
Imperial and Hennessey 1996; Gunderson, et al. 1995; Holling 1995, 1978; Lee 1995; 1993; Lee
and Lawrence 1986; and, Walters 1986).

The level of adaptability varies among the three approaches. Adaptability may be one of
the great weaknesses in the bureaucratic model. Because of the long time it can take to develop
the regulatory system and because it is designed with stability in mind, high costs can be
incurred when trying to change the rule system. In part, these costs are the result of having a
high degree of public accountability in the process used to develop and implement rules.
Moreover, fishers are likely to resist any changes designed to further limit catches. Asaresult,
regulators often encounter a great deal of political pressure when they propose restrictive rule
changes. Others blame the high costs of institutional change on agency capture. For example,
McManus (1994) blames the high costs associated with institutional changein the U.S. system
on capture of the regional counsels by groups of fishers who have politicized the counsel
selection process and created resistance to necessary regulatory changes. As aresult,
bureaucratic systems can end up protecting inefficient practices and ineffective regulations.
They can aso have trouble responding to small fluctuationsin stocks and other small changesin
the system. Accordingly, it may take adramatic or highly visible problem to spur a quick
government response.

In some respects, the community-based approach can be thought of as adaptable. The
rule-systems are often the product of long social process of reaching agreement on a set of rules
to govern the allocation of the fisheries resource. In many cases, “getting the rules right” also
involves atrial and error process that is similar to the adaptive management model advocated by
Lee (1995, 1993). One could also find evidence that many of these long-lived rule systems have
the ability to adapt to smaller changes in the stock, environment, or culture (e.g., Veitayaki 1998;
and, Ostrom 1990). However, it isless clear whether many of these community-based systems
have the capacity to adapt to large-scale changes. Many community-based systems may have
trouble adapting to dramatic changesin effort as aresult of such events as the introduction of
outside fishers (e.g., foreign trawlers), changes in technology that increase harvest efficiency,
changesin local demand, or the development of an export market (e.g., King 1977). For
example, the community-based system governing the Northwest Atlantic groundfish was unable
to handle these types of changes and the fishery collapsed (Murawski et a. 1997). Itisalso
unclear whether community-based systems can handle large-scale changes in a community’s
socia structure. It is quite possible that the scope and pace of these changes could outpace the
social systems’ ability to adapt and create new rules. The changes could also lead to social
changes that topple the existing rule system or change the incentives governing social
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interactions. Therefore, it isunclear how effective this approach would be in social systems
undergoing rapid or continuous changes.

Unlike the other two approaches, the market-based model is by design much more
adaptable. Administering an effective ITQ system requires continuous monitoring of stock and
then making annual adjustmentsin the TAC, usually on an annual basis. Accordingly, itismuch
closer in principle to the adaptive management model. However, because of the pressures for
market efficiency and the desire to set the TAC close to the optimum level (i.e., the MSY), these
pressures could lead to errors in setting the TAC too high. This can lead to quicker overfishing
than might occur under the bureaucratic model. Accordingly, while certainly more adaptable,
The market-based approach is not without some risk.

Policy Outcomes

Thus far, the discussion has not addressed the question of which institutional arrangement
ismore effective at maintaining fish stocks at a sustainable level. That has been intentional .
While arguably the outcome of main concern to many fisheries managers, there is no reason to
suspect that one institutional arrangement will be more effective than the others with respect to
maintaining fish stocks at desired levels. In fact, acommon flaw in policy analysisisto equate
institutional performance with policy outcomes. Thereis no reason to suspect that the two will
necessarily be related (Imperial 1999). For example, one could have a poorly performing
ingtitutional arrangement, whether defined in terms of market efficiency, equity, accountability,
or adaptability, that maintains fish stocks at desired levels because the underlying rules
governing the allocation of fishis effective. One could aso have awell-designed institutional
arrangement that leads to a fishery to crash because the underlying ruleisflawed. For example,
one might argue that the ITQ system used to manage the Orange Roughy promoted market
efficiency, it had an acceptable administrative costs, it did not cause important equity problems,
it maintained public accountability, and it proved to be adaptable. However, because the
underlying rule (i.e., the TAC alocation) was flawed and based on inaccurate scientific
information, the institutional arrangement led to drastic stock reductions.

Thus, fisheries analysts are cautioned against making the assumption that a particular
institutional arrangement will necessarily result in healthier stocks. Asthe Orange Roughy case
demonstrates, no institutional arrangement will maintain stocks at sustainable levelsif the
underlying rules are flawed. Accordingly, it isimportant that fisheries analysts recognize that a
policy’s performance is not necessarily related to that of the institutional arrangement. They are
separate questions for the analyst to explore. Good policy analysis needs to evaluate each policy
aternative’ s ability to achieve desired objectives. It also needs to explore important questions
related to the choice of the institutional arrangement used to implement the policy.

Summary and Conclusions

Whether one calls them paradigms, perspectives, or resource management philosophies,
itisclear that three distinct approaches to fisheries management exist. Each hasits own set of
policy objectives and normative biases that |ead to each approach having different policy
objectives. Each approach also tendsto rely on a different set of policy instruments and
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institutional arrangements to implement their policy proposals. As aresult, each approach offers
adifferent set of potentia positive and negative outcomes. Each approach thrives within its own
community of supporters, but is criticized or ignored by others. Thisis producing a fragmented
and digointed literature. Fisheries analysts that subscribe to one approach are often overly
critical of the weaknesses of the others while at the same time they downplay and even fail to
consider the limitations and problems with their own approach.

The digointed nature of the literature is further compounded by the lack of good
comparative institutional analysis. All too often fisheries analysts engage in deficient
ingtitutional analysis that uses a*“ parade of horribles” to justify their preference for a particular
institutional arrangement. Others are guilty of falling victim to “single institutionalism™ and only
examining asingle type of institutional arrangement, even though others might better achieve the
same policy objectivein a given setting. Other analysts are guilty of faulty “lesson drawing” and
giving inadequate attention to a particular program’s fungibility. Asaresult, many fisheries
analysts examine the wrong question. They spend their time trying to determine which
ingtitutional arrangement is more effective in the abstract instead of trying to determine which
will work better in a particular setting. This requires that analysts give greater attention to the
actors comprising the action arena, the physical setting and the nature of the resource
management problem, the attributes of the community where the fishery islocated, and the set of
rules used to order relationships between the actors. Many times fisheries analysts also fail to
examine the full range of transaction costs associated with developing and implementing a set of
rulesto govern afishery. Moreover, they fail to give adequate attention to the different waysin
which institutional performance can be measured.

We argue that good ingtitutional analysisisinherently comparative in nature in that it
remains focused on trying to determine which institutional arrangement will perform best in a
particular setting. When examining institutional performance, we recommend that fisheries
analysts take a broad view of how performance is measured. It isimportant for them to explore
the full range of transaction costs that can influence institutional performance. Moreover, given
the multiple, sometimes competing policy objectives underlying fisheries policy, it isimportant
use avariety of different criteriato assess the overall performance of institutional arrangements
and to recognize that tradeoffs will occur among these criteria. The IAD framework isjust one
tool that can be used to help guide thistype of institutional analysis. Our hope is that improved
ingtitutional analysis can help fisheries analysts provide better information to decisionmakers.
Presumably, this would lead to more effective fisheries management programs.

We also hope that increased attention on comparative institutional analysiswill help to
bring these three disjointed streams of literature closer together. To borrow an analogy from the
Political Science community (Almond 1990), fisheries researchers appear to be sitting at three
separate tables. It istimeto pull those tables together and start working together if we are to
solve the pressing problems facing the worlds fisheries. This requires that researchers begin to
develop a greater appreciation for the merits of the competing approaches while giving greater
attention to the limitations of their own approach. This paper represents just one small stepin
trying to advance our understanding of the relative strengths and weakness of each approach.
Much more comparative institutional analysisis needed focusing on specific institutional
arrangements to further improve our understanding.
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This broad-based review of the fisheries literature al so raises challenging new questions
that are relatively unexplored in the fisheries literature. Many of these questions can only be
answered through comparative institutional analysis the cross-fertilization of ideas among the
three approaches. Much remains to be learned about the full range of transaction costs
confronting each approach. For example, does the industry consolidation which often occursin
an ITQ system create opportunities for corruption and collusion and if so how prevalent isthis
strategic behavior. There is much left to learn about the tradeoffs among efficiency, equity,
accountability, and adaptability and how the problems created by each institutional arrangement
can best be mitigated. Moreover, the discussion has been premised on the existence of three
competing paradigms, but is there afourth that resides near the center of Charles’ (1992)
paradigmatic triangle [Figure 1] that combines the best of each approach? If not, at a minimum
additional research is needed to determine: 1) the limits and optimal conditions for each
approach; 2) the social, geographic, and biological conditions that influence institutional
performance; and 3) are there any basic rules of thumb that we can develop to help in the
selection of policy tools? Clearly, decisionmakers could use this type of advice.

Finally, the discussion has touched briefly on the process of institutional development
and we have noted that some fisheries have started out with community-based arrangements that
evolved into bureaucratic and then market-based systems. It is unclear how this process occurs.
Moreover, it isunclear what these systems will evolve into next. Can we use, as Scott (1993)
suggests, an ITQ system as a basis for new self-governing arrangements? Perhaps a new
approach will emerge in the next millenium that breaks the paradigmatic triangle? Regardless of
where things go in the future, a greater understanding of the process of institutional development
will help to facilitate the transitions from one approach to the next. Thisis yet one more area
where ingtitutional analysis will help to better inform the work of policy analysts.
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Notes

1A paradigm shift occurs when a significant body of knowledge that is contradictory to, or unexplained by, the
accepted paradigm accumulates. New perspectives and theories then emerge to account for discrepanciesin the
traditional paradigm. Eventually, a new paradigm replaces the traditional one (Kuhn 1970).

2 Charles (1992) identified these paradigms as conservation, rationalization, and social community. Our
approach shares many similarities and builds on his earlier path-breaking work. Our bureaucratic model is similar to
his conservation paradigm. Our market-based model is similar to his rationalization model. Our community-based
model issimilar to his social community paradigm.

3 Examples of some of the research on the bureaucratic approach, its limitations, and how it could be improved
see Lansford and Howorth (1994), Charles and Y ang (1990), and Coldwell (1990).
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* For examples of criticisms of this approach see Clark, et al. (1988) and Clark (1994).

° Optimum Yield (OY) isacombination of “(a) the greatest overall benefit to the nation , with particular
reference to food production and recreation opportunity, and that (b) is prescribed as such on the basis of maximum
sustainable yield as modified by any relevant economic, social, or ecological factors (Halliday and Pinhorn 1997).”

®Fora good review fisheries management in the United States see Wise (1991). For adiscussion of the
activities of the regional fisheries councilsin the United States see Branson (1987), Fullerton (1987), Miller (1987).
For a discussion of the problems with state management of inshore fisheries see Cox (1988).

" Canada and the US have some limited experience with market-based regulation, but the bureaucratic approach
tends to dominate most fisheries regulation in these countries.

8 Derbies occur when there is arace to catch the allotted allocation of fish.

% While ITQs were proposed as early as the 1950s (e.g., Scott 1955), they didn’t gain widespread acceptance in
the fisheries management literature until the 1980s.

10 ko examples of research illustrating the market-based approach see Buck (1995), Clark (1994), Hatcher
(1997), Sanders and Beinssen (1997), Scott (1955, 1993), and Squires, et al. (1995).

11t should be noted that there are some that argue that the market-based model actually encourages
overcapitalization (Schlager 1990).

12 High grading refers to the practice of sorting fish at sea and throwing back the smaller or less valuable fish so
that the maximum revenue per ton of quotais generated. Other forms of quota busting include; false reporting of
catch information; dumping by catch so that the quotais not used up; or, attempting to divert catch to ports outside
of the monitoring system so that it does not count against a quota.

13 One could also argue that the community-based model could be further subdivided into a series of different
literature streams, or competing sub-paradigms that are particularly evident in other policy areas. Candidates would
include work in the area of ecosystem-based management (e.g., Burroughs and Clark 1995; Grumbine 1994;
Slocombe 1993a, 1993b; and, Backus and Bourne 1987), watershed management (e.g., Hennessey 1994; Imperial
1999; and, Imperial and Hennessey 1996), integrated environmental management (e.g., Mackenzie 1996; Born and
Sonzogni 1995; and, Underdal 1980), integrated coastal zone management (e.g., Cicin-Sain 1993), and adaptive
management (e.g., Smith, et al. 1998; McLain and Lee 1996; Gunderson, et al. 1995; L ee 1995, 1993; Lee and
Lawrence 1986; Walters 1986; and, Holling 1995, 1978), and sustainable development (e.g., Pirages 1996; and,
Moffatt 1995). Cortner and Moote (1994) argue that the common characteristics of this emerging paradigm are the
emphasis on resource systems (e.g., ecosystems) and collaborative decision making and shared community val ues.
However, our analysisis limited to a discussion of community-based management in the fisheries context.

1% The approach goes by different names including community-based regulation, community-based
management, self-regulation, folk management, and del egated management authority. In this paper we focus on the
line of research examining community-based management. For examples of thisline of research see King (1997),
Mantjoro (1996), McCay (1998), Nugent, et a. (1996), Schlager and Ostrom (1993, 1992), Schlager (1990), and
Veitayaki (1998). Another related line of research that makes arguments similar to the community-based literature
focuses on the co-management of fisheries. The objective remains self-governance, but instead of focusing on the
community, co-management focuses on del egating management authority to industry or cooperatives as the basis for
self-regulation. For adiscussion of this line of research on delegated management authority see Dyer and
McGoodwin (1994), Jentoft (1986), Jentoft and Sandersen (1996), Lim, et al. (1995), Pinkerton (1989). For a
critical appraisal of thisline of research see Jentoft and McCay (1995). For adiscussion of some of the problemsin
implementing both approaches see Palmer and Sinclair (1996).
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13 see Rose (1993) for an extended discussion of the lesson drawing process.

16 A detailed discussion of the Institutional Anal ysis and Development (IAD) framework is beyond the scope of
the paper. For more discussion of the IAD framework see Crawford and Ostrom (1995), Ostrom, et al. (1994),
Ostrom, et a. (1993), Ostrom (1986, 1990), Blomquist (1992), Sproule-Jones (1993), and Kiser and Ostrom (1982).
For a critique of the IAD framework and a comparison with other theories of the policy process see Schlager and
Blomquist (1996).

7 A detailed discussion of fragile and failed community-based institutional arrangements can be found in
Ostrom (1990, 143 — 181).

18 | h some cases such as New Zesl and, the sub-components of the TAC which include commercial catch,
recreational catch, and the Maori native rights catch also have to be allocated on a yearly basis.

References

Alexander, Lewis M.. 1993. “Large Marine Ecosystems: A New Focus for Marine Resource Management.” Marine
Policy 17: 186 - 198.

Arnason, Ragnar. 1986. “Management of the Icelandic Demersal Fisheries.” In NinaMollett (ed.) Fishery Access
Control Programs Worldwide. Alaska Sea Grant Report #36. University of Alaska.

Backus, R. H. and D. W. Bourne (eds.). 1987. Georges Bank. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.
Barber, Laurie. 1989. New Zealand: A Short History. Auckland, New Zealand: Century Hutchinson, Ltd.

Blomquist, William. 1992. Dividing the Waters. Governing Groundwater in Southern California. San Francisco,
CA: ICS Press.

Branson, Jim H.. 1987. “Regional Fishery Management Councils: A New Form of Government.” Coastal
Management 15 (n0. 4): 299 — 303.

Born, Stephen M. and William C. Sonzogni. 1995. “Integrated Environmental Management: Strengthening the
Conceptualization.” Environmental Management 19 (no. 2): 167 - 181.

Buck, Eugene H. 1995. Individual Tradable Quotas in Fishery Management, Congressional Research Service,
Washington, DC.

Buhl-Mortensen, Lene and Reider Toresen. 1997. “The Scientist’ s Responsibility in Attaining a Precautionary
Approach in Fisheries Management”. Paper Presented at the Conference Environmental Justice: Global Ethics
for the 21% Century. Melbourne, Australia.

Burroughs, Richard H. and Tim W. Clark. 1995. “Ecosystem Management: A Comparison of Greater Y ellowstone
and Georges Bank.” Environmental Management 19 (no. 5): 649 - 663.

Charles, Anthony T. 1992. “Fisheries Conflict: A Unified Framework.” Marine Policy ? (September): 379-93.
Charles, A. T. and C. W. Yang. 1990. “A Decision Support Model for Coastal Fishery Planning: Optimal Capacity

Expansion and Harvest Management.” In A. Guimaraes Rodrigues (ed.) Operations Research and Management
in Fisheries. NATO ASI Series E: Applied Sciences, no. 189. Norwell, MA: Kluwer Academic Publishers.

-29-



I nstitutional Analysis and Fisheries Management

Cicin-Sain, Biliana (ed.). 1993. “Integrated Coastal Zone Management” (Specia 1ssue). Ocean and Coastal
Management 21 (no. 1 - 3).

Clark, lan. 1994. “Fisheries management in New Zealand.” In Eduardo A. Loyaza (ed.) Managing Fisheries
Resources: Proceedings of a Symposium Co-sponsored by the World Bank and Peruvian Ministry of Fisheries
held in Lima Peru, June 1992. World Bank Discussion Papers Fisheries Series, no. 217. Washington, DC: The
World Bank.

Clark, lan. 1993. “Individual Transferable Quotas: The New Zealand Experience.” Marine Policy 17 (no. 5): 340-
352.

Clark, lan, Philip J. Major, and Nina Mollett. 1988. “Development and | mplementation of New Zealand's ITQ
Management System.” Marine Resource Economics 5: 325-49.

Clement & Associates, Ltd. 1997. New Zealand Commercial Fisheries: The Guide to the Quota Management
System. Tauranga, New Zealand: Clement & Associates, Ltd.

Coldwell, T. 1990. “ Strategic Management in the Fisheries Sector.” In A. Guimaraes Rodrigues (ed.) Operations
Research and Management in Fisheries. NATO ASI Series E: Applied Sciences, no. 189. Norwell, MA:
Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Cortner, Hanna J. and Margaret A. Moote. 1994. “Trends and Issuesin Land and Water Resources Management:
Setting the Agenda for Change.” Environmental Management 18 (no. 2): 167 - 173.

Cox, Susan J. B.. 1988. “Interjurisdictional Management in Chesapeake Bay Fisheries.” Coastal Management 16
(no. 2): 151 — 166.

Crawford, Sue E. S. and Elinor Ostrom. 1995. “A Grammar of Institutions.” American Political Science Review 89
(no. 3, September): 582 - 600.

Davis, Anthony and Conner Bailey. 1996. “Common in Custom, Uncommon in Advantage: Common Property,
Local Elite, and Alternative Approaches to Fisheries Management.” Society and Natural Resources 9: 251-65.

Dewees, Christopher M. 1989. “Assessment of the Implementation of Individual Transferable Quotasin New
Zedland's Inshore Fishery.” North American Journal of Fisheries Management 9 (no. 2): 131-39.

Doeringer, Peter B., and David G. Terkla. 1995. Troubled Waters. Economic Sructure,RegulatoryReform, and
FisheriesTrade. Toronto, Canada: University of Toronto Press.

Durrenberger, E. Paul. 1996. Gulf Coast Soundings: People and Policy in the Mississippi Shrimp Industry.
Lawrence, KS: University Press of Kansas.

Dyer, Christopher L. and James R. McGoodwin (eds.). 1994. Folk Management in the World' s Fisheries. Niwot:
University of Colorado Press.

Fermin-Sellers, Kathryn. 1995. “The Concentration of Authority: Constitutional Creation in the Gold Coast, 1950.”
Journal of Theoretical Poalitics 7 (no. 2, April): 201 - 222.

Fullerton, E. Charles. 1987. “Regiona Fishery Management Councils: The Federal Perspective.” Coastal
Management 15 (no. 4): 305 — 308.

Gordon, H. Scott. 1954. “The Economic Theory of a Common-Property Resource: The Fishery.” Journal of
Political Economy ?: 124-42.

Grafton, R. Quenton. 1996. “Experiences with Individual Transferable Quotas: An Overview.” Canadian Journal of
Economics 24 (no. special issue): S135-S138.

-30-



I nstitutional Analysis and Fisheries Management

Grumbine, R. Edward. 1994. “What is Ecosystem Management.” Conservation Biology 8 (no. 1, March): 27 - 38.

Gunderson, Lance H., C. S. Holling, and Stephen S. Light. (eds.). 1995. Barriers and Bridges to the Renewal of
Ecosystems and Institutions. New Y ork, NY: Columbia University Press.

Hall-Arber, Madeleine, and Christopher Finlayson. 1997. “Role of Local Ingtitutions in Groundfish Policy.”
Northwest Atlantic Groundfish: Perspectives on a Fishery Collapse. John Boreman, Brian S. Nakashima, James
A. Wilson, and Robert L. Kendall (eds.). Bethesda, MD: American Fisheries Society. pp. 111-37

Halliday, Ralph G., and Allenby T. Pinhorn. 1997. “Policy Frameworks.” In John Boreman, Brian S. Nakashima,
James A. Wilson, and Robert L. Kendall (eds.). Northwest Atlantic Groundfish: Perspectives on a Fishery
Collapse. Bethesda, MD: American Fisheries Society. pp. 95-109.

Hardin, Garrett. 1968. “ The Tragedy of the Commons.” Science 162: 1243 - 1248

Hatcher, Aaron C. 1997. “Producers Organizations and Devolved Fisheries Management in the United Kingdom:
Collective and Individual Quota Systems.” Marine Policy 21 (no. 6): 519-33.

Hayek, F. A.. 1945. “The Use of Knowledge in Society.” The American Economic Review 35 (no. 4, September):
519 - 530.

Hennessey , Timothy M. 1994. “Governance and Adaptive Management for Estuarine Ecosystems: The Case of
Chesapeake Bay”. Coastal Management 22: 119 - 145.

Holling, C. S.. 1995. “What Barriers? What Bridges.” in Gunderson, Lance H., C. S. Holling, and Stephen S. Light
(eds.) Barriers and Bridges to the Renewal of Ecosystems and Ingtitutions. New Y ork, NY: Columbia
University Press.

1978. Adaptive Environmental Assessment and Management. New Y ork, NY: John Wiley and Sons.

Imperial, Mark T. 1999. “Anayzing I nstitutional Arrangements for Ecosystem-Based Management: Lessons from
the Rhode Island Salt Ponds Sam Plan.” Coastal Management 27 (no. 1): forthcoming

Imperial, Mark T. and Timothy Hennessey. 1996. “An Ecosystem-Based Approach to Managing Estuaries. An
Assessment of the National Estuary Program” Coastal Management 24 (no. 2): 115 - 139.

Jentoft, Svein. 1986. “Fisheries Co-operative: Lessons Drawn from International Experiences.” Canadian Journal of
Development Studies 7: 195 - 209.

Jentoft, Svein and Bonnie McCay. 1995. “User Participation in Fisheries Management: Lessons Drawn From
International Experience.” Marine Policy 19: 227 — 246.

Jentoft, Svein and Hakan T. Sandersen. 1996. “ Cooperatives in Fisheries Management: The Case of St. Vincent and
the Grenadines.” Society and Natural Resources 9 (no. 3): 295 — 305.

Jung, Chulho, Kerry Krutilla, and Roy Boyd. 1996. “Incentives for Advanced Pollution Abatement Technology at
the Industry Level: An Evaluation of Policy Alternatives. Journal of Environmental Economics and
Management 30: 95-111.

King, Thomas D.. 1997. “Folk Management and Local Knowledge: Lobster Fishing and Tourism at Caye Caulker,
Belize.” Coastal Management 25 (no. 4): 455 — 469.

Kiser, Larry L. and Elinor Ostrom. 1982. “The Three Worlds of Action: A Metatheoretical Synthesis of Institutional
Approaches. in Elinor Ostrom (ed.) Strategies for Political Inquiry. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. pp. 179 - 222.

-31-



I nstitutional Analysis and Fisheries Management

Kneese, Allen V., and Charles L. Schultze. 1975. Pollution, Prices, and Public Policy. Washington, DC: The
Brookings I nstitution.

Komesar, Neil K.. 1994. Imperfect Alternatives. Choosing Institutionsin Law Economics, and Public Policy.
Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press.

Kuhn, T. S.. 1970. The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. Second Edition. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago
Press.

Lansford, Matthew and Laura A. Howorth. 1994. “Legal Impedimentsto Limited Entry Fishing Regulationsin the
Gulf States.” Natural Resources Journal 34: 411-42.

Larkin, P. A. 1977. “An Epitaph for the Concept of Maximum Sustained Yield.” Transactions of the American
Fisheries Society 106: 1-11.

Lee, Kai N.. 1995. “Deliberately Seeking Sustainability in the Columbia River Basin.” in Gunderson, Lance H., C.
S. Holling, and Stephen S. Light (eds.) Barriers and Bridges to the Renewal of Ecosystems and Institutions.
New York, NY: Columbia University Press.

1993. Compass and Gyroscope: Integrating Science and Poalitics for the Environment. Washington, DC:
Island Press.

Lee, Kai N. and Jody Lawrence. 1986. “ Adaptive Management: Learning from the Columbia River Basin Fish and
Wildlife Program.” Environmental Law 16: 431 - 460.

Levi, Margaret. 1990. “A Logic of Ingtitutional Change.” in Karen S. Cook and Margaret Levi (eds.) The Limits of
Rationality. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

Lim, CristinaP., Y oshiaki Matsuda, Y ukio Shigemi. 1995. “Co-Management in Marine Fisheries: The Japanese
Experience. Coastal Management 23 (no. 3): 195 — 221

Linder, Stephen H. and B. Guy Peters. 1987. “Relativism, Contingency, and the Definition of Successin
Implementation Research.” Policy Studies Review 7 (no. 1): 116-127.

Lippincott, Ronald C. and Robert P. Stoker. 1992. “Policy Design and | mplementation Effectiveness: Structural
Changesin a County Court System.” Policy Sudies Journal 20 (no. 3): 376-387.

Loayza, Eduardo A. 1994. Managing Fisheries Resources: Proceedings of a symposium co-sponsored by the World
Bank and Peruvian Ministry of Fisheries held in Lima Peru, June 1992. World Bank Discussion Paper Fisheries
Series, no. 217. Washington, DC: The World Bank.

Mace, Pamela M. 1993. “Will private owners practice prudent resource management?’ Fisheries 18 (no. 9): 29-31.

Mackenzie, Susan H.. 1996. | ntegrated Resource Planning and Management: The Ecosystem Approach in the Great
Lakes Basin. Washington, DC: Island Press.

Mantjoro, Eddy. 1996. “Management of Traditional Common Fishing Grounds. The Experience of the Para
Community, Indonesia.” Coastal Management 24 (no. 3): 229 — 250

Mazmanian, Daniel A. and Paul A. Sabatier. 1983. Implementation and Public Policy. Glenview, IL: Scott,
Foresman and Company.

McCay, Bonnie J. 1998. Individual Transferable Quotas, Comanagement, and Community. Fisheries 23, no. 4: 20-
23.

-32-



I nstitutional Analysis and Fisheries Management

McCay, Bonnie J., and Sven Jentoft. 1996. From the Bottom Up: Participatory Issues in Fisheries Management.
Society and Natural Resources 9; 237-50.

McLain, Rebecca J. and Robert G. Lee. 1996. “ Adaptive Management: Promises and Pitfalls.” Environmental
Management 20 (no. 4): 437 - 448.

McManus, Robert J. 1994. “Allocation of Regulatory Power: The United States' Experience.” In Eduardo A. Loayza
(ed.) Managing Fisheries Resources. Proceedings of a Symposium Co-sponsored by the World Bank and
Peruvian Ministry of Fisheries Held in Lima Peru, June 1992. Washington, DC: The World Bank. pp. 44-48.

Miller, Marc L.. 1987. “Regional Fishery Management Councils and the Display of Scientific Authority.” Coastal
Management 15 (no. 4): 309 — 318.

Moffatt, I.. 1995. Sustainable Development: Principles, Analysis, and Policies. New Y ork, NY: The Parthenon
Publishing Group.

Murawski, Steven A., Jean-Jacques Maguire, Ralph K. Mayo, and Fredric M. Serchuk. 1997. “ Groundfish Stocks
and the Fishing Industry.” In John Boreman, Brian S. Nakashima, James A. Wilson, and Robert L. Kendall
(eds.) Northwest Atlantic Groundfish: Perspectives on a Fishery Collapse. Bethesda, MD: American Fisheries
Society. pp. 27-61.

Nugent, Rachel A., Katharine F. Wellman, Allen Lebovitz. 1996. “ Developing Sustainable Salmon Management in
Willapa Bay, Washington.” Society and Natural Resources 9 (no. 3): 317 — 325

Olson, Mancur. 1965. The Logic of Collective Action: Public Goods and the Theory of Groups. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press.

Ophuls, W.. 1973. “Leviathon or Oblivion.” In H. E. Daly (ed.) Toward a Steady State Economy. San Francisco,
CA: Freeman.

Ostrom, Elinor. 1990. Governing the Commons: The Evolution of Institutions for Collective Action. New York, NY:
Cambridge University Press.

1986. “An Agendafor the Study of Institutions” Public Choice 48 (no. 1): 3 - 25.

Ostrom, Elinor, Roy Gardner, and James Walker. 1994. Rules, Games, & Common-Pool Resources. Ann Arbor, MI:
The University of Michigan Press.

Ostrom, Elinor, Larry Schroeder, and Susan Wynne. 1993. Institutional Incentives and Sustainable Devel opment:
Infrastructure Policies in Perspective. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Ostrom, Vincent. 1989. The Intellectual Crisisin American Public Administration. Second Edition. Tuscaloosa, AL:
The University of Alabama Press.

1980. “Artisanship and Artifact.” Public Administration Review 40 (no. 4, July/August): 309 - 17.

Palmer, Craig T. and Peter R. Sinclair. 1996. “Perceptions of a Fishery in Crisis. Dragger Skippers on the Gulf of St.
Lawrence Cod Moratorium.” Society and Natural Resources 9 (no. 3): 267 — 279.

Palsson, Gidli and Agnar Helgason. 1996. “Figuring Fish and Measuring Men: the Individual Tradable Quota
System in the Icelandic Cod Industry.” Ocean and Coastal Management 28: 117-46.

Pinkerton, Evelyn (ed.). 1989. Co-operative Management of Local Fisheries: New Direction for Improved
Management and Community Devel opment. Vancouver: University of British Columbia Press.

-33-



I nstitutional Analysis and Fisheries Management

Pirages, Dennis C. (ed.). 1996. Building Sustainable Societies. A Blueprint for a Post-Industrial World. Armonk,
NY: M. E. Sharpe.

Ringquist, Evan J.. 1993a. “ Does Regulation Matter? Evaluating the Effects of State Air Pollution Control
Programs.” The Journal of Politics 55 (no. 4, November): 1022-1045.

. 1993b. Environmental Protection at the State Level: Politics and Progressin Controlling Pollution.
Armonk, NY: M. E. Sharpe.

Rose, Richard. 1993. Lesson-Drawing in Public Policy: A Guide to Learning Across Time and Space. Chatham, NJ:
Chatham House Publishers, Inc..

Sander, M. J. and K. H. H. Beinssen. 1997. “Uncertainty Analysis of a Fishery Under Individual Tradable Quota
Management: Applied to the Fishery for Blacklip Abalone Haliotis rubrain the Western Zone of Victoria
(Australia).” Fisheries Research 31: 215-28.

Schlager, Edella. 1990. Model Specification and Policy Analysis: The Governance of Coastal Fisheries.
Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Dissertation.

Schlager, Edella and William Blomquist. 1996. “A Comparison of Three Emerging Theories of the Policy Process.’
Palitical Research Quarterly 49 (no. 3): 651 —672.

Schlager, Edellaand Elinor Ostrom. 1993. “Property-Rights Regimes and Coastal Fisheries. An Empirical
Analysis.” in Terry L Anderson and Randy T. Simmons (eds.) The Palitical Economy of Customs and Culture;
Informal Solutions to the Commons Problem. Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield Publishers. pp. 13 - 41.

Schlager, Edella and Elinor Ostrom. 1992. “Property Rights Regimes and Natural Resources: A Conceptual
Analysis.” Land Economics 68, no. 3: 249-62.

Scott, Anthony A. 1955. “The Fishery: The Objective of Sole Ownership”. Journal of Political Economy 63: 116-
24.

1993. “Obstacles to Fishery Self-Government.” Marine Resource Economics 8; 187 — 199.

Sherman, Ken. 1991. “The Large Marine Ecosystem Concept: A Research and Management Strategy.” Ecological
Applications 1: 4.

Slocombe, D. Scott. 1993a. “Implementing Ecosystem-Based Management: Development of Theory, Practice, and
Research for Planning and Managing a Region.” BioScience 43 (no. 9, October): 612 - 621.

1993b. “Environmental Planning, Ecosystem Science, and Ecosystem Approaches for Integrating
Environment and Development.” Environmental Management 17 (no. 3): 289 - 303.

Smith, Courtland L., Jennifer Gilden, and Brent S. Steel. 1998. “ Sailing the Shoals of Adaptive Management: The
Case of Salmon in the Pacific Northwest.” Environmental Management 22 (no. 5): 671 — 681.

Sproule-Jones, Mark H.. 1993. Governments At Work: Canadian Parliamentary Federalism and Its Public Policy
Effects. Toronto, Canada: University of Toronto Press.

Squires, Dale, James Kirkley, and Clement A. Tisdell. 1995. “Individual Transferable Quotas as a Fisheries
Management Tool.” Reviews in Fisheries Science 3 (no. 2): 141-69.

Symes, David, and Kevin Crean. 1995. “Privatization of the Commons: the Introduction of Individual Transferable
Quotas in Developed Fisheries.” Geoforum 26 (no. 2): 175 - 85.




I nstitutional Analysis and Fisheries Management

Thompson, Frank J. and Michael J. Scicchitano. 1985. “ State Implementation Effort and Federal Regulatory Policy:
The Case of Occupational Safety and Health.” Journal of Palitics 47 (no. 2): 686-703.

Tucker, Anton D., Julie B. Robins, and Daryl P. McPhee. 1997. “ Adopting Turtle Excluder Devicesin Australia and
the United States: What are the Differences in Technology Transfer, Promotion, and Acceptance.” Coastal
Management 25 (no. 4): 405 —421.

Turner, Matthew A. 1997. “Quota-Induced Discarding in Heterogeneous Fisheries’. Journal of Environmental
Economics and Management 33: 186-95.

Underdal, Arild. 1980. “Integrated Marine Policy: What? Why? How?’ Marine Policy July: 159 - 1609.

Veitayaki, Joeli. 1998. “Traditional and Community-Based Marine Resources Management System in Fiji: An
Evolving Integrated Process.” Coastal Management 26 (no. 1): 47 — 60.

Walters, Carl. 1986. Adaptive Management of Renewable Resources. New Y ork, NY: Macmillan Publishing
Company.

Weber, Peter. 1994a. “Facing Limitsin Oceanic Fisheries Part |: Extent of the Problem and Policy Responses.”
Natural Resources Forum 18, no. 4: 293-303.

1994b. “Net Losses. Fish, Jobs, and the Marine Environment.” Worldwatch Papers, 120. Washington,
DC: Worldwatch Institute.

Wilen, James E. 1995. “US Fishery Regulation Policy: Lessons for Peru.” In Eduardo A. Loayza (ed.) Managing
Fisheries Resources. Proceedings of a Symposium Co-sponsored by the World Bank and Peruvian Ministry of
Fisheriesheld in Lima Peru, June 1992. Washington, DC: The World Bank. pp. 39-43.

Wise, John P.. 1991. Federal Conservation and Management of Marine Fisheries in the United States. Washington,
DC: Center for Marine Conservation.

Y oung, Michael D., and Bonnie J. McCay. 1995. “Building equity, stewardship, and resilience into market-based
property rights systems.” In Susan Hanna, and Mohan Munasinghe (eds.) Property Rights and the
Environment: Social And Ecological Issues. Washington, DC: The World Bank. pp. 87-102.

Yves, Renard. 1991. “Ingtitutional Challenges for Community-Based Management in the Caribbean.” Nature and
Resources 27 (no. 4): 4 - 9.

-35-



	Mark T. Imperial
	Tracy Yandle
	Draft: Not for Citation without the Authors’ Permission
	Introduction
	Fisheries Management Paradigms
	Figure 1: Approaches to Fisheries Management
	Marching Towards Leviathan
	Embracing the Market
	Romancing the Commons

	Examining Institutional Arrangements for Fisheries Management
	General Problems With Institutional Analysis in the Fisheries Literature
	Examining Institutional Performance
	Institutional Analysis and the IAD Framework

	Transaction Costs Associated with Developing and Implementing Fisheries Policies
	Information Costs
	Coordination Costs
	Strategic Costs

	Overall Institutional Performance
	Efficiency
	Equity
	Accountability
	Adaptability

	Policy Outcomes

	Summary and Conclusions
	Acknowledgments
	References

