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a b s t r a c t

This paper presents the results of a survey of US halibut IFQ holders exploring market participation,

opinions about IFQs, and perceived fishery and community effects of IFQs. A four-step mail survey was

sent to a stratified random sample of 14% of the total population of quota holders, producing a response

rate of 46%, or 506 returned surveys. Survey results suggest that while there is a wide diversity of

opinions and perceptions of IFQs, there are some predictable trends in the ways that different groups of

fishery participants experience and respond to these programs. Gender, income, age, employment and

ethnicity are linked to IFQ market behavior. Income, residency, and ethnicity are linked to attitudes

about IFQs. A discriminate function analysis indicates that older individuals, individuals who make less

money, and indigenous fishermen are more likely to sell quota and less likely to buy quota. Women and

those who are primarily employed in fishing are more likely to be buyers of quota rather than sellers.

Fishermen who identify as Alaska Native, residents of small remote fishing communities in the Gulf of

Alaska, and low-income fishermen show the least support for IFQ management. Quota holders who

have high incomes, do not consider their communities to be dependent on fishing, and residents of

Community Development Quota communities express the most support for IFQs. Overall, 84% of survey

respondents believe that IFQs are changing the fishing lifestyle; 75% state that IFQs are changing the

values in fishing; and 75% perceive of IFQs as private property. A majority of surveyed IFQs holders

perceive both positive and negative impacts of IFQs to fisheries and to communities. Perceived positive

impacts include: improved safety; improved price; market stability; improved management; consumer

benefits; environmental benefits; longer fishing season; and professionalization and stability of the

fishing fleet. Perceived negative impacts include: limitations on access and barriers to entry;

consolidation and job loss; inequities experienced by small boats, rural fishermen, and crew; creation

of a privileged class of fishermen; negative environmental impacts; and less local participation.

& 2012 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

After nearly a decade-long moratorium, US federal fisheries
managers now fully ‘‘encourage the consideration and adoption of
catch shares wherever appropriate’’ [1]. Increasingly catch shares
are discussed in the scientific literature as an ideal management
system that achieves broad economic and environmental goals
[2–4]. Other recent research focuses on the mixed social impacts
of such programs providing cautionary tales to temper such
enthusiasm [5–8]. Given the growing interest in expanding catch
shares management programs and the diverse range of perspec-
tives on these programs, it is increasingly important to study the
perceived benefits and costs across a range of fishery participants
in current catch share programs. The US North Pacific halibut

fishery provides a key example to explore. Individual fishing
quotas (IFQs) were allocated to a set of users in 1995. A market
for buying and selling these quotas has been in existence for
nearly 20 years. The halibut fishery is often highlighted as a
success story of IFQ management [9–11]. Some unanticipated
outcomes have resulted from the implementation of IFQs in this
fishery, e.g., the outflow of fishing rights from rural fishing
communities [12,13]. This paper provides the results of a mail
survey distributed to halibut IFQ holders. The central analyses
explore trends in IFQ market participation, attitudes toward IFQs,
and perceived fishery and community effects of IFQs.

1.1. Fishery background

Pacific halibut are managed jointly between the US and
Canada by the International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC).
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (hereafter, the
Council) and the US Secretary of Commerce are responsible for
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managing how the IPHC’s total catch limits are met in US waters.
The IFQ program was implemented in 1995, although the Council
began to explore alternatives to limit entry into a growing halibut
fishery in the 1970s [14,15]. Between 1975 and 1983, the US
Pacific halibut fleet more than tripled [16]. In part this increase
was likely catalyzed by the extension of US territorial waters and
license limitation in the salmon fisheries; however, discussion of
plans to restrict entry into this fishery prompted many to join in
as speculators [15,17,18]. The nature of the fleet was also
changing at this time. In 1977, almost 90% of the US halibut fleet
fished from small vessels, 40 ft in length or less. By 1993, this
percentage of small boats had dropped to 54%. The number of
large vessels, over 56 ft, increased from just 3% of the fleet in the
1970s to 16% in the early 1990s; the proportion of medium-sized
vessels also tripled during this period [19]. This increase in
participation of larger vessels, along with technological improve-
ments of longline gear, translated into a greatly increased har-
vesting capability of the halibut fleet. By 1993, the largest vessels
in the fleet were catching 53% of the total catch; small vessels
caught only 17% [19]. The Council responded to increasing
harvesting capabilities primarily by shortening the fishing season.
The halibut season was reduced from 150 days in 1970 to 16 days
in 1979, and even to a few 24-h openers in some areas [16].

The Council eventually determined that individual fishing
quotas were necessary to address the primarily economic issues
created by the influx of vessels into an open access fishery [18].
These economic rationales are critical to understanding why
individual tradable fishing quotas were implemented as opposed
to alternate management policies. The non-economic conserva-
tion and management problems that resulted from chaotic derby
fishing (e.g., dangerous fishing conditions and lost fishing gear
that contributed to added fish mortality) were issues that would
likely have been addressed by any alternative that eliminated that
derby-style management. Other alternatives, such as license
limitation and annual fishing allocations were proposed, but were
dropped from consideration in 1990 because these alternatives
did not address economic overcapitalization concerns and were
thought to be an administrative burden, respectively [18].

The US halibut fishery is often used as an exemplar of the
economic efficiencies that can be realized under IFQ-based manage-
ment [15,20,21]. As desired, quota transferability encouraged the
consolidation of the halibut fleet by 34% in the first 20 years of the
program [22]. The fishing season increased in some regions from a
series of days to nearly a nine-month season. Herrmann and Criddle
estimate that IFQ implementation increased the halibut price paid to
fishermen by about 10.5% per year during the first eight years of the
program, increasing the overall average annual revenue of the Alaska
halibut fishery by approximately $11 million over this time period
[23]. The elimination of the derby fishery produced safety improve-
ments in the fishery [20] and addressed concerns about lost gear and
unintended halibut mortality [24].

The Council recognized the need to design the halibut IFQ
program to mitigate ‘‘potential sociocultural effects, particularly on
Alaskan coastal communities which rely on this fishery as a large part
of their economic base’’ [25]. As a result, the IFQ program included
several innovative design features that attempted to limit transfer-
ability of quota share to prevent certain undesired distributional
outcomes. Only fishermen can purchase halibut quota (i.e., those
having at least 150 days at-sea experience in commercial fishing).
Vessel size categories were meant to protect a diversity of fishing
operations, including small boat fisheries. Individual ownership and
vessels use caps (between 0.5% and 1.5% of total limits) were set to
discourage extensive consolidation. Owner-on-board provisions
were designed to limit investment-oriented fishery engagements
and leasing. Initial IFQ holders are exempted from some require-
ments. In 2006, for example, 37% of the halibut quota was not

harvested by quota owners, but instead was leased to hired
skippers [26] (but see [27]).

The design features of the Alaska halibut IFQ fishery have set an
important precedent. These restrictions are explicitly designed to
lessen or prevent some undesirable social outcomes. The Council also
responded to negative distributional outcomes that occurred after
the implementation of the halibut IFQ program. For example, since
the start of the IFQ program in 1995, there has been a 55% decrease in
the number of residents of small communities in the Gulf of Alaska
who hold halibut IFQs, and a 40% reduction in the amount of
catchable pounds of halibut allocated to residents of these commu-
nities [12]. The Council responded to this disproportionate outmigra-
tion of quota shares by implementing to the Community Quota
Program to enable small communities to collectively purchase quota
share to lease to local residents [12,13,28–30].

This paper presents the results of a mail survey exploring halibut
IFQ market participation, opinions about IFQs, and perceived fishery
and community effects of IFQs. First, results of analyses comparing
differences between types of halibut IFQ market participants (e.g.,
buyers and sellers) are presented. Second, community, demographic,
and cultural groups of halibut IFQ holders are compared to under-
stand trends in market participation and opinions about IFQs and
their impacts. Previous research has shown that low-income and
Alaska Native cultural groups have been particularly negatively
impacted by prior fisheries access privatization policies in this region
[7,13,31–34]. This studied explored how demographic variables are
linked to behavior in the halibut quota market, as well as how these
factors influence opinions about the quota program and its perceived
impacts.

2. Research methods

A mail survey was conducted to gather data from halibut quota
holders about their fishing and community history, their reasons for
buying, selling and/or retaining quota, and their opinions about the
positive and negative impacts of individual fishing quotas on the
halibut fishery and on their communities of residence. NOAA Fish-
eries Service provided the names and contact information for initial
quota share holders, as well as all buying and selling transactions that
occurred between 1995 and 2004. For sampling purposes, quota
share holders were divided into three groups, unique individuals who
had: (1) bought quota during this time period, (2) sold quota, and (3)
been initially issued quota share but had neither bought nor sold
quota. A random sample was stratified so that residents of small
remote fishing communities comprised about 50% of each respondent
group. To be classified as a small remote fishing community (SRFC) in
this analysis a community has a population less than 1,500, is
considered rural by the Alaska Commercial Fisheries Entry Commis-
sion, is located less than 10 miles from the Alaska coastline, and has
had historic halibut fishery participation. There are 52 communities
that meet this definition (also see [13]). Overall, 14% of the total
halibut quota holder population was sampled (n¼1,100). After pre-
testing the survey with a group of fishermen in Kodiak and Old
Harbor, Alaska, a four-step mail survey method was employed [35].
Approximately 46% of the deliverable surveys were returned. A toll-
free number was available for the duration of the study for respon-
dents to call with questions or comments. Approximately 10% of the
respondents contacted the author via this number to discuss their
opinions of IFQs in more detail.

3. Results

3.1. Market participant groups: quota holders, buyers, and sellers

While the community groupings (SRFC/non-SRFC) are exclusive,
the buyer and seller categories are not. That is, many people
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participate in the halibut quota market both as buyers and as
sellers. In addition, the same person might have multiple
buying and/or selling transactions. As a large proportion of quota
holders in the sample (46%) participated in the quota market as
both buyers and sellers, distinct groups were subsequently created
for data analysis, including: individuals who have participated in
the halibut IFQ market only as buyers (hereafter, ‘buyers’; n¼80),
only as sellers (‘sellers’; n¼82), both as buyers and sellers (‘boths’;
n¼231), and initial halibut IFQ issues who have never bought or
sold quota (‘neithers’; n¼109). To account for the stratified
sampling based on community of residence (i.e., over-selecting
residents of small remote fishing communities), weighted
responses reflecting the actual proportions of quota holders by
residence (of the original buyer, seller and neither groupings used
for the random sample selection) are presented in section 3.2.

3.2. Demographics

At the time of survey completion (2006), the average age of
survey respondents was 53.7 years; however, on average the mean
age of respondent sellers (59.4 years) is nearly 10 years older than
respondent buyers (49.7 years). All groups of quota market
participants have a median educational level of a high school
diploma and some college education. Approximately 92% of all
survey respondents are male. This percentage does vary based on
type of market participation. About 18% of individuals who have
only purchased quota share are female. The neithers made up of
the lowest percentage of women (1.9%). An independent sample
t-test shows a significant difference (t(145)¼5.099; p¼0.000)
between mean salary range of sellers (income rank¼5.34;
sd¼3.30) and buyers (income rank¼8.04; sd¼3.07). These salary
ranges correspond to a mean 2004 gross household income for
sellers of about $40–50,000 and $80–100,000 for buyers.

3.2.1. Fishing participation

Overall about three-quarters of all respondents currently
participate in commercial fishing. At the extremes are buyers
the vast majority of whom are currently fishing (94%), and sellers,
less than half of whom are currently fishing (43%). Buyers exhibit
the highest percentage of individuals who are primarily full-time
fishermen while sellers have the lowest (Fig. 1). A large majority
of halibut quota holders (73%) currently own fishing boats. Only
5% of all quota holders sampled have never owned a fishing boat.
Overall, less than a quarter of all halibut quota holders participate
in fishing as crew members. A higher percentage of buyers
participate as crew members (39%); far fewer sellers participate
as crew members (11%).

3.2.2. Assessing attitudes toward individual fishing quotas

Likert scale survey questions were used to measure attitudes
about IFQs. A mix of statements that were positive and negative
toward IFQs attempted to account for acquiescence bias in
responses [36]. Overall, 84% of survey respondents agreed that
IFQs are changing the fishing lifestyle; 75% expressed their
perceptions that IFQs are changing the values in fishing; and
75% perceive of IFQs as private property. In many of the attitu-
dinal responses measured, buyers and boths tend to express
similar views. A majority of these respondents do not feel that
they have lost fishing opportunities because of IFQs. Similarly
those two groups who have never purchased quota share tend to
express similar views. A majority of these respondents felt that
they had lost fishing opportunities because of IFQs. A Mann–
Whitney two-sample rank-sum test determined that the attitu-
dinal responses were statistically different between types of
quota market participants (Table 1).

A composite score of attitudes toward IFQs was created from
the four-scaled responses presented in Table 1. Scaled responses
were made consistent across statements and numerically coded
(strongly disagree¼1, disagree¼2, neutral¼3, agree¼4, strongly

agree¼5). Responses could then be summed where a higher score
translates into more support for IFQs (ranging from a low
composite score of 4 to a high of 20). Overall survey respondents
had a median composite score of 12, or neutral toward IFQs.
Among the market participant groups of quota holders, sellers
show the least support for IFQs (median¼9.7); buyers show the
most support (median¼14). A Mann–Whitney rank-sum test
comparison shows this different to be significant (Z¼�3.511;
U¼1410.0; p¼0.000 (2-tailed).

3.2.3. Perceptions of fishery and community impacts

A large majority of all quota holders expressed that the halibut
individual fishing quota program has had both positive and
negative effects on the halibut fishery. Nearly all buyers (99%)
linked halibut IFQs to positive effects in the halibut fishery, while
73% of sellers did. About 63% of all respondents noted negative
effects of IFQs on the halibut fishery. Survey respondents were
asked open-ended questions to list positive (Fig. 2) and negative
(Fig. 3) effects of IFQs on the halibut fishery.

About 78% of buyers linked halibut IFQs to positive effects on
their communities of residence, compared to 41% of sellers. 68% of
sellers noted negative effects of IFQs on their communities of
residence, while 52% of buyers did. Respondents were asked
open-ended question to list positive and negative outcomes.
Commonly listed positive effects included: increased income
(41%), safety (32%), improved planning (17%), longer season/supply
of fish (14%), more jobs/better jobs (11%), increased product quality
(8%), and increased processing/buying (7%). Commonly listed
negative impacts include: lost jobs/consolidation/crew impacts
(42%), barriers to entry (21%), lost revenue (14%), privileged class
(11%), outmigration (10%), unfair allocation (8%), unfair to small
boats (8%), and fewer processors/buyers (7%).

3.3. Community, cultural, and demographic comparisons

This section explores how community of residence, cultural
affiliation, and demographic variables affects halibut quota market
participation and opinions regarding the quota program. Ten
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communities that are classified as SRFCs are also Community
Development Quota communities. The Community Development
Quota program was established in 1992 to provide economic
development opportunities for villages in western Alaska [37].
This program was meant to distribute a portion of the wealth of
the Bering Sea fisheries to economically depressed communities
local to the region. These communities receive halibut fishing

quota allocations (as well as allocations of other federally-
managed fisheries), unlike the small remote fishing communities
in the Gulf of Alaska that are not eligible for this program. As a
result CDQ communities have a unique position among small
communities in the changes they have experienced as a result of
this quota programs. For this reason, some analyses in the section
compare a subset of SRFCs, the set of 42 Gulf of Alaska SRFCs

Table 1
Mann–Whitney rank-sum test comparison between buyers and sellers of quota share.

Statement Z U Asymp. sig
(2-tailed)

n Median rank

Buyer Sellers

It is harder for new fishermen to get into IFQ fisheries than other fisheries. �4.502 1586.0 0.000 148 Agree Strongly Agree

I prefer IFQ management to the derby-style management before IFQs. �2.899 1826.0 0.004 146 Strongly Agree Agree

I have directly or indirectly lost fishing opportunities because of IFQs. �3.160 1582.0 0.002 140 Disagree Agree

More fisheries should be managed with IFQs �2.713 1912.0 0.007 148 Agree Disagree
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Fig. 2. Commonly listed positive effects of the IFQ program on the halibut fishery. Percentages are based only on the set of respondents listing positive effects.
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(SRFC-GOA) communities that are not part of the CDQ program. As
noted above, in 2005, this set of communities in the Gulf of Alaska
became eligible for a new Community Quota Program that enables
small communities in this region meeting certain criteria to
collective purchase halibut and sablefish quota share [13,30];
however, to date this program has not generated much inflow of
fishing rights back into small communities in the Gulf of Alaska
[28,29,38]. Several of the following analyses also include a ‘‘fishing
dependent’’ community classification based on respondents’
assessments of their communities. The data presented in the
following sections are not weighted.

3.3.1. Demographics

On average quota holders who reside in small remote fishing
communities are older (n¼198; mean age¼55.6 yrs) than quota
holders from other communities (n¼292; mean age¼53.1 yrs).
Alaska Native quota holders are older on average (n¼106; mean

age¼56.4 yrs) than non-Native respondents (n¼373; mean

age¼53.5). While these differences are statistically significant,
they are not nearly as substantial as the ten year average age
difference noted above between buyers and sellers of quota share.
When median educational rank is compared, only two groups
differ from the overall median rank (some college, but no degree).
Quota holders who do not reside in small remote fishing com-
munities have a higher median level of education (two-year of
college or technical school) and Alaska Native quota holders have
a lower median level of education (high school diploma or
equivalent).

Comparing various groupings of quota holders by community
of residence and ethnicity produces little variation in gender
distribution. Over 90% of quota holders in each group are male.
Community and cultural groups exhibit different distributions of
household income levels. 61% of Alaska Native respondents
reported a gross household income of $60,000 or less in 2004,
compared to 34% of non-native respondents. 37% of non-Native
respondents make over $100,000, compared to 17% of Alaska
Native respondents. Similar skewed distributions are noted com-
paring residents of SRFCs (lower incomes on average) and
residents of other communities.

Many SRFCs are predominantly Alaska Native communities
(see [29]). A much higher percentage of Alaska Native respon-
dents (84%) have multigenerational ties to their home commu-
nities compared to all other respondents (40%). Only 25% of non-
Native respondents live in the communities they were born in,
compared to 73% of Alaska Native respondents.

3.3.2. Fishing participation

The differences in central tendencies of fishing participation
measures between community and cultural groupings are not as
pronounced as the differences between buyers and sellers of quota
share as described above. A higher percentage of respondents from
SRFCs in the Gulf of Alaska communities (73%) state that fishing is
their main source of employment compared to respondents from
other communities (63%). Alaska Native respondents who do not
reside in Community Development Quota communities have the
smallest percentage of current halibut quota ownership (60%)
compared to all others (72%). There is little variation among
community and cultural groups from the overall mean in the
proportion of respondents who are currently fishing (74%), those
who own boats (74%), and those who participate in fishing as crew
members (21%).

3.3.3. Assessing attitudes toward individual fishing quotas

Using the composite score of four statements measuring
support for IFQs described above, quota holders from CDQ

communities (n¼11) show the most support for IFQs (median
rank of 15), followed by those who do not view their communities
as dependent on fishing (median¼14). IFQ holders who are
residents of SRFCS in the Gulf of Alaska and Alaska Native quota
holders who do not live in CDQ communities show less support for
IFQs (median¼10) than residents of other types of communities
(median¼13). Table 2 compares responses from Alaska Native
respondents (n¼95) and non-Native respondents (n¼363),
excluding residents of Community Development Quota commu-
nities. Similar distributions are found when comparing the set of
respondents from SRFCs in the Gulf of Alaska. Over 40% of these
respondents do not support future implementation of IFQ pro-
grams, compared to only 20% of other respondents. Similar
patterns in responses are detected for a statement linking IFQs
to lost fishing opportunities. Respondents who do not view their
communities as dependent on fishing most strongly disagree that
they have lost fishing opportunities because of IFQs. Conversely,
Alaska Native respondents and residents of Gulf of Alaska SRFCs
most strongly agreed that personal fishing opportunities were lost
because of IFQs.

Income also appears to be correlated with support for IFQs.
Those occupying the highest income bracket ($200,000 or more)
have a median score of 15 (n¼45). Median rankings generally
decrease with income. Those among the lowest income range
(under $10,000) have the lowest median ranking of support for
IFQs of all groups investigated (median¼7.0; n¼16).

3.3.4. Perceptions of fishery and community impacts

As above, the responses to the impacts of halibut IFQs produce
mixed results. Many respondents note both positive and negative
impacts of IFQs. The clearest signal comes from residents of
Community Development Quota (CDQ) communities. Over 80%
of respondents who reside in CDQ communities observed positive
impacts for both the halibut fishery and their communities.
Positive effects mentioned by this group include: increased
revenue, improved planning, and longer fishing seasons. Notably,
only 17% of these respondents expressed any negative community
impacts linked to the halibut quota program. This percentage is
substantially lower than any other community grouping. By
contrast about 78% of respondents from the 42 Gulf of Alaska
SRFCs stated that halibut quotas have had negative impacts on
their communities compared to 46% of respondents from all other
communities. The negative community impacts listed by residents
of these communities largely mirror those discussed above. Alaska
Native respondents who listed negative community impacts
tended to list two key impacts: over 50% noted lost jobs and over
30% noted barriers to entry.

3.4. Predicting buying and selling behavior

Several individual attributes collected in this study likely
influence an individual’s decision to buy or sell quota share.
Demographic attributes, such as age and income, may play a role
in determining whether an individual buys or sells quota share.
As summarized above, buyers of quota share tend to be younger
than sellers of quota share. Individuals with higher incomes have
greater access and ability to purchase quota share. Cultural
affiliation and geographic residence has been shown to affect
participation in fishing commodity markets [11,28,29]. Lastly,
whether or not fishing is a main source of employment for an
individual may influence an individual’s desire to increase or
decrease quota holdings.

To investigate the relative importance of these attributes, a
discriminant function analysis was conducted to determine if
buying and selling behavior could be predicted from a set of
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hypothesized predictor variables. For this analysis, a subset of
survey respondents, those who had only purchased quota and
those who had only sold quota was used. Given the stratification
of the sample by market participant type and residency, commu-
nity grouping variables were not included in this analysis. Pre-
dictor variables included: age (in years), income (an ordinal scale
from 1 to 12), and ‘‘dummy’’ variables that indicate whether or
not an individual is male, identifies as Alaska Native, and is
primarily employed in fishing. Significant differences in the mean
of each predictor variable were observed. The discriminant func-
tion created using these predictor variables found a significant
relationship between buying and selling groups and all predictors,
explaining 33% of the variation in the buyer/seller groupings. As a
group, buyers are younger, have a higher income, are more often
primarily employed in fishing, are less often male, and are less
often Alaska Native compared to sellers. Conversely, sellers tend
to be older, are more often male, are more often Alaska Native,
have lower incomes, and have lower employment in fishing-
related work compared to buyers.

3.5. Reasons for buying and selling IFQs

Buyers were asked an open-ended question about why they
bought quota share. About 83% of buyers (and boths) who listed a
reason for buying quota (n¼153) reported that they did so to
increase their investment in, income from, and/or ability to
participate in the halibut fishery. Another 8.5% noted that they
received shares as inheritance or gifts, while 5.2% purchased IFQs
‘‘in name only’’ to increase holdings for family members or
captains who had reached their maximum holdings. Only about
3% of buyers reported purchasing quota share to transfer holdings
between regions, or to consolidate their holdings.

Sellers were asked both open-ended and multiple choice
questions about why they sold quota share. Overall, 44% of sellers
who sold quota noted that one of the reasons they sold quota
share was because the amount of quota share they were issued
was ‘‘too small,’’ i.e., not economically feasible to fish. About 19%
sold because they needed money and 14% sold as part of their
retirement from fishing. More sellers from SFRCs in the Gulf of
Alaska (19%) noted that sold halibut IFQs to enter other fisheries
than other groups; none of this group sold quota to pursue non-
fishing activities.

4. Discussion

The findings of this study suggest that while there is a wide
diversity of opinions and perceptions of IFQs, there are some
predictable trends in the ways that different groups of fishery
participants experience and respond to these programs. Gender,
income, age, employment, and ethnicity are linked to IFQ market
behavior. Income, residency, and ethnicity are linked to attitudes
about IFQs. The discriminate function analysis suggests that older
individuals, individual who make less money, and indigenous
fishermen are more likely to sell quota and less likely to buy

quota. Women and those who are primarily employed in fishing
are more likely to be buyers of quota rather than sellers. Quota
holders who identify as Alaska Native, residents of Gulf of Alaska
small remote fishing communities, and low-income fishermen
show the least support for the IFQ program. Quota holders who
have high incomes, do not consider their communities to be
fishing-dependent, and residents of Community Development
Quota communities express the most support for IFQs.

Survey results show that a majority of all IFQs holders perceive
both positive and negative impacts of IFQs to fisheries and to
communities. Commonly perceived positive impacts include:
improved safety, improved price, market stability, improved
management, consumer benefits, positive environmental benefits,
longer fishing season, and professionalization and stability of the
fishing fleet. Negative impacts include: limitations on access and
creation of barriers to entry, consolidation and job loss, unfair to
small boats, rural fishermen, and crew, creation of a privileged
class of fishermen, negative environmental impacts, and less
Alaska participation.

This paper also provides basic descriptive summaries of Alaska
halibut quota market participants. Sellers tend to be a decade
older than buyers; while 90% of quota holders are male, nearly
20% of buyers are female; buyers’ income is twice that of sellers;
sellers have less education; the large majority of people who own
quota are boat owners. Individuals that have bought quota tend to
show more support for the IFQ program than those who have
never bought, which suggests that buying quota might also
translate into ‘‘buying in’’ to, or supporting an IFQ system of
management.

Some unexpected findings may provide a quantitative esti-
mate of anecdotal reports that some IFQ owners seek to increase
their individual ownership caps by utilizing family and crew
members to act as additional quota holders. For example, 19% of
all quota buyers in the survey sample are women. By contrast,
women make up less than 2% of the sample of initial issues who
have neither bought nor sold quota, 5% of sellers, and 10% of both
buyers and sellers. This relatively high percentage of female quota
share buyers may reflect strategies employed by fishing families
to increase quota holding when male quota owners have reached
their individual ownership caps. Several female survey respon-
dents explicitly noted in the surveys that they purchased quota
for their husbands or partners, noting that they are owners ‘‘in
name only.’’ These data may also indicate a social shift in the
gendered nature of the halibut fishery with more women parti-
cipating in the fishery as quota owners. Additionally, compared to
other groups of respondents, a larger percentage of quota buyers
(38%) identify themselves as crew members. This relatively high
percentage may reflect strategies of quota owners that encourage
and/or finance crew members and skippers to purchase quota
share to increase a vessel’s overall catching capability. Several
crewmember respondents also directly noted on the survey forms
that they purchased quota in their names because their captains
had reached their quota share holding limit. Overall, 5.2% of
buyers who responded to an open-ended question about their
reasons for buying quota share volunteered the information that

Table 2
Mann–Whitney rank-sum test comparison between cultural groups.

Statement Z U Asymp. Sig
(2-tailed)

n Median rank

AK Native Non-Native

It is harder for new fishermen to get into IFQ fisheries than other fisheries. �2.312 13078.5 0.021 439 Strongly Agree Strongly Agree

I prefer IFQ management to the derby-style management before IFQs. �4.058 11146.0 0.000 438 Agree Strongly Agree

I have directly or indirectly lost fishing opportunities because of IFQs. �3.349 11221.5 0.001 430 Agree Neutral

More fisheries should be managed with IFQs. �4.891 9927.00 0.000 435 Strongly Disagree Neutral
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they purchased quota share to enable other IFQ owners to
increase their holdings.

As discussed above, fishery managers were concerned about
distributive effects when they designed the halibut IFQ program.
In addition to concerns about consolidation of ownership and
windfall profits that would result from the implementation an IFQ
system and quota market, the North Pacific Fishery Management
Council explicitly identified ‘‘minimizing adverse coastal commu-
nity impacts’’ as a key priority for the IFQ program [15]. While
certain vessel size restrictions and owner-on-board requirement
likely played a role in slowing quota loss from coastal commu-
nities, no specific place-based requirements were established for
owner residency. The divergence in opinions about IFQs among
residents of rural fishing communities in the Bering Sea compared
to the Gulf of Alaska is clearly evident in survey responses. Quota
holders who reside in Community Development Quota (CDQ)
communities overwhelmingly support the IFQ program, as one
survey respondent from the CDQ community of St. Paul notes:

IFQ and CDQ fishing has created many opportunities for both
owners and crew members, not to mention related fishing
related enterprises. Hard consistent work, expensive but great
to be one0s own boss and provide work for others. IFQs serve
independent fortunate owners but CDQ program benefits
many and serves all - both IFQ and CDQ fishers. IFQs/CDQs
have helped to bring community together with a common
goal/enterprise. They boost morale and initiative - we love it.

In contrast, quota holders from small fishing villages in the
Gulf of Alaska without access to community development quotas
tend to express negative opinions of the IFQ program, as a survey
respondent from the village of Ouzinkie notes:

Because the IFQ system favored larger, more productive
fishers–fishing vessels (actually the very boats that overf-
ished), small boat owners were put out of business. This has
had a drastic effect on Native fishing villages. They are no
longer self-sufficient. Furthermore, young people cannot afford
to get into commercial fishing, so they must leave their
villages for good. This has split families, and left villages
without people aged 18–35, which causes many pressures on
the remaining community members and prevents growth and
progress of the village.

While the Council has responded to quota drain from non-CDQ
communities with the implementation of the Community Quota
Program in 2005, little quota has been purchased as a result of
this program [28,29,38]. The experiences and attitudes expressed
by residents of small communities in the Gulf of Alaska are
different than those expressed by residents of other types of
communities. For example, residents of these communities are
twice as likely to perceive that halibut IFQs have negatively
affected their communities compared to residents of other com-
munities. The results of this survey suggest that along with
individual demographic considerations, such income, community
and cultural groups should be evaluated prior to IFQ implementa-
tion and studied subsequently to assess equity and differential
impacts, both positive and negative.

5. Conclusions

IFQs represent a significant shift in the way fisheries are
managed. A large majority of quota holders in this study view
them to be changing the fishing lifestyle and values. For many
fishermen, this change is welcome progress, as one survey
respondent notes, ‘‘We are boat owners, professional fishers,
and IFQs have put some sanity into these fisheries!’’ Others

expressed at length the various ways that IFQs have limited
access to fishery resources, and in some instances, to fishing
livelihoods. This study summarized some of the systematic
differences that exist in how various groups of individuals are
affected by privatizing fishing access. These differences and the
equity issues that result should be key considerations for man-
agers of current programs and those planning future catch share
programs. In interpreting these results it is important to stress
that this survey was distributed only to current and former
halibut IFQ holders, so does not represent the experiences and
opinions of those who have never held quota share.
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