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a b s t r a c t

Scholars and fishermen alike view the privatization of fishing rights as a fundamental driver of social
change in fishing communities. This article presents the results of a mixed-methods ethnographic study
in Kodiak, Alaska, exploring how fisheries privatization processes remake fishery systems. Findings from
this study suggest that a diverse range of fishery participants share core values about the social
dimensions of fishery systems. Support or opposition to past privatization processes tended to be
articulated in reference to how these core values (e.g., hard work, opportunity, and fairness) were
perceived to have been strengthened or eroded by such processes. Data from this study suggest that
while still widespread in the Kodiak fishing community, core social values in fishing may be changing as
a result of privatization processes. Although ethnographic and survey data showed a range of
perspectives on the effects of privatization on fishing and the Kodiak community, study participants
tended to talk about privatization as a significant change that had divisive, negative impacts in the
community. Crew members and the next generation of fishermen were identified as disproportionately
affected by privatization processes. Ethnographic data detail important shifts in the power, status, and
livelihoods of crew members. Nearly all Kodiak fishery participants interviewed expressed concern
about the future of fisheries access in the community for the next generation, in large part because of the
substantial financial barriers to entry generated by privatization of fisheries access. Many discussed the
need for more entry-level opportunities necessary for access in all fisheries.

& 2014 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

Many fisheries in Alaska and the US North Pacific are inter-
nationally recognized as models of sustainable management. Yet,
the sustainability of rural livelihoods and communities is in
question in this region, as in many parts of the world. Recent
scholarship describes the decline of rural coastal economies across
the globe, in large part due to resource decline [1–4]. Others have
recently explored similar themes of vulnerability and resilience in
U.S. fishing communities examining other drivers of change [5–7].
Despite relatively healthy fish populations in waters off Alaska,
many coastal communities face similar challenges and vulnerabil-
ities in large part due to changing nature-society relationships.

Chief among the drivers of change in nature-society relation-
ships is the widespread privatization of commercial fishing rights
[8], exemplifying the neoliberal approach to resource management
described by Pinkerton and Davis [9]. The limitation and commo-
dification of commercial fishing rights began in Alaska in the

1970s with the implementation of limited entry permits in the
state salmon and herring fisheries [10,11]. Access privatization
continued in the 1990s with halibut and sablefish individual
fishing quotas (IFQs) and pollock cooperatives. In 2005, both
harvesting and processing access rights for the crab fisheries of
the Bering Sea were privatized. In 2014, access rights to the Gulf of
Alaska groundfish trawl fisheries are under consideration for
privatization. Viewed collectively, the privatization of access rights
to commercially harvested fish has been among the most sig-
nificant regulatory shifts in the contemporary management of Gulf
of Alaska and Bering Sea ecosystems. A majority of fishery
participants consider fisheries privatization processes to be a
fundamental driver of changing values and lifestyles in Alaska's
commercial fisheries [12].

Previous research with Alutiiq fishing villages in the Kodiak
Archipelago has provided insights into the community impacts
of fisheries access privatization for small, remote, indigenous
communities in this region (Fig. 1) [13–16]. In these commu-
nities, participation in commercial fishing has decreased by
approximately 70 percent between 1970 and 2000. Fleet con-
solidation has eliminated many crew and hired skipper posi-
tions. The high cost of fishing rights has impeded upward labor
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mobility in fishery careers for crew members, skippers, new and
young participants. The individualization and commodification of
rights has transformed shifted collective kin-based “lifestyle” fishing
operations that mix subsistence and commercial elements into
“business-style” fisheries centered on profit generation [14,17,18].
These changes have made it difficult for many residents to maintain
the flexible engagements in commercial fisheries that have sup-
ported remote coastal economies in this region for many generations
[14,19–22].

Larger, diverse communities such as Kodiak, one of the largest
fishing ports in the US, have experienced more varied responses to
privatization processes. Using Kodiak as a case study, this study
explored fishery participants’ experiences of past privatization
programs, their perceptions of changes generated by privatization,
and the relationships between those changes and individual and
community well-being. This research seeks to inform current
debates about the social impacts of the privatization of access to
marine resources and provide insights for policy development that
aims to be more inclusive of considerations for the well-being of
coastal fishing communities in Alaska and other regions facing
similar transitions.

2. Political ecology of fisheries privatization

A broad range of scholarship has explored the relationships
between neoliberalism and the environment [9] and the social and
cultural implications of fisheries privatization [8,10,11,23–36]. This
study, informed by political ecology, a subfield of anthropology
and geography, attempted to trace specific ways in which nature-
society relationships are “remade” by resource enclosure and
privatization [8,37,38]. A political ecology approach recognizes
the uneven distribution of wealth, opportunity, and power and the
consequent prominent roles that categories of difference, such as
social and economic class, can play in shaping human-resource
relationships [38,39].

As fisheries access privatization redefines nature-society rela-
tionships, ascribing resource rights to some and revoking them
from others, studies of such processes and transitions uncovers
how power relationship are constituted, enacted, and shift over
time. Through ethnography, this study has gathered insights into
shifting power relationships (e.g., between quota owners and
skippers and crew, and between neighbors in the Kodiak commu-
nity). The study sheds light on how various fishery participants

Fig. 1. Map of the Kodiak Archipelago. Map courtesy of the Kodiak Island Borough.
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support or reject the assumptions and values underlying fisheries
privatization (i.e., maximization of aggregate rent, or profit, gen-
eration through consolidation and efficiency [8,9,40,41]) compared
to other cultural logics.

Understanding how participants have experienced previous
privatization processes and their reflections on social and cultural
shifts brought on by these regulatory transitions enables nuanced
insights into the plurality of values informing human-environment
relationships. Better understanding these values is increasingly
noted as central to resolving resource management conflicts in the
sea and beyond [42]. For example, Kooiman et al. [43] and Ommer
et al. [1] draw attention to understanding the centrality of the
diverse relationships that various groups of people have with
marine resources. And as Kooiman and Chuenpagdee [44]: 341-2
state, a key issue for resource governance is to identify social
values and “bring them into the discourse on governance, and
decide how, in practical terms, they should inform collective
decision-making and managing practices.”

Fishery participants’ experiences of and views on fisheries
privatization processes engage core social and cultural values,
making explicit what is often assumed to be common sense. The
diversity of fishery participants in the port of Kodiak where wealthy
multi-vessel owners live side-by-side with small-scale small-boat
fishermen and crew makes an ideal case study to uncover implicit
assumptions and values regarding the relationships between peo-
ple, communities, and resources. This ethnographic study exploring
transitions brought on by fisheries privatization and the implica-
tions of these transitions helps to document the complexity and
pluralism of nature-society relationships. A deeper understanding
of these relationships will help inform current debates about
marine governance in North America and beyond.

3. Study site

The Kodiak Island Archipelago, spanning nearly 180 miles, is
situated in the productive marine waters of Gulf of Alaska, about
200 miles south of Anchorage (Fig. 1). The 2010 population of the
city of Kodiak was 6,130 people. The community is diverse. The
Asian population, primarily Filipino, has grown to 37%. Alaska
Natives, primarily the indigenous Alutiiq/Sugpiag of the region
make up about 10–16% of the population. The hispanic population
is nearly 10% [45]. Kodiak is the largest fishing port in Alaska,
home to over 700 commercial fishing vessels. The diverse fleet
includes small boats that participate in a number of state and
federal fisheries, as well as about 120 vessels over 80 feet in length
participating in trawl, longline, and pot fisheries. In 2014, there
were eight large processing companies operating in Kodiak, a
consolidation from over 20 in earlier years. A third of all jobs in
Kodiak are in fish harvesting or processing. Kodiak ranks consis-
tently as one of the top three fishing ports in the United States. The
2012 ex-vessel value of all fish delivered to Kodiak was US$176.6
million, a 25% increase over 2010. Groundfish fisheries accounted
for 49% of this value, followed by salmon 29%, halibut 17%, crab 4%,
and herring 2%. The volume in 2010 was 382 million pounds, over
75% from the groundfish fisheries (particularly pollock and cod).
Over 27 major fisheries are pursued [46].

4. Methods

This two-year research project was designed to provide a sys-
tematic approach to understanding social and community impacts of
the privatization of fishing in the context of a single, diverse fishing
port, and the relationship of those changes to individual and
community well-being among a diverse set of fishery system

participants. A mixed methods approach was used to answer three
guiding research questions: Q1: How has the privatization of fishing
rights been experienced across different human groups that participate
in fishery systems in Kodiak, Alaska? Q2: What is the relative
importance and magnitude of the impacts of fisheries privatization
compared with ecological, economic, and technological shifts? Q3:What
is the relationship between the social and cultural shifts linked to fishery
privatization and individual and community well-being in Kodiak,
Alaska? Open-ended interviews were conducted with a purposive
sample of 20 key informants, representing each primary target group
of fishery participants in Kodiak, including: crew members, skippers,
and boat, permit, and quota owners in Kodiak's major fisheries and
gear groups, processing plant managers and employees, those
involved in fisheries support sectors, and community leaders. Semi-
structured interviews were then conducted with a larger, diverse set
of fishery participants in Kodiak (n¼75). With permission, interviews
were digitally recorded. We selectively transcribed 21 interviews and
analyzed verbatim transcripts, as well as fieldnotes for the remaining
interviews in a qualitative data analysis software program, Atlas.ti.
Data gathered from both sets of interviews informed the develop-
ment of a survey instrument. This survey gathered data from a
random sample of fishery participants (federal and state fishery
permit and/or quota holders and crew members) in the Kodiak
community (n¼250).1 Survey data were analyzed to examine
patterns among various fishery participant and demographic groups
on their perceptions of the social and cultural shifts brought on by
resource privatization, the relationships between these shifts and
other drivers of changes, as well as their impacts on individual and
community well-being.

5. Results and discussion

5.1. Experiences of privatization across diverse groups

5.1.1. Core values in fishing
A prominent finding of this study is that a diverse range of

fishery participants in Kodiak framed their discussions of fisheries
privatization around several core social values. These core values
appear to be widely shared in the Kodiak fishing community,
both among supporters and opponents of fisheries access
privatization.

Hard work was consistently discussed as a highly-valued
defining characteristic of fishing in the Kodiak community. Those
who tended to view changes related to privatization processes
negatively often made statements describing how hard work is no
longer enough to bring about success in a fishing career, and
instead class divisions have become harder to bridge. For example,
research participants often made statements such as: Fishing used
to be about hard work. You work hard, you work your way up. Now
you have to be “made” - have a rich dad or uncle. From this
viewpoint, expensive permits and quota rights eroded a core value
of hard work that used to characterize successful fishermen. Now,
in addition to hard work, a fisherman needs financial capital to
secure the access rights necessary to gain access to most com-
mercial fisheries. Those who tended to view changes related to
privatization more positively also made statements framed around
the value of hard work. For example, a fisheries consultant

1 Permit holders and crew members were sampled separately. Unique indivi-
duals who held either federal or state permits who listed Kodiak addresses between
the years of 2000–2012 (annual data availability varied by fishery) were collected
(n¼1,465 unique names with Kodiak addresses; 173 unique names with Kodiakvil-
lage addresses). A random sample of 50% was selected. A list of crew members who
held a license in three or more years between 2006 and 2011 and who listed any
Kodiak Archipelago address was generated (n¼629 unique names). A random
sample of 50% was selected. A four-step mailing procedure was used [49].
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described halibut IFQs in this way: “Those guys that didn't get with
the program now just sit in the coffee shop and complain about IFQs.
They think “I shouldn't have to perform to achieve.” Those people that
were smart, were thinking 30 years ahead, worked aggressively, they
are doing just fine.” In this second narrative, the nature of hard
work necessary to succeed in the fisheries did change with access
privatization; hard work in contemporary fisheries also includes
planning for a long time horizon. Also mentioned frequently by
those supportive and opposed to privatization processes was the
increased need for business and financial skills necessary to be
successful in fishing. Fishermen in Kodiak often repeated this new
adage: to be a good fisherman now, you have to be a good business-
man. As discussed below, the “businessman” created by ITQs often
relates differently to his or her crew both in their social and
economic relationships.

Another core assumption that permeates the Kodiak commu-
nity is that fishing should provide opportunity. Many informants
who have made their living in Kodiak fisheries, both in fish
harvesting and processing, told stories of how they came to Kodiak
with few or no resources to pursue fishing opportunities. Proces-
sing plant managers and employees consistently noted shifts in
Kodiak fisheries that provide more opportunities for nearly year-
round work, supporting a resident processing workforce that
makes Kodiak unique in the state of Alaska. As the groundfish
fisheries supply over 60 percent of the volume of fish processed in
Kodiak [46], many study participants remarked that these fisheries
are particularly important for keeping opportunities for year-
round work open. Interviews with processing employees did
suggest some impacts on working hours related to privatization
processes. Several plant workers noted the desirable overtime
hours that accompanied the open access derbies that preceded
halibut IFQs. In the harvesting sector, many noted a narrowing of
opportunities in fishing. Informants consistently expressed con-
cern about the younger generation's restricted opportunities, and
constraints on upward mobility on the fishing labor ladder (i.e.,
crew to captain to owner). Interviewees frequently discussed the
topic of opportunity, many reliving their stories of how they got
their start in Kodiak fisheries as newcomers with little access to
financial resources. Some informants directly discussed opportu-
nities in the context of privatized access fisheries:

A lot of the people that are the most adamant anti-rationalization
[privatization] at this point and claim that they were screwed in
the process, they were here when I was first started out, many of
them were in fact in a better position than myself because of
having grown up in the community or having gotten here well
before I did. They had the same opportunities I had. There's sort of
a rabid group of guys in this town that are at all the meetings and
everything and scream about being screwed. Well, you know
what? The opportunity was there. They, for whatever reason they
didn't grab the opportunity when it was there. And I don't believe
if it were open to them today that they'd be any more successful
now than they chose not to be at the time. Quota owner, August
24, 2011

Implicit in some informants’ discussions of their personal
experiences or philosophical perspectives on fisheries access
privatization were reflections on the values that prompt privatiza-
tion (e.g., economic efficiency through consolidation; “(ITQs are)
more efficient for those that have the resource. Monopoly I guess
would be the most efficient thing”). Many Kodiak fishermen dis-
cussed how this value of efficiency runs contrary to local goals of
maximizing employment opportunities in fishing. In this interview
excerpt, one fisherman discusses how an ideal fishery allocation
would privilege those fisheries that employ the most people (as
well as those who have the least environmental impact).

In a perfect world the jiggers should be allowed to catch as much
as they can. As I see it the jiggers are the greenest and employ the
most people. Pot boats probably next. And then longliners are –

you know, they employ a lot of people, too, but they're definitely
quite a bit dirtier. And then, of course, draggers (trawl fishermen).
We know them as hiring the least amount of people and – and
being the dirtiest. Owner-operator, July 20, 2011

Core values of fairness and equity were also consistently
discussed in interviews, both by privatization opponents and
supporters. For example, lease fees were a common example given
in interviews to discuss the fairness issues associated with ITQs:
“Those guys [who were issued ITQs] were never charged a rent on
their fish. For red crab the lease fees are 70%” (April 13, 2011). Crew
members discuss how ITQ trips are now discussed in terms of
“lease quota,” where a certain percentage of the boat's gross
earnings are taken off the top to pay for the leased quota. As one
owner-operator explained: “well for red crab the lease fees are 70%,
so 70% comes off the top to the permit, whoever owns the access
permit. So then everyone else is splitting 30%…if you were on a 10%
crew share, now you're 10% of 30% instead of 10% of 100%, so that's a
third” (April 13, 2011). On the other side, some proponents of ITQs
critique such arguments voicing their own views of what is fair,
such as this fisheries support sector representative who stated:
“People want things for free. They always use poster children of
absentee owners that demonize all of rationalization [fisheries access
privatization]. Allocations that should be based on economics are
instead engineered under the guise of fairness” (July 22, 2011).

Perhaps most importantly, this study suggests that privatiza-
tion processes may be beginning to change these core values in
fishing in the community of Kodiak, and perhaps on a larger scale.
Several informants described a fundamental shift in fishing values
linked to privatization that they believe is already becoming
evident in the fishing community in Kodiak:

It appears to me that the goal of a lot of fishermen these days isn't
so much making a living, but to create wealth… a lot of fisheries
politics seems to be driven by those sectors or those individuals
who are more interested in creating and maintaining wealth out
of the fisheries rather than providing broad scale opportunities for
people to make a living. Fisheries support sector, March 13, 2012

This quote suggests that the very nature of fishery systems in
Kodiak may be changing (a topic also explored below with survey
data in Section 5.1.3). As hard work is replaced with entrepreneurial
skills, opportunities are increasingly linked to access to capital, and
new equity consideration arise, many in the Kodiak community
wonder who will pursue and become successful at careers and jobs
in fisheries and ultimately how will these shifts will affect the future
community of Kodiak and its fisheries.

5.1.2. Differential impacts
Ethnographic data strongly suggest that, as a group, crew

members were negatively affected by previous privatization pro-
cesses [8]. Similarly, 72% of all survey respondents agreed that
crew members have been negatively affected by IFQs. Crew
members were adversely impacted in several ways. A primary
goal of privatization is fleet consolidation. Although boat owners
may be compensated for leaving the fishery when they sell their
IFQs, those crew members who found themselves displaced from
work were given no such compensation in past processes. As
privatization processes have been unfolding for decades now,
many displaced crew are no longer accessible in the community
of Kodiak. Some long-term crew members do remain in the
community, and were willing to share historical accounts of
transitions they experienced as privatization processes unfolded.
The mail survey may not have captured crew impacts adequately.
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Current crew member addresses were harder to locate than permit
and quota for the mailed survey component of this project.
Permits holders returned surveys at a higher rate (35%) than
crew (16%). Macinko [47:10] also noted “a marked failure to find
crew associated with [a] randomly drawn sample of boats” in his
study of the Bering Sea crab fisheries. Both the ethnographic and
survey data represent only those crew members who retain
engagement in fishing in Kodiak. Those who likely fared the
worst exited fishing and are thus challenging to locate. Because
this study does not include those displaced crew members,
is it difficult to properly characterize the extent and effects of
job loss and other impacts resulting from privatization for this
group.2

In addition to lost jobs that accompany consolidation, longtime
crew members discussed in interviews the nature of their posi-
tions changing, the erosion of their power, status, and valued
skills, and the shift from a share system to daily wage labor. The
further entrenching of class roles has shifted the power relation-
ships in fishing. In interviews, one long-term crew member
describes being “Q-teased” by “quota lords” see also [8]. As this
fisherman explained, “q-teasing” may involve a boat and ITQ
owner asking prospective crew members to dedicate boat and
gear labor time for the promise of a position on a future ITQ trip
that may or may not materialize, or may be offered work as a
crew member in other less lucrative fisheries with the potential
for ITQ trips in the future. For highly skilled, long-term crew
members in particular, resentment of dependency on ITQ owners
for employment, and uncertain employment at that, is not
worth the promise of potential earnings. Several informants also
discussed a shift in crew compensation practices that accompa-
nied ITQs – wage labor replacing the customary share system see
also [25,27,33]. These crew member experiences of privatization
were vocalized in many interviews, as exemplified in these
excerpts:

With IFQs…you don't need a fast butcher anymore and you don't
need a person that speaks English. You just need people that you
can pay very little… And you can take your family [out on a
fishing trip as crew], so a lot of guys will take one good guy
and overwork him and pay him off leased quota and then
they'll bring their family, or $100-a-day guys… You no longer
have any power as a crewman … the power shifted away … from
the people that actually do the work. Crewmember, July 21,
2011
IFQs didn't change my life at all, but it changed a lot of people's
lives. A lot of crew that were on good boats no longer were hired
back because IFQs skippers at one point started just paying a daily
wage with their crew, instead of letting them part in the catch. You
can't make it on a daily wage; it's just kind of not the way we've
done things. Community leader, June 10, 2011

Many owners and crew members alike discussed the barriers to
upward mobility generated in large part by the large financial
investments necessary to begin a fishing operation in a privatized
access fishery:

Crew guys used to aspire to do what you were doing. So you
would wind up getting good guys. Now you just get guys that are
looking for a wage…The quality of (crew) guys goes down because
they can't aspire to what you're doing. Now it's just a job. It used
to be hard to get enough money to buy a boat, now you have to

enough money to buy a boat and the money to buy the fish to
catch with. Owner-operator, February 2, 2011

Survey data suggest a difference in motivation for fishing
between skippers and crew members compared to owners and
owner-operators. For example, the median response for crew
members and skippers to a five-point Likert scale statement –

my primary motivation for fishing is to make money – was “agree”
for skippers and crew compared to a median rank of “neutral” for
owners and owner-operators (Wilcoxon signed rank test;
Z¼112.5, p¼0.0029). These ethnographic and survey data suggest
that there may be a shift occurring in who fills crew positions, that
is, from those who view fishing as a career with upward mobility
to those primarily looking for wages.

Concerns about the next generation of fishermen and their
access to fishery resources were raised by nearly everyone inter-
viewed, and also formed a consistent thread in the survey data.
These two fishery participants summarized these concerns:

We're an aged, aging fleet. When a bunch of us die, I don't know if
turning over that quota share is going to be a positive effect cause
I think it's gonna have to disperse - I don't know how many young
guys have a cash flow to buy into it. Quota owner, April 13, 2011
There's a huge graying of the fleet. My main complaint about the
whole way that all this giving fish away to individuals goes is that
the young guys don't stand a chance…Nobody can afford to do it
any more. A new guy - and I'm talking new guys like my son,
who's 30 years old and he's been fishing since he was nine - there's
no way that he can get up enough money to buy a boat and buy
US$28/pound IFQ fish. There's no way. Owner-operator, February
2, 2011

Large quota holders also expressed concern about how the
commodification of fishing rights has made transfer to the next
generation expensive.

Now you can argue that the access to the resource has been
limited in the way that makes it really difficult for people to buy
into the fishery if you don't come either from a family that's
already vested, and even then it's difficult…I just can't sign my
IFQs over to my kids. If I sign my IFQs over to my kids, the
government sees it as a business transaction and they're gonna
value the IFQs at fair market value and I am gonna have to pay
taxes on this “sale,” and the IFQs are worth millions of dollars so I
would end up having to write a check… Quota owner, August
24, 2011

Several interviewees discussed how the nature of the financial
risk in fishing shifted with the implementation of halibut and
sablefish IFQs that has been a barrier for new entrants’ willingness
to take on debt to enter ITQ fisheries.

Some of the proponents of IFQs said that it takes the risk out of
(fishing) because you know what percentage of the resource you
can catch. But actually the risk is a lot higher in one way. (The)
financial risk is higher if you have to buy it. You have a fixed
payment and you know how much you can catch, but if the
amount you are allowed to catch shrinks because of the quota or
gets allocated to someone else to bycatch, or sport fishery or
whatever, you're still stuck with that payment and the price can is
still going to go up and down for the fish. So there's real hard
financial risk involved in buying into it. Owner-operator, Febru-
ary 3, 2011

Similar to the discussion above about how a core social value of
fishing – that it should provide opportunity – is changing, several
informants stressed how few opportunities there are for young or
new entrants to gain access to privatized fisheries. The cod jig
fishery was repeatedly mentioned as the “last open fishery.” Many

2 The author thanks Steve Langdon for highlighting this point in a previous
review of this article. Interview data appear to be a better assessment of the full
range of crew impacts because they tend to include the historical dimensions;
whereas the survey data of current crew members presents only a snapshot
in time.
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interviewees expressed their desire to see more entry level
opportunities created in other fisheries.

5.1.3. Opinions about fisheries privatization
Ethnographic interview data were used to develop a Likert

scale of items that measured respondents’ level of support for
fisheries privatization. Survey respondents were presented with a
list of 12 Likert items; eight of these Likert items were determined
to be good indicators of a composite measure of level of support
for privatization ideals or specific outcomes (Cronbach's
alpha¼0.785; Fig. 2). The top panel of Fig. 2 presents four
statements, positive toward privatization ideals or specific out-
comes; the bottom presents four statements negative toward
privatization ideals or specific outcomes.

Respondents were asked to use a five point scale from “strongly
disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (5) to rate each of these Likert
items. Composite cores for these eight statements were calculated
for respondents (reversing the point totals for the four negative
statements toward privatization ideals or specific outcomes (bot-
tom panel of Fig. 2) so each five-point scale question measured
support in the same direction). The lowest score possible score of
8 measures the lowest degree of support for privatization (a value
of “1” given for each of the eight items); and the highest possible
score of 40 measures the most support for privatization (a “5”
given for each of the eight items). Respondents who did not
provide a value for one or more of the eight items were excluded
from this analysis. Both the mean and median score for the
composite measure is 18 (n¼209; range 8–33; sd¼5), represent-
ing slight opposition to privatization.

Six of the eight propositions showed agreement among a
majority of respondents (disagreement with statements positive
toward privatization and agreement with statements negative
toward privatization). Respondents demonstrated an especially
high degree of agreement, over 70%, on four of these items (76%
disagreed that fisheries would be better managed as private
resources, and between 71–74% of respondents agreed that pre-
vious privatization processes have generated equity issues (nega-
tive impacts to crew and unfair compensation for some fishermen)
and agreed that fishermen should be required to be actively
fishing in a fishery in order to earn money from it (“boots on
deck” fisheries as they are often called in Kodiak).

The third item presented in Fig. 2 (“creating wealth from fisheries
is more important than providing for fishing lifestyles”) was devel-
oped from the interview data quoted above in Section 5.1.1. Only 10%
of respondents agreed with this statement; if a change in values is
occurring as some interviewees suggested, this change does not
appear to be widespread. Although 30% of respondents did express
ambivalence about this item, suggesting there is some indecision
among a relatively large portion of respondents about this particular
value. A fairly even set of responses was given for one item “those
who earn the most from fishing should be those who are best able to
invest in and profit from fishing” (item 2 in Fig. 2; 30% disagreed,
38% neutral, and 31% agreed).

Based on ethnographic interviews, we expected skippers and
crew members to show markedly less support for privatization
than owners and owner-operators. Although the data do show
some variation based on fishery role (e.g., 17% of owners and
owner-operators agreed with the item 2 quoted above, while only
4% of crew members did), no statistically significant differences
were found when comparing fishery role and the Likert scale of
support for privatization. This finding suggests that there are
shared perceptions and opinions of privatization processes across
all fishery roles and some variation within each role. The fishing
histories of owners may also help explain this finding. On average,
boat, permit, and/or quota owners spent 32% of their total years in

fishing as crew members (n¼45; mean total years of experi-
ence¼36 years, range 5–60; mean years spent as crew¼10 years,
range 1–35) and owner-operators averaged 29% of their fishing
histories as crew members (n¼69; mean total years of experi-
ence¼32 years, range 1–54; mean years spent as crew¼9,
range¼0–35). Skippers spent 49% of their fishing histories as crew
members (n¼16, mean total years of experience¼23 years, range
11–38; mean years spent as crew¼10, range¼0–26). Average
support for privatization did not differ significantly by crew
experience. Crew member survey respondents averaged 19 years
of total experience (n¼50, range 2–45). Measures of support for
fisheries privatization were also not linked to income or ethnicity
as expected from previous research [12]. These findings suggest
relatively high levels of agreement about Likert items in this scale
across diverse categories of respondents. Of course, the complexity
of experiences of, and opinions about, privatization processes
often make simple quantitative measures of support for privatiza-
tion and its effects problematic [47].

Significant differences in responses for composite measures
were found among one fishery group. Respondents who identified
the pollock fishery as their primary fishery expressed the most
support for privatization (mean¼29) compared to all other
groups, although this finding comes from only a small number of
pollock fishermen (n¼5; Kruskl-Wallis rank sum test, chi-
square¼11.44, df¼6, p¼0.076). This relatively high degree of
support may be linked to current (2014) policy discussions about
developing an individual transferable quota system for trawl
fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska for target (including pollock) and
non-target species [48]. Gear groups showed similar variation, for
example, those who primarily participate in trawl fisheries tended
to show more support (mean¼22), but these differences were not
found to be statistically significant.

5.2. Privatization compared to other changes

Informants described many changes in fishing – environmental
and species shifts, as well as a host of economic, political, regula-
tory, and technological changes. Compared to other changes in
fishing, informants tended to discuss privatization as a “big impact”
change, one that created divisions in the community, similar to
other significant events, such as the 1989 Exxon Valdez oil spill, as
these two informants stated:

I would have to say the two greatest social-economic tragedies
that I think can be found in Kodiak in my working lifetime have
been the Exxon oil spill and the privatization of halibut (and)
sablefish… In both cases you had a system of haves and have-nots.
You had people that were gifted, extremely gifted. And then you
had some people that did a lot of work and got nothing… And so a
lot of bitterness, and angst kind of wrenched the social fabric.
“Well, he got something and I didn't.” And not only did he get
something, he got a fairly huge bonanza… And then we see the
complete repeat, almost, in a different way with the halibut and
sablefish [IFQ program] where you kind of compete neighbor
against neighbor kind of thing. And before, you were more defined
by how hard you worked and how responsible you were and to an
extent how lucky you were and then started morphing into who
are your connections. Owner-operator, July 21, 2011
When the oil spill happened, it tore the community apart, it made
enemies. As did when IFQs came down. Both of those things just
really tore us part, socially. When the [halibut and sablefish] IFQ
thing was coming down, there was actually a fist fight in Safeway
[grocery store] between two skippers’ wives. One of the sad things
about IFQs was that if you ran a boat for somebody for years, a lot
of people would own one or two boats maybe three and they
would hire skippers for their boats and a lot of people didn't own
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the boat but ran the boat for years and caught halibut. But they
didn't get any quota shares, it was the owner of the vessel.
And so that tore us apart, because these really tight relationships
that owners and skippers had, some owners chose not to award
anything to their crew, even if it was a skipper. It just didn't
fall out right for a lot of people, and so that's what the fist fight
was about. During the oil spill, some people got very lucrative
charters for cleanup and made as much as they would have fishing
salmon, incredible. Money was thrown at us. But some people just
didn't get charters. We have houses in Kodiak, we call them
“spillionaires” they were built after the oil spill. That's really hard
to take, when everything was taken away from you and you
weren't given anything to make it better. It was sad. Friendships,
relationships broke up over that. Community leader, June
10, 2011

(ITQs) was kind of like the haves and have nots again, like the oil
spill. If you were awarded IFQs, it was kind of like winning the
lotto. I'm not negating people's history in a fishery, because some
people deserved… but a lot of people that got IFQs weren't even

fishing anymore, because their slice of history…some people had
already retired. Community leader, June 10, 2011

Some informants stressed that by creating divisions within the
community, the privatization of fishing rights affected the com-
munity in a negative way.

Privatization has been one of the most divisive and identifiably
negative influences on the community. Now certainly some people
have benefited greatly from the wealth generated and you can
certainly argue that that is very positive. But the fact that a few
people obtain that wealth increased the disparity amongst neigh-
bors and I think that has been generally bad for the community.
The other types of changes seem to have impacted basically
everybody, so they haven't better or worse necessarily for any-
body. Fisheries support sector, March 13, 2012

Differential and negative impacts of privatization were consis-
tently mentioned in interviews, as well as survey data. Seventy-
nine percent of survey respondents agreed or strongly agreed that

Fig. 2. The top panel presents four Likert items, positive toward privatization ideals or specific outcomes. The bottom presents four statements negative toward privatization
ideals or specific outcomes. Disagreement is shown in red on the left side of the figure; agreement is shown in blue on the right. Figure by J.M. Coleman using function ‘likert’
in package ‘HH’ [50] in the statistical program R [51].
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“IFQs created conflict in the Kodiak community,” while 15% were
neutral, and only 6% disagreed.

5.3. Privatization and effects on individual and community
well-being

Our interview and survey results reflect a breadth of opinions
regarding the relationship between privatization and individual
and/or personal business well-being. Overall, 48% of respondents
described negative impacts to their fishing businesses as a result of
privatization, 29% reported neutral or mixed impacts, and 24%
described positive effects.

Respondents were more united in identifying negative impacts
to community well-being resulting from the privatization of fish-
ing rights. Overall, 77% percent of survey respondents who listed
impacts in the community of Kodiak related to privatization
processes (n¼145) listed negative ones, while only 13% listed
positive effects and 10% expressed mixed opinions. Common
negative community impacts included: fleet consolidation and
job loss, downturn of local economy, inequities and widening of
gap between rich and poor, impacts to crew, absentee owners and
capital flight, and a “graying of the fleet” and lack of entry level
opportunities. Many interviewees discussed how the consolidation
of the fishing fleets that accompanied the privatization the access
rights in the halibut, sablefish, and Bering Sea crab fisheries
affected the community. Several offered their estimates of how
many Kodiak boats were “lost” (left the fishery) after privatization
(e.g., within two years [after halibut IFQs] we lost 100 boats). This
consolidation was noted to have negative impacts in the commu-
nity, in statements such as this one: (when) you concentrate the
wealth, less and less of it goes to crews’ shares, and the communities,
the boats, the whole economy.

Positive community impacts were listed by a much smaller
subset of respondents (n¼25) and included: stabilized local
economy, higher paying/more jobs for crew, better fish prices,
increases in safety, and increased health/sustainability of
fisheries).

As discussed in sections above, informants linked privatization
and other changes in fishing to their perceived health of particular
fisheries (as social-ecological systems), the fishing lifestyle, and the
Kodiak fishing community. Survey respondents were presented
with a Likert scale statement: “overall, IFQs have been good for
the community of Kodiak.” Approximately 53% of respondents
disagreed with this statement, 32% were neutral, and 15% agreed.
Overall, however, informants tended to think of Kodiak as a healthy
fishing community, especially in comparison to other fishing com-
munities in Alaska and the U.S.:

Kodiak, it's probably the archetypal working fishing community in
Alaska…Kodiak is fairly big and involved in a lot of fisheries but
the waterfront is definitely oriented towards multiple facets of the
fishing industry…Kodiak is really up at the forefront that is
dependent on, prideful of and fully engaged in commercial fishing.
Fisheries support sector, March 13, 2012

(Kodiak is) a healthy fishing community compared to other fishing
communities (in) that their bread and butter is fishing. We're
robust, compared to other communities, like some in Southeast
[Alaska] that don't even really exist anymore because the fisheries
aren't as robust as they used to be in that neck of the woods. We're
so diversified here, we don't depend on one species of fish, so I
think that's saved us…Yeah, I think we're the center of the
universe when it comes to commercial fishing. Community leader,
June 10, 2011

Perceptions of the health of Kodiak fishing community over
time were divergent. In several interviews, informants who noted

how much less fishing activity there is in the community com-
pared to years past said: “just look at the harbor,” it's so slow, so
many fewer active boats. On the other side, those who feel the
community is doing better than ever, also said “just look at the
harbor,” stating that the boat harbor is full and the community still
boasts the largest commercial fishing fleet in the state of Alaska.

6. Conclusions

This article explored how fisheries privatization processes have
affected fishery systems in Kodiak, Alaska. Findings from this study
suggest that a diverse range of fishery participants share core
values about the social dimensions of fishery systems. Fishery
participants’ experiences of and views on fisheries privatization
engaged these core social values, making explicit how central
values such as hard work, open opportunities, and fairness are to
fisheries social systems in Kodiak. Several informants suggested
that privatization processes are changing these core values. Survey
data confirm shared opinions about fisheries values and privatiza-
tion processes, and suggest that shifts in values have not yet
occurred in a pronounced way (e.g., measures of support for
privatization values discussed in Section 5.1.3 overall showed
relatively high levels of agreement; no significant differences were
detected between owners and crew and long-term and short-
term crew).

The ethnographic data do show how social changes are
occurring in Kodiak fisheries and community as a result of
privatization processes that are likely to shift these values in
fisheries over time. The erosion of the power of crew members
relative to quota owners, impeded upward mobility and career
prospects for crew and new fishery participants, and the creation
and solidification of classes of fishermen in the Kodiak community
is perceived to have decreased equity, constrained opportunities,
and limited the ability of hard work alone to equate to success in
fisheries. In the language of political ecology, these changes are
remaking the fishery systems in Kodiak. Class divisions are now
even more central in the fisheries and the community, and certain
groups with little access to financial capital are even more
marginalized from the system. As these social shifts continue,
they are likely to have profound effects on fishing livelihoods and
fishing communities such as Kodiak.

Although ethnographic and survey data showed a range of
perspectives of the effects of privatization on fishing and the Kodiak
community, study participants perceived privatization as a signifi-
cant change, a majority of whom perceived the impacts on the
community of Kodiak to be divisive and negative, largely because of
the class divisions (or in the language of the community, the
“haves” and the “have nots” or those who have “Qs” and those
who do not) created in the community. Despite these perceptions of
negative impacts, people tended to view the community of Kodiak
as a healthy fishing community. Yet, Kodiak residents worry about
the future of their fisheries and their community.

Crew members and new or young entrants were two groups
identified as disproportionately affected by privatization. Nearly
three-quarters of all survey respondents agreed that crew mem-
bers have been negatively affected by previous privatization
processes. Our ethnographic data detail important shifts in the
power and status of crew members compared to boat and quota
owners. Crew positions used to be viewed as skilled positions with
upward mobility potential. Kodiak fishery participants are con-
cerned about the future of fisheries access in the community for
the next generation, in large part because of the substantial
financial barriers to entry generated by privatization of fisheries
access. Many discussed the need for more entry-level opportu-
nities for access to all fisheries.
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The increased understanding of how fishery participants have
experienced privatization and their reflections on social shifts and
positive and negative impacts to personal and community well-
being should better inform marine resource governance systems
that attempt to provide effective and equitable fisheries manage-
ment. The core values uniting a diverse range of fishing partici-
pants in Kodiak are not the same as the values of efficiency and
profit-maximization promoted by privatization policies. How
would management systems differ if primary goals were to reward
hard work and maximize opportunity and fairness? The privatiza-
tion of fishing rights is a significant regulatory shift, that has been
noted to be divisive in fishing communities with a host of
perceived negative impacts, that has reshaped crew livelihoods,
that has limited opportunities for the next generation of fisher-
men, and that may be shifting core values in fishing. As such it
demands close scrutiny and reimagining design forms that may
alleviate some of the undesirable outcomes discussed in this
article.
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