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APPENDIX I

Report from MAFAC Workshop on Limited Entry

The world's easiest job is to stimulate energetic discussion
among fisherfolk on limited entry. MAFAC's workshop amply
11lustrated this truism. - -

We are indebted to the six who contributed cogent discussions
of various aspects of the limited entry issue, and who were i
couragecus enough to remain to defend the viewpoints they expressed:
= Dr. Brian Rothschild, NMFS
- Dr.. Francis Christy, Resources for the Future
- Jim Owers, Alaska's Législatj.ve Affairs Agency
- Jim Wilson, University of Maine '

- Dr. Parzival Copes, Simon Frazer University,
Vancouver, B.C.

o ' . -~ Jay étovall, ‘Alaska Commercial Fisheries Limited
B ane W ’ ' Entry Commission

There was unlimited entry into the vigorous discussion pericds
interwoven among the above presemtations. I expect all workshop
participants, who are here to listen to my distillation of these
discussions to let it be known when I fail to reflect all points of -
view fairly. ) ‘

What is Limited Entry?

Limited Entry is any of several fisheries management systems which,
by putting a 1id on participants in a given fishery and simultaneocusly
identifying those who can participate, create property rights in what
formerly a common property rescurce. In many respects limited entry is
comparable to the system of grazing rights allocation applied to our
western public grazing lands, and to the system of selling pollution

... rights to industries along the Rhine as a means of allocating shares in
' the limited resource of freshwater. o
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’ Whét are the alleged benefits of Limited Entry? ' ’ -
Economists who espouse limited entry see several benefits: .

a) Maximization of the total remt availabie to people from
a natural resource. : .

. b) Preventing overcapitalizatiom of a. fishery, and gen_érally
increasing returns on labor and capital. : ‘

c) Permitting increased investments in improved téchnology,
d) Decreasing prices of fish products.

Fishery biologists who espouse limited entry see these syst:émsAas
addit:tonal tools fo: the achievement of bet:tg.r resource conservation.

What are some alleged disbenefits of Limdted Entry?

. It involves a strategy of increased intervention in private
decisions and operations of the marketplace, which many f£ind abhorent.

™  Limited entry is a drastic change in fishery systems, and as such,
inevitably brings disruption and confusion to the participants in the
-——---industry. Social changes, in particular, may be severe. - :

Our experience with the practical applicaiion of limited entry

falls far short of our scholarly expesitions of theory. Many problems -
only some of which we now.can describe - may plague limited entry.

Although economic efficiency and rent maximization are admirable
goals, a) they are not necessarily overriding goals and b) there is
disagreement about who should benefit from the econcmic "surplus" so
created. ‘ ' :

A poorly conceived limited entry system could easily negate many
of the alleged benefits. Technologic improvement might be slower, not
faster, for example. : ‘

What are the basic forms of Limited Entry?

1) Limited inputs - number of licenses, number of 'boat:s, number
of lobster traps, etc., accompanied by a buy-back process.

2) Quota system - pounds of catch per year.
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Where has Limited Entrz,been applied?

Although economists say‘the.benefits of limited entry would be
greatest in truly depressed fisheries, in practice limited entry has been.
adopted mainly for high-value species where a fishery, once profitable,
is declining. Limited entry has been applied in:

Australia (West Coast),

Alaska (19 out of 70 fisheries, including. all salmon
fisheries),

British Ceiumbia (aalmon),

Eastern Canada (lobst:er, crab . Atlantic salmon,
: herring), and

Maine (lobster).

Bas Limited Entry "proven out" where applied? -

The experience has been too short to be sure. In some cases certain
important long run benefits seem certain i1f existing programs continue.
In other cases, reasons for relative failure to meet expectations have
been identified, and loopholes can be closed fairly readily. '

Summary and Recommendation

Just as it would be ridiculous and even disastrous to accept
limited entry as a panacea for all fishery problems, it would be a

 dereliction of duty for those responsible for fishery conservation and

management to reject it out of hand

Practical experience with limited entry is accumulating. Fishery
managers should carefully assess that experience to see whether limited
entry could, in some form, assist in improving fishery resources and
increasing flshery benefits. .

. Therefore, MAEAC respectfully requests that NMFS gather together
useful information on existing limited entry programs, including
materials illustrating both positive and negative aspects of limited
entry, and make these materials available to Regional Fishery
Management Councils (RFMC). NMFS should also provide RFMC's with
lists of people familiar with the theory and practical applications
of limited erntry programs.

Robert B. Weeden, Chairman
MAFAC Limited Entry Workshop
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Marine Recreational Fisheries Subcommittee Report J
: : . : . N
Commerce Building, Washington, D.C. .
May 24, 1976 - 5:15 to 7:30 p.m.
John W. McKean, Chai:m
Persons ‘Present: S_tﬂ:_éomi___fi_f:tas ' Others
Frank Carlton ’ , . Joe Slavin, NMFS
Frank Moss ' . Bob Ayers, NMFS
Julius Nelson - o Joe .Pileggl, WMFS
Frank Grice o ’ Bill Gordon, NMFS :
Melvin Wilson . Phyllis Altroggi, NMFS
Don Bevan Richard Morasco, NMFS
Ted Ford T _ Joe Colson, GSMFC
Bob Weeden - Irwin Alperin, ASMFC
Richard Allen , Brad Ingram, Centaur
' Paul Kolp, Centaur
G.W. Keech, IGFA
v Parzival Copes, B.C.
~7—--"° - The Chairman opened the meeting with a review of the Su_bcomgj.ttge_ S
- e :‘ 3, : —— . -.“... » ﬁ ‘
¥ " duties and the actions taken in September and February including the <

responses of the Department to Committee recommended actioms.
The issues dis.cusged were as follows:
1. ECOK’OMIC EVALUATION Oﬁ‘ MARINE RECREATIONAL FISHING.
Mr'.' Ajers reportéd that.when confronted with the fact that the
request for an intensity of sax_npling that would provide a measure of'
value in eacﬂ individual state would cost three times as much and take
nine months longer to complete, the committee members unaiimously'
sﬁpported the initial design of the study.
Phyllis Altroggi, NMFS economist, and the representatives of Centaur, Imt.
Management Consultants, explained the nature of the comntract and preliminary
. p-lans.A They also advise that an open review of the design woﬁld be invited

on June 28 and 29 before final implementation.
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THE PR0S AKD CONS COF LIMITED ENTRY: A SYNOPTIC DISTUSSICH 7°2IR

by

James Wilson and John Gates

_ The adopt1on of a pol1cy of limited entry (LE) in almost any

u.S. f1shery would represent a fundamental departure from trad1t10na1

'pract1ces. Consequently, the jssue has generated cons1derab1e discussion.

This paper attempts to_prov1de(a broad non—techn1ca1'overv1ew of arguments.
uéed~fbr and against limiting éntry'in u.s. fishefies " No weighting of
éhe argumehts is~prov{ded No a pr1or1 case is made for the blanket
1mpos1t1on of LE nor for the un1versa1 rejection of LE. The purpose

of the paper is to clarify these arguments to fac111tate fur;her discussion
and study. |

The structure of the discussion is to present first the arguments

for LE, and secondly, the issues which arise with LE.

’ A. Arguments Favoring Limited Entry

]. Efficiency

Economic arguments favoring 11mited entry regard 11m1ted entry as a

means of eliminating demonstrable economic 1neff1c1enc1es in the operation

‘of fishery fleets. The inefficiency is related,principél]y to redundant

capital'investment, and consequential low produbtivity. This inefficiency
exists despite the fact that individual fishermen or businessmen may Be

highly efficient given the economic conditions in which they operate.

ﬁ
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he inefficiency to which economists allude is a characteristic of
the fishery system not of the individuals within that system.

In traditional fisheries the process works something like this:
As a fiehery becomes profitabie because of new merkets, increased
demand, resource or technologica] improvement and othee reasoos -
more fishermen, boats aqd'gear‘areiattracted by the prospect of
economic gain."fhe new entrants to the industry tend to cause a
decline in output once MSY is exceeded. For a period the iocreasing
scarcity of the resource causes its market pr1ce to r1se and maintains
the prof1tab111ty of the 1ndustry.

If no measures are taken to maintain the stock such as ouotas,
limjfed entry measures, seasons, mesh sizes, minimum sizes, etc.,
= market prices fail to increase enough to make up for the fncreasing
7 scarcity of the stocks, profitability declines and the indusfry enters -
a period of depression. After a while the stocks may tend to re- l
plenish themselves, profitability rises and the whole cycle begins
over again. ; 4

The traditional way fisheries have been utilized has led to a
host of ineff iciencies detrimental to the 1nterests of fxsherwen,
processors and consymers. For example, although consumers may recejve
'low priced fish during the early stages of the fishery cycle, at’other
times they receive only high priced fish or no fish at_a}l., Processors

are handicapped by unreliable supplies of raw fish. If their equipment



or locafion is specialized to a declining stock, they fan financial
loss and the justifiable burden of a high risk reputation in the
financial community.’ ?requent1y their.p}ants and empioyees are idle
or dislocated. Fishermen wiﬁd up sharing the financial reputation
and loss of processors and are frequéntly idled or forced ouf 6f
- the. industry. In a modern economy which requires the steady supply-
of commodities of known quality, and in whicﬁ'thg capital for'planté,
.boats and equipment is difficult and expensive to come by, it can be,?
argued that carefully limiting the effort in our fisheries cén dambgn,.
if not e]iminate, the cycles ﬁrought.qn by-dnregu]ated fishing.
 Such meﬁsures'as quotas, seasons, minimum sizes and so forth
apbear to bégsufficient for the avoidance_ of long term cyctical swinés .
. (booms and busts) jn fisheries. However, from the economic point of
view many biological regulations may create inefficiencies which
retard the davelopment of é healthy and vital industry.i Economists.
_point out that bio]dgical regulations do not preQent the USe'of'
excessive amounts'of capitai and labor in the harvesting of fish.
. WiFh regard to the economic probiems createa by biological regula-
’ t{on these can be explained by noting that frequently, such'measures
‘have the effect of either interrupting the harvesting'process or of
"tending td concentrate landings in a relatively short period of the

year. In the case of seasons and quotas it is clear that these tend



™ to artificially shorten and compress the harvesting peried (e.g. Alaskan
king crab, tuna, ealmon and others); At the very least this fqrces'
processors and fishermen to inspa]] capacity equal to the demands of the
artificia11y high peak of landings created by the regulation: vLabor
costs, processing costs and sterage costs rise correseondingly as
does the price to consumers. From the point of view of economic benefits,
these extra costs represent’a net loss to the economy and may-be vievied
as a prime exaﬁp]e of regulation-induced inefficiency. Nevertheless the
relevant question is whether or not a more reasonable method for manag1ng
the fishery exists. Clearly, no regulat1on is not the answer. From an
economic viewpoint, one-m1ght argue that control of effort in such a
way as to minimize the seasona] as well as long term cyc]xcal fluctu-

-_;;;h—et1ons in 1and1ngs 1s the way to proceed.
Minimum size and/or mesh Pegulatlons are not usually, thought of

as producing seasonal effects. As a matter of fact in many,f1sher1es
they may not, but in certain crustacean fisheries, such as the northern
lobster, and dungeness crab, the seasonal molt cembined with the minimum -
size rejulatiqn tends to produce a seasonal surge in iandings durin§~
and/or just after the molt. In such f1sher1es, as ef ort increases-
the fxrst effects are a dec11ne in the average size of capture ‘tending

towards the m1n1mum ‘allowable, and then as effort increases more, the



season is further compressed. When-this occurs the costs cf rngulation

tend to be of the same character as in fisheries thh regulated seasons

or quotas. It is worth noting that the economic effects of these types

of regulations are similar to a tax on 1andingsr Both reduce the profits

_.of fishermen, one by raijsing costs; the other by reducing after tax

revehues. _ o '

| ~ Even in fisheries where biological regulation does not induce

art1f1c1al seasona]ity, gross jnefficiencies are likely to occur. Moét

- of this 1neff1c1ency occurs in the form of excess1ve amounts of equ1p-

mant, boats and labor in the harvest1ng sector--accord1ng to some esti-

mates more than doub]g the amount necessary to harvest with the greatest

technical efficiency. This does ndt reflect on the efficiency with which -

. individual fishermen ply their trade. Rather, the iﬁefficiency arises

from the cqmbined cperation of all the boats in the fishéry and is.not

under the control of, or resolvable by, individual boat operators.. 1£

may be explained as follows: | |
Profitability determines the number of participating units’fn a

fishery as'in'éﬁy other industry. However, in fisheries, un]ike many

other industries, prof1tab111ty is not determ1ned after deduct1on of all

coscs. In fact it is the nature of fisheries that the 1nd1v1dua1 operator‘

dbes not pay for all costs. Spec1f1ca11y, he does not pay for the '
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cost.of conserving the scare résource. The férmer, for example, in

his purchase or rental of land and in the maintenance of fhe lang pays
a rather heavy rent which, combined with exclusive use rights to the
land, encoubages maintenance of soil productivity through sound soil
conservation practices. The fisherman pays oﬁ]y the cost of harvesting.
Thus? g]l otﬁer things equal fishing sﬁould be.Véry profitable. But
all other things are rarely equal, for the high profitability.of any

fishery draws in new operating units competing for the same limited’

'resource, More boats share the same pie (resource) and profits decline.

New operators continue'to.enter the fishery until the'levgl of profit-
ability falls -to a point where entry is no longer atfractfve. In effect
fhese new koats absorb the profit; whick naturally occur in a fishenf
beééuse'there is no incentive to invest im the replenishment of the}

resource. Replenishment or conservation in this context is-simply a
recogiition of the economic trade-off between harvests present.and -

future. No incentive exists because exclusive use rights are absent.
Economists point out that in almost every developed and managed

fishery the same sustainable harvest could be obtained with many

. fewer boats than is currently the case. The excess boats and labor

contribute zero or negative values to the systems; they afé'ﬁimply

redundant. If these boats and labor were diverted to otﬁer fisheries
or other forms of employment they woqld make a net positive contribu-
tion to the fisheries system. This may be accomplished through“some

form of LE.



E In éum, the economic érgumentAfor LE on the grounds of greateé
- expected efficiency is based on a comparison of the state of_fisheriés
‘éurréﬁtly and the improved state they could be in if fishing effort
were constrained by some form of 1imited entri.‘ The efficiency case
for limited entry must also, however, take into account the problems
and costé associated with the transitién from the current ta the ad-.
vocated state and possible inefficien;iesvwhiéh might be assdgiatéd'_
with a LE program itself. A consideration of>these problems with

(or argumehts against) LE will be diséussed after.a second argument
is described below. . ~ = - - |

2. The Conservation Argument

... In a fishery governed by no limits un entry it is more commonly the-

~ sjtuation- that new conservation meésures‘are Tikely to represent a short
run economic loss to fishermeﬁ'for which there is little prospect af
long rdn compensating bénefit. The reason for this may,be easier to
understand once the entry/exit dynamics of the fisherman pqpulation'is |
taken into accquntﬁ |

The.impbsition of new conservation measures ines rise td economic
‘effects that may bé overlooked by fisheries managers (though fhey are
almost alwajs noted and predicted by fiShermen). In'ecqn¢mic terms
almost eveﬁy consérvation méasu?e can be viéwéd as invdlying a cost.

.which occurs in the short term'immediately after the new regulaﬁion'is

put into effect. . This is the foregone catch resulting ffom greater mesh



-~ sizes, lowered quctas or shortér seasons. The correspond1nc benefit
| is the potent1a1]y larger catch sustainable in the future. The benefit,
of course, can only arise after the costs have been incurred.

The practical effect of this timing of costs and bénefits is that
the currently active fishermen are forced to bear the burden of the
conservat1on measure (the foregone catch), however, when the benefits of
the conservat1on measure occur at some later time (1arger sustainable
catches) large numbers of inactive fishermen enter the fishery, tgnding
'thereby to absorb the benefits of the conservation measure. Bluntly,
fishermen who are active at the time the conservation measure is intro-
duced bear the costs of conservation but may not recieve the benefits.
Costs and oenef1ts of conservation measures are not coincident. As

TT’"'"long as entry 1nto a .1shery is. re]at1ve]y free, this wi]] always tend
" to be the case. It is not hard to see, therefore, why fishermen fre-
quently oppose censervation moésures, the enly circumstances under
which they would not would be if they could be ensured of receiving
some of the benefits of conservation. This cannot be ensured as long
as free entry exists which results in dissipation of the potential
benefits. A coincidence 6f benefits and costs of qonserVation can only
be ensured if entry is limited by policy measures rather than exclu-
sively by market forces. This is not a criticism.of the market as a

mechanism for resource allocation; for free markets to function properly



rights or use rights are a prerequisite. VYet this prerequisite is
precisely what is lacking in a free entry fishery. For similar reasons,

conservation measures a]ready in force are frequently difficult to enforce

. because they represent, frequently, a short run econom1f cost to
fishermen for which there is Tittle 11k]1hood of Tong run benef1t.

It could be argued that conservat1on is 1n the greater publlc o
1nterest and that fishermen should be willing. to bear the costs of
conservat1on for that reason.. This position is difficult to accept |
s1mp1y because we make no similar economic demands on any other groub

in SOC1ety and also because there is a more equitable alternat1ve
ava11able - one wh1ch will not place an unfair economic burden on

fishermen and which will at the same time .provide for the conserva- -
tion needs of the public interest - name1y 11n1ted entry. o ‘: N

It is in fact the 1ack of a co1nC1dence of costs and benefits R
with our current wethod of conservat1on which may be at the heart
of the difficulty of enacting reasonable (from the scientist's
point of view) conservation measures.

Thisv'conservation argument'_fbr Timited entry may be contrasted

. with the efficiency argument by noting that it differs primari]y in
its practical impact. In order to achieve the.conserbation,benefité
of Timited entry the numbers of fishermen would not need fo'be fihited
to the extent necessary to achieve full econdmiq efficiency and its

benefits.



B. The Ar-giments Against Limited :Entry

| Fishing is a way of Tife. A great part of its value to the
individual is frequently in the enjoyment, the sport (even for com'ner'c-:a].
f'tshermen) and the mdependence it provides. Fwshermen enaoy their work

and the water; it's rare to find one who views his work as a grind and

easy to find many who could increase their earnings in fewer hours in

other occupations. There is a large element of sport in commercial

fishing--outwitting the fish, learning when to go after one and not
the other, making the big set, ‘enduring the rigors of the water, en-

countering and dealing with x.he unexpected These are all an important

| part of fishing.

-- Fingilyy fishing is one of the few occupation§ a person can enter -
today which has no formal educational and few substantial firiaﬁc_iai
requiremants. If a person Tearns qu'ick'l:y and works hard fishiﬁg can
provide @ camfortable or even substantial income. With no limits on
entry the rewards to fishing are primarily a function of 'man's merit
or productivity; and if a man choose§ not to be highly productive, to
subsistior to work only to the extent he finds necessary, he can fish.

The Tact ghat the full economic potential of fishing is reaiized by

only a few does not deny the fact that the Opportumty is there.

What is Wtant is the opportumty
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- Limited entry is scmetimes perceived by.fisherﬁen as a threat. Efficiency
and higher incomes are important to f1shermen but they fear that the other ~
values that draw them to f1sh.ng may be sacr1f1ced for groatar eff1c1ency and
higher 1ncomes. They fear the creation of arbitrary bureaucratic or f1narq1a]
barriers to entry which may deny them, their sons or another prospect1ve

fisherman of the r19ht to a partxcular-way of ]1fe and of the opportunity to
| secure a potent1a11y lucrative economic opportun1ty. Thev fear that 11m1ted
entpy wi11 be a way of regulating their independence. Many a]so question the
real efficiency gains which can be achieved4through Timited entry, eSpecia]]y
when such programs restrictor prohibit inter-fishery novement. Eséentia]ly,
though, .this argument against limited entry is phiTosophical. It is a defense
of a way of life against what is perceived as an externa]]y imposed threat.
The extent to which limited entry, in fact, will threaten or destroy th1s way
of 1ife is, perhaps, one of the most important issues which must be wezghed in ~

the decision to implement and design Timited entry programs. ' : -

One may note that the "way~o% life" thesis is a standard shibboleth to
erect in the face of change. There is for example a whole' Titerature on the
Ludeites in Great Britain. Within the.U.S. the family farm still receives

periodie homage, a century after its apparent demise. This continuing
vitability of the concept stens in pant from the elasticity of our
perceptions. The family farm of today bears 1jtt1e resemblence to the
family famm circa 1940. The same could be said of the family fishing
enterprise and it is doubtful that either would want to return to the

"good old days". 1Is it then conceivable that under LE we might learn

L
— -

to eat our cake and like it? -

n




There are other issues, hqyever which also need to be censidered fn
connection With LE. From this broad philosophfcq] opposition a set of more
narrow}y based objections arise. Very early in the debate ovér LE'quéstions v
were raised as to whether the concept itself wou]d;pass thevtest of constiﬁution?.
ality. Additionally there were-doubts about whether the specific aspects of
imp!ementstion, particularly with regard to the criteria used for entry, against
discrimination. Ancther legal issue which has 5eén raised concerns the in-

Acidence of windfall ga{ns. In general, -ah LE program will cbnfer “once and fbr"
all” or "w1nd-fa]1" gains which will be incident on a part1cu1ar group of
citizens. The magn1tude and incidence of these w1ndfail gaIns depend on

the specifics of the LE scheme selected but in general they will be substant1a1.
Th1s issue of 1nc1dence of benefits and costs 4s more than a strictly legal-

| one, it is also a potent1a1 political issue. The fact is that many c1tlzens

often regard with distaste any pub11c policy measure which knowingly and -
deliberately confers windfall gains on a sp°c1a] subset of the- populat1on. The |
fact that such gains are reaped‘every day in our economy as a consequence

of public decisions may establish precedence but it probab?v will not

‘alleviate the distaste for it.

It is true that any aspirant can enter the fishery, even under{most) LE
schemes simply by purchasing access rights from an existing holder. LE |
schemes are not necessarily discriminatory therefore if financial markets

" and access.to capital are reaSonably.good. However, since financial sources
will probably consider experience and past performance as fndices of expected
future performance, access will probably be difficult for a young, inexperienced
man especially if he has no immediate Ee]atives who are experienced fishermen.
Another aspect of financial barriers to entry is that even if the financial

A\ market were objective it would automatical]x exclude those who chose to enter

12



fishing, not for its financial rewards, but for the opportunity it offered to
pursue an occupation that offered personal freedom and the ability to subsist ™

or to work for low secumary rewards. .’

If, as a practical matter, it is found that the basis for determining
new possible entrants to the fishery, whether financial or bureaucratic, is -
not closely correlated with the potential productivity of entrants, then the

efficiency gains expected from LE will not be as large as otherwise.

Another afgument against LE has arisen ih those cases where imp]eménted
‘(or proposed) programs have restricted the fisherman's aﬁility to move from
fishény to fishery. There are few fisheries Which lack a nqturai season
and are, therefore, capable of supporting a commercial fishing operation on-
'a'year around basis. If the.designers of LE programs do not take into account

the fact that.mobility between fisheries is frequently an absolute necessity
. -~

R——

and do in fact eliminate that mobility the result will be the elimin&tion o%
the full time fisherman. Commercial fishing will become the province of the
part-timer. Our current system of biological regulations has gone a long way
toWards making fhis a fact of life already by significantly shortenihg the
effective fishing season in many instances. I11 designed Timited entry

programs could accelerate the trend.

Another argument against limited entry arises in those cases where limited

entry programs seek a reduction in the numbers of fishermen. Lf such re-

ductions are not carried out very carefu]lyAand with full attention paid to
the fate of those denied access to the fishery (even though such denial may

be fully l1egal) the costs of unemployment and other forms of social dis-
location, will tend to offset apparent gains within the fishery. The net

result from the point of view of national efficiency will depend, of course,



the particular circumstances of each f1shery and each limited entry program.
’-\ In those programs instituted or proposed to date particular attention has
. been paid to this prcblem, for reasons of efficiency and also because it is
so closely related to the incidence issue_of who retains access to .the program

and why.

A. final argumentjagainét LE concerns doubtﬁ about the logicvof the con-
.servation argument for 1imit entry. This'argumeﬁt states that only under
limited entry do individual fishermen's economic interests and the Interests
of all in conservation coincide and that, therefore, the probab111ty of
enacting more reasonable conservat1on measures is enhanced. It is po1nted out
that for this to be the case f1shermen would have to be well lnformed about
the poss1b111t1es of- conservat1on and would have to take a long term view of
.TT__-the%r industry and business. It i; sometimes claimed they are not curéently-
= we]l informed and tepd to be rather shortsighted. This may we]i.be the cése
simply because under.our current system of management there is no reason faor
fishermén to behave otherwise. Farmers, who by virtue of their -ownership of
land do receive the benefits of soil conservation, 'do appear to act in a
way which makes soil conservation a relatively minor prob]em’- aAprobIem the
governmenf can deal with through encouragement and education rather then direct
fegu1ati6n. It is perhaps a matter of individual opinion whether or not sﬁch

results could be pbtained'in fisheries through LE.

Summary

There appear to be strong arguments for and against LE. Both sets of
argument§ apply with different weights according to the particular fisheny

in question and' the specific'LE measures adopted. For example, the strohgest

14



arguments against LE stress the possxble loss of emp]oyment Opportun1t1es
and possible injustices involved in the determination or uno getis fishing
rights. In over-crowded fisheries such as lobster and salmon where a
reduction in effort is necessary these arguments should carry great weight
in any discussion of LE and espec1a11y the timing and means by which effort
reduction is to be ach1eved On the other hand, in f1sher1es where ex-
pan51on‘1s poss1b1e (e.q. New England groundf1$h) and where as a pract1ca1.
métter Timited entry merely means;placing a cei]ing on future capacity,
these arguments are of very little or no impoftance.. Simffar]y the‘vélue
of the ef%iciency'and conseévation benefits from 1imited entry vary from

fishery to fishery.

It is tempting.to argue that the benéfits_ofilimited entry are likely to be
greater, in general,. in those fisheries which are'seriouily overfished - that
is where the problem is moét apparent. However, the realities of implementing
limited entry in these sifuations suggesfs that the long iime involved (to
slowly and fairly reduce numbers) may considerably reduce the value of limited
entry benefits. It is also important to recognize that effort reduction may
mean merefy the re-deployment of effort into less exploited fisheries. This
~of course would reduce the dislocative effect. Conseduént]y, it may well be
the case thaf limited entry is a more reasonable (beneficiall managemént ap-
proach in de;e]oping fisheries where the off-setting costs and ﬁrob]ems with

implementation are minimal.
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A particular]y'thorny prgblempappears to concern the conditions

under which initial assignment of fishing rights is determined by anyApro-

- gram. In cases where the nature of the overfishing problem requires a re-

duction in the number of participants in the fishery, the manner in which

rlghts are ass1gned (or not asswgned) must be as fair and reasonable as possible.
It would appear, however, on the bas1s of discussions with Tawyers that as

Tong as: the fishing r1ght itself accorded no r1ghts to the individual greater

than those assoc1ated with the normal holding of property (e.g.. farm land)

that- the test of the law would be met. Generally it wou]d be fair to conc]ude

‘ that limited entry programs can be des1gned which meet the tests of the con-

stitution and the law. In fact, PL 94-265 requires that any L.E. scheme 1nc1ude

measures to avoid excessive concentrat1on in ownership of access right.

-

The desirability of LE depends on facts and circumstances as well
as on the particular variant of LE to be considered. It-has been

argued by several authors that most if not all of the issues raised by

LE can be resolved for a'particq]ar fishery by caretul attention to detail

and selection of complementary measures.

The validity of this argument remains to be tested by experience. It

'vis reasonable to conclude that LE does offer substantial benefits to fisher-

men and to the nation if ways can be found to make it work. In this
connection, it should be noted that since the desirability -and design of

limited entry programs is so very dependent on the particular circumstances
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of each fishery, that initiation or planning for any limited entry
program must 6n1y Be undertaken with strong and on-going representation

of those people most affected - the fishermen.
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